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Foreword

Governments are increasingly looking to international comparisons of education opportunities and outcomes as they develop
policies to enhance individuals’ social and economic prospects, provide incentives for greater efficiency in schooling, and help
to mobilise resources to meet rising demands. The OECD Directorate for Education and Skills contributes to these efforts by
developing and analysing the quantitative, internationally comparable indicators that it publishes annually in Education at a
Glance. Together with OECD country policy reviews, these indicators can be used to assist governments in building more
effective and equitable education systems.

Education at a Glance addresses the needs of a range of users, from governments seeking to learn policy lessons to
academics requiring data for further analysis and the general public wanting to monitor how their countries’ schools are
progressing in producing world-class students. This publication examines the quality of learning outcomes, the policy levers
and contextual factors that shape these outcomes, and the broader private and social returns that accrue to investments in
education.

Education at a Glance is the product of a long-standing, collaborative effort between OECD governments, the experts and
institutions working within the framework of the OECD Indicators of Education Systems (INES) programme, and the OECD
Secretariat. It was prepared within the Innovation and Measuring Progress Division of the OECD Directorate for Education
and Skills under the responsibility of Tia Loukkola. The production of Education at a Glance 2022 was managed by Marie-
Hélene Doumet and Abel Schumann. It contains statistical and analytical contributions from Etienne Albiser, Heewoon Bae,
Andrea Borlizzi, Antonio Carvalho, Eric Charbonnier, Minne Chu, Elisa Duarte, Bruce Golding, Yanjun Guo, Corinne
Heckmann, Viktoria Kis, Simon Normandeau, Eduardo Roche, Gara Rojas Gonzalez, Giovanni Maria Semeraro, Chelsea
Tao, Lou Turroques, Choyi Whang and Hajar Sabrina Yassine. Administrative support was provided by Eda Cabbar and
Valérie Forges, and additional advice and analytical inputs were provided by Gilian Golden and Thomas Weko.
Cassandra Davis and Sophie Limoges provided valuable support in the editorial and production process. The development
of the publication was steered by member countries through the INES Working Party and facilitated by the INES networks.
The members of the various bodies as well as the individual experts who have contributed to this publication and to the INES
programme more generally are listed at the end of this publication.

While much progress has been made in recent years, member countries and the OECD continue to strive to strengthen the
link between policy needs and the best available internationally comparable data. This presents various challenges and trade-
offs. First, the indicators need to respond to education issues that are high on national policy agendas, and where the
international comparative perspective can offer added value to what can be accomplished through national analysis and
evaluation. Second, while the indicators should be as comparable as possible, they also need to be as country-specific as
necessary to allow for historical, systemic and cultural differences between countries. Third, the indicators need to be
presented in as straightforward a manner as possible, while remaining sufficiently complex to reflect multi-faceted realities.
Fourth, there is a general desire to keep the indicator set as small as possible, but it needs to be large enough to be useful
to policy makers across countries that face different challenges in education.

The OECD will continue not only to address these challenges and develop indicators in areas where it is feasible and
promising to develop data, but also to advance in areas where considerable investment is still needed in conceptual work.
The OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) and its extension through the OECD Survey of Adult
Skills, a product of the Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC), as well as the OECD
Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS), are major efforts to this end.
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Editorial

In the past two decades, the share of young adults with advanced qualifications has risen sharply across OECD countries:
48% of 24-34 year-olds had a tertiary degree in 2021, compared to just 27% in 2000. This is due to the growing need for
advanced skills in labour markets and has profound implications for our societies and the future of education.

The COVID-19 pandemic demonstrated that educational attainment is one of the best protections against economic risks:
during the peak of the pandemic, unemployment increased much more for those with below upper secondary attainment than
for those with tertiary attainment. A similar pattern was observed in the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis.

Better-educated adults may also find it easier to adopt new technologies that improve their quality of life. For example, 71%
of 55-74 year-olds with tertiary attainment used online or video calls during the pandemic, allowing them to stay in touch with
family and friends and avoid social isolation. In contrast, only 34% of similarly aged adults with below upper secondary
attainment reported making online or video calls.

This year’s edition of Education at a Glance focuses on this changing environment for tertiary education.

Adapting tertiary education to meet the needs of all students

The rising number of tertiary students is leading to growing diversity in their socio-economic and educational backgrounds.
To meet their needs, tertiary education needs to become more diverse too. Models of tertiary education that worked when
only a small share of each cohort entered university — often those from privileged backgrounds — will no longer be adequate
when more than half of young adults are obtaining tertiary degrees.

Tertiary education systems must be prepared for students looking for new skills at various stages of their careers. For
example, micro-credentials offer a promising approach to give students greater ownership over what they learn, how they
learn, where they learn and when in their life learning works best for them. As labour-markets change, these and similar
approaches will be important to prevent young graduates from struggling to find good jobs even as employers cannot find
people with the skills they need.

Further, not all students are best served by a tertiary degree. The general increase in tertiary attainment may have led
employers to expect a tertiary degree as the new normal, pushing students who would benefit more from vocational education
and training (VET) into academic tertiary education instead. To avoid this, vocational upper secondary programmes that can
compete with tertiary education in terms of quality and labour-market outcomes are important, but they remain rare. Making
VET a first choice rather than a last resort for students requires new links between upper secondary VET and professional
tertiary education to give VET graduates the opportunity to obtain additional qualifications at a later stage.

Maintaining the momentum on digitalisation

The pandemic demonstrated the value of digital tools for tertiary education institutions. Innovative models of remote teaching
and learning were developed that allowed students to continue learning even during the peaks of the pandemic.

To facilitate the use of these tools, around half of OECD countries reformed their regulatory or institutional frameworks during
the pandemic. Most OECD countries also found resources to purchase digital tools for in-classroom and remote learning and
to train teachers in their use. These pandemic-related measures implemented by many countries were a big step in the right
direction, but they do not go far enough.

To fully benefit from digitalisation, we must strengthen the innovation culture in education. This requires the right institutional
and regulatory frameworks, in particular those governing digital education. It requires public procurement in the education
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sector to become more responsive to digital opportunities and create stronger incentives for private sector innovation. It also
requires teachers to acquire the skills needed not only to use digital tools in the classroom, but also to enhance their own
professional development.

Providing data for innovative education policies

The policy issues described above provide several avenues for the development of OECD education statistics. Currently,
robust cross-country data on non-standard modes of education such as micro-credentials are scarce, even though these
programmes will become increasingly important in the future. Likewise, little data exists about the quality of tertiary
programmes and their relevance to the labour market, despite this being essential information for policy makers. Statistics on
the use of digital solutions are also needed to ensure education systems respond to current and future labour-market needs.
Capturing these dimensions will require looking beyond existing data sources. For example, measuring the impact of lifelong
learning and workplace training will require the use of data from employers and from education technology companies.

The OECD will continue working with its members and partners to provide the data policy makers need to evaluate learning
recovery policies, build on the digital initiatives and innovations adopted during the pandemic, and develop the education
systems that can power better jobs and better lives into the future.

Mathias Cormann

Secretary-General, OECD
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Reader’s guide

The organising framework

Education at a Glance 2022: OECD Indicators offers a rich, comparable and up-to-date array of indicators that reflect a
consensus among professionals on how to measure the current state of education internationally. The indicators provide
information on the human and financial resources invested in education, how education and learning systems operate and
evolve, and the returns to investments in education. They are organised thematically, each accompanied by information on
the policy context and interpretation of the data.

The indicators are organised within a framework that distinguishes between the actors in education systems, groups them
according to the types of issues they address and examines contextual factors that influence policy (Figure A). In addition to
these dimensions, the time perspective makes it possible to visualise dynamic aspects of the development of education
systems.

Figure A. Organising framework of indicators in Education at a Glance
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Actors in education systems

The OECD Indicators of Education Systems (INES) programme seeks to gauge the performance of national education
systems as a whole, rather than to compare individual institutional or other subnational entities. However, there is increasing
recognition that many important features of the development, functioning and impact of education systems can only be
assessed through an understanding of learning outcomes and their relationships to inputs and processes at the level of
individuals and institutions.

To account for this, the first dimension of the organising framework distinguishes the three levels of actors in education
systems:
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e Education systems as a whole.

e Providers of educational services (institutions, schools), as well as the instructional setting within those institutions
(classrooms, teachers).

e Individual participants in education and learning, the students. These can be either children or young adults
undergoing initial schooling and training, or adults pursuing lifelong learning programmes.

Indicator groups

The second dimension of the organising framework further groups the indicators into three categories:

e Indicators on the output, outcomes and impact of education systems: Output indicators analyse the characteristics
of those exiting the system, such as their educational attainment. Outcome indicators examine the direct effects of
the output of education systems, such as the employment and earning benefits of pursuing higher education. Impact
indicators analyse the long-term indirect effects of the outcomes, such as the knowledge and skills acquired,
contributions to economic growth and societal well-being, and social cohesion and equity.

e Indicators on the participation and progression within education entities: These indicators assess the likelihood of
students accessing, enrolling in and completing different levels of education, as well as the various pathways followed
between types of programmes and across education levels.

e Indicators on the input into education systems or the learning environment: These indicators provide information on
the policy levers that shape the participation, progression, outputs and outcomes at each level. Such policy levers
relate to the resources invested in education, including financial, human (such as teachers and other school staff) or
physical resources (such as buildings and infrastructure). They also relate to policy choices regarding the instructional
setting of classrooms, pedagogical content and delivery of the curriculum. Finally, they analyse the organisation of
schools and education systems, including governance, autonomy and specific policies to regulate the participation of
students in certain programmes.

Contextual factors that influence policy

Policy levers typically have antecedents: external factors that define or constrain policy but are not directly connected to the
policy topic at hand. Demographic, socio-economic and political factors are all important national characteristics to take into
account when interpreting indicators. The characteristics of the students themselves, such as their gender, age, socio-
economic status or cultural background, are also important contextual factors that influence the outcomes of education policy.

The structure of chapters and indicators in Education at a Glance

The indicators published in Education at a Glance 2022 have been developed within this framework. The chapters are
structured through the lens of the education system as a whole, although the indicators themselves are disaggregated and
analysed across different levels of education and education settings, and may therefore cover more than one element of the
framework.

Chapter A, The output of educational institutions and the impact of learning, contains indicators on the output, outcomes and
impact of education in the form of the overall attainment of the population, as well as the learning, economic and social
outcomes (Figure A). Through this analysis, the indicators in this chapter provide context, for example, to shape policies on
lifelong learning. They also provide insights into the policy levers needed to address areas where outcomes and impact may
not be aligned with national strategic objectives.

Chapter B, Access to education, participation and progression, considers the full education system from early childhood to
tertiary education and provides indicators on the enrolment, progression and completion of students at each level and
programme (Figure A). These indicators can be considered a mixture of output and outcome, to the extent that the output of
each education level serves as input to the next and that progression is the result of policies and practices at classroom,
institution and system levels. But they can also provide context to identify areas where policy intervention is necessary to
address issues of inequity, for example, or to encourage international mobility.

Chapters C and D relate to the inputs into educational systems (Figure A):
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o Chapter C, Financial resources invested in education, provides indicators on expenditure in education and
educational institutions, how that expenditure is shared between public and private sources, the tuition fees charged
by institutions, and the financial mechanisms to support students. These indicators are mainly policy levers, but they
also help to explain specific learning outcomes. For example, expenditure on educational institutions per student is
a key policy measure that most directly affects individual learners, but it also acts as a constraint on the learning
environment in schools and learning conditions in the classroom.

e Chapter D, Teachers, the learning environment and organisation of schools, provides indicators on instruction time,
teachers’ and school heads’ working time, and teachers’ and school heads’ salaries. These indicators not only
represent policy levers that can be manipulated, but also provide contexts for the quality of instruction and for the
outcomes of individual learners. This chapter also presents data on the profile of teachers.

In addition to the regular indicators and core statistics published, Education at a Glance also contains analytical work in
textboxes. This work usually provides research elements that contribute to the understanding of the indicator, or additional
analysis of a smaller number of countries that complement the findings presented.

Sustainable Development Goal 4

In September 2015, world leaders gathered to set ambitious goals for the future of the global community. Goal 4 of the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) seeks to ensure “inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong
learning opportunities for all”. Each target of the SDG 4 framework has at least one global indicator and a number of related
thematic indicators designed to complement the analysis and the measurement of the target.

The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) oversees the education SDG agenda in the
context of the United Nations-led SDG framework. As the custodian agency for most of the SDG 4 indicators, the UNESCO
Institute of Statistics (UIS) is co-ordinating global efforts to develop the indicator framework to monitor progress towards
SDG 4 targets. In addition to collecting data, the UIS works with partners to develop new indicators, statistical approaches
and monitoring tools to better assess progress across the education-related SDG targets.

In this context, the OECD’s education programmes have a key role to play in the achievement of — and measuring progress
towards — SDG 4 and its targets. There is a high level of complementarity between the SDG 4 agenda and the OECD’s
education policy tools, instruments, evidence and dialogue platforms. The OECD is working with the UIS, the SDG 4 Steering
Committee and the technical working groups that have been put in place to help build a comprehensive data system for global
reporting, agree on the data sources and formulae used for reporting on the SDG 4 global indicators, and on selected thematic
indicators for OECD and partner countries.

Tertiary education in Education at a Glance 2022

As the selected theme for this year’s publication, tertiary education is at the forefront of Education at a Glance 2022. Tertiary
education has seen unprecedented growth in the past decades and obtaining a tertiary degree is still the most promising
pathway to a good job. Although tertiary education differs more widely across countries than primary and secondary education,
there is increasing policy interest in providing comparative analysis of the progression of students, the outcomes of graduates
and the resources invested. Therefore, a large number of indicators in this year's edition analyse students’ participation and
progress through tertiary education, as well as the economic, labour-market and social outcomes of tertiary-educated adults.
The analysis also includes indicators on the resources invested in tertiary education, both financial and human, as well as a
new indicator on teaching staff at tertiary level.

Table A summarises the indicators and chapters that contribute to the analysis of tertiary education in this year’'s Education
at a Glance.
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Table A. Indicators relating to tertiary education in Education at a Glance 2022

Chapter Indicator Indicator
number
Chapter A: A1 To what level have adults studied?
The output of educational institutions and the A3 How does educational attainment affect participation in the labour market?
impact of leaming Ad What are the earnings advantages from education?
A6 How are social outcomes related to education?
A7 To what extent do adults participate equally in education and learning?
Chapter B: B1 Who participates in education?
Access to education, participation and B4  Whois expected to enter tertiary education?
progression B5 How many students complete tertiary education?
B6 What is the profile of internationally mobile students?
Chapter C: Financial resources invested in C1 How much is spent per student on educational institutions?
education C2 What proportion of national wealth is spent on educational institutions?
C3 How much public and private investment in educational institutions is there?
C4 What is the total public spending on education?
C5 How much do tertiary students pay and what public support do they receive?
C6 On what resources and services is education funding spent?
Chapter D: Teachers, D6 What are the pathways to becoming a teacher and a school head?
the learning environment and the organisation D7 How extensive are professional development activities for teachers and school heads?

of schools

The second year of the COVID-19 pandemic

As of mid-2022, the impact of the global COVID-19 pandemic has receded and health-related restrictions to education
provision have been eased or lifted entirely in many OECD countries. However, the school year 2021/22 (or 2021) — the
period covered by most of the data in Education at a Glance 2022 — was still heavily affected by the pandemic. A dedicated
chapter documents the effects of the pandemic in its second year. It provides information on its immediate impact, for example
due to school closures and teacher absences. Moreover, the chapter also takes a step back to describe how countries have
assessed the impact of the pandemic and to document the remedial measures they have implemented to lessen its impact.
Finally, it looks at innovative policies, such as in the field of digitalisation, that were implemented during the pandemic and
will be maintained afterwards.

Statistical coverage

Although a lack of data still limits the scope of the indicators in many countries, the coverage extends, in principle, to the
entire national education system (within the national territory), regardless of who owns or sponsors the institutions concerned
and regardless of how education is delivered. With one exception (described below), all types of students and all age groups
are included: children (including students with special needs), adults, nationals, foreigners and students in distance learning,
in special education programmes or in education programmes organised by ministries other than the ministry of education,
provided that the main aim of the programme is to broaden or deepen an individual’'s knowledge. Vocational and technical
training in the workplace is not included in the basic education expenditure and enrolment data, with the exception of combined
school- and work-based programmes that are explicitly deemed to be part of the education system.

Educational activities classified as “adult” or “non-regular” are covered, provided that the activities involve the same or similar
content as “regular” education studies, or that the programmes of which they are a part lead to qualifications similar to those
awarded in regular education programmes. Courses for adults that are primarily for general interest, personal enrichment,
leisure or recreation are excluded.

More information on the coverage of the indicators presented in Education at a Glance can be found in the OECD Handbook
for Internationally Comparable Statistics on Education 2018 (OECD, 20181)).
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Comparability over time

The indicators in Education at a Glance are the result of a continuous process of methodological improvement aimed at
improving the robustness and international comparability of the indicators. As a result, when analysing indicators over time,
it is strongly advised to do so within the most recent edition only, rather than comparing data across different editions. All
comparisons over time presented in this report and on the Education at a Glance Database (http://stats.oecd.org) are based
on annual revisions of historical data and the methodological improvements which have been implemented in this edition.

Country coverage

This publication features data on education from all OECD countries and Brazil, a partner country that participates in the INES
programme, as well as other G20 and OECD accession countries that are not INES members (Argentina, the People’s
Republic of China, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa). Data sources for the non-INES participating countries
come from the regular INES data collections or from other international or national sources.

In some instances, and where relevant, a country may be represented through its subnational entities or specific regions.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such
data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West
Bank under the terms of international law.

Note on subnational regions

When interpreting the results on subnational entities, readers should take into account their population as well as their
geographical size. For example, in Canada, the population of Nunavut was 39 403 in 2021 and the territory covers 1.9 million
square kilometres, while the population of the province of Ontario is 14.8 million and the territory covers 909 000 square
kilometres (OECD, 20212)). Large countries tend to be more diverse than smaller ones. Moreover, the measured subnational
variation is influenced by the definition of subnational entities. The smaller the subnational entities, the larger the measured
variation. For example, for a country that has defined two levels of subnational regions (e.g. states and districts), the measured
subnational variation for the smaller subnational entities will be larger than for the larger subnational entities. The analyses
presented in Education at Glance are based on large regions (OECD TL2 level), representing the first administrative tier of
subnational government.

Note on terminology: “partner countries” and “other participants”

Education at a Glance reports data on non-OECD countries. In particular, data on Brazil, which is a member of the Indicators
of Educational System (INES) programme, are reported throughout the publication. Data on other G20 countries are reported
when available. These countries are referred to as “partner countries”.

In some instances, data on some subnational entities, such as England (United Kingdom), are included in country-level data.
In line with the agreed upon OECD terminology, these subnational entities are referred to as “other participants” throughout
the publication. The Flemish Community of Belgium and the French Community of Belgium are abbreviated in the tables and
figures as “Flemish Comm. (Belgium)” and “French Comm. (Belgium)”.

Calculation of international means

The main purpose of Education at a Glance is to provide an authoritative compilation of key international comparisons of
education statistics. While overall values are given for countries in these comparisons, readers should not assume that
countries themselves are homogeneous. The country averages include significant variations among subnational jurisdictions,
much as the OECD average encompasses a variety of national experiences.

For many indicators, an OECD average is presented; for some, an OECD total is shown. The OECD average is calculated
as the unweighted mean of the data values of all OECD countries for which data are available or can be estimated. The

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


http://stats.oecd.org/

16 | READER’S GUIDE

OECD average therefore refers to an average of data values at the level of the national systems and can be used to answer
the question of how an indicator value for a given country compares with the value for a typical or average country. It does
not take into account the absolute size of the education system in each country.

If data from subnational entities are reported for some countries in an indicator, the subnational data are included in the
calculation of the OECD average. If data from only one subnational region of a country are available, the data point will be
used in the calculation of the OECD average as if the subnational region represents the entire country. If data for more than
one subnational region from a country are reported in an indicator, the unweighted average of all subnational regions from
the country is calculated. This unweighted average is then treated as the corresponding country value for the calculation of
the OECD average.

The OECD total is calculated as the weighted mean of the data values of all OECD countries for which data are available or
can be estimated. It reflects the value for a given indicator when OECD countries are considered as a whole. This approach
is taken for the purpose of comparing, for example, expenditure charts for individual countries with those of all of the OECD
countries for which valid data are available, considered as a single entity.

For tables using trend series, the OECD average is calculated for countries providing data for all reference years used. This
allows the OECD average to be compared over time with no distortion due to the exclusion of some countries in the different
years.

For many indicators, an EU22 average is also presented. It is calculated as the unweighted mean of the data values of the
22 countries that are members of both the European Union and the OECD for which data are available or can be estimated.
The 22 countries are Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and
Sweden.

The EU22 total is calculated as the weighted mean of the data values of all OECD-EU countries for which data are available
or can be estimated. It reflects the value for a given indicator when the OECD-EU area is considered as a single entity.

For some indicators, a G20 average is presented. The G20 average is calculated as the unweighted mean of the data values
of all G20 countries for which data are available or can be estimated (Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, France,
Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, the Republic of
Turkiye, the United Kingdom and the United States; the European Union is the 20th member of the G20 but is not included in
the calculation). The G20 average is not computed if data for both China and India are not available.

OECD, EU22 and G20 averages and totals can be significantly affected by missing data. In the case of some countries, data
may not be available for specific indicators, or specific categories may not apply. Therefore, readers should keep in mind that
the term “OECD/EU22/G20 average” refers to the OECD, EU22 or G20 countries included in the respective comparisons.
OECD, EU22 and G20 averages are not calculated if more than 40% of countries have missing information or have information
included in other columns. In this case, a regular average is presented, which corresponds to the arithmetic mean of the
estimates included in the table or figure.

Classification of levels of education

The classification of levels of education is based on the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED), an
instrument for compiling statistics on education internationally. ISCED 2011 was formally adopted in November 2011 and is
the basis of the levels presented in this publication.

Table B lists the ISCED 2011 levels used in Education at a Glance 2022 (OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO Institute for Statistics,
2015(3)).
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Table B. Education levels under the ISCED 2011 classification

Terms used in this publication ISCED classification
Early childhood education ISCED 0 (sub-categories: 01 for early
Refers to early childhood programmes that have an intentional education component and aim to develop cognitive, childhood educational development and
physical and socio-emotional skills necessary for participation in school and society. Programmes at this level are often 02 for pre-primary education)
differentiated by age.
Primary education ISCED 1

Designed to provide a sound basic education in reading, writing and mathematics and a basic understanding of some

other subjects. Entry age: between 5 and 7. Typical duration: six years.

Lower secondary education ISCED 2
Completes provision of basic education, usually in a more subject-oriented way with more specialist teachers.

Programmes may differ by orientation, general or vocational, though this is less common than at upper secondary level.

Entry follows completion of primary education and typical duration is three years. In some countries, the end of this level

marks the end of compulsory education.

Upper secondary education ISCED 3
Stronger specialisation than at lower secondary level. Programmes offered are differentiated by orientation: general or

vocational. Typical duration is three years.

Post-secondary non-tertiary education ISCED 4
Serves to broaden rather than deepen the knowledge, skills and competencies gained in upper secondary level.

Programmes may be designed to increase options for participants in the labour market, for further studies at tertiary level

or both. Programmes at this level are usually vocationally oriented.

Short-cycle tertiary education ISCED 5
Often designed to provide participants with professional knowledge, skills and competencies. Typically, they are

practically based, occupation-specific and prepare students to enter the labour market directly. They may also provide a

pathway to other tertiary education programmes (ISCED levels 6 or 7). The minimum duration is two years.

Bachelor’s or equivalent level ISCED 6
Designed to provide participants with intermediate academic and/or professional knowledge, skills and competencies,

leading to a first degree or equivalent qualification. Typical duration: three to four years full-time study. This level is

referred to as “bachelor's” in the publication.

Master’s or equivalent level ISCED 7
Stronger specialisation and more complex content than bachelor’s level. Designed to provide participants with advanced

academic and/or professional knowledge. May have a substantial research component.

Programmes of at least five years’ duration preparing for a long-first degree/qualification are included at this level if they

are equivalent to a master’s level programme in terms of their complexity and content. This level is referred to as

“master’s” in the publication.

Doctoral or equivalent level ISCED 8
Designed to lead to an advanced research qualification. Programmes at this level are devoted to advanced study and

original research, and exist in both academic and professional fields. This level is referred as “doctoral” in the

publication.

In some indicators, intermediate programmes are also used. These correspond to recognised qualifications from ISCED 2011
level programmes which are not considered as sufficient for ISCED 2011 completion and are classified at a lower
ISCED 2011 level.

Fields of education and training

Within ISCED, programmes and related qualifications can be classified by field of education and training as well as by level.
Following the adoption of ISCED 2011, a separate review and global consultation process took place on the ISCED fields of
education. The ISCED fields were revised, and the UNESCO General Conference adopted the ISCED 2013 Fields of
Education and Training classification (ISCED-F 2013) (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 20144;) in November 2013 at its 37th
session. The broad ISCED-F fields considered in this publication are: education; arts and humanities; social sciences,
journalism and information; business, administration and law; natural sciences, mathematics and statistics; information and
communication technologies; engineering, manufacturing and construction; and health and welfare. Throughout this
publication, the term “field of study” is used to refer to the different fields of this classification. The term STEM (science,
technology, engineering and mathematics) refers to the aggregation of the broad fields of natural sciences, mathematics and
statistics; information and communication technologies; and engineering, manufacturing and construction.
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Standard error (S.E.)

Some of the statistical estimates presented in this report are based on samples of adults, rather than values that could be
calculated if every person in the target population in every country had answered every question. Therefore, each estimate
has a degree of uncertainty associated with sampling and measurement error, which can be expressed as a standard error.
The use of confidence intervals is a way to make inferences about the population means and proportions in a manner that
reflects the uncertainty associated with the sample estimates. In this report, confidence intervals are stated at a 95% level. In
other words, the result for the corresponding population would lie within the confidence interval in 95 out of 100 replications
of the measurement on different samples drawn from the same population.

In tables showing standard errors, the column with the heading “%” indicates the average percentage, and the column with
the heading “S.E.” indicates the standard error. Given the survey method, there is a sampling uncertainty in the percentages
(%) of twice the standard error (S.E.). For example, for the values % = 10 and S.E. = 2.6, 10% has a 95% confidence interval
of approximately twice (1.96) the standard error of 2.6. Thus, the true percentage would probably (error risk of 5%) be
somewhere between 5% and 15% (“confidence interval”). The confidence interval is calculated as: % +/—1.96 * S.E., i.e. for
the previous example, 10% — 1.96 * 2.6 = 5% and 10% + 1.96 * 2.6 = 15%.

Symbols for missing data and abbreviations

These symbols and abbreviations are used in the tables and figures:

a Data are not applicable because the category does not apply.

b There is a break in the series.

c There are too few observations to provide reliable estimates.

d Includes data from another category.

m Data are not available — either missing or the indicator could not be computed due to low respondent numbers.

q Data have been withdrawn at the request of the country concerned.

r Values are below a certain reliability threshold and should be interpreted with caution.

X Data are included in another category or column of the table (e.g. x(2) means that data are included in Column 2 of

the table).

The statistical software used in the computation of indicators in this publication may result in slightly different values past the
fourth significant digit after the decimal point when compared to national statistics.

Further resources

The website www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance provides information on the methods used to calculate the
indicators, on the interpretation of the indicators in the respective national contexts, and on the data sources involved. It also
provides access to the data underlying the indicators and to a comprehensive glossary for technical terms used in this
publication.

This web publication contains interactive features: Hyperlinked sections allow the reader to access data of interest quickly.
The majority of charts displayed may be customised. Data series may be removed or added by clicking on them and the data
point value appears when hovering over a data series with a mouse. Some charts display a “Compare” button, with additional
customisation opportunities. Readers may change the display of an indicator, select countries to compare, and analyse
additional data breakdowns.

All  post-production changes to this publication are listed at: https://www.oecd.org/about/publishing/corrigenda.htm
(corrections).
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Education at a Glance uses the OECD’s StatLinks service. A URL below each table and figure leads to a corresponding Excel
file containing the underlying data for the indicator. These URLs are stable and will not change. In addition, readers of the
Education at a Glance e-book will be able to click directly on these links and the workbook will open in a separate window.

The Education at a Glance Database on OECD.Stat (http://stats.oecd.org) provides the raw data and indicators presented in
Education at a Glance, as well as the metadata that provide context and explanations for countries’ data. The Education at a
Glance Database allows users to break down data in more ways than is possible in this publication in order to conduct their
own analyses of education systems in participating countries. It is also updated at regular intervals. The Education at a Glance
Database can be accessed from the OECD.Stat site under the heading “Education and Training”.

Layout of tables

In all tables, the numbers in parentheses at the top of the columns are used for reference. When a consecutive number does
not appear, that column is available on line through the StatLlink at the bottom of the table.

Abbreviations used in this report

AES Adult Education Survey

ECEC Early childhood education and care

EEA European Economic Area

ESS European Social Survey

GDP Gross domestic product

ICT Information and communication technologies
ISCED International Standard Classification of Education
LFD Master’s long-first degree

NEET Neither employed nor in education or training

NPV Net present value

PIAAC Survey of Adult Skills

PISA  Programme for International Student Assessment
PPP Purchasing power parity

R&D Research and development

S.E. Standard error

STEM Science, technology, engineering and mathematics
TALIS Teaching and Learning International Survey

uls UNESCO Institute of Statistics

UOE Refers to the data collection managed by the three organisations, UNESCO, OECD, Eurostat

VET Vocational education and training
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Executive summary

Education at a Glance is an authoritative compendium of internationally harmonised indicators on education systems in OECD
and partner countries. It covers all levels of education, with the 2022 edition focusing on tertiary education. This executive
summary presents selected results from Education at a Glance 2022 without aiming to give a comprehensive overview of its
content. Readers interested in a summary of the key findings on tertiary education are referred to the accompanying Spotlight
on Tertiary Education (OECD, 2022).

A gradual return to normality after the COVID-19 pandemic

The second half of 2021 and first half of 2022 were marked by persistent challenges due to the COVID-19 pandemic, but also
by a gradual return to normality thanks to widespread vaccinations. Although a few countries still had periods of school
closures, these were much more limited than during earlier stages of the pandemic. In contrast, teacher and student absences,
whether due to COVID-19 infections or to quarantine periods, continued to disrupt the learning process. However, many
countries struggled to monitor absences systematically and only 11 OECD countries and other participants were able to
provide comparable figures on teacher absences. Of those, eight noted an increase in teacher absences in at least one
educational level compared to previous years.

As the focus shifted from crisis management to recovery, evaluating the impact of the pandemic and remediating its
consequences became a priority. Almost all OECD countries implemented standardised assessments to quantify learning
losses at various levels of education. Most countries also provided additional support for students to alleviate the effects of
the pandemic. At primary and secondary level, around 80% of countries with available data implemented such recovery
programmes. At pre-primary level, these were less common, but were offered in 19 out of 28 countries with available data.
Additional psychological and socio-emotional support for primary and secondary students was made available in 19 out of
29 countries.

Most children aged 3-5 are enrolled in early childhood education

High-quality early childhood education is crucial to give students from all backgrounds an equitable start to their education.
Across OECD countries, 83% of children aged 3-5 are enrolled in early childhood education and another 4% are already
enrolled in primary education. On average, enrolment rates of 3-5 year-olds rose by 8 percentage points between 2005 and
2020, with especially large increases in many countries with low rates in 2005. In contrast, children under 3 are often cared
for at home or in programmes that are not classified as early childhood education. Only 27% of children in this age group are
enrolled in early childhood education across the OECD.

Teaching requirements at primary and secondary level differ across countries

Teachers spend an important share of their working hours on tasks other than teaching, such as preparing lessons and
assessing examinations. In some countries, upper secondary teachers are expected to teach for less than one-third of their
total working time, whereas in other countries, they are expected to teach for almost two-thirds of their working time. Based
on official regulations, teachers across the OECD have to teach on average close to 1 000 hours per year at pre-primary
level, almost 800 hours at primary level and approximately 700 hours at secondary level. However, the variation in statutory
teaching time across countries is large. At upper secondary level, for example, statutory teaching hours vary from 483 hours
annually in Poland to 1 248 hours in Costa Rica.
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Tertiary attainment has increased strongly in recent decades...

The average share of 25-34 year-olds with a tertiary qualification increased from 27% in 2000 to 48% in 2021 across OECD
countries. On average, tertiary education is now the most common attainment level among 25-34 year-olds and will soon be
the most common among all working-age adults across the OECD. The increase in tertiary attainment was especially strong
among women. Women now make up a clear majority of young adults with a bachelor’'s master’s or doctoral degree, at 57%
of 25-34 year-olds compared to 43% for their male peers.

An important driver behind the increase in tertiary attainment are the labour-market advantages that it brings. In 2021, the
average unemployment rate for individuals with tertiary attainment was 4%, whereas it was 6% for those with upper secondary
attainment and 11% for those with below upper secondary attainment across OECD countries. Likewise, full-time workers
with tertiary attainment earn on average approximately 50% more than workers with upper secondary attainment and nearly
twice as much as workers without upper secondary attainment.

...but tertiary completion rates are low in many countries

Despite the benefits of obtaining a tertiary degree, many tertiary students do not complete their programmes of study. Only
39% of bachelor’s students graduate within the expected timeframe for their programme. Three years after the expected end
date of the programme, the completion rate has risen, but only to 68%. Completion rates are particularly low among men in
all OECD countries. On average, men are 11 percentage points less likely to complete their tertiary programme within its
theoretical duration than women.

Budgets for tertiary education have outpaced the growth in students

Spending per student is higher at tertiary level than at other levels of education in almost all OECD countries. In 2019,
expenditure per student averaged USD 17 600 at the tertiary level, compared to USD 11 400 at secondary level and
USD 9 900 at primary level. The gap in spending can partly be explained by higher teachers’ salaries at tertiary level, but also
by the research and development that takes place at this level of education.

Spending on tertiary education per student has increased despite the growth in the number of students at that level. Since
2012, the number of tertiary students has increased by 0.4% per year across the OECD, but spending on tertiary educational
institutions increased by 1.6% per year in real terms over the same period. This led to an increase in average real spending
per student of 1.2% annually.
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COVID-19: The second year of the
pandemic

In 2020, 1.5 billion students in 188 countries and economies were locked out of their schools due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
Students everywhere have been faced with schools that were open one day and closed the next, causing massive disruption
to their learning (OECD, 20211;). As vaccines became widely available over the course of 2021, the situation started to
improve gradually and countries lifted many of the measures that were imposed in earlier stages of the pandemic.
Nevertheless, important disruptions to the learning process continued to persist throughout the school year 2021/2022 (or
2021). The OECD - in collaboration with UNESCO, UNICEF and the World Bank — has been monitoring the situation across
countries and has collected data covering the years 2020, 2021 and the first quarter of 2022.

This data collection is the fourth in a series of surveys tracking developments in the provision of education throughout the
pandemic. The survey covers a range of topics from school closures and remote learning to gradual returns to in-class
instruction and contingency strategies and from the organisation of learning and the working conditions of teachers to issues
of governance and finance. This fourth wave of data collection is also forward looking, analysing countries' learning recovery
policies, as well as digitalisation measures to build on the initiatives and innovations adopted during the pandemic.

This section of Education at a Glance presents the main findings from this data collection, providing a snapshot of the current
situation in OECD countries and insights into the evolution of national responses to the COVID-19 crisis. In countries with
federal systems, such as Canada and the United States, many decisions on how to manage the pandemic were not made at
the national level but at more local levels of government. Some of these decisions are not captured by the data collection and
are therefore not reflected in this section. More details on this can be found on line (OECD COVID-19 database).

School closures and the return to in-class learning

School closures and health protocols for reopening

The COVID-19 pandemic disrupted traditional schooling in 2020. During this time, the lack of vaccines and treatments
compelled governments to adopt measures to reduce close contact between individuals, including school closures among
other interventions. In half of the countries and other participants with available data for 2019/20, schools were fully closed
(or only open for students with special educational needs and children of key workers) for at least 34 days at the pre-primary
level, 45 days at the primary and lower secondary levels, and 50 days at the upper secondary level, for both general and
vocational programmes (OECD COVID-19 database). The number of instruction days when schools were fully closed during
the school year 2019/20 also varied considerably across the countries participating in the survey, and ranged in lower
secondary education from no school closures in Iceland and Sweden to 175 days in Costa Rica (Figure 1).

While most countries shut down their school premises entirely in the early part of the pandemic, the situation improved
considerably in 2021 in most cases. However, a few countries had more days of school closures in 2021 than in 2020. This
was the case at all levels of education in Germany and Slovenia; at primary and secondary levels in Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania; at primary level in the United Kingdom; and at secondary level in Poland. The situation returned to “normal” in most
countries in 2022. Only the Netherlands (for all levels of education), Latvia (for secondary education) and Poland (for general
secondary education) decided to fully close their schools for at least five days during the school year 2021/2022 (Figure 1
and OECD COQVID-19 database).
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Figure 1. School closures due to COVID-19 (2020, 2021 and the first quarter of 2022)

Number of instruction days of full closure of lower secondary schools excluding school holidays, public holidays and
weekends
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Note: The data underlying this report were produced through the Survey on Joint National Responses to COVID 19, a collaborative effort conducted by the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the World Bank (WB), and the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD). Data for other levels of education are available at https://www.oecd.org/education/Results-4th-wave-COVID-Survey-OECD-
database.xlsx.

1. Data for 2021 and 2022 are missing.

Countries and other participants are ranked in descending order of the total number of days lower secondary schools were fully closed during the school years 2019/20
(2020), 2020/21 (2021) and 2021/22 (2022).

Source: OECD/UIS/UNESCO/UNICEF/WB (2022).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/9e2s7x

Although most countries closed their schools fully, in some cases schools were only partially closed — either staying open in
certain areas or for specific grades or levels of education, or using a hybrid-learning model to reduce the number of students
in the classroom. There were partial closures at all levels of education in Iceland in 2020 (33 days), and in Colombia
(125 days) and Costa Rica (67 days) in 2021. In some countries, schools were fully closed during some parts of the year, and
partially closed at other times (for example in Chile, the Netherlands and Tirkiye).

During the school year 2021/22, all countries with available data implemented health protocols for some periods to ensure
the safe reopening of schools. At all levels of education, the most common protocol was the promotion of frequent
handwashing and the use of hand sanitiser. Aimost all countries used enhanced cleaning and disinfection of sites and physical
distance protocols. The majority also implemented tracing protocols and adjusted school infrastructure and activities. Fewer
countries made changes to school schedules, and these were mostly at the discretion of schools, districts or the most local
level of governance. The use of masks was also widely implemented across countries. Masks were required for all teachers
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and students from primary to tertiary in three-quarters of countries. Wearing a mask was not compulsory for young children
in most countries; only one-quarter of countries with available data required this for pre-primary children. More than one in
three countries implemented COVID-19 tests for students and teachers in schools from primary to upper secondary.
Vaccination requirements were a little less common, and were required for teachers in approximately one-quarter of the
countries (at all levels of education), and for students in 10% of countries at most, depending on the level of education (Table 1
and OECD COQOVID-19 database).

Teacher absences

Countries faced an increase in the number of teacher absences during the pandemic. Once schools had generally reopened,
countries needed to find replacements for absent teachers to avoid closing individual classes or, in a few cases, whole schools
(OECD, 20212)). Therefore, monitoring teachers’ absences during the pandemic was key to making informed choices about
how to replace them and where to allocate resources to compensate for staff shortages. However, only half of the countries
with available data for lower secondary education (15 out of 30) report collecting national statistics on teachers’ absences
over the three school years covered by the pandemic, while 9 countries — Austria, Brazil, Chile, Estonia, Japan, Lithuania,
the Netherlands, Slovenia and Switzerland — did not. In the six other countries (Canada, Colombia, Finland, Iceland, Korea
and the United States), decisions to collect such statistics or not were made by the local level of government. At the tertiary
level, only Mexico and Poland collected national statistics on academic staff absences (Table 1 and OECD CQOVID-19
database).

It was difficult for most countries to keep track of teacher absenteeism in primary and secondary education, and only
11 reported being able to compare figures for before and during the pandemic. Among these countries, the number of days
teachers were absent varied widely: in three countries, Costa Rica, France and Spain, absenteeism among teaching staff
remained the same as the year prior to the pandemic from primary to upper secondary level. However, in 8 out of 11 of
countries with available data, teacher absenteeism at the primary through secondary levels increased during the pandemic.
It is unclear whether increases in absences were due to the direct effects of COVID-19, with teachers becoming infected or
quarantining, or to indirect effects, such as health problems from increased stress levels during the pandemic (OECD
COVID-19 database).

The effects of teacher absenteeism on pedagogical continuity depend to a large extent on how countries handle the situation.
Countries can respond to teacher absences in various ways: replacing absent teachers with temporary teachers, having other
teachers within the same school taking over teaching duties from absent colleagues, using non-teaching staff to supervise
students, or closing the classes with absent teachers. The most common practice has been replacing absent teachers with
other teachers or temporary staff. In 12 of the 18 countries for which data are available for lower secondary education, schools
relied on pre-existing pools of teachers to replace those who were absent during the pandemic. Some countries also needed
to create pools of temporary teachers. This happened in 7 of the 19 countries with available data, namely Austria, Estonia,
France, Israel, Korea, Mexico and Slovenia (Table 1).

National examinations during the pandemic

Many countries rely on examinations to certify students’ completion of upper secondary education and assess who can
progress to the next level of education. The pandemic strongly disrupted national examinations in upper secondary education,
particularly during the school year of 2019/20. A number of education systems revised the content, format and mode of
delivery of their national examinations in response to the COVID-19 crises. In 18 out of 29 countries with data available,
exams were postponed and rescheduled in 2019/20, while other countries and participants cancelled examinations in favour
of alternative approaches, such as teacher-assessed grades, for high-stakes decision making (the French Community of
Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, France, Israel, the Netherlands, Norway, the Slovak Republic, Sweden and the United Kingdom).
Other alternatives to national exams in 2019/20 included adjusting the way they were administered, and introducing alternative
assessments or validations of learning, such as appraisals of student learning portfolios showing progress over a specific
period of time (OECD COVID-19 database).

After heavy disruptions during the first stage of the pandemic, national examinations largely returned to normal during the
academic year 2020/21. The most common adjustments to exams in upper secondary general education (observed in 19 out
of 25 countries) were related to enhanced health and safety measures, such as extra space between desks to ensure social
distancing during exams. A significant share of countries and other participants (14 out of 27) also adjusted the content of
examinations, for example, the subjects covered or the number of questions asked. Only the French Community of Belgium,
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Denmark, Israel, Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom cancelled exams in favour of alternative approaches in 2020/21.
In 2021/22, examinations returned to their pre-pandemic form in most countries, with only Israel reporting cancelling exams
and using alternative assessment approaches (OECD COVID-19 database).

Financial support for education during the crisis

Policy choices or external shocks, such as demographic changes or economic crises, can influence the allocation of public
funds across sectors. The COVID-19 crisis has disrupted education on an unprecedented scale. Maintaining learning
continuity amid school closures and ensuring schools reopened safely, all required additional financial resources beyond
those budgeted for prior to the pandemic. As the sanitary crisis evolved into an economic and social crisis, governments have
had to take difficult decisions about the allocation of funds across sectors.

The results of previous survey (OECD, 20211;) showed that, during 2020, about two-thirds of OECD countries increased their
education budgets in response to the pandemic, with the remaining one-third keeping spending constant. Public education
spending continued to rise in 2021, which may reflect investment in measures to keep schools open. At least 75% of countries
with available data increased the financial resources directed to primary, secondary and tertiary educational institutions
compared to 2020 levels. The latest COVID-19 survey quantifies the amount of the budget increases, which helps to estimate
whether the increases were sufficient. When the financial year 2021 is compared to the previous financial year, most countries
reported moderate increases of 1-5% to their budgets for primary to upper secondary education, with only 10 out of
27 countries with available data reporting increases of 5% or more. Only Colombia reported moderate decreases to their
public budgets between 2020 and 2021 (Table 1). Similar patterns exist for pre-primary and tertiary education. In some
countries, these changes to public spending on education represent a break with pre-pandemic trends. In Colombia, for
example, total government expenditure on education increased by 10% on average between 2015 and 2019 (Figure C4.3).

Responsibilities for spending decisions related to COVID-19 differed across levels of education in line with the general
distribution of responsibilities across levels of government. At primary and secondary levels, policies were more likely to be
adopted systematically for all schools, while at tertiary level, greater decentralisation meant measures might differ across
institutions and universities. For example, at primary and secondary levels, 14 out of 30 countries reported hiring temporary
staff at a national level in response to the pandemic for the school year 2020/21 (2021), while only 3 out of 26 countries
reported having done so at the tertiary level. The decision to hire temporary staff was deferred to local authorities or schools
in 7 countries at primary and secondary levels, and 10 countries at tertiary level (Table 1 and OECD COVID-19 database).

Spending to support teachers was common during the pandemic. The provision of masks, COVID-19 tests or other healthcare-
related support was the most frequently adopted measure. At primary and secondary levels, 24 out of 30 countries invested
in such measures in 2021, while a further 4 countries reported that these measures were left to the discretion of schools,
districts or local levels of government. More than two-thirds of countries also invested in the professional development of
teachers with a focus on developing digital skills in 2021. In 2022, the proportion of countries pursuing such policies on
professional development of teachers had declined slightly, to 60%. Hiring temporary staff to ease the burden on teachers
was less common (47% of countries in 2021 and 43% in 2022) and providing additional bonuses to teachers even less so
(29% in 2021 and 28% in 2022). On the later, only 8 out of the 28 countries with data available — namely France, French
Community of Belgium, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, Poland, the Slovak Republic and Slovenia, paid some or all teachers
bonuses in 2021 to compensate for the challenges faced during the pandemic (Table 1, Figure 2 and OECD COVID-19
database).

Many children from low-income families rely on school meals to eat, but only a minority of countries reported providing
discounted or free school meals during the COVID-19 crisis. Only 6 out of 27 countries with data available in 2021 reported
additional expenditure on free or discounted school meals at the national level, while an additional 6 countries devolved those
measures to the local level. Colombia is one of the few examples where meals were distributed to children who were not able
to go to school, in some cases including nutritional support for the whole family. Along with Colombia, Chile, Latvia, Portugal,
the United Kingdom and the United States were the other countries reporting additional expenditure on subsidised school
meals at primary and secondary levels (Table 1 and Figure 2).

Many large countries devolved decisions on COVID-19 support measures to lower levels of authority. In Canada, Sweden
and the United States most the measures implemented were at the discretion of provinces, municipalities, counties or states.

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022



COVID-19: THE SECOND YEAR OF THE PANDEMIC | 27

Figure 2. Share of countries adopting COVID-19 support measures with a direct impact on public budgets
(2020/21 or 2021)

Primary and secondary education, in per cent

HYes m Decisions made at local level of governance m No

Additional support for teachers/staff: funding masks, COVID-19 tests,
healthcare, etc.
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and webinars) directly targeting the effective use of technologies
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Purchasing new technologies for distance learning of students (e.g.
computers, tablets)
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Note: The data underlying this report were produced through the Survey on Joint National Responses to COVID 19, a collaborative effort conducted by the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the World Bank (WB), and the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD). Data for other levels of education are available at https:/www.oecd.org/education/Results-4th-wave-COVID-Survey-OECD-
database.xlsx.

Measures are ranked in descending order of the share of countries and other participants adopting them at the national level.

Source: OECD/UIS/UNESCO/UNICEF/WB (2022).

StatLink Sa=ra https:/stat.link/Omx5h8

Assessment of learning and other losses

Understanding the learning losses due to the pandemic will be essential if governments are to develop targeted policies to
address them. The return to in-person schooling in 2021 offered most countries the opportunity to assess learning and other
losses over the 2020/21 school year and to implement remedial activities if needed. An increasing number of countries have
taken steps to implement standardised assessments of learning since the beginning of the pandemic. At primary level, around
62% of countries with available data reported that standardised tests for students took place in 2020/21, rising to over 90%
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in 2021/22. Similarly, the share of countries in which standardised tests for secondary students were conducted increased
between 2020/21 and 2021/22, from around 54% to 84% at lower secondary level and from 70% to nearly 89% at upper
secondary level in general programmes. Studies to evaluate the impact of school closures on learning outcomes were
undertaken at a national level in more than half of the countries with available data (at any level from primary to upper
secondary). This shows not only that countries are aware of the need to monitor the impact of the pandemic, but also the
importance of standardised assessments in doing so (OECD COVID-19 database).

Assessments have covered learning losses in both reading and mathematics in a large majority of countries since 2020 (22
at primary level and 23 at lower secondary level, out of 24 with available data). Only 9 countries also assessed learning losses
in science at primary and 13 countries at lower secondary level. Assessments of educational losses have been less common
at pre-primary and tertiary levels, with only 3 countries having assessed the effects of school closures at a national level on
pre-primary students and 4 on tertiary students. For pre-primary education, one major reason for the lack of assessments is
the difficulty in setting up assessments for the youngest students. At tertiary level, national assessments are rare due to
tertiary institutions’ high levels of autonomy in most countries (OECD COVID-19 database).

Evaluations have not been limited to the impact of the crisis on learning. Since 2020, all countries with available data except
Mexico, the Slovak Republic and Tirkiye have undertaken studies on the impact of COVID-19 on the mental health and well-
being of primary and secondary students at the national level. Similarly, more than two-thirds of countries assessed the impact
on health and well-being of primary and secondary teachers. In contrast, at most half of the countries with data available have
undertaken studies on the impact of school closures on non-cognitive skills or on the relationships between parents and
students during lockdowns, even though long periods of social isolation during the pandemic might also have had significant
consequences in these areas (Figure 3 and Table 1).

Figure 3. Share of countries undertaking studies to evaluate the effects of the pandemic (2021 and 2022)

Lower secondary education, in per cent

Impact of COVID on mental health and well-being of students (levels of
stress, anxiety and depression)

Impact of COVID on mental health and well-being of teachers (levels of _
stress, anxiety and depression)
Effectiveness of distance-learning strategies during school closures _

Impact of school closures on learning outcomes (standardised national
assessment)

Impact of COVID-19 on the relations between parents and students
during lockdowns

Impact of COVID on non-cognitive skills —

% of countries

Note: For some countries, the school year corresponds to the calendar year (i.e. 2021 instead of 2020/2021 and 2022 instead of 2021/2022). The data underlying this
report were produced through the Survey on Joint National Responses to COVID 19, a collaborative effort conducted by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the World Bank (WB), and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). Data for other levels of education are available at https://www.oecd.org/education/Results-4th-wave-COVID-Survey-OECD-database.xIsx.

Evaluations are ranked in descending order of the share of countries and other participants undertaking them.

Source: OECD/UIS/UNESCO/UNICEF/WB (2022).

StatLink Su=r hitps:/stat.link/sdunv9
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Various forms of distance learning were the main policy response to school closures and 16 out of 23 countries have examined
the effectiveness of their distance-learning strategies at lower secondary level. In contrast to other assessments, tertiary
education was more equally represented in this area: 14 countries assessed the impact of distance learning in tertiary
education. This is an indication that distance learning was seen as particularly relevant in tertiary education (OECD COVID-19
database).

Recovery and lessons learned

Maintaining and developing digitalisation measures
The pandemic forced countries to adopt solutions for digital teaching and learning to compensate for periods when in-person
lessons were limited or not possible at all. Although many of these solutions were implemented as emergency measures,

they have proved valuable beyond periods of remote learning. The lessons learned through the adoption of emergency
response measures during the pandemic have also helped facilitate the transition to digital tools in education.

Figure 4. Share of countries planning to maintain or develop digitalisation measures implemented due to
COVID-19

Lower secondary education, in per cent

mYes m Decisions made at local level of governance mNo

Enhanced provision of digital training for students

Enhanced provision of in-service digital training to
teachers

Enhanced provision of digital tools at the school
Enhanced provision of distance learning

Enhanced use of digitalised assessments/exams

Enhanced provision of pre-service digital training to
teachers

Enhanced provision of hybrid learing
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% of countries

Note: The data underlying this report were produced through the Survey on Joint National Responses to COVID 19, a collaborative effort conducted by the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the World Bank (WB), and the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD). Data for other levels of education are available at https:/www.oecd.org/education/Results-4th-wave-COVID-Survey-OECD-
database.xlsx.

Digitalisation measures are ranked in descending order of the share of countries and other participants planning to maintain or develop them at the national level.

Source: OECD/UIS/UNESCO/UNICEF/WB (2022).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/l4buzo
Digital platforms should offer effective and equitable resources for in-school and out-of-school learning. Many countries

recognise that, when done well, digital platforms facilitate access to education and reduce inequity in learning outcomes.
Thus, 17 out of 27 of countries with available data plan to continue the enhanced use of digital tools at lower secondary
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education, while continuing the enhanced provision of distance or hybrid learning to all levels of education from primary to
upper secondary. Consequently, 13 out of 25 countries plan to increase pre-service digital training for lower secondary
teachers at the national level. In-service digital training will also be provided to existing teachers at lower secondary education
in most countries (Figure 4 and Table 1).

Although the majority of countries plan to continue their increased use digital tools, changes to the regulatory or institutional
framework governing digital education have not been widespread. 54% of countries with available data had made no changes
to either the regulatory or the institutional framework on digitalisation and had no plans to do so. While a number of countries
did introduce changes to their regulatory or institutional framework during the pandemic, only four have plans for further
changes: Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg and the Slovak Republic.

Planned recovery measures

It is crucial for countries to have clear strategies for recovery in education to address the impact of the pandemic on young
people’s learning, development and mental health. Across the countries with available data, national measures to provide
students with additional support have focused more on primary to upper secondary education than on other levels. 24 out of
30 countries with available data implemented national programmes at the primary to upper secondary level to give students
additional support in the school year 2021/22. In contrast, only 19 out of the 28 countries with available data implemented
similar programmes at pre-primary levels. In some instances, this might reflect the length of school closures, which were often
shorter for pre-primary than other levels of education. In Austria, Estonia and Latvia, for example, pre-primary was the only
level of education where schools were not fully closed due to COVID-19 at any point during the pandemic (OECD COVID-19
database).

Concerns about students’ mental health were at the forefront of countries’ national recovery measures in the school year
2021/22. In 21 out of 30 countries with data available, extra psychological and socio-emotional support was provided for
primary and secondary students due to the COVID-19 pandemic (Figure 5). In addition, more than 60% of the countries with
data reported implementing new measures in 2021/22 that included teacher training in how to support primary and secondary
students’ mental health and well-being (Figure 6).

Other common recovery approaches in 2021/22 were focused on students’ academic progress. 16 countries (more than 60%)
with available data reported providing structured pedagogical resources and training to help primary and secondary teachers
adapt and improve their teaching (Figure 6) and 13 countries (45%) increased instruction time for students at these levels of
education (Figure 5). In Austria and Luxembourg, for example, summer schools were organised on a national level for primary
and secondary students (BMBWF, 20223;; Schouldoheem, 20214)).

While many countries plan to continue some recovery measures, they will be scaled back during the school year 2022/23
compared to the previous year. For example, only 6 countries with available data reported planning increased instruction time
for the school year 2022/23, less than half the number for 2021/22. Similarly, 13 countries were planning to implement
additional psychosocial and mental health support for primary and secondary students in 2022/23, compared to 21 in 2021/22.
The number of countries planning to provide additional teacher training on mental health and well-being in 2022/23 was also
only 12.

The longer recovery measures last, the more important it becomes to evaluate their effectiveness and adjust them as needed.
At the primary and lower secondary level, 15 out of 19 countries with available data reported that they have assessed the
national recovery programmes implemented in 2021/22 in a standardised way, or that they plan such assessments. At the
upper secondary level, the share of countries assessing recovery plans is slightly lower, with 14 out of 20 countries with
available data, while it is significantly lower at pre-primary level, with 7 out of 14 countries with available data.
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Figure 5. Number of countries implementing recovery policies for students due to COVID-19 (2021/22 or
2022)

Primary to upper secondary education
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Note: For some countries, the school year corresponds to the calendar year (i.e. 2022 instead of 2021/2022). The data underlying this report were produced through the
Survey on Joint National Responses to COVID 19, a collaborative effort conducted by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the World Bank (WB), and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). Data for other levels of
education are available at https://www.oecd.org/education/Results-4th-wave-COVID-Survey-OECD-database .xIsx.

Measures are ranked in descending order of the number of countries and other participants implementing them.

Source: OECD/UIS/UNESCO/UNICEF/WB (2022).

StatLink Si=r https:/stat.link/5n1ikc
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Figure 6. Number of countries implementing recovery policies for teachers due to COVID-19 (2021/22 or
2022)

Primary to upper secondary education

Teacher training in how to support students' mental health and well-being — 18
Structured pedagogy (e.g. programmes to improve instruction with 17
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Note: The data underlying this report were produced through the Survey on Joint National Responses to COVID 19, a collaborative effort conducted by the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the World Bank (WB), and the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD). Data for other levels of education are available at https://www.oecd.org/education/Results-4th-wave-COVID-Survey-OECD-
database.xlsx.

Measures are ranked in descending order of the number of countries and other participants implementing them.

Source: OECD/UIS/UNESCO/UNICEF/WB (2022).

StatLink Sa=r hitps:/stat.link/s6009v

Definitions

The schools were fully closed: The schools were "fully closed" when there were government-mandated and/or recommended
closures of educational institutions (e.g. closure of buildings for students) that affected all or most of the student population
enrolled at a given level of education. In some cases, schools were still open over this period for students with special
educational needs (SEN) and children of key workers but schools were “closed” for most of the student population. If schools
are theoretically open for some grades, but the government orders or recommends that parents keep their children at home
if possible (resulting in a very low attendance), then the schools are considered fully closed. When schools were fully closed,
various distance education strategies were deployed to ensure educational continuity (see definition below).

The schools were partially opened: The schools were ""partially opened™ in situations where the government mandated
and/or recommended: (a) partial reopening in certain areas, and/or (b) a phased (re-)opening by grade level or age and/or
(c) the use of a hybrid model combining in-person at school and distance education. When schools were partially open,
various distance education strategies are deployed to ensure educational continuity. “Partially open” includes the following
cases where schools are:

e Fully Open only in certain areas/regions;
e  Fully Open only for certain grades;

e  Fully Open with only a reduction of students per classroom (e.g. distance learning for some of them and in-person
classes for the others);

e Any combination of the above three cases.
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Distance education strategies during school closure: The closure of schools has led to different strategies to avoid as much
as possible the loss of instruction during this period. In some cases, each day planned at the beginning of the year as in-person
instruction at the school was provided at distance during periods when schools were closed (i.e. school buildings closed to all or
most students, teaching/learning in virtual mode for each day of instruction). In other cases, various distance education strategies
may be deployed to ensure continuity of education during school closures, but distance education did not necessarily fully
compensate for the instructional time that students would have received if the schools had remained open (i.e. school buildings
closed to all or most students, teaching/learning in virtual mode for some but not all days of instruction). Only in rare cases have
no strategies been implemented to provide distance education during school closures and to compensate the loss of instruction
(i.e. school buildings closed to all or most students, no teaching/learning activities organised). Instruction during “virtual opening”
may have been delivered synchronously (i.e. where the learning group interacts at the same time) or asynchronously (i.e. teacher
and the pupils interact in different places and during different times).

Hybrid learning: the use of a hybrid approach combining in-person and distance learning.

Distance education: Education that uses one or more technologies to deliver instruction to students who are separated from
the instructor and to support regular and substantive interaction between the students and the instructor synchronously or
asynchronously. Technologies used for instruction may include the following: paper (e.g. books, take-home packages); TV;
radio; Internet; one-way and two-way transmissions through open broadcasts, closed circuit, cable, microwave, broadband
lines, fibre optics, satellite or wireless communication devices; audio conferencing; and video cassette, DVDs, and CD-ROMs,
if the cassette, DVDs, and CD-ROMs are used in a course in conjunction with the technologies listed above.

Distance education course: A course in which the instructional content is delivered exclusively via distance education.
Requirements for coming to campus for orientation, testing, or academic support services do not exclude a course from being
classified as distance education.

Distance education programme: A programme for which all the required coursework for programme completion is able to
be completed via distance education courses.

Source

The data underlying this report was produced through the Survey on Joint National Responses to COVID-19 School Closures,
a collaborative effort conducted by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the United
Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF), the World Bank, and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). Designed for government officials responsible for education, the survey collected information on national or regional
education responses to school closures related to the COVID-19 pandemic.
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COVID-19 table

Table 1. COVID-19: The second year of the pandemic

WEB Table 1 Main findings from the COVID-19 survey, by theme
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Indicator A1. To what level have adults
studied?

Highlights
e Tertiary attainment has increased strongly in most OECD countries among 25-34 year-olds. The average share
of younger adults with a tertiary degree has increased from 27% in 2000 to 48% in 2021. In this age group, the
share of individuals with tertiary attainment is 7 percentage points higher than the share of individuals with upper
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment on average across OECD countries. If current trends
continue, a tertiary education will be the most common attainment among working-age adults on average across
OECD countries within a few years.

e Agender gap in educational attainment is opening up among 25-34 year-olds. On average, 57% of younger adults
with at least a bachelor’s or equivalent degree are women, compared with a more balanced gender ratio among
older adults (55-64 year-olds). Women make up at least half of all 25-34 year-olds with bachelor’s, master’s or
doctoral or equivalent attainment in every OECD country except Japan.

e  Within most countries there are large regional differences in educational attainment. Often, the tertiary attainment
rate among 25-64 year-olds in the best-performing subnational region is twice that of the lowest. Urban regions
tend to have much higher shares of tertiary-educated adults than rural ones, with the capital region (which is
frequently home to a country’s largest city) often having the highest concentration of adults with tertiary attainment.

Context

Educational attainment measures the percentage of the population holding a formal qualification at a given level as their
highest level of education. It is frequently used as a proxy measure for human capital, even if formal qualifications do not
necessarily mean the holders have acquired the relevant skills in demand from employers. In many professions with
nationally or professionally regulated admission (e.g. medical doctors), the achievement of certain formal qualifications is
an essential entry requirement. But even in occupations where formal qualifications are not mandated, employers tend to
perceive formal qualifications as the most important signals of the type of knowledge and skills that potential employees
have acquired. They are especially important for recent graduates, but they often affect individuals’ careers throughout
their working lives.

Higher levels of educational attainment are associated with positive economic, labour market and social outcomes for
individuals (see Indicators A3, A4 and A6). Highly educated individuals tend to be more socially engaged and have higher
employment rates and relative earnings. While educational attainment measures formal educational achievements and not
learning outcomes, higher attainment is strongly correlated with greater proficiency in literacy and numeracy (OECD, 20161)).

The benefits of higher attainment offer strong incentives for individuals to pursue their education. At the same time, many
governments have adopted policies to expand access to education because of the societal and economic benefits.
Together, these have resulted in strong increases in educational attainment in OECD and partner countries in recent
decades.

While increasing educational attainment has yielded important economic and social benefits, in some countries tertiary
attainment may have risen faster than the labour markets’ capacity to absorb tertiary graduates. Moreover, even if the
increase in educational attainment is beneficial on average, tertiary attainment does not yield the same benefit to everyone.
As educational attainment is likely to increase further, it is important for governments and providers to continuously improve
the way tertiary education responds to current and future labour-market needs to provide attractive education options
outside of the tertiary sector.
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Figure A1.1. Trends in the share of tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds (2000 and 2021)
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1. Data for tertiary education include upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary programmes (less than 5% of adults are in this group).

2. Year of reference differs from 2000: 2002 for Israel and 2003 for Iceland.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the difference in the share of tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds between 2000 and 2021.

Source: OECD (2022), Education at a Glance Database, http://stats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatlLink = https:/stat.link/j9wp23

Other findings

e Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education remains the most common level of attainment in a
number of European countries, where few young people (25-34 year-olds) leave the education system with below
upper secondary attainment, but tertiary attainment rates are below the OECD average. In contrast, low upper
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment rates may reflect either high rates of below upper secondary
attainment, such as in Costa Rica and Mexico, or very high rates of tertiary attainment, as in Canada and Korea.

e Although some countries have achieved near universal upper secondary education among 25-34 year-olds,
across the OECD 14% of younger adults have still left school without an upper secondary qualification. Across
OECD countries, this rate is especially high in Costa Rica and Mexico (about 45%) but also in Colombia (25%),
Italy (23%), Spain (28%) and the Republic of Turkiye (36%).

e There are large differences among OECD countries in the prevalence of different fields of study among 25-64
year-olds with tertiary attainment. For example, on average across the OECD, 12% of tertiary-educated 25-64
year-olds had studied education, but the percentage ranges from 5% to around 20%. One might expect that the
field of education prepares students to become teachers but this wide range among OECD countries suggests
that the same field of study can prepare people for different career paths in different countries.
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Analysis

Tertiary attainment

Rising educational attainment is most strongly reflected in the increases in tertiary attainment rates over the past few decades.
On average across OECD countries with available trend data, the share of 25-34 year-olds with a tertiary degree (i.e. short-
cycle tertiary, bachelor’s, master’s or doctoral or equivalent) has increased from 27% in 2000 to 48% in 2021 (Figure A1.1).
These increases mean a tertiary qualification has become the most common level of attainment among younger adults on
average across OECD countries. If current trends continue, tertiary attainment will overtake upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary attainment as the most common level of educational attainment among the entire working-age
population in the near future as the current group of 25-34 year-olds age and younger cohorts with higher levels of tertiary
attainment enter the workforce. Tertiary attainment is already becoming the norm among young adults in many OECD
countries. In 14 OECD countries, more than half of all 25-34 year-olds have a tertiary degree, rising to at least two-thirds in
Canada and Korea. Italy and Mexico are the only OECD countries where tertiary attainment among younger adults is below
30% (Table A1.2).

The trend of increasing tertiary attainment has persisted steadily throughout the last two decades. The average increase in
tertiary attainment since 2011 closely matches the growth of the previous decade. However, at the country level, important
differences exist. Whereas most of Korea’s increase in tertiary attainment occurred in the early 2000s, the opposite is the
case for Portugal and Tirkiye, where tertiary attainment grew faster between 2011 and 2021 than between 2000 and 2011
(Figure A1.1 and Table A1.2).

Although the timing varies somewhat across countries, the increase in tertiary attainment has been a nearly universal trend.
Countries that started with low tertiary attainment levels in 2000 have experienced strong growth. The share of tertiary-
educated 25-34 year-olds quadrupled in Turkiye, from 9% in 2000 to 40% in 2021. Similarly, rates increased from 13% to
47% in Portugal and from 11% to 39% in the Slovak Republic over the same period. However, countries that had already high
tertiary attainment levels in 2000, such as Ireland and Korea, have also experienced strong growth between 2000 and 2021:
from 30% to 63% in Ireland and from 37% to 69% in Korea (Figure A1.1).

By fields of study

Across the OECD, business, administration and law is the most common broad tertiary field of study. On average, 24% of the
tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds studied this field, followed by the arts or humanities, social sciences, journalism and
information, at 18%. However, when taken together, the combined fields of science, technology, engineering and mathematics
(STEM) are the most prevalent: in total, 25% of all 25-64 year-olds with tertiary attainment have studied a STEM field, with
16% having studied engineering, manufacturing and construction (Table A1.3).

Overall OECD averages do not reflect the situation in most individual countries, however, as the popularity of different fields
of study varies widely across countries. For example, 1% of the 25-64 year-olds with tertiary attainment studied natural
sciences, mathematics and statistics in Chile and Costa Rica, compared to 10% in the United States. Likewise, 10% of
tertiary-educated individuals studied engineering, manufacturing and construction in Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg and the
United States, while the share is 25% or more in Austria and Germany (Table A1.3).

On average across OECD countries, 13% of the 25-64 year-olds have a tertiary qualification in the field of health and welfare.
Three Nordic countries present the highest rates for this indicator: Denmark (26%), Norway (21%) and Sweden (19%)
(Figure A1.2).

While some of these differences are due to differences in the economic structure of countries and the resulting differences in
labour-market demand for skills, this cannot explain all the variation in the prevalence of different fields of study. For example,
5% of tertiary-educated adults had studied education in France, Italy and the United Kingdom, compared with 21% in Hungary
(Table A1.3). One might think that the field of education prepares students to become a teacher but this large range among
OECD countries suggests that the same field of study can prepare people for different career paths in different countries.
Indirectly, it can also imply that the acquisition of subject knowledge constitutes only a small fraction of the value of tertiary
attainment in the labour market, while the acquisition of other skills is more important.
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Figure A1.2. Field of study among tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds (2021)

Tertiary-educated adults who studied a given field as a percentage of all tertiary-educated adults
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1. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Data refer to bachelor's degree field, even for those with additional tertiary degrees.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of health and welfare graduates among all tertiary-educated 25-64 year-old adults.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A1.3. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes ((https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatLink = https://stat.link/icdrsy

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment

As tertiary attainment has become more common across OECD countries, the share of the population with upper secondary
or post-secondary non-tertiary education as their highest level of attainment has declined. However, this decline has been
less pronounced than the increase in tertiary attainment because of a parallel shift from below upper secondary attainment.
As more young people have obtained upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary qualifications, this has compensated
in part for the increasing numbers who have stayed on in education to tertiary level. In 2021, on average 39% of the population
aged 25-34 had an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary qualification as their highest level of educational
attainment, which is only 4 percentage points less than 10 years earlier (Table A1.2).

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education remains the most common attainment level in countries where few
young people leave formal education with below upper secondary attainment, but tertiary attainment rates remain
comparatively low. This is the case in the Czech Republic (58% of 25-34 year-olds had an upper secondary or post-secondary
non-tertiary attainment and 7% below upper secondary attainment) and a number of other European countries. In contrast,
low levels of upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment are common both in countries with particularly low
attainment levels as well as in those with particularly high ones. In Costa Rica and Mexico, for example, upper secondary or
post-secondary non-tertiary attainment is below 30% because a large share of the population only achieves below upper
secondary attainment. In contrast, the share is also less than 30% in Canada and Korea, where at least two-thirds of 25-
34 year-olds have obtained a tertiary qualification (Table A1.2).
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Below upper secondary attainment

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment has become essential for successful participation in a modern
economy and society. Individuals without it struggle in the labour market and face worse social outcomes. While the share of
younger adults with below upper secondary attainment has declined by 5 percentage points since 2011 on average across
OECD countries, 14% still did not have an upper secondary education in 2021. It is highest in the OECD countries with the
lowest per capita gross domestic product (GDP), Costa Rica (45%) and Mexico (44%). However, it is also high in some
countries with significantly higher income levels, such as Italy (23 %) and Spain (28%). Among partner countries, Brazil is
notable for having reduced its share of younger adults without upper secondary attainment from 43% in 2011 to 29% in 2021,
despite an income level that is lower than that of any OECD country (Table A1.2).

Some countries have achieved near universal upper secondary attainment among younger adults. In Korea, only 2% of 25-
34 year-olds have not attained at least an upper secondary education. Similarly, in Slovenia, the share is 4% and in Canada
and Ireland it is 5% (Table A1.2). These numbers should encourage countries still struggling with higher rates of below
secondary attainment among younger adults.

Variations in educational attainment

By gender

On average across OECD countries, the share of younger women (25-34 year-olds) with tertiary education (i.e. short-cycle
tertiary, bachelor’'s, master’s or doctoral) is 53% compared with 41% for men (Table A1.2). If only master's and doctoral or
equivalent attainment are considered, younger women still show a higher rate than younger men (OECD, 20223)).

Figure A1.3. Share of women among adults with a bachelor's, master's, doctoral or equivalent degree, by
age group (2021)
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1. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of women among 25-34 year-olds with a bachelor's, master's or doctoral or equivalent degree.

Source: OECD (2022), Education at a Glance Database, http://stats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/cafz42
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While tertiary attainment is becoming more common for both men and women, the increase is particularly strong among
women. As a consequence, women now make up a clear majority of 25-34 year-olds with a bachelor’s, master’s or doctoral
or equivalent degree, at 57%. In contrast, gender ratios among 55-64 year-olds with tertiary attainment are nearly balanced,
as 52% of adults in this group are women (Figure A1.3).

The increase in the share of women with at least a bachelor’s or equivalent degree has been a prominent trend across most
OECD countries. It has been particularly strong in OECD and partner countries where women are under-represented in older
cohorts. This has led to gender ratios converging across countries. Countries with a smaller share of women among 55-
64 year-olds with a bachelor’s or equivalent degree have experienced a particularly strong intergenerational shift. In Turkiye,
for example, only 34% of 55-64 year-olds who attained at least bachelor’s or equivalent level of education are women while
the share has increased to 51% among 25-34 year-olds. As a consequence of this convergence in gender ratios, women
make up more than half of all 25-34 year-olds with bachelor’s, master’s or doctoral or equivalent attainment in every OECD
country except Japan. Similar increases can also be observed in the India, where female tertiary attainment (excluding short-
cycle tertiary) is nearly at parity with the male tertiary attainment rate among younger adults (Figure A1.3). The change in
India is particularly important as this country accounts for approximately one-fifth of the global population.

Although the educational advantage of women has increased at the upper end of the attainment spectrum, it has remained
stable at the lower end. In 2021, on average across OECD countries, 12% of women and 16% of men aged 25-34 had below
upper secondary attainment. This gender gap is the same as it was in 2011, as the shares of both younger women and
younger men without upper secondary attainment have each declined by 5 percentage points over the past 10 years. Men
now make up a larger share of the population of younger adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary
attainment (Table A1.2).

By subnational region

In most OECD countries, tertiary attainment rates vary widely across subnational regions. Among countries with available
data, the share of the 25-64 year-olds with tertiary degrees frequently varies by a factor of two across regions. For example,
in Spain, the shares range from 25% to 56%, while similar-sized differences exist in many other countries. This diversity within
countries has important policy implications. For example, some regions within a country might face shortages of skilled
workers, while in other regions workers with the same qualifications are unemployed. It is therefore important to look beyond
national averages and develop policies that can adapt to regional contexts (Figure A1.4).

A notable pattern in many countries is exceptionally high tertiary attainment levels in the region that is home to the capital
(Figure A1.4). Partly, this is due to the high number of tertiary-educated workers employed in national administrations, which
have their seat in the capital regions. More importantly, however, it is because the capital region is often home to the largest
city of a country. Urban areas tend to have higher rates of tertiary attainment than rural areas.

Cities have high levels of tertiary attainment for multiple reasons. Urban economies are characterised by a strong knowledge-
intensive service sector, which provides job opportunities for tertiary-educated workers (OECD, 20193]). Moreover, wage
levels in cities are higher than in rural areas even for workers in the same occupation and the differences are especially large
for highly educated workers (Combes and Gobillon, 20154). Thus, labour markets provide strong incentives for tertiary-
educated workers to move to urban areas. These effects are amplified by the concentration of higher education institutions in
cities. Tertiary students often move to cities to study there. After they graduate, many of them stay in the area and thereby
contribute to a higher share of tertiary attainment in the region.
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Figure A1.4. Percentage of 25-64 year-olds with tertiary attainment, by subnational region (2021)
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Note: The country average is the unweighted average of the regions for 25-64 year-olds.
1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2020 for Chile, Colombia, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand and Tirkiye ; 2019 for the United States; 2017 for Israel; 2016 for Canada;
and 2015 for Brazil.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the country average of the percentage of 25-64 year-olds with tertiary attainment (unweighted average of regions).

Source: OECD INES/CFE Subnational Data Collection (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-
at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https://stat.link/4tj2li

Definitions

Age groups: Adults refer to 25-64 year-olds; younger adults refer to 25-34 year-olds; older adults refer to 55-64 year-
olds.

Educational attainment refers to the highest level of education successfully completed by an individual.

Fields of study are categorised according to the ISCED Fields of education and training (ISCED-F 2013). See the Reader’s
Guide for full listing of the ISCED fields used in this report.

Levels of education: See the Reader’s Guide at the beginning of this publication for a presentation of all ISCED 2011 levels.

Methodology

Educational attainment profiles are based on annual data on the percentage of the adult population (25-64 year-olds) in
specific age groups who have successfully completed a specified level of education.

In OECD statistics, recognised qualifications from ISCED 2011 level 3 programmes that are not of sufficient duration for
ISCED 2011 level 3 completion are classified at ISCED 2011 level 2 (see the Reader’s Guide). Where countries have been
able to demonstrate equivalencies in the labour-market value of attainment formally classified as the “completion of
intermediate upper secondary programmes” — such as achieving five good General Certificates of Secondary Education
(GCSEs) or equivalent in the United Kingdom (note that each GCSE is offered in a specific school subject) — and “full upper

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf
https://stat.link/4tj2li

A1. TO WHAT LEVEL HAVE ADULTS STUDIED? | 43

secondary attainment”, attainment of these programmes is reported as ISCED 2011 level 3 completion in the tables that show
three aggregate levels of educational attainment (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012s)).

Most OECD countries include people without formal education under the international classification ISCED 2011 level 0.
Averages for the category “less than primary educational attainment” are therefore likely to be influenced by this inclusion.

Category totals for fields of study may not be equivalent to the sum of the subcategories because some programmes cannot
be classified into a specific subcategory, but are included in the total. In addition, data on humanities (except languages),
social sciences, journalism and information refer to the field social of sciences, journalism and information only in Australia,
Belgium, Costa Rica, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Luxembourg, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Spain and the United
Kingdom.

Please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics (OECD, 2018s)) for more information
and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

Source

Data on population and educational attainment for most countries are taken from OECD and Eurostat databases, which are
compiled from National Labour Force Surveys by the OECD Labour Market, Economic and Social Outcomes of Learning
(LSO) Network. Data on educational attainment for China, Indonesia and Saudi Arabia are taken from the International Labour
Organization (ILO) database.

Data on subnational regions for selected indicators are available in the OECD Regional Statistics Database (OECD, 20227)).
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Indicator A1 Tables

Tables Indicator A1. To what level have adults studied?

Table A1.1. Educational attainment of 25-64 year-olds (2021)
Table A1.2. Trends in educational attainment of 25-34 year-olds, by gender (2011 and 2021)
Table A1.3. Fields of study among tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds (2021)

StatLink SasP https://statlinklyo13gb

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.ora/, Education at a Glance Database.

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


https://stat.link/yo13gb
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en
http://stats.oecd.org/

A1. TO WHAT LEVEL HAVE ADULTS STUDIED? | 45

Table A1.1. Educational attainment of 25-64 year-olds (2021)
Percentage of adults with a given level of education as the highest level attained
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[=] Countries
w Australia a 12 a 29 6 1 28 9 2 100
Austria X(2) 14 a 13 a 48 3 15 5 14 1 100
Belgium 3 4 a 12 a 35 2 1 24 19 1 100
Canada X(2) 29 a 5 a 21 10 26 24 119 x(10) 100
Chile' 6 4 a 19 a 4 a 10 19 2 x(10) 100
Colombia x(4) x(4) a 337 5 319 X(6) x(9) 22 X(9) x(9) 100
CostaRica 1 27 8 8 3 18 0 7 15 3 0 100
Czech Republic 0 0 a 5 a 68¢ X(6) 0 7 19 1 100
Denmark x(2) 2¢ a 16 a 40 0 5 21 15 1 100
Estonia 0 0 a 10 a 39 9 6 14 21 1 100
Finland x(2) 28 a 10 a 45 1 8 17 16 1 100
France 2 3 a 13 a 4 0 14 12 14 1 100
Germany x(2) 4 a 10 a 4 13 1 18 1 2 100
Greece 1 10 a 9 2 34 9 1 25 8 1 100
Hungary 0 1 a 13 a 50 7 1 14 14 1 100
Iceland X(2) 09 a 21 a 29 7 4 22 16 1 100
Ireland 0 3 a 9 a 18 15 9 29 14 1 100
Israel 3 3 a 6 a 38 a 1 24 13 1 100
Italy 1 5 a 32 a 4 2 0 5 14 1 100
Japan x(6) x(6) a X(6) a 444 x(8) 21¢ 34¢ x(9) X(9) 100
Korea x(2) 85 a 6 a 39 a 14 33 49 x(10) 100
Latvia 0 0 a 7 3 37 13 4 16 19 0 100
Lithuania 0 0 0 4 2 29 19 a 30 15 1 100
Luxembourg 2 6 a 11 a 28 2 4 15 29 2 100
Mexico 10 15 2 27 4 22 a 1 18 2 0 100
Netherlands 2 4 a 13 a 37 0 2 24 16 1 100
New Zealand x(4) x(4) a 19¢ a 25 15 4 29 6 1 100
Norway 0 1 0 16 a 34 2 1 21 13 1 100
Poland 0 1 a 6 a 57 3 0 8 25 1 100
Portugal 1 21 a 19 a 27 1 0 9 21 1 100
Slovak Republic 0 1 0 6 0 63 2 0 4 23 1 100
Slovenia 0 0 a 8 a 51 a 8 9 18 5 100
Spain 2 & a 29 a 23 0 12 1 16 1 100
Sweden x(2) 39 a 10 3 30 8 10 19 16 2 100
Switzerland 0 1 a 1 a 42¢ X(6) x(9,10,11) 24° 18¢ 3d 100
Tiirkiye 5 35 a 16 a 20 a 7 16 2 0 100
United Kingdom c 0 a 18 12 20 a 9 26 13 2 100
United States 1 2 a 5 a 414 x(6) 1 25 12 2 100
OECD average 2 5 m 13 m 36 6 7 19 14 1 100
EU22 average 1 3 m 12 m 40 6 5 15 17 1 100
g Argentina 3 14 m 16 m 42 a x(9) 23¢ x(9) 1 100
£ Brazil 1 17 a 14 a 38 a x(9) 20¢ 1 0 100
é China’ 2 17 a 44 a 18 0 10 8 s x(10) 100
India’ 35 12 a 30 a 8 1 x(9) 9¢ X(9) 4 100
Indonesia 1 27 a 19 a 30 a 3 5 5 0 100
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa’ 10 4 5 6 28 32 m 8 7 1¢ x(10) 100
G20 average | m | 10 | m | 1 | m | 3 | m | |l 7 | 9 | 1| 100

Note: Totals might not add up to 100% for the averages because of missing data for some levels for some countries. In most countries data refer to ISCED 2011. For
Argentina and India data refer to ISCED-97. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns are available at
http:/stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2020 for Chile, China, India and South Africa.

Source: OECD/ILO/UIS (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/qj6opr
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Table A1.2. Trends in educational attainment of 25-34 year-olds, by gender (2011 and 2021)
Percentage of 25-34 year-olds with a given level of education as the highest level attained

Below upper secondary Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
Men Women Total Men Women Total Men Women Total
8 Countries
4 Australia 17° 10 14> 8 16° 9 440 43 35° 30 400 37 380 46 510 62 45 54
Austria 1 1 13 10 12 1 57 51 49 43 53 47 32 38 37 47 35 42
Belgium 20° 14 (i 1" 18° 13 440 42 853 31 3% 37 ik 44 48 58 42° 51
Canada 9 6 6 4 8 5 43 36 29 21 36 29 48 58 64 75 56 66
Chile 23 14 23 1 23 12 654 49 540 45 54p 47 22 37 230 44 220 4
Colombia m 28 m 21 m 25 m 45 m 45 m 45 m 27 m 34 m 31
Costa Rica 57 49 52 4 54 45 19 24 21 26 20 25 24 28 28 33 26 30
Czech Republic 5° 7 6° 7 6° 7 73 66 65° 49 69 58 22 27 28° 43 25 35
Denmark 23 19 16 13 19 16 46 40 37 29 42 35 31 41 47 58 39 49
Estonia 18 14 10 9 14 12 52 53 42 37 47 45 30 33 49 54 39 43
Finland 12 10° 7 8 10 9 57 56° 44 45 51 51° 31 340 48 47° 39 40
France 18 13 15 1 17 12 43 4 37 35 40 38 39 46 47 54 43 50
Germany 13 15 14> 13 13 14 61° 50 57° 49 5% 50 260 34 30° 38 28 36
Greece 28° 10 18° 7 23° 8 440 53 440 42 44 47 28° 38 38° 51 33° 44
Hungary 13 14 13 13 13 13 65 59 53 48 59 54 23 27 34 39 28 33
Iceland 31 26 23 13 27 20 40 40 31 36 35 38 29 34 47 51 38 42
Ireland 18° 6 12° 4 15° 5 420 85 832 28 37 32 40 59 54° 67 47° 63
Israel 13 10 8° 7 10° 9 50° 55 40° 36 45 45 38° 35 52° 57 45 46
Italy 82 26 25 20 29 23 51° 52 49° 45 50° 49 16° 2 26° 34 21° 28
Japan 2 m m m m m m | x(13) | x(14) | x(15) | x(16) | x(17) | x(18) 55%¢ | 62¢ 63>¢ | 68 590.¢ | 65
Korea 2% 2 23 2 20 2 &P 85) 310 22 34 29 60° 63 67° 76 64° 69
Latvia 23 13 1 8 17 1 53 50 43 37 48 44 24 36 46 55 35 46
Lithuania 13 10 8° 4 10° 7 48 42 350 28 410 35 40° 48 57° 68 48 57
Luxembourg 17° 13 16° 8 17° 10 38° 28 35° 25 37 27 45 59 49 68 47° 63
Mexico 60 44 60 44 60 44 21 29 21 28 21 29 18 26 19 28 19 27
Netherlands 21° 12 16° 9 18° 10 44° 38 40° 31 42° 34 36° 51 440 60 40° 56
New Zealand 21 15 19 12 20 13 m 44 m 38 m 41 m 41 m 50 m 45
Norway 18 19 14 15 16 17 42 35 31 21 37 28 39 46 55 65 47 55
Poland 7 9 @ 5 6° 7 620 59 48° 45 55 52 il 31 470 50 39 4
Portugal 50 20 38 13 44 17 28 42 29 30 29 36 22 38 32 56 27 47
Slovak Republic 6° 6 6° 6 6° 6 73 65 64° 42 6% 54 21° 28 il 51 26° 39
Slovenia 9 5 30 3 6° 4 67° 58 530 36 60° 48 240 37 440 61 340 48
Spain 40 33 29 22 35 28 25 24 26 23 25 24 35 43 46 54 40 49
Sweden 10° 18 8° 14 9 16 54° 42 420 28 48 35 35 41 510 58 43 49
Switzerland 1° 8° 13° 8 12° 8 500 420 49 37 50° 400 38° 500 38° 540 38° 520
Tiirkiye 52° 35 62° 37 57° 36 28° 27 210 21 25 24 20 38 18 42 190 40
United Kingdom ? 16° 15 16° 9 16° 12 39 31 36° 30 &k 30 45 54 48 61 47° 57
United States 13 7 9 5 1 6 49 47 43 38 46 43 38 46 48 57 43 51
OECD average 21 16 17 12 19 14 47 44 40 35 44 39 83 41 43 53 38 47
EU22 average 19 14 14 10 16 12 51 48 44 37 48 42 30 39 42 53 36 46
g Argentina 36 30 29 24 32 27 48 54 47 54 48 54 16 16 24 22 20 19
£ Brazil 470 32 40° 25 43 29 42° 48 46° 49 44 48 1o 20 15° 26 13° 23
& China* 63 m 66 m 64 m 19 m 16 m 18 m 18 m 18 m 18 m
India 58 61 70 70 64 66 26 16 18 12 22 14 16 23 12 19 14 21
Indonesia 57 42 61 43 59 42 34 43 28 36 31 39 9 16 1 22 10 19
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa ' 44 48 43 44 44 46 49 39 51 39 50 39 7 13 6 17 7 15
G20 average | 34 | 26 | 33 | 24 | 33 | 25 | 40 | 39 | 35 | 34 | 38 | 37 | 28 | 36 | 33 | 44 | 31 | 40

Note: Totals might not add up to 100% for the averages because of missing data for some levels for some countries. The code "'b™ in columns for year 2011 represents
that data refer to ISCED-97. Data in columns for year 2021 refer to ISCED 2011 for all countries except for Argentina and India. See Definitions and Methodology sections
and Annex 3 for more information. Data and more breakdowns are available at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2020 for Chile, India and South Africa.

2. Data for tertiary education include upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary programmes (less than 5% of adults are in this group).

3. Data for upper secondary attainment include completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified individually as completion of
intermediate upper secondary programmes (9% of adults aged 25-34 are in this group).

4. Year of reference differs from 2011: 2010 for China.

Source: OECD/ILO/UIS (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink == https:/stat.link/zke5wq
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Table A1.3. Field of study among tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds (2021)
Percentage of adults with tertiary attainment
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= Natural sciences, mathematics
[ and statistics

{= Information and communication

| technologies (ICT)

Health and welfare

Health
I (nursing and associate

=4 Engineering, manufacturing
I and construction
¢ (medical and dental)

= Health

health fields)

=~ Other fields

9 Countries

w Australia 10 x(4) 6 15 X(7) x(7) 30 4 7 12 x(13) x(13) 17 6
Austria 1 4 8 14 8 4 24 4 3 26 4 4 9 9
Belgium 1 x(4) 12 23 x(7) x(7) 22 5 4 12 x(13) x(13) 17 5
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile 16 3 4 8 23 3 26 1 5 20 3 1" 17 8
Colombia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Costa Rica 20 x(4) 8 1 X(7) X(7) 36 1 7 12 x(13) x(13) 9 4
Czech Republic 16 4 24 23 11 5 0 6 6 21 5 7 16 10
Denmark 9 3 12 21 12 3 17 5 5 13 x(13) x(13) 26 5
Estonia 17 4 8 15 21 4 25 5 4 21 x(13) x(13) 9 3
Finland 6 4 8 16 21 2 23 4 7 19 2 10 17 8
France 5 X(4) 7 17 X(7) X(7) 33 7 5 14 x(13) x(13) 14 6
Germany 13 4 7 13 10 3 23 5 4 25 4 2 9 6
Greece 7 X(4) 12 26 X(7) x(7) 17 7 5 14 x(13) x(13) 12 13
Hungary 21 x(4) 17 22 X(7) x(7) 16 3 6 16 x(13) x(13) 8 8
Iceland’ 18 x(4) x(4) 23 x(7) x(7) 23 4 4 10 x(13) x(13) 13 4
Ireland 9 x(4) 4 10 X(7) X(7) 26 7 8 10 x(13) x(13) 12 18
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy 5 5 15 29 12 10 23 8 2 14 x(13) x(13) 14 5
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 14 3 18 24 21 7 28 3 4 13 5 2 8 6
Lithuania 9 3 15 20 21 x(7) 27 5 5 19 4 4 9 7
Luxembourg 10 x(4) 5 18 X(7) X(7) 37 6 7 10 x(13) x(13) 8 4
Mexico 14 3 9 13 25 9 34 3 7 15 5 5 10 4
Netherlands 1 4 12 18 23 4 28 5 5 12 4 7 16 7
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway 16 2 16 14 14 2 17 8 4 13 m m 21 8
Poland 15 1 19 24 17 3 22 6 5 13 x(13) x(13) 8 8
Portugal 16 X(4) 1" 20 X(7) x(7) 21 4 3 15 x(13) x(13) 15 7
Slovak Republic 16 X(4) 15 20 x(7) x(7) 13 6 4 18 x(13) x(13) 14 9
Slovenia 13 2 13 17 10 4 25 4 3 20 x(13) x(13) 9 7
Spain 1 x(4) 5 13 x(7) x(7) 28 6 6 15 x(13) x(13) 13 7
Sweden 15 3 1" 16 12 3 16 5 4 20 4 10 19 5
Switzerland 8 3 7 12 25 3 29 5 5 19 3 9 15 8
Tiirkiye ' 16 x(4) X(4) 18 x(7) x(7) 31 5 1 16 x(13) x(13) 6 7
United Kingdom 5 x(4) 3 14 X(7) x(7) 26 2 4 19 x(13) x(13) 17 13
United States’ 2 10 6 20 30 X(7) x(7) 21 10 4 10 x(13) x(13) 9 6
OECD average 12 m 1" 18 m m 24 5 5 16 m m 13 7
EU22 average 12 m 12 19 m m 22 5 5 16 m m 13 7

£ Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

5 China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
SaudiArabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: Category totals may not be equivalent to the sum of the subcategories because some programmes cannot be classified into a specific subcategory but are included
in the total. In addition, data on humanities (except languages), social sciences, journalism and information might refer to the broad field social sciences, journalism and
information only. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.
1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2017 for Chile and the United States, 2016 for Iceland and Tirkiye.
2. Data refer to bachelor’s degree field, even for those with additional tertiary degrees.
Source: OECD/ILO/UIS (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Indicator A2. Transition from education
to work: Where are today’s youth?

Highlights

o Slightly over half of 18-24 year-olds across OECD countries were still in education or training as of the first quarter
of 2021. Around one-third of these students combine their education or training with some form of employment.
In a few countries (e.g. Germany and Switzerland) employment tends to be linked to the study programme, while
in most others these jobs are mostly unconnected to the curriculum.

e Young people who did not complete upper secondary education face a high risk of finding themselves neither
employed, nor in formal education or training (NEET). As of the first quarter of 2021, the share of NEETs was
nearly four times as high among 25-29 year-olds without an upper secondary qualification as among their tertiary-
educated peers. However, in some countries NEET rates are high even among tertiary graduates: over 30% of
tertiary graduates in Greece and South Africa are NEET. In contrast, there are some countries where those
without a tertiary qualification fare well: the share of NEETs is 10% or less among upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary graduates in Denmark, the Netherlands and Sweden.

e Annual data, which are more suitable for comparing outcomes during the COVID-19 pandemic, suggest the share
of young adults who are NEET has returned to, or fallen below, pre-COVID levels in about a two-thirds of OECD
countries. In 2021, almost 15% of 18-24 year-olds were NEET.

Context

The length and the quality of the schooling that individuals receive both have an impact on their transition from education
to work, as do labour-market conditions, the economic environment and the cultural context. In some countries, young
people traditionally complete education before they look for work, while in others, education and employment are
concurrent. In some countries, there is little difference between how young women and young men experience the
transition from education to work, while in others significant proportions of young women are not in the labour force (OECD,
2022[1]). When labour-market conditions are unfavourable, young people have an incentive to stay in education longer,
because high unemployment rates drive down the opportunity costs of education, and they can develop their skills for
when the situation improves.To improve the transition from education to work, regardless of the economic climate,
education systems should aim to ensure that individuals have the skills the labour market needs. Public investment in
education can be a sensible way to counterbalance unemployment and invest in future economic growth, by building the
necessary skills. Public support could also be directed towards potential employers, through the creation of incentives to
hire young people.

Not having a job can have long-lasting consequences, especially when people experience long spells of unemployment
or inactivity and become discouraged. Young people who are NEET are a major policy concern, as it has a negative impact
on their labour-market prospects and social outcomes, including in the long term. It is therefore essential to have policy
measures to prevent young people becoming NEET in the first place, and to help those who are to find a way back into
education or work.
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Figure A2.1. Distribution of 18-24 year-olds by education and work status (2021, quarterly data)
In per cent
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Note: NEET refers to young people who are neither in employed nor in formal education or training.

1. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Data refer to a longer period than a quarter. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of 18-24 year-old NEETSs.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A2.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Si=ra hitps://stat.link/bv3wgd

Other findings

e Brazil, Greece, Italy and South Africa have the highest share of young people suffering long-term unemployment: around
5% or more of 18-24 year-olds in these countries were not in education and had been unemployed for at least 12 months
in the first quarter of 2021. This leaves them particularly at risk of long-term detachment from the labour market.

e The share of inactive NEET youth has been relatively stable over the past 15 years, while the share of unemployed
NEET youth has varied with the economic cycle. Following the economic crisis of 2008 the share of unemployed NEET
youth peaked in the first quarter of 2013 at 9.6% of 25-29 year-olds across OECD countries with available trend data.
Unemployment among young adults then started to fall, until the new shock created by the COVID-19 pandemic.

e In some countries there are large regional disparities in the share of NEET youth: in four countries the gap
between the regions with the highest and lowest shares of NEET 18-24 year-olds exceeds 20 percentage points.
This highlights the importance of education and labour-market policies that are tailored to local contexts.

Note

This indicator analyses the situation of young people in transition from education to work: those in education, those who
are employed, and those who are neither employed nor in formal education or training (NEET). The NEET group includes
not only those who have not managed to find a job (unemployed NEETS), but also those who are not actively seeking
employment (inactive NEETSs). The analysis distinguishes between 18-24 year-olds and 25-29 year-olds, as a significant
proportion of those in the younger age group will still be continuing their studies even though they are no longer in
compulsory education.

The analysis in this indicator is based on quarterly data, except for the section on the impact of COVID-19. For more
information on the reference periods, refer to the Methodology section and Annex 3.
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Analysis

Educational and labour-market status of youth

Across OECD countries, a little over half of 18-24 year-olds are still in formal education, either full- or part-time. Almost one-
third of these students are also pursuing some form of employment (Figure A2.1). In some cases, students’ jobs are connected
to their study programme, allowing them to gain relevant work experience, develop technical skills and connect with potential
employers. Programmes that involve paid work as part of the curriculum (referred to as “work-study programmes” in
Table A2.1) are particularly common in Germany and Switzerland, where many professional qualifications follow an upper
secondary vocational qualification and are pursued in parallel with employment in the relevant sector (OECD, 2022p2). In
Australia and Norway, working while studying is common among 18-24 year-olds, but their employment is typically not
connected to the programme (e.g. a student job in a restaurant). In Iceland, the Netherlands and New Zealand students also
commonly combine work and study, but the data do not distinguish between work-study programmes and other types of
employment (Table A2.1). Even where it is not part of the curriculum, such employment may still be valuable in developing
broad employability skills, like team work and conflict management, thereby facilitating the transition into employment. Data
from the European Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) show that tertiary graduates who pursued work experience outside the
curriculum during their studies had higher employment rates than those who gained no work experience while studying
(OECD, 20222)).

Figure A2.2. Trends in the share of NEETs among 25-29 year-olds, by labour-market status (2006 to 2021,
quarterly data)

In per cent; OECD average

M Inactive NEETs Unemployed NEETs
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Note: NEET refers to young people who are neither employed nor in formal education or training. The sum of inactive and unemployed NEETSs corresponds to the total
share of NEETSs. Because of lack of data for many years, the following countries are excluded from the OECD average: Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Switzerland and the United States.

Source: OECD (2022), Education at a Glance Database, http:/stats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
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The share of young people neither employed nor in formal education or training (NEET) is a key indicator of the ease of
transition from education to the labour market. Across OECD countries about 16.1% of 18-24 year-olds are NEET, while in
Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Italy and the Republic of Turkiye, the share is over 25% (Figure A2.1). Preventing youth from
becoming NEET and minimising the time spent without employment, education or training is essential. Youth who are NEET
not only miss out on immediate learning and employment opportunities, they also suffer from long-term effects. NEET status
has been associated with various adverse outcomes, such as lower employment rates and lower earnings later in life (Helbling
and Sacchi, 20143;; Mdller and Umkehrer, 2014 4;; Ralston et al., 2021(5)), poor mental health (Basta et al., 2019g]) and social
exclusion (Backman and Nilsson, 2016(7)).

Looking at the share of both inactive and unemployed NEETs among 25-29 year-olds helps to capture the labour-market
transition of young people who pursued tertiary education, as 18-24 year-olds who are pursuing tertiary studies are mostly
still in education. It is important to interpret data on NEET rates and the share of unemployed NEET youth in the context of
unemployment rates in the country’s total labour force (see Indicator A3). The share of young people who are unemployed
NEETSs tends to be higher in countries with higher unemployment rates in the total labour force. Over the past 15 years, the
share of inactive youth has been almost stable, while the share of unemployed youth appears to fluctuate with the business
cycle. During the economic crisis of 2008 the share of unemployed NEETSs increased, reaching a maximum of 9.6% of 25-29
year-olds in 2013 on average across OECD countries with available trend data. It took almost a decade for this rate to return
to pre-crisis levels (Figure A2.2). The impact of the Great Recession had just subsided, when the COVID-19 pandemic
produced another shock to labour markets. However, data for 2021 refer to the first quarter for most countries and therefore
do not yet capture the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic (see the last section for an analysis of the impact of the pandemic
on NEET rates).

Figure A2.3. Percentage of 18-24 year-olds who are unemployed and not in education, by duration of
unemployment (2021, quarterly data)

As a percentage of all 18-24 year-olds
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Note: The distribution by duration of unemployment may not add up to the share of unemployed 18-24 year-olds because of missing data. The share of unemployed 18-24
year-olds not in education who have been unemployed for less than 12 months is used for countries without breakdown by duration of unemployment within this category.
1. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Data refer to a longer period than a quarter. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of 18-24 year-olds not in education who have been unemployed for 12 months or more.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A2.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatLink =iz https:/stat.link/afidp7
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Long-term NEET rates

The time young people spend as NEET matters. Some frictional unemployment is natural and to some extent inevitable: when
young school leavers and graduates start searching for a job, it may take them some time to find a suitable one. Some young
workers will want to switch jobs, which may also involve a period of unemployment. Longer spells spent as a NEET, however,
reveal difficulties with the transition from education into work. Long-term unemployment can lead to financial hardship, forcing
young people to accept jobs that may not match their skills. It may also have a scarring effect on their future employment
prospects (OECD, 2021(g)). The share of NEET youth who have been unemployed for 12 months or more is particularly high
in Brazil, Greece, Italy and South Africa, at around 5% of more of all 18-24 year-olds. In Argentina, the Slovak Republic and
Spain the figure is also relatively high, around 3%, while the OECD average is around 1.4% (Figure A2.3). The share of youth
who have been unemployed for at least 12 months provides a lower-bound estimate for those at risk of long-term detachment
from the labour market: in addition to long-term unemployed NEETSs there are also those who are inactive (i.e. neither working
nor actively seeking employment). On average across OECD countries with data available on the duration of unemployment
and inactivity, there are more inactive NEETs (9.4% of 18-24 year-olds) than unemployed ones (6.4%) (Table A2.2).

The impact of educational attainment on the risk of becoming NEET

Given the poor economic and social prospects associated with being NEET as a young person, prevention is a key policy
objective. Raising educational attainment while maintaining high quality standard, is a powerful tool to achieve this. There is
a strong association between educational attainment and NEET status. Young people who failed to complete upper secondary
education face the highest risk of being NEET. On average across OECD countries, 42.2% of 25-29 year-olds without an
upper secondary qualification are NEET. In some countries the figure is much higher: 77.8% in the Slovak Republic and
60.9% in Greece. Achieving an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary qualification is associated with a much lower
risk of being NEET (20.0% on average across OECD countries) (Figure A2.4). Ensuring that all young people complete at
least upper secondary education is therefore an essential part of preventing them from becoming NEET.

Figure A2.4. Share of NEETs among 25-29 year-olds, by educational attainment (2021, quarterly data)
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Note: NEET refers to young people who are neither employed nor in formal education or training.

1. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Data refer to a longer period than a quarter. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of NEETs among all tertiary-educated 25-29 year-olds.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A2.3. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/50enku
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NEET rates are even lower among tertiary graduates, averaging 12.1% across OECD countries. Among OECD countries,
obtaining a tertiary qualification reduces the risk of being NEET most strongly in Costa Rica, Ireland and the United States.
However, in some countries a tertiary qualification offers more limited protection. In Greece and the Slovak Republic tertiary
graduates face nearly as high a risk of being NEET as those holding only an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary
qualification (Figure A2.4). High NEET rates among tertiary graduates may reflect various factors, such as a weak economy,
a mismatch between the skills of graduates and labour-market needs, and the fact that tertiary graduates, having studied
longer, may be willing to take longer to find a suitable job. Denmark is an exception in that NEET rates are higher among
tertiary graduates than among those with an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary qualification, but NEET rates
are relatively low in both groups. Denmark is one of the few countries, together with the Netherlands and Sweden, where
NEET rates are below 10% among 25-29 year-olds with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment
(Figure A2.4).

Subnational variations in NEET rates

Within individual countries, there is often much regional variation in the share of young people who are NEET. In some regions
a very high share of young adults are NEET. Since the definition of NEET used by the EU-LFS for subnational data collection
is different from the one used by other surveys (see Methodology section), the analysis in this section focuses on the variations
by subnational region within countries.

Regional disparities in the share of NEET youth are strongest in Colombia, Greece, Italy and Tirkiye. In these countries the
gap between the region with the highest share of 18-24 year-old NEETs and the region with the lowest share exceeds
20 percentage points. Regional disparities are smallest in Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway and Slovenia where the gap
between the highest and lowest regions is below 5 percentage points (OECD, 2022g)).

It should be noted that in the dataset the number of regions per country varies. In general, the countries with more regions in
the dataset have larger gaps between the regions with the highest and lowest shares of NEET youth. However, such
aggregation choices are not the only drivers of the results. For example, among the 9 OECD and partner countries that report
8-13 large regions, the size of the gap ranges from 4 percentage points in the Netherlands to 25 percentage points in Greece
(OECD, 2022/10)).

Impact of COVID-19: Insights from annual data

The initial impact of the COVID-19 pandemic affected large parts of OECD countries’ economies, as severe restrictions
reduced economic activity across the board. As measures became more targeted, many returned to work, but labour-market
conditions remain difficult, particularly for young people. The COVID-19 crisis has hit youth, as well as other vulnerable groups
in the labour market, particularly hard. Recessions always affect young people more than prime-age workers (i.e. those aged
25-54): they are less experienced and as the last in, they are often the first out. In addition, lockdown and social distancing
measures have strongly affected sectors that commonly employ young people, such as hospitality. Among those who
continued to work, adults under 25 saw their working hours fall much faster than those aged 25 or more. Those who had
recently finished their studies have struggled to find a job. It was also hard for those seeking an internship or other type of
work placement to find places, depriving many young people of a potential bridge into a first job (OECD, 2021g)).

Figure A2.5 uses annual data on NEET rates among 18-24 year-olds over the past three years. Annual data do not capture
potential fluctuations that may occur within a year, whether as a result of the pandemic or due to other factors. However, they
are more suitable for comparative analysis than the quarterly data used in the other figures here. Quarterly data have been
strongly shaped by waves of the COVID-19 pandemic, which have evolved at different times and paces across countries,
making comparisons difficult.

On average across OECD countries, the share of 18-24 year-olds who were NEET increased from 14.6% in 2019 to 16.6%
in 2020, before starting to fall in 2021. NEET rates have returned to pre-pandemic levels in most OECD countries and the
average share of NEET youth across OECD countries in 2021 only exceeded 2019 levels by about 1 percentage point. In
11 OECD countries, the share of NEET youth was even lower in 2021 than in 2019 (Figure A2.5 and Table A2.4). These
results are consistent with other analyses on youth employment (OECD, 2021(g)), which suggest government measures have
been effective in supporting young people back into education, training or employment, thereby minimising the long-term
damage that the pandemic might have caused to labour-market outcomes.
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Figure A2.5. Trends in the percentage of NEETs among 18-24 year-olds (2019 and 2021, annual data)
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Note: NEET refers to young people who are neither employed nor in formal education or training.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of 18-24 year-old NEETs in 2021.
Source: OECD (2022), Table A2.4. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-

A.pdf).

StatLink iz https://stat.link/gge2bd

Definitions

Educational attainment refers to the highest level of education successfully completed by an individual.

Employed, inactive and unemployed individuals: See Definitions section in Indicator A3.

Individuals in education are those who are receiving formal education and/or training.

Levels of education: See the Reader’s Guide at the beginning of this publication for a presentation of all ISCED 2011 levels.

NEET refers to young people neither employed nor in formal education or training. However, the definition of NEET is different
for subnational data collection for countries taking part in the EU-LFS, where young adults who are in non-formal education
or training are not considered to be NEET.

Work-study programmes are formal education/training programmes combining interrelated study and work periods, for
which the student/trainee receives pay.

Methodology

Data from the national labour force surveys usually refer to the second quarter of studies, as this is the most relevant period
for knowing if the young person is really studying or has left education for the labour force. This second quarter corresponds
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in most countries to the first three months of the calendar year (i.e. January, February and March), but in some countries to
the second three months (i.e. April, May and June).

In Table A2.2, the share of young adults who have been unemployed for at least 3 months but less than 12 months refer to
the share of those who have been unemployed for less than 12 months in Australia, Colombia, Portugal, Switzerland and
Turkiye.

The last section in this indicator, on the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, uses annual data from national labour force
surveys (LFS) for reference years 2019, 2020 and 2021.

Annual data may underestimate the number of students, as the data include summer months when many students are not
enrolled and not counted as students in data collections. This issue arises, for example, in the United States.

Education or training corresponds to formal education or training; therefore, someone not working but following non-formal
studies is considered NEET. However, the definition of NEET is different for subnational data collection for countries taking
part in the EU-LFS, where young adults who are in non-formal education or training are not considered to be NEET. For
OECD EU countries, NEET rates by subnational region are therefore not comparable to the rates at national level presented
in this indicator.

Please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018 (OECD, 2018(11;) for more
information and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
A.pdf).

Source

For information on the sources, see Indicator A1.

Data on subnational regions for selected indicators are available in the OECD Regional Statistics Database (OECD, 20229)).
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Indicator A2 tables

Tables Indicator A2. Transition from education to work: Where are today's youth?

(2]

(8]

1]

(5]

Table A2.1 Percentage of 18-24 year-olds in education/not in education, by work status (2021, quarterly data)

Table A2.2 Percentage of 18-24 year-olds in education/not in education, by work status and duration of unemployment (2021, quarterly data)
Table A2.3 Percentage of 25-29 year-olds in education/not in education, by educational attainment and work status (2021, quarterly data)
Table A2.4 Trends in the percentage of young adults in education/not in education, by age group and work status (2019-2021, annual data)

StatLink =P https://stat.link/s0x73z

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-

en. More breakdowns can also be found at: http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table A2.1. Percentage of 18-24 year-olds in education/not in education, by work status (2021, quarterly data)

In education Not in education
Employed NEET
» 3 >
=R > o = ) =3 >
£ 5a | 0w 5 5 s = § 3 s L
2¢gg| 8¢ ° S £ 2 S 5 2 ° Q Total
1) ) 5 (6)=(3)+(#)+() 8) 9) (12) = (6) +(11)
2 Countries
g Australia 5 31 36 29 13 52 37 45 6.8 1.3 48 100
Austria 9 1 20 23 28 50 38 6.4 5.2 1.6 50 100
Belgium 1 6 7 18 57 66 22 5.1 6.9 12.0 34 100
Canada x(2) 21¢ 21 3.8 24 49 36 70 77 14.7 51 100
Chile ! x(2) 8! 8 3.0 45 55 19 8.0 18.2 261 45 100
Colombia a 8 8 3.0 18 29 39 1341 18.4 315 7 100
Costa Rica a 11 1 12.9 20 44 271 15.7 14.0 29.7 56 100
Czech Republic m m m m m m m m m m m m
Denmark x(2) 30° 30 46 25 60 30 43 6.2 10.5 40 100
Estonia? c 21 21 29 34 58 27 6.0 93 15.3 42 100
Finland x(2) 19¢ 19 5.2 33 57 29 6.9 74 14.3 43 100
France 7 8 14 18 40 56 26 9.0 8.1 174 44 100
Germany 15 17 32 19 28 62 28 3.0 71 10.0 38 100
Greece a 4 4 24 59 66 14 "7 8.2 19.9 34 100
Hungary? 0 3 4 0.3 46 50 34 55 10.0 15.5 50 100
Iceland a 40 40 45 23 68 24 48 36 8.4 32 100
Ireland a 23 23 33 37 63 25 51 70 121 37 100
Israel X(2) 8¢ 8 0.8 22 31 47 33 18.8 2241 69 100
Italy a 3 3 1.0 50 54 19 10.4 16.7 274 46 100
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea m m m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia a 14 14 13 46 62 23 5.8 9.5 15.3 38 100
Lithuania 1 10 1 1.0 44 55 30 77 7.3 15.0 45 100
Luxembourg a 13 13 c 50 66 26 c c c 34 100
Mexico a 1 1 08 28 39 39 40 17.7 217 61 100
Netherlands x(2) 47¢ 47 56 16 68 21 21 25 46 32 100
New Zealand? a 16 16 25 13 31 54 6.9 78 14.7 69 100
Norway 2 30 32 43 28 64 28 3.0 5.2 8.1 36 100
Poland ? a 8 8 08 47 57 30 44 94 13.8 43 100
Portugal a 5 5 23 53 61 25 71 72 14.3 39 100
Slovak Republic ® 2 2 ® 56 59 27 73 7.0 14.3 4 100
Slovenia X(2) 10° 10 141 62 73 18 42 5.0 9.2 27 100
Spain x(2) 8¢ 8 4.2 50 62 18 "7 8.6 20.3 38 100
Sweden a 15 15 76 26 49 39 6.0 6.4 12.4 51 100
Switzerland 16 16 32 1.7 21 55 34 49 5.9 10.8 45 100
Tiirkiye a 1 11 3.8 25 40 28 9.8 225 32.2 60 100
United Kingdom 5 14 19 1.9 25 45 42 6.0 74 134 55 100
United States X(2) 18¢ 18 16 26 45 38 5.5 11.5 17.0 55 100
OECD average m 15 17 3.0 35 54 30 6.7 9.4 16.1 46 100
EU22 average m 13 15 27 42 60 26 6.5 77 14.2 40 100
g Argentina’ a 12 12 43 3 47 29 8.8 15 241 53 100
£ Brazil' a 12 12 47 17 34 30 134 23 35.9 66 100
& China m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa a 1 1 08 42 43 1" 20.0 26 46.2 57 100
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: NEET refers to young people who are neither employed nor in formal education or training. Data usually refer to the second quarter of studies, which corresponds in
most countries to the first three months of the calendar year, but in some countries, to the second three months. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more
information. Data and more breakdowns are available at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Reference year differs from 2021: 2020 for Brazil and Chile; 2018 for Argentina.

2. Data refer to the annual average for Estonia, Hungary and Poland; data refer to the average of March to December 2021 for New Zealand.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r https://statlink/2ax4py
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Table A2.2. Percentage of 18-24 year-olds in education/not in education, by work status and duration of
unemployment (2021, quarterly data)

Not in education

Unemployed
Less than 3 months to less 12 months
In education Employed 3 months than 12 months or more Total Inactive Total

(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (U] (@)

8 Countries
u Australia 52 37 x(4) 8183 15 45 6.8 48
Austria 50 38 22 2.7 15 6.4 5.2 50
Belgium 66 22 11 23 15 5.1 6.9 34
Canada 49 36 36 26 0.6 70 77 51
Chile ! 50 28 5.2 1.2 02 6.6 15.3 50
Colombia 29 39 x(4) 1149 18 131 184 7
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic m m m m m m m m
Denmark 60 30 24 15 05 43 6.2 40
Estonia? 58 27 31 24 05 6.0 93 42
Finland 57 29 33 1.9 10 6.9 74 43
France 56 26 35 4.0 15 9.0 81 44
Germany 62 28 0.9 1.3 07 3.0 74 38
Greece 66 14 13 46 56 "7 8.2 34
Hungary 50 34 16 27 11 55 10.0 50
Iceland m m m m m m m m
Ireland 63 25 16 14 10 51 70 37
Israel 31 47 0.3 08 13 33 18.8 69
Italy 54 19 19 34 48 10.4 16.7 46
Japan m m m m m m m m
Korea m m m m m m m m
Latvia 62 23 18 27 1.3 5.8 95 38
Lithuania 55 30 2.8 20 c 7.7 73 45
Luxembourg m m m m m m m m
Mexico 39 39 31 0.7 01 40 177 61
Netherlands 68 27 10 0.8 0.3 21 25 32
New Zealand? 31 54 35 27 06 6.9 78 69
Norway 64 28 16 1.0 0.3 3.0 5.2 36
Poland? 57 30 14 23 07 44 94 43
Portugal 61 25 x(4) 6.0¢ 11 71 72 39
Slovak Republic 59 27 1.3 2.8 3.2 73 7.0 4
Slovenia 73 18 10 20 1.2 42 50 27
Spain 62 18 33 54 31 "7 8.6 38
Sweden 49 39 0.9 c c 6.0 6.4 51
Switzerland 55 34 x(4) 4.0 10 49 59 45
Tiirkiye 40 28 x(4) 7.5¢ 2.3 9.8 225 60
United Kingdom 45 42 18 27 15 6.0 74 55
United States 45 38 3.0 1.9 0.6 55 1.5 55
OECD average 54 31 2.2 30 14 6.4 94 46
EU22 average 59 26 19 27 17 6.5 77 41
g Argentina’ 47 29 33 25 3.0 8.8 15.3 53
£ Brazil! 32 38 35 45 5.1 13.0 179 68
& China m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
South Africa 43 1 15 25 4.2 20.0 26.2 57
G20 average m m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: The figures by the duration of unemployment may not add up to the total share for the unemployed because of missing data. Data usually refer to the second quarter
of studies, which corresponds in most countries to the first three months of the calendar year, but in some countries, to the second three months. See Definitions and
Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns are available at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.
1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2018 for Argentina and Brazil; and 2017 for Chile.
2. Data refer to the annual average for Estonia, Hungary and Poland; data refer to the average of March to December 2021 for New Zealand.
Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/ze1ch6
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Table A2.3. Percentage of 25-29 year-olds in education/not in education, by educational attainment and
work status (2021, quarterly data)

Below upper secondary Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary| Tertiary
Not in education Not in education Not in education
NEET NEET NEET
5 3 5 3 5 2
R £ 8 8. §18 28,
283 s 12835 s $128 3 s
[} [} (-]
E I.IEJ 5| 2 © Total g I.IEJ 5| 2 K] Total E I.IEJ 5| 2 ° Total
) @2 (¢ @ 7) (8 (9 (10) (11)=(9)+(10) (12)=(8)+ (1) (13) ) (15) (16) (17)=(15) +(16) (18)=(14)+(17)
] Countries
S Australia 8 | 52 | 80 | 319 39.9 92 20 | 65 | 34 | 115 149 80 21| 7 | 29|53 8.2 79
Austria 4 | 53 |165 | 265| 430 96 14| 7 | 74|75 14.9 86 28 | 65|32 32 6.4 72
Belgium 7 4 |170 | 352 523 93 14| 69 | 79 | 9.8 176 86 13 | 81 32|33 6.5 87
Canada 3| 50|98 371 470 97 1| 65| 91 (148 239 89 13| 74 | 60 | 66 12.6 87
Chile ' 13 | 46 |17 | 295| 412 87 27 | 46 | 95183 278 73 2| 74 1M1 1341 242 98
Colombia 2| 63|96 257 353 98 12 | 60 [126 [16.0 28.6 88 12 | 67 [139 | 6.9 20.8 88
Costa Rica 12 | 53 |16.0 | 195| 355 88 15 | 51 1206 |13.0 33.6 85 35 | 50 129 | 21 15.0 65
Czech Republic 3| 56|67 |346| 44 97 5| 76 | 46 |14.2 18.8 95 16 | 70 | 1.8 (115 13.3 84
Denmark 26 | 38 |64 (302 367 74 32| 58 | 35| 6.2 97 68 26| 62 | 7.7 | 39 1.5 74
Estonia? 8 | 66 | 6.8 | 191 25.9 92 16 | 69 | 65| 88 15.3 84 22 | 70 | 30 |52 83 78
Finland 32| 29 | 88 |294| 382 68 29 | 55 | 63| 95 15.8 7 27 | 67 | 40 | 24 6.3 73
France 3| 46 |13.0 | 375 50.5 97 9 | 68 |10.7 | 121 22.8 91 12 | 76 | 69 | 47 1.6 88
Germany 10 | 51 | 84 |308| 392 90 21| 68 | 37| 76 1.3 79 26 | 68 | 2.2 | 45 6.7 74
Greece c | 35 (195 |45 60.9 96 18 | 47 [19.7 [15.8 355 82 17 | 49 227 (115 3441 83
Hungary? 1| 52 [10.5 | 366| 471 99 9| 79| 45|75 120 9 7186|3142 73 93
Iceland 26 | 52 c|182] 217 74 32 | 55 cl| 99 13.4 68 26 | 65 | 4.8 c 9.1 74
Ireland 71 41|98 423 521 93 17 | 52 | 97 |211 30.8 83 18 | 76 | 24 | 42 6.6 82
Israel 6 | 39|59 |487| 546 94 34 | 45 | 31 |185 216 66 21 | 67 | 43|82 12.5 79
Italy 3| 41 (185 | 375 55.9 97 16 | 50 | 11.0 |22.9 33.9 84 27 | 51 | 77 |144 219 73
Japan m| m| m m m m m| m m| m m m m| m| m| m m m
Korea m| m| m m m m m| m m| m m m m|m| m| m m m
Latvia c | 59 c|356] #3 100 10 | 64 | 89 |16.7 25.6 90 1 | 77 | 56 | 68 124 89
Lithuania c | 34 |139 | 435| 574 9 14 | 64 | 9.9 |120 220 86 7184|6529 94 93
Luxembourg c c c c c c c| 80 c c c 88 17 | 76 c c c 83
Mexico 2| 63 |30 |325| 355 98 14| 61 | 41 |215 25.6 86 12 | 71 | 48 123 174 88
Netherlands 14 | 58 | 53 |23.2| 285 86 25 | 67 | 16| 72 8.7 75 22 | 73 |30 | 16 46 78
New Zealand? 7159 |84 |255 339 93 " | 72| 52|13 16.5 89 15 | 79 | 19 | 48 6.7 85
Norway 17 | 51 | 92 |220| 312 83 21| 68 | 33| 76 1.0 79 28 | 67 | 22 | 28 5.0 72
Poland 2 c| 52|54 42| 466 99 4 | 78 | 37 |147 18.4 96 8 | 83|31 |56 8.8 92
Portugal c | 58 (109 |295| 404 99 M| 7| 87102 18.9 89 18 | 69 | 89 | 44 13.3 82
Slovak Republic c | 22 |19.7 | 581 718 100 41 81|61 94 15.5 96 14 | 72 1 65 | 81 14.6 86
Slovenia c| 71| ¢ |2307 26.2 97" 23 | 63 | 53| 88 14.2 7 23| 65 | 7.3 | 44 17 77
Spain 4 | 48 |279 | 20.2| 481 96 22 | 51 [189 | 84 21.3 78 22 | 59 (118 | 6.6 184 78
Sweden 25 | 52 |10.8 | 1.8 22.6 75 25 | 67 | 27| 55 8.3 75 24 | 70 | 34 | 28 6.2 76
Switzerland 15 | 44 [104 [ 300| 404 85 23 | 66 | 53| 52 10.5 7 20 | 73 | 40 | 29 6.9 80
Tirkiye 10 | 42 | 89 |384| 473 90 20 | 45 | 111|242 35.3 80 20 | 53 |11.4 |16.0 274 80
United Kingdom 5| 57 | 61 | 321 38.3 95 N | 76 | 42| 94 13.6 89 15| 79 | 27 | 37 6.4 85
United States 750 |78 |351 43.0 93 10 | 63 | 8.2 |19.2 274 90 14 | 75 38 |72 1.0 86
OECD average 10 | 49 |10 |318| 422 92 17 | 63 | 77 [125 20.0 83 18 | 70 | 6.0 | 61 121 82
EU22 average 10 | 48 124 | 327 | 444 92 16 | 66 | 7.7 | 1.2 18.9 84 18 | 70 | 59 | 55 1.4 82
g Argentina’ 316190 26| 352 97 2170 81| 2 28.2 98 51 | 40 | 24 7 9.0 49
£ Brazil' 5 | 47 |125 | 35| 474 95 17 | 50 [10.7 | 22 324 83 18| 62 |84 | 1 19.4 82
& China m| m| m m m m m| m m| m m m m| m| m| m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia mi| m| m m m m m| m m| m m m m| m| m| m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa 2| 26 337 | 38| 720 98 1|33 312 24 55.3 89 10 | 51 1292 | 10 3941 90
G20 average \m\m\m\ m\ m \ m \m\m\m\m\ m \ m \m\m\m\m\ m \ m

Note: NEET refers to young people who are neither employed nor in formal education or training. Data usually refer to the second quarter of studies, which corresponds in
most countries to the first three months of the calendar year, but in some countries, to the second three months. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more
information. Data and more breakdowns are available at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.
1. Reference year differs from 2021: 2020 for Brazil and Chile; 2018 for Argentina.
2. Data refer to the annual average for Estonia, Hungary and Poland; data refer to the average of March to December 2021 for New Zealand.
Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table A2.4. Trends in the percentage of young adults in education/not in education, by age group and
work status (2019 to 2021, annual data)

18-24 year-olds 25-29 year-olds
2019 2020 2021 2019 2020 2021
Notin
educaton Not in educaton Not in educaton Not in educaton Not in educaton Not in educaton
S| S5 S| 5 - . .
© D © I © D ® D © D & D
S g - £ -~ |85 .- |8l .. g8l . |gls@ .
S g 0y | 8| 4B S| g 04 |82 0w T 20w o |c|El 4
= wi = = wi = = wi = = wi = = wi = = wi =
4) 5) ) (17)=(15)+(16)  (22) ) (26)=(24)+(25) (31) ) (35)=(33)+(34) (40) 1) (44)=(42)+(43) (49) ) (53)=(51)+(52)
8 Countries
u Australia m m m mi| m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Austria 47 | 42 114 49 | 40 1.9 49 | 40 1.8 19 69 15 19 | 68 134 19| 69 12.6
Belgium 61 | 26 12.7 64 | 24 12.2 66 | 23 10.6 8 75 17.3 9 | 72 18.3 12| 72 16.4
Canada 39 | 47 13.5 40 | 4 19.7 4 | 44 14.9 10 75 14.3 10 | 70 19.8 1 73 15.9
Chile m m m 55 | 19 26.1 m m m m m m 16 | 56 28.0 m m m
Colombia 30 | 43 276 28 | 38 345 29 | 39 315 1 66 231 9 | 60 313 9| 63 278
Costa Rica 50 | 27 22.8 50 | 29 20.7 50 | 26 2441 21 59 19.8 23 | 55 21.8 24| 51 248
Czech Republic m m m m m m m m m 9 75 16.0 9 73 17.8 8 74 18.2
Denmark 57 | 3 124 58 | 30 "7 58 | 31 10.8 26 58 16.0 26 | 56 176 28| 58 13.9
Estonia 56 | 35 93 57 | 30 12.6 58 | 27 15.3 17 68 14.9 18 | 66 16.7 17 | 69 135
Finland 55 | 32 12.8 55 | 31 14.8 58 | 30 1.9 28 59 13.4 28 | 59 13.5 29| 57 14.0
France 54 | 29 175 56 | 27 17.5 56 | 28 16.0 8 7 20.6 8 | 70 216 10| ™ 19.3
Germany 62 | 29 8.2 62 | 28 94 61 | 29 9.7 21 68 "7 21 | 66 13.0 21| 66 12.9
Greece 65 | 16 19.0 64 | 16 20.7 69 | 14 16.6 15 57 28.0 17 | 53 296 17 | 53 295
Hungary 50 | 35 14.5 48 | 37 15.0 50 | 36 147 7 75 174 8 | 72 19.2 70 79 13.7
Iceland 56 | 37 6.6 60 | 31 9.0 59 | 33 77 28 63 9.0 28 | 61 1.2 26 | 62 12.6
Ireland 54 | 33 12.9 56 | 29 15.2 5 | 29 11 13 72 15.3 12 | 68 19.7 16 | 68 15.4
Israel 29 | 52 19.0 30 | 49 217 29 | 49 220 29 57 14.0 27 | 54 18.9 27 | 54 18.9
Italy 53 | 23 2441 53 | 21 25.8 5 | 21 26.0 16 53 30.7 17 | 50 33.3 16 | 53 312
Japan m m m m| m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea m m m mi| m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 61 28 10.9 60 | 29 10.7 59 | 28 13.2 10 76 146 9 | 70 204 10| 70 19.9
Lithuania 61 | 28 11.6 60 | 25 15.0 53 | 32 1541 8 77 15.3 717 18.0 71 78 15.7
Luxembourg 64 | 27 83 65 | 24 10.3 62 | 26 12.2 16 73 1.0 14 | 74 1.9 16| 74 10.8
Mexico 38 | #H 215 38 | 39 23.3 39 | 39 21.8 8 66 261 8 | 64 28.2 8| 65 273
Netherlands 65 | 28 6.9 66 | 27 76 69 | 27 45 22 69 9.4 22 | 69 9.2 23] 70 77
New Zealand 36 | 51 13.0 36 | 50 14.2 37 | 50 12.8 12 74 13.6 13 | 73 14.6 14| 73 12.9
Norway m m m mi| m m 62 | 30 79 m m m m m m 23| 67 10.2
Poland 54 | 34 1.9 56 | 31 12.6 57 | 30 13.8 6 76 18.0 5|75 19.7 5] 78 17.2
Portugal 54 | 33 12.9 58 | 27 14.5 62 | 25 13.5 12 75 13.1 1 72 16.5 15 | 69 16.3
Slovak Republic 56 | 32 12.5 57 | 29 13.8 59 | 27 143 6 73 20.8 6 | M 221 7| 73 194
Slovenia 63 | 27 9.6 66 | 23 10.6 7] 20 84 18 70 12.8 17 | 70 12.6 m m m
Spain 58 | 23 19.2 59 | 19 22.0 61 | 20 19.2 15 60 244 16 | 56 28.2 16 | 58 25.8
Sweden 49 | 40 "7 50 | 36 13.7 49 | 39 124 23 67 9.6 24 | 65 105 25| 65 9.8
Switzerland 56 | 35 8.8 57 | 34 8.7 540 | 34 11.2° 22 7 79 22 | 70 73 21°| 68 104°
Tiirkiye 35 | 31 339 35 | 28 36.9 37 |3 325 15 50 35.2 15 | 47 38.2 15 | 50 35.0
United Kingdom 41 44 14.5 42 | 43 15.2 44 | 42 13.7 10 77 12.9 1" 76 129 12| 75 12.6
United States 43 | 42 14.6 43 | 38 19.3 42 | # 17.0 1 73 16.2 1" 67 217 1" 70 19.0
OECD average 52 | 34 13.9 53 | 31 15.9 53 | 32 151 15 69 16.2 15 | 66 18.7 16 | 66 17.6
EU22 average 57 | 30 129 58 | 28 14.2 59 | 28 13.4 15 69 16.4 15 | 67 18.3 15 | 68 16.8
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
& China m m m mi| m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m mi| m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
SaudiArabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa 41 15 438 43 | 12 45.0 m m m 7 40 52.2 7135 574 m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m\ m \ m \ m \ m \ m\ m\ m

Note: NEET refers to young people who are neither employed nor in formal education or training. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and
more breakdowns are available at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

Additional columns showing data on the percentage of young adults in education by work status, and the percentage of unemployed and inactive NEETs are available for
consultation on line (see StatLink below).

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sa=r hitps:/stat.link/bpz7im
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Indicator A3. How does educational
attainment affect participation in the
labour market?

Highlights

e Higher educational attainment leads to better labour-market outcomes. In 2021, on average, employment rates
for tertiary-educated young adults (25-34 year-olds) are 8 percentage points higher than those who have attained
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education and 26 percentage points higher than those who have
attained below upper secondary education across OECD countries. Similarly, higher educational attainment is
correlated with lower rates of unemployment and labour-market inactivity.

e Tertiary attainment among 25-34 year-olds has increased over the past two decades, but there is no sign of this
leading to a decline in its labour-market value. In 2021, across OECD countries, the average unemployment rate
of tertiary-educated younger adults was 2 percentage points below that of their peers with upper secondary or
post-secondary non-tertiary attainment and 9 percentage points lower than for those with below upper secondary
attainment. These differences are nearly identical to the differences in 2000.

e On average across OECD countries, employment rates are highest among tertiary-educated individuals who
studied information and communication technologies (ICT), and lowest among those who studied the arts and
humanities, social sciences, journalism and information. However, these differences need to be put into
perspective: on average even those with arts and humanities, social sciences, journalism and information degrees
have higher employment rates than their peers with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment.

Context

Modern economies depend on a supply of highly skilled workers and these workers in turn reap labour-market benefits.
These advantages, combined with expanded education opportunities, have increased the pool of skilled people across
the OECD. Increasing demand for skills means labour markets can absorb the growing number of highly skilled workers,
and continue to provide them with better employment prospects. In contrast, the labour-market prospects for adults with
lower levels of qualifications are more challenging. Those with lower educational qualifications earn less (see Indicator A4)
and are at greater risk of unemployment. In the coming years, their risk of unemployment will further increase, as many
workers with lower qualifications work in jobs that could be automated in the near future (Arntz, Gregory and Zierahn,
2016p1)). It is estimated that 14% of existing jobs could disappear as a result of automation in the next 15-20 years, and
another 32% are likely to change radically as individual tasks are automated (OECD, 2019z)).

Education systems need to respond to the labour-market challenges of today and prepare students for the labour markets
of the future. Labour-market outcomes by level of educational attainment are among the most important headline
measures of the links between education and economic opportunities for individuals. They show the types of qualifications
that are in demand by employers and can help governments to better understand global trends and anticipate how their
economies may evolve in the coming years.
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Figure A3.1. Employment rates of tertiary-educated adults, by field of study (2021)

Percentage of employed 25-64 year-olds among all 25-64 year-olds
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1. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Data refer to bachelor’s degree field, even for those with additional tertiary degrees.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the employment rate of adults with a tertiary degree in the field of health and welfare.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A3.3. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatLink =P hitps://stat.link/mcsxo6

Other findings

e Tertiary attainment protects strongly against the effects of economic crises. During both the financial crisis of
2008 and the COVID-19 pandemic, unemployment increased much less among those with tertiary education than
those with lower levels of attainment. In 2021, across OECD countries with comparable trend data, average
unemployment rates among tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds started to decline, whereas they stagnated for
those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment and increased for those with below upper
secondary attainment.

e Higher educational attainment remains closely correlated with higher employment rates even within tertiary
attainment levels. Adults with a doctoral or equivalent degree have the highest employment rates, while the
employment rate of individuals with a master’s or equivalent degree is higher than for those with a bachelor’s or
equivalent degree.

e There are differences in labour-market inactivity rates among tertiary-educated adults across OECD countries,
ranging from 5% in Lithuania to over 20% in the Czech Republic and Italy. In some countries, a considerable
fraction of tertiary-educated adults are not actively looking for work.
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Analysis

Educational attainment and labour-market participation

Educational attainment and employment rates are strongly correlated. Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary
education is often seen as the minimum educational attainment for successful labour-market participation for most individuals
(OECD, 20213)). There is a large increase in employment rates among 25-64 year-olds with upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary attainment compared to those with below upper secondary attainment. On average, only 58% of
individuals with below upper secondary attainment are employed in OECD countries, but 75% of individuals with upper
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment are employed. The employment rate among those with tertiary
attainment is even higher, at 85%, but the difference in employment rates between upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary and tertiary attainment is smaller than the difference between below upper secondary and upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary attainment (Table A3.1).

There continues to be a strong relationship between labour-market participation and educational attainment that holds
whether it is measured by employment rates, unemployment rates or inactivity rates. This relationship exists in nearly all
OECD and partner countries with available data. It is very rare to find a country where a subpopulation with lower educational
attainment has higher labour-market participation rates than a subpopulation with higher educational attainment Table A3.2
and Table A3.4). This positive relationship has been stable over the decades, despite the strong increase in attainment levels
across the OECD (OECD, 20224))

While the link between educational attainment and employment rates holds for men and for women, it is particularly strong
for women. Among 25-34 year-olds, in 2021, just 43% of women with below upper secondary attainment are employed,
compared to 82% of those with tertiary attainment. These figures are 69% and 88% for men. The large gender difference
among younger adults with below upper secondary attainment are unlikely to be solely due to employability. More likely, they
are related to the persistence of traditional gender roles. Women who expect to stay home to take care of a family instead of
pursuing a career have less incentive to obtain a formal education and are therefore more likely to have low educational
attainment. This is reflected in inactivity rates for younger women with below upper secondary attainment that are on average
more than twice as high as for men and resulting low employment rates across the OECD (Table A3.2 and (OECD, 20215)).

Tertiary attainment and employment rates

Educational attainment has increased strongly among younger adults in all OECD and partner countries with comparable
data. On average across OECD countries, about 27% of 25-34 year-olds had completed a tertiary qualification in 2000 and
this share increased to 48% in 2021 (see Indicator A1). The increase in attainment levels is a response to a changing labour
market, in which skills are becoming ever more important and business are struggling to fill specialised positions. However,
it is also putting pressure on workers who find that their qualifications, which were valuable not long ago, are no longer
sufficient to compete against better qualified candidates (Lauder and Mayhew, 2020).

Educational attainment and employment rates are positively correlated across different levels of tertiary attainment.
Individuals aged 25-64 with a doctoral or equivalent degree have the highest employment rates of all ISCED attainment levels
in all OECD countries except in Luxembourg and New Zealand. Likewise, the employment rate of individuals with a master’s
or equivalent degree is higher than the employment rate of those with a bachelor’s or equivalent degree as their highest level
of attainment everywhere except New Zealand. On average, individuals with a master’s or equivalent degree are 5 percentage
points more likely to be employed than individuals with a bachelor’s or equivalent degree. The difference in employment rates
persists throughout adults’ working life in most OECD countries. So, although master's graduates are more likely to have work
experience than bachelor's graduates, their higher employment rates are not simply due to them finding employment after
graduating more easily than those with a bachelor's or equivalent degree (Figure A3.2 and Table A3.1).

On average across the OECD, 25-34 year-old graduates from short-cycle tertiary programmes have almost the same
employment rates as those with a bachelor’'s or equivalent degree. However, this average hides large variations across
countries. In some countries, short-cycle tertiary graduates have higher employment rates than those with bachelor's or
master's or equivalent degrees, while in others they have lower rates. As short-cycle tertiary programmes aim to provide
professional skills, often combined with an implicit promise of an easier transition into the labour market, these data suggest
that there are differences in the effectiveness of such programmes (Figure A3.2).
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Figure A3.2. Employment rate of 25-34 year-olds, by level of tertiary attainment (2021)
Percentage of employed 25-34 year-olds among all 25-34 year-olds
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1. Data for tertiary education include upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary programmes (less than 5% of the adults are under this group).

2. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the employment rate among 25-34 year-olds with a bachelor's or equivalent degree.

Source: OECD (2022), Education at a Glance Database, hitp:/istats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/im8fus

At the other end of the tertiary attainment spectrum, the differences in employment rates across countries are much smaller.
People with a doctoral or equivalent degree have the highest employment rate of any educational attainment level in almost
all OECD countries. On average across the OECD, 93% of all 25-64 year-olds with a doctoral or equivalent degree are
employed, and there are only four countries where it is below 90% (Estonia, New Zealand, Spain and the United States). In
Hungary, an impressive 99% of adults with a doctoral or equivalent degree are in employment (Table A3.1).

By field of study

Employment rates for adults with tertiary attainment are high across all fields of study. Overall, the science, technology,
engineering and mathematics (STEM) fields have the strongest employment outcomes. Within these fields, employment rates
are highest for people who studied ICT; on average 90% of adults with a tertiary ICT degree are in employment in OECD
countries. Similarly, the average employment rate of graduates in engineering, manufacturing and construction is very high
at 89%. Education, a field of special relevance for many countries, has an average employment rate that is somewhat lower,
but still high at 85%. Arts and humanities, social sciences, journalism and information is the broad field of study with the lowest
employment rates among tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds, at an average of 83%. To put this into perspective, the
employment rate of individuals with tertiary attainment is still about 10 percentage points higher than that of their peers with
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment on average across the OECD. This shows that tertiary attainment
provides labour-market benefits even in fields of study that mostly do not directly train students for a specified career
(Figure A3.1 and Table A3.3).
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While the differences in employment rates between fields of study are small, they are very consistent across OECD countries.
For example, employment rates for adults with tertiary attainment in ICT are as high as or higher than for those with tertiary
attainment in arts and humanities and social sciences, journalism and information in all OECD countries. Within the STEM
fields, graduates in natural sciences, mathematics and statistics tend to have lower employment rates than other STEM fields
in almost all countries. The gaps are especially large in Chile, the Czech Republic, Mexico and Portugal, where employment
rates are on average approximately 10 percentage points lower than in other STEM fields (Table A3.3).

No internationally comparable data on employment rates by field of study exist for below tertiary attainment levels across
OECD countries. However, evidence suggest that occupation has an important effect on employment rates of low-skilled
workers (Autor and Dorn, 2013[7;). Many countries have shortages of workers with below tertiary attainment levels in some
sectors even if overall unemployment rates of those with these attainment levels is high. Thus, field of study is also likely to
have a considerable influence on employment prospects also for workers with below tertiary attainment.

By subnational regions

On average, across OECD and partner countries with subnational data on labour-force status, there is more regional variation
in employment rates among those with lower levels of educational attainment. For example, in Australia, employments rates
for 25-64 year-olds adults with below upper secondary attainment range from 54% (in Canberra), to 63% (in Western
Australia), compared with a range of 82% (in Tasmania) to 89% (in Northern Territory) for adults with tertiary attainment.
Despite the concentration of economic activity in the capital city regions, in most countries, these regions do not generally
have the highest employment rates. However, for tertiary-educated adults, the employment rate in the capital city region does
tend to be slightly higher than the unweighted average of all regions in a country. In Greece, for example, the employment
rate for adults with tertiary attainment in the capital city region of Attica is about 3 percentage points higher than the unweighted
average of all Greece’s regions (OECD, 2022s))

Educational attainment and unemployment rates

Between 2000 and 2021, tertiary attainment rates among 25-34 year-olds increased from 27% to 48% on average across
OECD countries with available trend data (see Indicator A1). Despite this large increase, there are few signs that the labour-
market benefits of a tertiary degree are diminishing. Among 25-34 year-olds, the average gap in unemployment rates between
those with tertiary attainment and those with lower levels of attainment is almost exactly the same in 2021 as it was in 2000.
In aggregate across the OECD, the labour market has absorbed a growing number of tertiary-educated workers without any
noticeable effect on their unemployment rates (Figure A3.3).

Tertiary attainment also provides strong protection against the effects of economic crises. Unemployment increased strongly
in the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis for those with below upper secondary attainment, and to a lesser degree, also for
those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment. In contrast, the impact on tertiary-educated 25-34 year-
olds was much smaller. A similar pattern can also be observed during the COVID-19 pandemic. While unemployment rates
increased in 2020 for the three aggregate levels of educational attainment, the increase was much smaller for tertiary-
educated younger adults than for those with lower attainment levels. In 2021, unemployment rates for tertiary-educated
younger adults started to decline again, while they continued to grow for those with below upper secondary attainment and
remained constant for those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment (Figure A3.3).

While the data clearly suggest that increasing tertiary attainment has positive labour-market effects, two important caveats
apply. First, aggregate trends across the OECD cannot rule out that, in some countries, the share of population with tertiary
attainment is higher than optimal given labour-market conditions. Any conclusive analysis in this respect would not only have
to consider the effects that increasing tertiary attainment has on new graduates, but also the consequences it has on the
existing workforce. Second, the data do not imply that pursuing tertiary attainment is always the best choice at the individual
level. For some people, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education leads to better career prospects and more
fulfilling jobs than tertiary degrees. In contrast, there is little doubt that the decrease in the population with below upper
secondary attainment has been a universally positive trend that should be further supported. The differences in socio-
economic outcomes that are documented throughout Chapter A of this report are too large to make it plausible that any OECD
country would be better off with a greater share of individuals with below upper secondary attainment.
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Figure A3.3. Trends in unemployment rates, by educational attainment (2000 to 2021)

Percentage of unemployed 25-34 year-olds among 25-34 year-olds in the labour force, OECD average
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Note: Because of a lack of data for many years, the following countries are excluded from the OECD average: Austria, Chile, Colombia, France, Iceland, Japan, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Norway and Slovenia. There are breaks in the time series following methodological change in the ISCED classification with minor impact on the aggregate
levels of educational attainment.

1: Missing data for Israel.

2: Missing data for Finland.

3: Missing data for Ttirkiye.

Source: OECD (2022), Education at a Glance Database, hitp://stats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/ktzcyw

Box A3.1. Cross-country differences in overqualification levels among tertiary-educated workers

While employment is crucial, it is also important that workers find jobs that correspond to their qualifications. To avoid
being unemployed, individuals might accept jobs below their level of education. This wastes human capital and can reduce
job satisfaction. This box presents the prevalence of overqualification across OECD countries.

The educational qualifications of workers and the educational requirements of employers meet in the labour market.
Ensuring a good match between educational attainment and educational requirements of jobs is essential for countries to
promote strong and inclusive growth (OECD, 2013y9)

For tertiary-educated workers, being overqualified means having a tertiary qualification while working in a job needing
upper secondary or lower levels of educational attainment (see Definitions and Methodology sections for more
information). With the expansion of tertiary education, a large number of tertiary graduates in some countries hold jobs
that do not seem to make the best use of their qualifications. This phenomenon has become a growing concern among
policy makers.

Education at a Glance 2018 showed that on average across OECD countries and economies that participated in the

Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC), 15% of tertiary-educated workers aged 25 to 64 reported being overqualified for their job
(which means having a qualification of ISCED 5A or 6 while working in a job needing ISCED 3 or below). The highest
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shares are observed in Japan, where over 25% of workers reported being in this situation. In contrast, in Denmark, Finland,
Slovenia, Sweden and the Republic of Tlrkiye, no more than one in ten tertiary-educated workers are overqualified
(OECD, 201810)).

These cross-country variations call for explanations on the positions of countries relative to the average overqualification
level among tertiary-educated workers. There are two types of factors that may affect the relative overqualification levels
among countries.

o Individual-level factors: country of birth is a major factor behind overqualification in most countries with a
sizeable immigrant population. In Norway and Sweden, the share of overqualified workers is at least three times
as high among foreign-born adults as among the native-born population. Age is another factor that plays a role
in overqualification. Young people lacking work experience are more likely to accept jobs below their qualification
level to enter the labour market. Gender, parental educational attainment, field of study, whether individuals work
for the public sector and contract type may also influence the likelihood of being overqualified. Aggregated at the
national level, difference in the distribution of workers with these different individual-level factors may explain the
variation in the overqualification levels across countries.

e Country-level factors: First, the business cycle and the state of the labour market can affect the likelihood of
being overqualified. It is well documented that adults entering the labour market during recessions are more likely
to be overqualified. The same holds for those who enter a labour market which has a relative oversupply of
tertiary-educated workers. Second, labour-market legislation appears to be of some importance. In countries with
strict employment protection, employers may rely more on existing employees than outsiders to fill new vacancies
and therefore reduce the overall opportunities for labour-market entrants. However, the effect of the strictness of
employment protection on the overall incidence of overqualification is less conclusive, since the probability of
overqualification may decrease since internal recruitment and promotions could reduce the number of
overqualified employees over time. Third, the design and overall quality of the education system also differs
across countries. Empirical research has found that graduates face tougher employment conditions in countries
with relatively poor-quality education systems (Verhaest and Van Der Velden, 2013[11).

Figure A3.4 shows country overqualification levels relative to the average of the countries included in the figure, and how
far individual- level factors contribute to explaining the above- or below-average levels of overqualification among tertiary-
educated workers. Bars above zero signify above-average overqualification levels, while bars below zero mean below-
average overqualification levels. These estimates are produced by multilevel logistic regression, and the regression table
is available in Annex 3. The regression does not control for country-level factors as, in general, there is a lack of
internationally agreed measures for these factors. To simplify the interpretation of the results, this analysis considers that
variations not explained by the individual-level factors listed above are due to differences directly occurring at country
level.

In Figure A3.4, the dark blue bars reflect the values cited above, before controlling for individual-level factors. Japan has
the highest relative overqualification level and Denmark the lowest. After controlling for individual-level factors, bar lengths
decreased the most in Canada, Ireland, Israel, Lithuania, Slovenia, the Slovak Republic and the United Kingdom
(Figure A3.4). This implies that in these countries, the individual-level factors are contributing to the above- or below-
average levels of overqualification. In contrast, in the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands,
Spain and Turkiye, the bar lengths barely change after controlling for individual-level factors. In these countries, the
overqualification level is not strongly affected by the individual-level factors listed above, and the relative overqualification
levels in these countries are likely to be influenced by country-level factors.

Looking more specifically at each individual-level factor, the risk of being overqualified among tertiary-educated workers
decreases with age and parental educational attainment level, while the risk is greater among workers with a migrant
background. Moreover, working in the private sector and having a temporary contract are both associated with a greater
risk of overqualification. Field of study is also related to the risk of overqualification; in particular, workers who studied in
the field of health and welfare are less likely to be overqualified.
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Figure A3.4. Cross-country differences in overqualification levels among tertiary-educated workers
(2012 or 2015)

Employed 25-64 year-olds
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How to read this figure: Variables are unitless. The bars represent the positions of countries relative to the average overqualification level. If the length of a bar
becomes shorter after controlling for individual-level factors, it implies that the individual-level factors contribute to explaining the above- or below-average levels of
overqualification. See Annex 3 for the list of factors and for the regression table (https:/www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

Note: An overqualified tertiary-educated worker is defined as a job holder who has attained an education at ISCED 5A or 6 while holding a job that needs only ISCED
3 or less. Educational attainment refers to ISCED-97. See Definitions, Methodology and Source sections for more information.

1. Individual-level data refer to the subnational entities England (UK) and Northern Ireland (UK).

2. Reference year is 2015; for all other countries and subnational entities the reference year is 2012.

Countries are ranked in descending order of relative overqualification levels.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https://stat.link/du0gm1

Long-term unemployment

Long-term unemployment is a particularly damaging form of unemployment. It has severe negative consequences on the
physical and mental well-being of the unemployed and their families. Moreover, the longer unemployment lasts, the harder it
becomes to find a new job. Skills atrophy when they are not used and many employers are reluctant to hire the long-term
unemployed even if they meet their requirements. These difficulties are aggravated by the fact that when the long-term
unemployed do find a new job, they tend to be offered lower wages than those who have been unemployed for a shorter time
(Abraham et al., 201612]). Due to these consequences, public policy needs to make particular efforts to prevent long-term
unemployment.

Higher educational attainment is also effective in reducing the risk of long-term unemployment. On average, 31% of
unemployed tertiary-educated adults have been unemployed for over 12 months, compared to 35% of those with upper
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment and 40% for those with below upper secondary attainment. Indeed,
these figures understate the differences in the total number of long-term unemployed because they do not take into account
the fact that individuals with greater educational attainment have much lower unemployment rates in the first place
(Table A3.5).

This pattern of lower long-term unemployment rates among those with higher educational attainment holds in almost all OECD
countries. The countries where the share of long-term unemployed is higher among tertiary-educated unemployed adults than
those with lower attainment tend to have per capita GDP levels that are well below the OECD average. This might be due to
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weaker unemployment protection schemes in these countries, forcing poorer unemployed adults, with lower attainment levels,
to find a job more urgently than their wealthier peers with higher attainment levels. The only country with above-average per
capita GDP where long-term unemployment is higher among tertiary-educated unemployed adults is the United States,
another country with weaker unemployment protection schemes than many other OECD countries (Figure A3.5).

Figure A3.5. Long-term unemployment (12 months or more) among 25-64 year-olds, by educational
attainment (2021)

As a percentage of all unemployed 25-64 year-olds in the labour force
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1. Data for upper secondary attainment include completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified individually as completion of
intermediate upper secondary programmes (12% of adults aged 25-64 are in this group).

2. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds who have been unemployed for 12 months or more.

Source: OECD (2022),Table A3.5. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/67xI01

Educational attainment and labour-market inactivity

While unemployment receives most public attention, the economic inactivity rate — the share of people who are neither working
nor actively looking for a job — is another important measure of labour-market participation. The inactive population includes
people who are caring for a family or are unable to work for health reasons, but also people who were unemployed and have
given up looking for a job. Thus, long-term unemployment might eventually turn into inactivity, meaning people disappear
from the unemployment statistics while still suffering from its harmful consequences.

The societal costs of inactivity among individuals with tertiary attainment are especially high. Governments spend large sums
to educate people to tertiary level (see Chapter C). While economic considerations are not the only reason for public spending
on tertiary education, such spending is only sustainable if it creates a return in the form of higher tax revenues. Moreover,
inactivity among tertiary-educated individuals removes their skills from the workforce, which also has an indirect impact on
those with lower attainment levels as high-skilled employment tends to have positive spillover effects on low-skilled
employment (Mazzolari and Ragusa, 2013[13)).
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There are large difference among countries in the inactivity rates of tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds across OECD countries.
On average, in 2021, 10% of younger adults with tertiary attainment are not in the labour force, but in Lithuania the share is
half that, at 5%, while in the Czech Republic and Italy it is more than twice the OECD average. (Figure A3.6).

Among 25-34 year-olds with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment, in 2021, average inactivity rates are
17%, rising to 32% for those with below upper secondary attainment across OECD countries. Notably, these rates have
remained largely constant during the COVID-19 pandemic, suggesting that the feared shift towards higher inactivity rates has
not materialised in most countries. While there are some countries that experienced an increase in inactivity rates, more
countries experienced a decrease in inactivity rates among tertiary-educated adults from 2019 to 2021. In some countries,
such as Hungary and the Slovak Republic, this decrease in inactivity rates among tertiary-educated younger adults has been
substantial (over 5 percentage points) (Figure A3.6 and Table A3.4).

Figure A3.6. Trends in inactivity rates of tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds (2019 and 2021)

Percentage of inactive 25-34 year-olds among all 25-34 year-olds
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1. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Data for tertiary education include upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary programmes (less than 5% of adults are in this group).

Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of inactive tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds in 2021.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A3.4. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r hitps:/stat.link/pog287

Definitions

Labour force (active population) is the total number of employed and unemployed persons, in accordance with the definition
in the Labour Force Survey.
Age groups: Adults refer to 25-64 year-olds; younger adults refer to 25-34 year-olds.

Educational attainment refers to the highest level of education successfully completed by an individual.
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Employed individuals are those who, during the survey reference week, were either working for pay or profit for at least one
hour or had a job but were temporarily not at work. The employment rate refers to the number of persons in employment as
a percentage of the population.

Fields of study are categorised according to the ISCED Fields of education and training (ISCED-F 2013). See the Reader’s
Guide for full listing of the ISCED fields used in this report.

Inactive individuals are those who, during the survey reference week, were outside the labour force and classified neither
as employed nor as unemployed. Individuals enrolled in education are also considered as inactive if they are not looking for
a job. The inactivity rate refers to inactive persons as a percentage of the population (i.e. the number of inactive people is
divided by the number of the population of the same age group).

Levels of education: See the Reader’s Guide at the beginning of this publication for a presentation of all ISCED 2011 levels.
The previous classification, ISCED-97, is used for the analyses based on the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) in the textbox.
The levels of education are defined as follows: below upper secondary corresponds to levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short
programmes; upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary corresponds to levels 3 and 4; and tertiary corresponds to
levels 5B, 5A and 6. ISCED 5A (tertiary-type A) consists of largely theory-based programmes designed to provide sufficient
qualifications for entry to advanced research programmes and professions with high skill requirements, such as medicine,
dentistry or architecture. The duration is at least three years full time, although usually four or more years. These programmes
are not exclusively offered at universities, and not all programmes nationally recognised as university programmes fulfil the
criteria to be classified as tertiary-type A. These programmes include second-degree programmes, such as the American
master's degree. ISCED 5B consists of programmes that are typically shorter than those of tertiary-type A and focus on
practical, technical or occupational skills for direct entry into the labour market, although some theoretical foundations may
be covered. They have a minimum duration of two years full-time equivalent at the tertiary level. ISCED 6 consists of
programmes that lead directly to the award of an advanced research qualification (e.g. PhD). The theoretical duration of these
programmes is three years, full time, in most countries (for a cumulative total of at least seven years full-time equivalent at
the tertiary level), although the actual enrolment time is typically longer. Programmes are devoted to advanced study and
original research.

Qualification mismatch: For the analysis in the textbox, an overqualified worker is defined as a job holder who has attained
an education at ISCED 5A or 6 while holding a job that needs only ISCED 3 or less. An underqualified worker is defined as
a job holder who has attained ISCED 3 or below while holding a job that needs ISCED 5A or 6.

Unemployed individuals are those who, during the survey reference week, were without work, actively seeking employment
and currently available to start work. The unemployment rate refers to unemployed persons as a percentage of the labour
force (i.e. the number of unemployed people is divided by the sum of employed and unemployed people).

Methodology

For information on methodology, see Indicator A1.

Please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics (OECD, 2018;14;) for more information
and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

The distribution of unemployment by its duration in Table A3.5 does not take into account unemployed adults who reported
unknown duration of unemployment. The share of adults who have been unemployed for at least 3 months but less than 12
months refer to the share of those who have been unemployed for less than 12 months in Argentina, Australia, Colombia,
Finland, Portugal, Switzerland and Turkiye.

The qualification mismatch presented in Box A3.1 does not reflect misalignments between the field of study of the worker and
what is needed for the job. The definitions of overqualification can vary across different studies on the topic. The question
asked by the Survey of Adult Skills on job requirements is the following: “Still talking about your current job: If applying today,
what would be the usual qualifications, if any, that someone would need to get this type of job?”. The analysis focuses on the
comparison between ISCED 3 or below with ISCED 5A or 6 and does not look at the situation for ISCED 5B. This decision is
driven by the blurred boundary between ISCED 5B and ISCED 5A or 6 and it also takes into account the fact that the ISCED 4
level is not well defined in the labour market.
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Source

For information on sources, see Indicator A1.

Data on subnational regions for selected indicators are available in the OECD Regional Statistics (database) (OECD, 2022s))
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Indicator A3 tables

Tables Indicator A3. How does educational attainment affect participation in the labour market?

Table A3.1 Employment rates of 25-64 year-olds, by educational attainment (2021)

Table A3.2 Trends in employment rates of 25-34 year-olds, by educational attainment and gender (2011 and 2021)
Table A3.3 Employment rates of tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds, by field of study (2021)

Table A3.4 Trends in unemployment and inactivity rates of 25-34 year-olds, by educational attainment (2019 to 2021)
Table A3.5 Unemployment rates of 25-64 year-olds, by duration of unemployment and educational attainment (2021)

StatLink =P https://statlink/cytbuv

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at: http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table A3.1. Employment rates of 25-64 year-olds, by educational attainment (2021)
Percentage of employed 25-64 year-olds among all 25-64 year-olds

Upper secondary
or post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary All
Post- levels
Below upper|  Upper secondary Short-cycle | Bachelor's | Master's Doctoral of
secondary | secondary | non-tertiary Total tertiary | or equivalent| orequivalent| or equivalent Total education
(1) (2) () (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
=] Countries

4 Australia 60 78 84 79 81 86 88 95 86 79
Austria 54 75 85 76 85 80 89 93 86 76
Belgium 45 72 85 73 86 85 89 95 87 74
Canada 56 69 79 72 79 83 87 X(7) 82 77
Chile’ 52 63 a 63 73 83 91¢ x(7) 80 65
Colombia 65 76¢ x(2) 68 X(6) 87¢ X(6) x(6) 77 69
Costa Rica 60 66 © 66 72 83 89 © 81 66
Czech Republic 56 83¢ X(2) 83 89 82 88 94 87 83
Denmark 62 82 91 82 87 86 90 93 88 81
Estonia 64 79 80 79 83 86 89 92 87 81
Finland 54 76 95 77 82 88 90 m 88 79
France 53 2 61 74 85 84 89 91 86 75
Germany 62 80 86 82 88 87 89 93 88 81
Greece 53 62 68 63 7 73 84 93 76 65
Hungary 59 81 91 82 91 89 92 99 91 82
Iceland Ul 80 91 82 85 87 92 93 89 83
Ireland 52 70 75 72 81 86 88 92 86 7
Israel 48 70 a 70 84 86 90 92 87 76
Italy 51 70 74 70 70 75 85 92 82 66
Japan? X(2) 82¢ x(5) m 82¢ 89¢ x(6) X(6) 86° 84
Korea 61 70 a 70 76 77 86¢ x(7) 77 73
Latvia 62 73 75 73 82 86 86 97 86 7
Lithuania 58 74 74 74 a 88 92 96 90 80
Luxembourg 62 72 78 72 81 81 89 89 86 7
Mexico 64 69 a 69 72 78 86 92 78 68
Netherlands 66 83 79 83 90 87 91 96 89 82
New Zealand 72 82 86 83 90 89 88 89 89 83
Norway 61 81 83 81 83 90 93 95 89 82
Poland 49 % 74 74 76 89 91 97 91 78
Portugal 70 82 81 82 78 83 92 95 90 80
Slovak Republic 30 79 82 79 © 76 90 92 88 78
Slovenia 50 75 a 75 86 89 91 94 90 79
Spain 58 7 64 Il 79 80 84 87 81 Il
Sweden 62 85 82 84 82 89 93 94 89 83
Switzerland 67 82¢ x(2) 82 x(6, 7 8) 88¢ 89° 93¢ 89 83
Tiirkiye 50 59 a 59 63 75 82 91 72 57
United Kingdom? 64 79 a 79 82 87 88 91 86 80
United States 52 67¢ X(2) 67 75 80 85 88 81 72
OECD average 58 75 80 75 81 84 89 93 85 76
EU22 average 56 76 79 76 82 84 89 93 87 7

© Argentina 66 73 a 73 X(6) 85¢ x(6) 93 86 74
g Brazil 55 68 a 68 x(6) 80¢ 83 90 80 65
s China m m m m m m m m m m
% India* 61 63 75 64 X(6) 61¢ x(6) 64 62 62
Indonesia 73 73¢ X(2) 73 75 82 82 89 81 74
SaudiArabia m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa’ 40 53 m 53 67 77 844 x(7) 73 49
G20 average | s | n | m | 10 ] m | 8 | m | & | 4 | 7

Note: In most countries, data refer to ISCED 2011. For Argentina and India, data refer to ISCED-97. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data
and more breakdowns are available at: http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2020 for Chile, India and South Africa.

2. Data for tertiary education include upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary programmes (less than 5% of adults are in this group).

3. Data for upper secondary attainment include completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified individually as completion of
intermediate upper secondary programmes (12% of adults aged 25-64 are in this group).

Source: OECD/ILO (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https:/www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table A3.2. Trends in employment rates of 25-34 year-olds, by educational attainment and gender (2011

and 2021)
Percentage of employed 25-34 year-olds among all 25-34 year-olds
Upper secondary
Below upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
Men Women Total Men Women Total Men Women Total

8 Countries

w Australia 78° 70 49° 47 65° 60 92 89 69° 7 82° 82 92° 91 80° 84 85° 87
Austria 77 65 52 47 63 57 87 87 79 78 83 83 89 89 85 84 87 87
Belgium 66° 57 410 36 55° 47 86° 83 72° 70 79° 77 90° 90 88° 89 89 89
Canada 70 65 44 38 59 55 83 81 70 67 78 76 87 87 81 84 84 85
Chile’ 81° 68 43° 44 62° 56 81° 7 56° 51 68° 60 91° 83 81° 7 86° 79
Colombia m 87 m 42 m 68 m 84 m 52 m 68 m 85 m 72 m 78
Costa Rica 83 81 39 39 62 62 90 83 63 50 76 66 86 85 82 74 84 79
Czech Republic 60° 73 34 38 46° 56 910 95 62° 60 780 80 91° 94 63° 66 76° 78
Denmark 70 67 45 45 60 58 83 85 75 7 80 79 87 87 84 84 85 86
Estonia 64 80 46 55 58 Ul 83 89 67 72 76 83 89 92 72 81 78 85
Finland 64 57° c 38° 56 48° 84 790 70 72° 78 76° 91 89 77 86° 83 8re
France 68 62 43 39 56 52 87 82 68 7 79 7 90 89 84 86 87 87
Germany 69° 70 43 45 56° 59 84° 87 76° 81 80° 84 93 9 86° 86 89° 88
Greece 72° 64 3r 20 59° 46 TA® 7 540 50 64° 62 73 75 67° 65 69° 69
Hungary 56 70 25 45 4 59 82 90 59 79 72 85 91 93 72 89 80 9N
Iceland 79 75 57 68 70 73 80 88 62 70 72 80 88 89 83 81 85 84
Ireland 46° 56 36° 29 410 45 68° 79 61° 64 65° 72 83 90 81° 87 82° 88
Israel 58° 58 2r 4 46° 51 72° 69 62° 60 68° 65 83° 86 81° 83 82° 85
Italy 73 64 38 31 58° 50 78° 74 590 52 69° 64 7 Ul 66° 70 68° 70
Japan? m m m m m m | x(13) | x(14) | x(15) | x(16) | x(17) | x(18) 920¢ | 94¢ 7204 | 84¢ 8104 | 894
Korea 69° 75 440 56 58° 65 73° 68 510 55 63 63 85° 80 65° 73 75° 76
Latvia 57 74 44 32 53 60 78 81 65 69 72 76 90 9 82 84 85 87
Lithuania 43° 62 41° 40" 430 57 Uk 86 67° 66 69° 79 910 93 8re 90 89 9N
Luxembourg c 83 c c c 74 c 88 c 81 c 85 c 89 c 84 89 86
Mexico 90 89 4 44 64 65 88 88 55 54 U 70 87 86 75 I 81 79
Netherlands 810 77 58° 62 710 7 89 90 82° 81 85° 86 92° 93 92° 89 92° 9N
New Zealand 77 7 46 56 62 68 88 90 67 73 78 82 89 93 78 86 83 90
Norway 74 72 62 52 69 64 88 87 77 80 83 84 91 88 88 88 89 88
Poland 57 60 35° 31 490 50 85° 92 58° 65 73° 81 91° 95 82° 88 85° 9N
Portugal 79 74 67 63 74 70 81 81 79 77 80 79 80 80 83 86 82 84
Slovak Republic bc 33 bc 18 280 26 82 89 57° 73 Uk 83 880 90 69° 79 e 83
Slovenia bc 68 bc 41 c 58 83 89 74° 72 79° 84 91° 90 87° 87 89 88
Spain 63 66 51 49 58 59 7 7 63 67 67 69 79 80 75 7 77 78
Sweden 7 7 45° 46 60° 60 8r 85 78° 76 83 82 880 87 85° 85 86° 86
Switzerland 78° 76° 62° 540 700 65° 90° 890 810 83 86° 8re 92° 92° 82° 890 8r 91°
Tiirkiye 85° 79 25° 24 53° 51 88" 83 340 32 66° 61 86° 83 66° 59 i U
United Kingdom? 700 72 41° 52 56° 64 8r 89 69° 7 78° 83 89 93 830 88 86° 90
United States 66 64 38 38 54 53 72 74 62 61 67 68 87 87 78 81 82 84
OECD average 70 69 44 43 57 58 82 83 66 67 75 76 88 88 79 82 83 84
EU22 average 65 66 43 40 54 56 82 84 68 70 75 78 87 88 79 83 83 85

¥ Argentina 87 83 43 4 67 64 88 81 59 59 73 70 96 92 85 86 89 88

£ Brazil 87 75 53° 37 71° 58 91° 82 400 55 64° 68 92° 87 85° 78 88> 82

5 China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India’ m 95 m 28 m 59 m 88 m 21 m 59 m 76 m 29 m 54
Indonesia 93 88 50 47 70 67 9 86 50 50 72 70 87 87 74 74 80 80
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa’ 55 4 39 26 47 34 62 51 4 38 51 45 75 67 64 61 70 63
G20 average | m | 73 | m |39 | m |5 | m[8 | m |5 | m |6 | m|[8 | m|75 | m]|a8

Note: Totals might not add up to 100% for the averages because of missing data for some levels for some countries. The code "b" in columns for year 2011 represents that
data refer to ISCED-97. Data in columns for year 2021 refer to ISCED 2011 for all countries except for Argentina and India. See Definitions and Methodology sections and
Annex 3 for more information. Data and more breakdowns are available at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2020 for Chile, India and South Africa.

2. Data for tertiary education include upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary programmes (less than 5% of the adults are under this group).
3. Data for upper secondary attainment include completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified individually as completion of
intermediate upper secondary programmes (9% of adults aged 25-34 are in this group).
Source: OECD/ILO (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https:/www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table A3.3. Employment rates of tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds, by field of study (2021)
Percentage of employed 25-64 year-olds among all 25-64 year-olds

Arts and humanities,
social sciences, journalism | Business, administration ® s
and information and law L2 = . Health and welfare
B = © S £
88 5 £ 5
] = £ ko) [
285 E | E_| £ s | 2
5zt § |35 85| £ 3
x 6T = o = ES ) a
2ag =K §8 | 28 | o3 s -7
= 8oe S8 G | S | £& s 52
2 58 2% 2% | B2 g2 = o2
® SSw ] ] E2 2o £2 | sEc _
S @ EBE| = 5 E = s R SE | 5o | =8 |R2%| = =
i Z |£83| @ 3% 5 e 25 | Eg2 | &5 | 2E |2E2| @ °
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (U] (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)
8 Countries
P Australia 85 x(4) 86 83 x(7) x(7) 85 83 88 88 x(13) x(13) 87 86
Austria 86 83 83 84 86 87 86 87 92 87 90 86 87 86
Belgium 86 x(4) 85 84 x(7) x(7) 87 89 90 90 x(13) x(13) 88 87
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile ' 83 84 89 86 83 85 83 78 90 89 92 83 83 84
Colombia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
CostaRica 78 x(4) 79 79 x(7) x(7) 81 88 92 85 x(13) x(13) 80 81
Czech Republic 85 86 84 84 83 91 64 83 96 92 88 84 84 87
Denmark 90 77 86 84 90 92 90 82 87 90 m m 89 88
Estonia 86 81 88 85 88 89 88 91 91 87 x(13) x(13) 87 87
Finland 85 85 85 85 86 95 85 89 9 90 96 90 90 88
France 87 x(4) 84 81 x(7) x(7) 86 87 88 88 x(13) x(13) 87 86
Germany 87 84 86 84 89 89 90 86 9 90 90 87 89 88
Greece 79 x(4) 81 74 x(7) x(7) 75 75 79 81 x(13) x(13) 84 76
Hungary 87 x(4) 93 9 x(7) x(7) 90 89 96 93 x(13) x(13) 92 91
Iceland’ 92 x(4) X(4) 92 x(7) x(7) 95 92 97 93 x(13) x(13) 95 93
Ireland 86 x(4) 86 77 x(7) x(7) 89 87 89 95 x(13) x(13) 89 86
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy 83 69 78 76 85 81 83 81 88 88 x(13) x(13) 89 82
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 87 88 85 84 86 78 84 9 94 87 92 95 9 86
Lithuania 90 88 92 90 89 x(7) 89 90 94 89 93 92 93 90
Luxembourg 88 x(4) 85 82 x(7) x(7) 89 83 87 87 m m 85 86
Mexico 78 77 74 75 78 80 78 73 83 81 7 7 77 78
Netherlands 86 89 87 87 91 88 91 86 93 89 93 90 89 89
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway 89 89 89 88 90 90 90 85 89 92 x(13) x(13) 9 89
Poland 88 86 90 90 92 92 92 89 97 93 x(13) x(13) 93 91
Portugal 94 x(4) il 87 x(7) x(7) 89 83 96 89 x(13) x(13) 94 90
Slovak Republic 89 x(4) 89 86 x(7) x(7) 90 87 91 89 x(13) x(13) 88 88
Slovenia 90 84 90 89 87 91 88 90 94 9 x(13) x(13) 93 90
Spain 78 x(4) 80 78 x(7) x(7) 80 82 88 83 x(13) x(13) 86 81
Sweden 89 80 88 85 90 89 89 85 il 92 88 94 91 89
Switzerland 88 82 85 84 89 85 88 9 9 93 92 9 91 89
Tiirkiye ' 7 x(4) x(4) 67 x(7) x(7) 73 73 74 78 x(13) x(13) 78 75
United Kingdom 83 x(4) 85 83 x(7) x(7) 84 83 85 87 x(13) x(13) 82 86
United States™? 80 81 84 83 x(7) x(7) 86 85 87 88 x(13) x(13) 85 82
OECD average 85 m 86 83 m m 86 85 90 89 m m 88 86
EU22 average 87 m 86 84 m m 86 86 91 89 m m 89 87
£ Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
§ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average | m | m | m | m | m | m [ m [ m [ m | m | m | m | m | m

Note: Data on humanities (except languages), social sciences, journalism and information might refer to the broad field social sciences, journalism and information only.
Data in column 14 might differ from data in Table A3.1 column 9 due to differences in country coverage and reference years. See Definitions and Methodology sections for
more information. Data and more breakdowns are available at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2017 for Chile and the United States; 2016 for Iceland and Tiirkiye.

2. Data refer to bachelor’s degree field, even for those with additional tertiary degrees.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table A3.4. Trends in unemployment and inactivity rates of 25-34 years old, by educational attainment
(2019 to 2021)

Inactivity rates are measured as a percentage of all 25-34 year-olds; unemployment rates as a percentage of

25-34 year-olds in the labour force

Unemployment rate Inactivity rate
Upper secondary Upper secondary
Below or post-secondary Below or post-secondary
upper secondary non-tertiary Tertiary upper secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
2019 2021 2019 2021 2019 2021 2019 2021 2019 2021 2019 2021
(1) (3) @) (6) (7) ) (10) (12) (13) (15) (16) (18)
9 Countries
w Australia 10 10 5 5 3 4 32 33 15 14 1 10
Austria 15 23 4 7 4 4 31 27 10 12 1 9
Belgium 17 23 6 9 4 4 38 38 14 15 9 7
Canada 12 14 7 9 5 6 36 36 16 17 10 9
Chile m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 10 10 12 16 12 15 22 25 16 19 8 8
CostaRica 14 20 12 19 9 12 22 23 16 19 10 9
Czech Republic 13 14 2 4 1 1 34 35 16 17 21 21
Denmark 10 10 6 4 7 6 37 35 16 17 9 9
Estonia 7 1 5 6 3 3 26 20 14 12 14 1
Finland 17 16° 7 8° 5 & 4 42 17 (& 1 &
France 24 20 1 10 6 6 33 35 15 14 8 7
Germany 12 1" 8 4 3 3 88 34 13 13 9 9
Greece 30 29 26 20 19 20 23 35 16 22 10 13
Hungary 1 13 3 4 2 2 34 33 16 1 14 7
Iceland 6 10 5 7 4 6 16 19 12 14 7 10
Ireland 13 15 6 9 4 4 44 47 19 21 9 8
Israel 4 8 5 7 4 5 40 45 26 30 9 1
Italy 21 21 14 14 12 10 33 36 25 26 23 22
Japan'' m m x(7) x(9) 3¢ 2¢ m m x(16) x(18) 109 9¢
Korea 6 6 7 7 6 5 34 31 29 32 19 20
Latvia 14 15 7 10 4 5 24 30 14 15 7 8
Lithuania 19 19 8 9 3 4 33 30 14 13 4 5
Luxembourg c c c c 4 4 c c 8 10 7 10
Mexico 3 4 4 5 6 6 31 32 25 26 14 15
Netherlands 7 6 3 4 2 3 31 24 12 1 6 6
New Zealand 7 7 4 4 2 2 26 27 15 14 9 8
Norway 8 1" 3 4 3 3 31 29 13 13 8 9
Poland 13 12 4 4 3 3 46 43 18 15 9 7
Portugal 9 1 6 10 7 8 14 22 9 12 7 9
Slovak Republic 37 39 6 8 3 5 47 58 14 10 18 13
Slovenia 13 15 6 6 5 5 29 32 9 1 6 7
Spain 23 28 17 18 12 13 17 18 15 16 1 10
Sweden 17 25 5 6 4 6 22 19 13 13 9 9
Switzerland 10 14° 5 6° 4 40 23 24° 9 8° 6 6°
Tiirkiye 16 14 15 13 15 14 38 40 28 30 15 18
United Kingdom? 7 9 8 4 2 3 28 30 13 13 7 7
United States 10 1 6 10 2 4 37 40 21 24 13 12
OECD average 13 15 7 8 5 6 31 32 16 17 1 10
EU22 average 16 18 7 8 5 6 32 33 14 15 1 10
g Argentina 14 13 1" 1 5 5 26 27 20 22 6 7
£ Brazil 15 18 13 15 8 9 26 29 16 19 7 10
5 China m m m m m m m m m m m m
India 3 m 8 m 17 m 43 m 39 m 36 m
Indonesia 3 3 4 5 5 6 28 30 23 26 13 16
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa 43 m 33 m 21 m 31 m 24 m 12 m
G20 average | 3 | m | 10 | m | 7 | m | 3 | m | 20 | m | 13 | m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns are available at http:/stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.
Additional columns showing 2020 data on the unemployment and inactivity rates of 25-34 year-olds are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).

1. Data for tertiary education include upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary programmes (less than 5% of the adults are in this group).

2. Data for upper secondary attainment include completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified individually as completion of
intermediate upper secondary programmes (9% of adults aged 25-64 are in this group).

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/retq1l

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf
https://stat.link/retq1l

A3. HOW DOES EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AFFECT PARTICIPATION IN THE LABOUR MARKET? | 79

Table A3.5. Unemployment rates for adults by educational attainment and distribution of unemployment
by its duration (2021)
Percentage of unemployed 25-64 year-olds among 25-64 year-olds in the labour force

Upper secondary or post-secondary
Below upper secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
‘g Distribution of unemployment 'g Distribution of unemployment 'g Distribution of unemployment
£ by its duration £ by its duration £ by its duration
3 3 3
2 3 months 12 2 3 months 12 2 3months 12
@ @ | Lessthan | toless than | months @ @ | Lessthan | tolessthan | months @ @ | Lessthan| tolessthan | months
S £ | 3months | 12months | ormore > & | 3months | 12months | or more S © | 3months | 12 months | ormore
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) () (1) (12)
=] Countries
@ Australia 7 X(3) 61¢ 39 5 x(7) 60° 40 3 x(11) 70¢ 30
Austria 14 27 32 4 5 32 33 34 4 35 34 32
Belgium 13 17 23 60 6 25 30 45 3 28 31 4
Canada 1 46 33 21 8 46 36 18 5 46 35 19
Chile! 6 73 23 3 7 73 24 3 6 68 25 7
Colombia 8 x(3) 85¢ 15 14 x(7) 81¢ 19 12 x(11) 75¢ 25
CostaRica 14 58 21 21 15 46 27 27 8 40 33 26
Czech Republic 12 18 33 49 3 25 44 30 1 28 48 24
Denmark 7 31 31 38 4 32 37 31 4 35 4 25
Estonia 12 38 34 28 6 31 41 28 4 36 38 26
Finland 140 X(3) 65°¢ 35° 7 x(7) 73%4 2r 40 x(11) 66°¢ 34°
France 12 26 30 44 7 33 32 35 5 35 36 29
Germany 7 26 30 44 3 27 33 40 2 34 37 30
Greece 17 9 25 67 15 9 24 67 il 14 26 60
Hungary 10 30 32 38 3 32 35 33 1 39 37 24
Iceland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Ireland 9 17 27 56 6 26 32 42 4 31 35 35
Israel 6 8 35 57 6 9 32 59 4 8 31 61
Italy 12 15 20 65 8 19 23 59 5 25 28 47
Japan m m m m m m m m 2 m m m
Korea m m m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 14 20 33 46 8 31 40 30 5 28 43 29
Lithuania 15 31 37 32 9 37 36 27 4 39 42 20
Luxembourg 6 c c c 4 c c c 4 c 30 38
Mexico 3 78 17 4 4 68 26 6 4 63 28 9
Netherlands 4 30 37 32 3 34 31 34 3 45 34 21
New Zealand 4 39 83 17 3 4 84 16 2 50 84 16
Norway 7 27 32 40 3 24 34 42 2 31 36 33
Poland 7 22 45 32 3 25 44 31 2 30 45 25
Portugal 6 X(3) 434 57 6 x(7) 52¢ 48 4 x(11) 60¢ 40
Slovak Republic 38 4 17 80 6 13 34 53 3 1" 38 51
Slovenia 8 1 32 57 5 20 30 50 3 22 35 43
Spain 20 25 28 47 14 25 30 45 9 28 32 40
Sweden 21 19 43 39 5 31 36 33 4 35 37 28
Switzerland 10 x(3) 501 50 5 x(7) 51¢ 49 3 x(11) 61¢ 39
Tiirkiye 10 X(3) 72 28 1 x(7) 64° 36 10 x(11) 54¢ 46
United Kingdom? 6 23 33 43 3 31 34 35 3 39 39 23
United States 10 36 39 25 7 37 4 22 4 31 42 27
OECD average 1 29 38 40 6 32 40 35 4 34 42 31
EU22 average 13 22 33 47 6 27 37 39 4 30 39 34
g Argentina 9 x(3) 60? 40 8 x(7) 54¢ 46 3 x(11) 564 43
£ Brazil 12 27 33 40 12 21 32 47 7 16 36 48
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia 2 38 37 25 3 24 38 37 3 21 34 45
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns are available at http:/stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.
1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2017 for Chile.

2. Data for upper secondary attainment include completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified individually as completion of
intermediate upper secondary programmes (12% of adults aged 25-64 are in this group).

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Indicator A4. What are the earnings
advantages from education?

Highlights

e Greater educational attainment yields better earnings and this holds true for higher levels of tertiary attainment in
most countries. On average across the OECD, full-time full-year workers who attained short-cycle tertiary
education earned 20% more than those with upper secondary attainment in 2020. This earnings advantage
increases to 44% among those who attained a bachelor’s or equivalent qualification and to 88% among those
with a master’s or doctoral or equivalent degree.

e The earnings advantage for attaining at least a bachelor’s or equivalent degree increases with age, probably
because of seniority at work. On average across OECD countries, 25-34 year-olds with at least a bachelor’s or
equivalent degree and working full time and for the full year earn 39% more than their peers with upper secondary
attainment, while 45-54 year-olds earn 75% more.

» Among tertiary-educated workers, those with a medical or dental degree or with a degree in the science,
technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) fields enjoy the highest earnings advantages. Despite being
essential during the COVID-19 pandemic, workers with a degree in nursing or associated health field receive one
of the smallest wage premiums among the eight OECD countries with available data.

Figure A4.1. Relative earnings of 25-64 year-old adults, by educational attainment (2020)
In per cent; full- and part-time workers; below upper secondary = 100

€ Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary Bl Tertiary
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Note: There are cross-country differences in the inclusion/exclusion of zero and negative eamers. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information

1. Year of reference differs from 2020. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Eamnings net of income tax.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the relative eamings of tertiary-educated adults.

Source: OECD (2022), Education at a Glance Database, http://stats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
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Context

Higher levels of education usually translate into better employment opportunities (see Indicator A3) and higher earnings.
The potential to earn more over their careers can be an important incentive for individuals to pursue education and training.

More young adults hold a tertiary degree today than ever before (see Indicator A1), and the expansion of tertiary education
is ongoing. In general, labour markets continue to absorb this increasing supply, but there are substantial differences in
earnings by field of study among tertiary-educated workers. Apart from cultural biases, the earnings differences by field of
study may signify that some sectors and some skills are more in demand than others. In an unpredictable and changing
world, it is important that education provides young people with knowledge and skills that meet labour-market and societal
needs.

Variations in earnings also reflect factors other than educational attainment. For instance, the gender pay gap persists
regardless of level of educational attainment and field of study. In addition, in some countries with a relatively small tertiary-
educated population, the distribution of earnings is more skewed towards tertiary-educated workers than in other countries,
leading to wide inequalities that can be linked to issues of social mobility.

Other findings

¢ Innearly all OECD and partner countries, there is persistent inequality in earnings between men and women. On
average across the OECD, the gender pay gap is slightly wider among tertiary-educated workers, reflecting a
more dispersed earnings distribution. In recent years, awareness of the differences in pay between men and
women has risen, and the gap is tending to narrow in many OECD countries.

e The likelihood of earning more than the overall median increases with educational attainment and the rise is even
more striking for workers earning more than twice the overall median. Among OECD countries, the distribution of
earnings among tertiary-educated workers are the most skewed in Chile, Costa Rica and Mexico.

¢ In some countries, very large earning premiums associated with tertiary degrees may be connected to relatively
high levels of income inequality, which in turn is reflected in greater demands for redistributive policies among
adults without tertiary education.

Note

This indicator presents three types of relative earnings. The first uses the earnings of adults with below upper secondary
attainment as a baseline, the second uses men’s earnings as a baseline and the third uses the earnings of adults with
upper secondary attainment as a baseline. In all cases, given the focus on relative earnings, any increase or decrease in
the results could reflect a change in the interest group (numerator) or in the baseline group (denominator). Individuals with
zero and/or negative earnings are considered as earners and they are taken into consideration in the calculation of relative
earnings. To measure how skewed an earnings distribution is, this indicator considers the degree to which earnings are
centred around the overall country median among groups with different levels of educational attainment. Overall median
earnings refer to the earnings of all workers, without adjusting for differences in hours worked. Individuals with negative
earnings should also be taken into account in the calculation of the overall median earnings.
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Analysis
Relative earnings and educational attainment

Earnings advantages from education for all workers

Higher levels of educational attainment carry greater earnings advantages. On average across OECD countries, 25-64 year-
old workers with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment earn 29% more than those with only below upper
secondary attainment. This earnings premium ranges from below 10% in Estonia and Latvia to above 45% in Brazil, Colombia
and Costa Rica (Figure A4.1).

The premium for completing a tertiary degree is much higher. Across the OECD, tertiary-educated workers earn twice as
much as those with below upper secondary attainment. Country differences also widen when looking at the relative earnings
associated with tertiary attainment. Tertiary-educated workers earn less than 50% more than those with below upper
secondary education in Estonia and New Zealand, but the premium can be between twice and just under three times earnings
in Brazil, Colombia, Chile and Costa Rica (Figure A4.1).

It is clear that higher educational attainment leads to better earnings, but interpreting relative earnings by educational
attainment needs to be done with cautions. First, because earnings benefits are expressed in relative terms, greater
educational attainment in countries with low earnings advantages can still provide relatively high absolute benefits. This is the
case for the Netherlands and Switzerland, where relative earnings premiums are below the OECD average. However,
because wage levels are high, the absolute differences between the earnings of workers with below upper secondary
attainment and tertiary attainment in these two countries are among the five highest across the OECD (see Table X3.A4.4
from Annex 3 and Figure A4.1). Second, the relative supply and demand of tertiary-educated workers influences the earnings
advantage from education in the labour market. Countries with very high relative earnings for tertiary attainment tend to have
a smaller share of tertiary-educated individuals (see Indicator A1). Third, minimum wage laws, the strength of labour unions,
the coverage of collective-bargaining agreements, the relative incidence of part-time and seasonal work, and the number of
hours worked are likely to affect earnings. Box A4.1 also provides some insights on how adults without tertiary attainment
perceive their earnings gap with tertiary-educated workers.

The analysis in this section has provided an overall picture of the earnings advantages from education and covers all adults
with earnings from work. The rest of the analysis on relative earnings mainly focuses on full-time full-year workers to ensure
better cross-country comparability.

Gender dispatrities in earnings for full-time full-year workers

Over the past decade, gains in educational attainment among women have contributed to a worldwide increase in their
participation in the labour force (see Indicators A1 and A3). However, in nearly all OECD and partner countries, earnings
inequality persists between men and women, with women not earning as much as men.

Although higher levels of educational attainment narrow gender differences in employment rates (see Indicator A3), the
gender gap in earnings does not vary much across educational attainment levels. On average across OECD countries,
tertiary-educated full-time full-year female workers in 2020 earned only 77% of their male counterparts' earnings, compared
to 80% among those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment, and 79% among those with below
upper secondary attainment (Table A4.3). Costa Rica is the only exception where tertiary-educated women working full-time
full-year earn slightly more than their male peers. As women are more likely to work part time and/or part year than men, the
gender differences in earnings are wider among all workers than among full-time full-year workers (OECD, 20221;).

Differences in the choice of field of study between men and women are often considered to be one reason for the gender pay
gap for those with a tertiary qualification. For example, men are more likely than women to study in the fields of science,
technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM), which are associated with higher earnings, while a larger share of women
study fields associated with relatively lower earnings, including education, and arts and humanities (see Indicator B4).
However, even when comparing workers with a tertiary degree in the same field of study, women’s work is less well
remunerated than men’s (OECD, 20221)).

Empirical research has found that, beyond social norms and gender stereotypes, the motherhood penalty seems to be an
important contributor to wage differences between men and women in many OECD countries. On average across OECD
countries, the wage gap between men and women is narrower for younger full-time full-year workers (25-34 year-olds) than
their older peers, regardless of educational attainment (Table A4.3 and (OECD, 20221;)). Many countries have introduced a
mix of policies to bridge the gender pay gap, such as pay transparency laws, non-transferable paternity leave and reductions
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in the effective marginal tax rates for second earners (Ciminelli, Schwellnus and Stadler, 20212)). In recent years, wage
differentials between men and women have tended to narrow across OECD countries (OECD, 2022y1)).

Relative earnings of tertiary-educated full-time full-year workers

By level of tertiary attainment
The earnings advantage of tertiary-educated workers varies considerably for different levels of tertiary attainment. Due to the
large differences in earnings between tertiary-educated workers and those with below upper secondary attainment, the

analysis in this section uses earnings for workers with upper secondary attainment as the baseline to better illustrate the
relative position of each country.

Figure A4.2. Relative earnings of tertiary-educated adults, by level of tertiary attainment (2020)

25-64 year-old full-time full-year workers; in per cent; upper secondary education = 100
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Note: There are cross-country differences in the inclusion/exclusion of zero and negative earners. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Year of reference differs from 2020. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Eamings net of income tax.

3. Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 in the ISCED 2011 classification. See the Reader’s Guide for the list of ISCED levels.

4. Interpretation of the relative earnings of short-cycle tertairy education needs to be done with caution. There have been no graduates with this degree since 2013/14.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the relative earnings of 25-64 year-olds who attained a bachelor's or equivalent degree.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A4.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-

Apdf).

StatLink Si=m hitps://stat.link/c1dmx5

In most OECD and partner countries, the earnings advantage tends to increase with the level of tertiary attainment. On
average across OECD countries, full-time full-year workers with a short-cycle tertiary degree as their highest level of education
earned 20% more than those with upper secondary attainment in 2020. The advantage increases to 44% among those with
a bachelor’s or equivalent degree and to 88% among those with a master’s or doctoral or equivalent degree (Figure A4.2).

There are some exceptions to this general pattern. Estonia is the only country where full-time full-year workers who attained
short-cycle tertiary education earn less than those with upper secondary attainment. However, it is noteworthy that no one
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has graduated with a short-cycle tertiary degree in Estonia since 2013/14. In Austria, Greece and Norway, the earnings of
full-time full-year workers who attained a bachelor’s or equivalent qualification are lower than for those with short-cycle tertiary
attainment (Figure A4.2).

By age group

The earnings advantage from higher levels of educational attainment tends to increase throughout a person’s working life. In
some OECD countries, short-cycle tertiary education is often considered a stepping stone into further learning and holding a
short-cycle tertiary degree as the highest level of educational attainment has become less common among younger
generations (see Indicator A1 and (OECD, 20223))). The analysis in this section compares the earnings advantages across
age groups and countries among adults with at least a bachelor's or equivalent degree compared with adults with upper
secondary attainment.

In most countries, earnings increase with age for workers with all levels of educational attainment, but the increase in pay is
more pronounced among tertiary-educated workers (Annex 3, Tables X3.A4.4 and A4.5). On average across OECD countries,
among full-time full-year workers, younger adults (25-34 year-olds) with at least a bachelor’'s or equivalent degree earned
39% more than their peers with upper secondary attainment in 2020. Among 45-54 year-olds, this premium rises to 75%
more. Latvia is the only country where younger adults enjoy a higher earnings advantage from at least a bachelor's or
equivalent degree than their older peers. For the other OECD countries, although earnings advantages increase with age,
there are sizable differences among countries, ranging from less than 20 percentage points between these two age groups
in Denmark, Greece and the United Kingdom to over 50 percentage points in Austria, Costa Rica and Slovenia, and more
than 100 percentage points in Chile (Figure A4.3).

Figure A4.3. Relative earnings of adults with at least a bachelor’s or equivalent degree, by age group (2020)
In per cent; full-time full-year workers per age group; upper secondary education = 100
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Note: There are cross-country differences in the inclusion/exclusion of zero and negative earners. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Year of reference differs from 2020. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Eamings net of income tax.

3. Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 in the ISCED 2011 classification. See the Reader’s Guide for the list of ISCED levels.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the relative earnings of 25-34 year-olds with at least a bachelor's or equivalent degree.

Source: OECD (2022), Education at a Glance Database, http://stats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/f6zct2
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The larger earnings advantage for older age groups could be explained by their growing work experience and responsibilities
(OECD, 2019y4)). Tertiary attainment is often a prerequisite for moving up the career ladder, and some workers may pursue a
tertiary degree after starting their career (see Indicator A7). All these factors contribute to the increasing earnings advantages
of tertiary-educated workers over time. Since these advantages are expressed in relative terms, it could also mean that the
earnings advantage has fallen for younger generations with the increasing supply of tertiary-educated workers in the labour
market. However, between 2013 and 2020, the earnings advantage for younger adults having at least a bachelor’s or
equivalent degree has changed by less than 5 percentage points in most OECD countries with available trend data (OECD,
202211). Although these data cover less than a decade, the wage differential in favour of older generations seems to relate
more to their seniority at work.

By field of study

A tertiary degree yields better earnings, but there are substantial differences across fields of study. Among the 17 OECD
countries with available data, the combined STEM fields (i.e. science, technology, engineering and mathematics) are most
commonly associated with the highest earnings. Only in Austria, Costa Rica and Slovenia do the earnings associated with a
tertiary degree in health and welfare exceed the earnings from STEM fields combined. In contrast, degrees in the fields of
education and of arts and humanities (except languages), social sciences, journalism and information yield relatively low
earnings (Figure A4.4 and Table A4.4).

Figure A4.4. Relative earnings of tertiary-educated adults aged 25-64, by field of study (2020)

25-64 year-old full-time full-year workers; in per cent; upper secondary education (all fields) = 100
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Note: There are cross-country differences in the inclusion/exclusion of zero and negative earners. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Year of reference differs from 2020. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Eamings refer to academic programmes only.

3. Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 in the ISCED 2011 classification. See the Reader's Guide for the list of ISCED levels.

4. Eamings refer to full- and part-time workers.

5. Eamings net of income tax.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the relative earnings of 25-64 year-olds with a tertiary degree in health and welfare.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A4.4. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-

Apd).

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/kp6ind/
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Disaggregating earnings advantages by narrower fields of study helps to highlight the differences that may exist within a
broader field. In the eight OECD countries with available data, although the differences in earnings among the individual
STEM fields are quite small except in Luxembourg, there are large differences within the broad field of health and welfare.
Full-time full-year workers with a medical or dental degree earn 50% more than those with a degree in nursing or associated
health, except in Germany and Latvia. In Norway, workers with a tertiary degree in nursing or associated health fields even
earn slightly less than workers with upper secondary attainment (all fields combined). The COVID-19 pandemic is challenging
many countries’ health systems and has underscored the lack of healthcare workers. Despite their importance, compared to
all other fields of study, the earnings advantage associated with a tertiary degree in nursing or associated health fields is in
the bottom three among the eight OECD countries with available data (Table A4.4).

The high earnings associated with some fields of study may relate to a potential mismatch between the supply of current
graduates and labour-market needs. With rapid digitalisation, the relatively high earnings associated with an information and
communication technologies (ICT) degree may reflect the imbalance between strong labour-market demand for ICT workers
and the very small share of graduates who studied this field (see Indicator A1). However, supply and demand could instead
be better aligned in the labour market by exploring other types of skills that may be substitutes for an ICT degree. For example,
using job posting data, a recent study suggests that tertiary-educated workers with an educational background in engineering
or business management seem to have technical skills that are suitable for filling vacancies in some ICT occupations (Briining
and Mangeol, 2020;s)).

Box A4.1. Earnings differences by educational attainment and support for income redistribution

The earnings differences arising from greater educational attainment create incentives for students to spend their early
adulthoods pursuing higher educational degrees. Over the past decades, these earnings advantages have widened due
to technological process and globalisation in most developed countries. In 2020, on average across OECD countries,
tertiary-educated adults working full time and full year earn 63% more than their peers without a tertiary degree
(Figure A4.5). If individuals are aware about the existence of earnings differences by educational attainment, however,
how do they perceive these differences?

The OECD Risks That Matter Survey (2020) asked respondents whether they thought governments should reduce income
differences between the rich and the poor by collecting taxes and providing social benefits. On average across countries
participating in this survey, 62% of respondents believe that governments should do more, or much more to reduce income

inequality — the possible response options were “much less”, “less”, “about the same as now”, “more” and “much more”.
Respondents could also choose “can’t choose” (OECD, 2021))

The results also reveal some differences by education level: on average, 65% of adults without any university-level
education support more redistribution from the rich to the poor, compared to 61% of those with some university-level
education (OECD, 2021). Note that the education level mentioned here is not the same as the attainment levels used in
the main analysis. Adults with some university-level education includes some who might not have completed it and
therefore might not hold a tertiary degree.

Although income inequality is a broader concept than differences in earnings, labour income is still the main contributor
to pre-tax income inequality (including differences in capital income) (OECD, 2012(7;). The notions of “rich” and “poor”
used in the Risks that Matter Survey are conceptual and do not have definitions. Using the earnings differences between
full-time full-year workers with and without tertiary attainment as a proxy for income inequality, Figure A4.5 shows that in
general, a higher earnings premium from tertiary education is associated with greater support for more redistribution
among adults without university-level education.

In Denmark and France, where the earnings premium of tertiary education is relatively low, adults without university-level
education are among the least likely to reply that government should be doing more or much more to reduce income
differences. Canada, Finland, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway and Switzerland also fit into this pattern, with relatively
low earnings differences and less support for government intervention to reduce income gaps (Figure A4.5). These
countries tend to already have relatively high levels of income redistribution and/or relatively low level of pre-tax income
inequality, combined with relatively high earnings for workers without a tertiary degree (see Table X3.A4.4 from Annex 3
and (OECD, 2021s))).
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Figure A4.5. Relative earnings of tertiary-educated workers and share of adults without university-
level education supporting more redistribution to reduce income inequality (2020)
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1. Year of reference for the relative earnings differs from 2020. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Eamings net of income tax.

Source: OECD (2022), Risks that Matter Survey (http://oe.cd/RTM) and Education at a Glance Database, http://stats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more
information and Annex 3 for (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatlLink Si=r https:/stat.link/ayi9es/

The opposite situation is observed in Chile, Israel, Lithuania, Mexico, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia and the Republic of
Turkiye. In Chile, the earnings premium of tertiary education is the highest among all countries shown in the figure
(exceeding 170%), and almost nine in ten adults without tertiary education would support more redistributive measures
from their governments. This is probably related to the fact that Chile has the lowest level of income redistribution after
government intervention among OECD countries (OECD, 2021s)). The United States stands out for its relatively low level
of support for more redistribution among non-tertiary educated adults despite relatively high earnings differentials
(Figure A4.5). A 2019 survey in the United States reveals that other issues ((e.g. health care affordability, terrorism and
gun violence) are rated as higher priorities than reducing income inequality (Pew Research Center, 20209)).

Share of working students, by age group

Some young adults combine education with some forms of employment, and they receive remuneration from work before
graduation (see Indicator A2). On average across OECD countries, 40% of students aged between 15 and 24 have income
from employment over a year. There are large variations across countries, ranging from less than 10% in Belgium and
Luxembourg to over 70% in Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, Mexico and Turkiye (OECD, 2022(1).

The costs of staying in the education system is likely to increase with age and in all OECD countries with available data, 25-
29 year-old students are more likely to have paid jobs than 15-24 year-old students. On average across the OECD, 67% of
25-29 year-old students receive income from employment. This may partly be because, as students get older, they may enrol
in higher levels of tertiary education; in some countries, tuition fees are higher for master’s or doctoral or equivalent degrees
than for lower tertiary programmes (see Indicator C5). It may also be the case that some 25-29 year-olds have already started
working and are returning to education while continuing their careers. There is less cross-country variation in the share of
working students among 25-29 year-olds than among 15-24 year-olds: the share of older students with income from
employment ranges from 31% in Belgium to 90% in Norway (OECD, 2022;1)).
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Distribution of earnings relative to the median, by educational attainment

Similar to relative earnings, the likelihood of earning more than the overall median increases with educational attainment. On
average across OECD countries, 26% of workers with below upper secondary attainment earn more than the median,
compared to 43% of those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment. This share reaches 68% among
workers with tertiary attainment (OECD, 2022(1)).

The differences are more considerable when looking at the share of workers earning more than twice the median. Across
OECD countries, an average of 23% of tertiary-educated workers earn more than twice the median, compared to only 7% of
those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment and 3% of those with below upper secondary
attainment (Table A4.2).

Figure A4.6. Percentage of tertiary-educated adults earning more than twice the median, by level of
educational attainment (2020)

25-64 year-old full- and part-time workers
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Note: Median refers to the median earnings from work for 25-64 year-olds with earnings (full- and part-time workers) for all levels of educational attainment. There are
cross-country differences in the inclusion/exclusion of zero and negative earners. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Year of reference differs from 2020. Refer to the source table for more details.

2. Eamings net of income tax.

3. Interpretation of the percentage associated with short-cycle tertiary education needs to be done with caution. There have been no graduates with this degree since
2013/14.

4. Data for bachelor's or equivalent degree includes data from higher levels of tertiary education.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of adults with a bachelor's or equivalent degree eaming more than twice the median.

Source: OECD (2022), Education at a Glance Database, http://stats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/mcri9e

Among tertiary-educated workers, the distribution of earnings can vary considerably depending on the level of tertiary
attainment. In nearly all OECD and partner countries, the share of workers earning more than twice the median increases at
each level from short-cycle tertiary, to bachelor’s or equivalent and master’s or doctoral or equivalent degrees. On average
across OECD countries, 13% of workers with a short-cycle tertiary degree earn more than twice the median. The share
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increases to 20% among those with a bachelor’s or equivalent degree and to 33% among those with a master’s or doctoral
or equivalent degree (Figure A4.6).

In some countries, the earnings distribution is more skewed than in others. For example, in Chile, Costa Rica and Mexico,
the share of tertiary-educated workers earning more than twice the median is at least twice the OECD average (e.g. at least
46% compared to the average of 23%) (Table A4.2). In these countries, the tertiary-educated share of the population is also
much lower than the OECD average (see Indicator A1). A strongly skewed earnings distribution among tertiary-educated
workers may signal barriers to pursuing higher levels of education among students with disadvantaged socio-economic
background.

Definitions

Adults refer to 25-64 year-olds; younger adults refer to 25-34 year-olds.
Educational attainment refers to the highest level of education successfully completed by an individual.

Fields of study are categorised according to the ISCED Fields of Education and Training (ISCED-F 2013). See the Reader’s
Guide for a full listing of the ISCED fields used in this report and Annex 3 for more details.

Levels of education: See the Reader’s Guide at the beginning of this publication for a presentation of all ISCED 2011 levels.

Individuals with zero earnings refer to individuals who have earnings but the result of their business activities is exactly
zero.

Individuals with negative earnings refer to individuals who reported deficit in business activities.

Methodology

The analysis of relative earnings of the population with specific educational attainment and of the distribution of earnings
includes full-time and part-time workers. It does not control for hours worked, although the number of hours worked is likely
to influence earnings in general and the distribution in particular. The analysis of differences in earnings between men and
women includes full-time workers only. For the definition of full-time earnings, countries were asked whether they had applied
a self-designated full-time status or a threshold value for the typical number of hours worked per week.

Earnings data are based on an annual, monthly or weekly reference period, depending on the country. This Indicator presents
annual data, and earnings data with a reference period shorter than a year are adjusted. Please refer to Table X3.A4.1 in the
Annex 3 for more information on the adjustment methods. Data on earnings are before income tax for most countries. Earnings
of self-employed people are excluded for many countries and, in general, there is no simple and comparable method to
separate earnings from employment and returns to capital invested in a business.

This indicator does not take into consideration the impact of effective income from free government services. Therefore,
although incomes could be lower in some countries than in others, the state could be providing both free health care and free
schooling, for example.

Data presented at the country level are average earnings, but there can be significant variations for individuals. Data shown
in Table A4.2, “Distribution of workers by educational attainment and level of earnings relative to the median earnings (2020)”,
illustrate the earnings variations among individuals. Median earnings are for all adults with earnings from work, regardless of
educational attainment.

The total average for earnings (men plus women) is not the simple average of the earnings figures for men and women.
Instead, it is the average based on earnings of the total population. This overall average weights the average earnings
separately for men and women by the share of men and women with different levels of educational attainment.

Category totals for fields of study may not be equivalent to the sum of the subcategories because some programmes cannot
be classified into a specific subcategory but are included in the total. In addition, data on humanities (except languages),
social sciences, journalism and information refers to the field social sciences, journalism and information only in Australia,
Austria, Chile, Luxembourg and the United Kingdom.

In the earnings data, individuals with zero and/or negative earnings should be reported as earners. Individuals with negative
earnings should also be taken into account in the calculation of the overall median earnings. However, data on individuals
with zero and/or negative earnings are not available for all countries. Individuals with zero earnings are included for Belgium,
Canada, Germany, Ireland, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkiye and the United States. Individuals with
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negative earnings are included for Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Italy, New Zealand, Norway, Spain, Sweden and
the United States. Refer to the Definitions section for the definition of individuals with zero and negative earnings.

The shares of working students are not comparable with the values presented in Indicator A2, due to differences in the
reference period, age group and the definition of student status. Please refer to Table X3.A4.2 for more information.

Please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018 (OECD, 2018y10;) for more
information and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-

A.pdf).

Source

This indicator is based on the data collection on education and earnings by the OECD Labour Market and Social Outcomes
of Learning Network (LSO Network). The data collection takes account of earnings for individuals working full time and full
year, as well as part time or part year, during the reference period. This database contains data on dispersion of earnings
from work and on student earnings versus non-student earnings. The source for most countries is national household surveys
such as Labour Force Surveys, the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), or other dedicated
surveys collecting data on earnings. About one-quarter of countries use data from tax or other registers. Please see Annex 3
for country-specific notes on national sources (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
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Indicator A4 tables

Tables Indicator A4. What are the earnings advantages from education?

Table A4.1 Relative earnings of workers, by educational attainment (2020)

Table A4.2 Distribution of workers by educational attainment and level of earnings relative to the median earnings (2020)
Table A4.3 Women'’s earnings as a percentage of men's earnings, by educational attainment and age group (2020)
Table Ad.4 Relative earnings of tertiary-educated adults, by field of study (2020)

StatLink =P hitps://stat.link/4rtikm

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table A4.1. Relative earnings of workers, by educational attainment (2020)

25-64 year-olds with income from employment (full-time full-year workers); upper secondary attainment = 100

Tertiary
Below Post-secondary Bachelor's Master's, doctoral
upper secondary non-tertiary Short-cycle tertiary orequivalent orequivalent Total
(1) 2) ) (@) (5) (6)
=Y Countries
w Australia 89 108 16 137 150 135
© Austria 79 14 129 106 178 149
Belgium' 90 109" © 123 157 139
Canada' 85 120 114 143 173 137
Chile’ 7 a 138 279 457 24
Colombia? 7 m X(6) x(6) X(6) 237
CostaRica 73 © 122 209 325 208
Czech Republic? 67 m 17 131 167 159
Denmark 89 123 10 114 144 124
Estonia 94 91 84 128 138 127
Finland' 100 14 19 119 156 134
France 90 m 122 142 181 149
Germany 78 16 133 167 17 162
Greece' 81 102 162 132 170 138
Hungary 82 122 122 157 203 173
Iceland m m m m m m
Ireland’ 98 M 116 158 193 161
Israel’ 77 a 115 151 208 160
Italy ! 83 m X(6) X(6) x(6) 137
Japan m m m m m m
Korea 78 a 10 138 182 135
Latvia® 93 97 128 143 154 147
Lithuania’ 92 106 a 167 193 180
Luxembourg® 85 107 147 155 170 163
Mexico™"? 80 a " 153 308 158
Netherlands 86 105 131 132 177 149
New Zealand 90 96 12 122 152 127
Norway 85 100 120 107 135 19
Poland 86 101 m 140 162 157
Portugal 81 112 103 x(6) x(6) 170
Slovak Republic? 80 m 119 126 158 154
Slovenia 83 a 134 142 186 165
Spain' 81 125 105 130 168 141
Sweden 87 1 109 116 145 126
Switzerland? 80 m X(4, 5) 131¢ 158¢ 145
Tiirkiye * 78 a x(6) X(6) X(6) 160
United Kingdom 73 a 121 140 168 145
United States % m 12 163 219 17
OECD average 83 m 120 144 188 1565
EU22 average 86 10 122 136 168 150
& Argentina m m m m m m
g Brazil 72 m X(6) X(6) X(6) 267
& China m m m m m m
o .
India m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m
G20 average | m | m | m | m | m | m

Note: There are cross-country differences in the inclusion/exclusion of zero and negative earners. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data
and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 for Belgium, Canada, Finland, Ireland, Israel and Spain; 2018 for France, Greece, Italy, Lithuania and Mexico; 2017 for Chile.
2. Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 in the ISCED 2011 classification. See the Reader’s Guide for the list of ISCED levels.

3. Eamings net of income tax.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/om1rvw
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Table A4.2. Distribution of workers by educational attainment and level of earnings relative to the median
earnings (2020)
Median earnings from work for 25-64 year-olds with earnings (full- and part-time workers) for all levels of educational attainment

Below upper secondary Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
More More More
More More |than1.5 More More | than1.5 More More |than1.5
than | thanthe |times the| than | thanthe |times the than |thanthe |times the|
half the | median | median halfthe | median | median half the | median | median
At median | butat | butat | More At median | butat but at More At median | butat | butat | More
orbelow| butat |orbelow|orbelow| than |orbelow| butat |orbelow|orbelow| than |orbelow| butat |orbelow| orbelow| than
half |orbelow|1.5times| twice | twice half |orbelow|1.5times| twice twice half | orbelow |1.5times| twice | twice
the the the the the the the the the the the the the the the
median | median | median | median | median | median | median | median | median | median | median | median | median | median | median
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (1) (12) (13) (14) (15)
=] Countries
w Australia 16 51 22 6 5 12 46 24 10 8 10 32 27 17 14
Austria 34 43 17 4 2 17 33 30 12 8 14 17 21 19 29
Belgium' 1 64 22 3 © 5 60 31 4 1 2 30 49 13 6
Canada* 38 30 18 8 5 27 31 21 1 10 21 23 22 15 19
Chile 2 25 50 18 4 3 13 4 26 10 10 4 16 18 14 48
Colombia 42 32 20 4 2 25 25 33 10 7 9 1" 22 13 45
CostaRica 28 45 22 3 2 14 35 31 9 10 6 1" 20 14 50
Czech Republic 22 64 13 1 0 4 51 34 8 3 2 19 39 19 21
Denmark 33 39 22 4 2 18 38 33 7 4 15 23 39 14 10
Estonia 16 52 6 17 8 15 46 8 22 9 10 32 10 29 19
Finland ? 30 37 24 6 3 21 40 29 7 3 12 23 33 17 15
France? 31 40 21 4 4 21 39 28 7 5 1 20 32 17 20
Germany 37 4 16 3 2 20 38 29 9 4 12 20 26 20 21
Greece? 33 38 21 5 3 18 34 34 10 5 10 21 35 19 14
Hungary 27 46 19 5 2 9 40 30 13 8 3 13 28 21 35
Iceland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Ireland? 4 34 13 6 6 27 34 25 7 7 15 19 21 18 27
Israel? 24 56 12 4 4 19 43 20 9 8 12 25 22 14 27
Italy 2 29 34 25 8 4 18 30 29 12 10 15 21 26 15 23
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea 26 61 1" 2 0 14 53 22 8 3 6 34 28 20 12
Latvia' 8 60 24 c 4 5 57 27 8 4 2 30 33 17 17
Lithuania? 27 47 19 5 c 17 46 22 10 5 13 22 23 18 25
Luxembourgd' 22 63 11 3 1 10 54 26 8 2 3 29 32 21 16
Mexico *2 32 31 21 8 8 16 21 25 15 24 6 10 15 16 53
Netherlands 32 35 23 7 2 23 34 27 1 6 13 20 26 18 22
New Zealand 23 39 26 7 5 21 85 27 9 8 14 25 29 15 17
Norway 52 26 16 4 2 25 29 31 10 5 17 17 38 15 13
Poland 0 75 20 4 1 0 61 27 7 4 0 29 35 17 19
Portugal 10 56 25 6 4 6 44 30 10 10 3 15 24 20 37
Slovak Republic 34 43 17 5 1 17 36 30 1 6 11 16 27 21 24
Slovenia 0 85 14 1 0 0 65 27 6 2 0 23 32 25 21
Spain? 33 34 23 5 4 22 32 24 10 1" 15 21 20 17 27
Sweden 27 44 24 4 1 16 36 35 9 4 15 24 37 15 10
Switzerland 29 52 17 1 1 22 40 30 5 2 10 23 34 19 14
Tiirkiye ' 27 49 20 3 1 16 37 30 1 6 1 15 21 28 25
United Kingdom 20 56 19 4 2 14 51 23 7 4 7 34 31 15 14
United States 47 37 12 3 2 30 37 20 7 7 14 21 24 14 26
OECD average 27 46 19 5 3 16 4 27 9 7 10 22 27 18 23
EU22 average 24 49 19 5 3 14 43 28 9 6 9 22 29 19 21
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil 63 22 8 4 3 42 26 14 8 9 24 1 12 13 41
é China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
SaudiArabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: There are cross-country differences in the inclusion/exclusion of zero and negative earners. For a given level of educational attainment, the figures by level of eamings
relative to the median eamings may not add up to 100% because of missing data. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more
breakdowns available at: http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Earnings net of income tax.

2. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 for Canada, Finland, Ireland, Israel and Spain; 2018 for France, Greece, Italy, Lithuania and Mexico; 2017 for Chile.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/z78ptg
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Table A4.3. Women's earnings as a percentage of men's earnings, by educational attainment and age
group (2020)
Average earnings of adults with income from employment (full-time full-year workers)

Upper secondary or post-secondary
Below upper secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
25-64 35-44 55-64 25-64 35-44 55-64 25-64 35-44 55-64
year-olds year-olds year-olds year-olds year-olds year-olds year-olds year-olds year-olds

(1) (2) () (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) ()

2 Countries
u Australia 90 85 87 89 89 83 84 79 85
Austria 79 73 73 86 83 89 75 80 81
Belgium' 79 c c 78 79 80" 84 92 89
Canada' 68 73 72 67 59 7 75 79 72
Chile 81 89 74 76 76 7 68 Ul 68
Colombia 85 83 81 85 82 78 84 82 83
CostaRica 88 89 7 87 86 c 101 97 109
Czech Republic 89 92 90 84 78 92 75 7 87
Denmark 84 83 84 82 81 82 78 80 72
Estonia 59 58 77 66 62 73 77 77 78
Finland ' 82 84 80 78 75 78 78 77 75
France' 82 c c 81 83 81 74 79 65
Germany 76 69 © 81 81 80 68 76 65
Greece' 72 64 70 83 85 78 78 80 81
Hungary 87 89 84 88 84 91 U 66 79
Iceland m m m m m m m m m
Ireland ! 76" c c 76 80 70 75 84 75
Israel’ 66 65 62 70 66 69 68 72 69
Italy ! 78 73 83 83 80 87 u 74 63
Japan m m m m m m m m m
Korea 78 75 77 72 76 7 74 77 76
Latvia? 70 69 c 73 Ul 77 75 76 79
Lithuania' 85 85 91 80 78 83 76 75 78
Luxembourg? 7 58 c 84 87 82 80 83 64
Mexico "2 66 66 68 72 72 78 75 77 7
Netherlands 83 85 87 84 89 84 78 90 79
New Zealand 88 84 91 85 82 84 82 86 82
Norway 81 79 81 79 76 80 76 77 74
Poland 78 77 79 82 75 90 TA 7 76
Portugal 79 80 77 77 77 69 73 75 7
Slovak Republic 79 81 78 81 77 88 75 7 84
Slovenia 88 84 88 89 85 95 84 81 89
Spain' 80 86 82 72 70 66 81 80 76
Sweden 86 84 86 84 83 83 81 81 76
Switzerland 81 81 81 84 86 80 79 85 83
Tiirkiye 2 73 74 57 82 79 92 82 83 70
United Kingdom 78 70 74 70 72 65 78 79 79
United States Ul 74 63 76 n 78 70 72 64
OECD average 79 78 79 80 78 80 77 79 77
EU22 average 80 77 82 81 79 82 76 78 76
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil 76 79 73 69 70 66 63 66 60
E China m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: There are cross-country differences in the inclusion/exclusion of zero and negative earners. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data
and more breakdowns available at: http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 for Belgium, Canada, Finland, Ireland, Israel and Spain; 2018 for France, Greece, Italy, Lithuania and Mexico; 2017 for Chile.
2. Eamings net of income tax.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/3lo2bf
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Table A4.4. Relative earnings of tertiary-educated adults, by field of study (2020)
25-64 year-olds with income from employment (full-time full-year workers); upper secondary education (all fields) = 100

Arts and humanities,
social sciences, journalism Business,
and information administration and law| Health and welfare
e
§ 8o H H 2
2 3= e ° . 2 £
- =26 SE Information T |2s8
29¢388 2 P Natural and Engineering, | £ 282
Ss— Sg| _ | g _ sciences, |communication| manufacturing) £ .8 |< ﬁ :_:: _
g g 2558 s % E ] S |mathematics| technologies and § - § -w® 8 Other
Education| < |TSQ2E| @ |a@as| 3 2 |and statistics (ICT) construction | T & £ &2 2 | fields
(1) (2) [} @ 6 6 (1 (8) (9) (10) (M) (12 (13 (14)
=] Countries
a Australia 131 x(4) 141 132 x(7) | x(7) | 155 152 146 163 x(13) | x(13) 139 124
Austria 120 x(4) 158 137 x(7) | x(7) | 168 156 166 147 x(13) | x(13) 178 14
Belgium m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile ' 168 x(4) 273 227 x(7) | x(7) | 257 270 246 300 x(13) | x(13) 243 192
Colombia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
CostaRica 234 c 213 195 184 | 258 195 c 218 184 x(13) | x(13) 249 166
Czech Republic m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Denmark 105 x(4) X(4) 121 X(7) | x(7) | 148 138 129 136 x(13) | x(13) 105 16
Estonia 103 106 147 132 125 147 129 143 181 19 189 18 129 18
Finland "2 124° 100° 142° 125° | 146° | 225° | 151° 147° 1730 180° 273> | 17° 137° 133°
France m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Germany? 127 120 135 130 184 189 184 170 168 211 244 | 206 175 138
Greece m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Iceland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia* 107 12 148 144 160 154 158 150 206 159 147 137 135 147
Lithuania m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Luxembourg* 141 x(4) 141 135 x(7) | x(7) | 157 134 150 173 x(13) | x(13) 131 c
Mexico m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Netherlands m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway 93 90 123 17 130 136 131 132 128 141 167 99 109 120
Poland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Portugal® 126 126 162 168 194 | 203 195 183 204 195 x(13) | x(13) 162 141
Slovak Republic m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Slovenia 138 146 157 156 160 182 163 178 177 172 279 185 21 147
Spain m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Sweden 101 102 15 12 148 155 149 126 129 141 168 M 120 17
Switzerland® 124 109 153 139 157 185 160 158 159 137 197 "7 141 15
Tiirkiye m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Kingdom 106 x(4) "7 102 x(7) | x(7) | 138 118 150 156 x(13) | x(13) 10 107
United States"’ 126 145 187 178 x(7) | x(7) | 201 230 209 233 x(13) | x(13) 167 148
OECD average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
EU22 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average | m | m | m | m| m| m| m] m | m | m | m | m | m] m

Note: There are cross-country differences in the inclusion/exclusion of zero and negative eamers. In addition, data on humanities (except languages), social sciences,
journalism and information might refer to the broad field social sciences, journalism and information only. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.
Data and more breakdowns available at: http:/stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 for Finland; 2017 for Chile and the United States.

2. Eamings refer to full- and part-time workers.

3. Eamings refer to academic programmes only.

4. Eamings net of income tax.

5. Arts and humanities, social sciences, journalism and information does not include the subfield of languages.

6. Index 100 refers to combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 in the ISCED 2011 classification. See the Reader’s Guide for the list of ISCED levels.

7. Data refer to bachelor’s degree field, even for those with additional tertiary degrees.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/pkgw1y
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Indicator A6. How are social outcomes
related to education?

High

lights

Higher educational attainment is associated with more frequent use of the Internet. On average across OECD
countries participating in the European Union Survey on Information and Communication Technologies usage in
households and by individuals (EU-ICT), nearly all tertiary-educated 25-54 year-olds used the Internet at least
once a week in 2021, compared to 85% for those with below upper secondary attainment. Educational attainment
is more important in explaining Internet usage among 55-74 year-olds than among 25-54 year-olds.

Internet use plays a role in keeping older people socially connected and preventing loneliness. However, the
potential benefits remain concentrated among the highly educated. On average across OECD countries
participating in EU-ICT, 71% of tertiary-educated 55-74 year-olds reported making telephone or video calls over
the Internet in 2021, compared to 34% for those with below upper secondary attainment during that year.

Parents can help their children to develop the skills and attitudes they need to thrive in the interconnected world.
Evidence from the Programme of International Student Assessment (PISA) suggests that students with tertiary-
educated mothers show greater interest in learning about other cultures, more positive attitudes towards
immigrants and a stronger sense of global mindedness.

Figure A6.1. Share of 25-54 year-olds using the Internet at least once a week, by educational attainment

In per cent
EU Survey on ICT usage in households and by individuals National surveys
m Below upper secondary Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary A Tertiary
10 & 4 4 &4 % 4, 4 4 4 4 A A A AA A A A, 2 A A A 4 4 00 A
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Note: The reference period for Intemet usage is the last three months prior to the survey. In general, data refer to the first quarter of the reference year.

1. Reference year differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of 25-54 year-olds with below upper secondary attainment using the Internet at least once a week.

Source: OECD (2022), Table AB.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/36gadt
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Context

Across OECD countries, there has been a significant shift in recognition of the importance of social benefits and measures
of social well-being over the past decade. A number of countries have developed and continue to develop data sources
across a number of social areas, providing opportunities to explore relationships between previously separate policy areas.
There is, in parallel, a growing body of new research on the importance of non-economic aspects of well-being and the
role played by education. Building on this insight, Indicator A6 of Education at a Glance (EAG) looks at a range of potential
social outcomes of education, following the topics defined by the OECD well-being framework. In this edition, it has a
special focus on social connections among adults and social tolerance among young people in the interconnected world.

Human beings are inherently social creatures. Digital technologies can reduce the barriers involved in traditional social
interactions and facilitate social activities. With the rapid expansion of Internet services and use, online social networks
have been growing in our societies and an increasing share of our personal interactions now take place on line. Some
studies have found a strong inverse cross-country relationship between Internet use and loneliness, with people living in
countries with higher levels of Internet access experiencing lower levels of loneliness (OECD, 20191;). One area of
significance is the potential of digital technology to reduce loneliness among older adults. However, as this indicator
highlights, Internet access alone is not enough to properly capitalise on the positive opportunities offered by digital
technologies, as less-educated older adults are often excluded from online social connections.

Fuelled by rapid digital transformation and the increasing mobility of goods, services, capital and labour, globalisation has
made our world more interconnected over the past decades. In addition to learning academic subjects, such as
mathematics and science, students need to acquire the capacity to see the world from different perspectives, be open to
different cultures and take a more active role in promoting collective well-being and sustainable development. Higher
educational attainment is associated with more tolerant attitudes and greater awareness of global issues (Brennan et al.,
2015p2). As parents can transmit knowledge and act as role models in defining children's behaviour, highly educated
parents might also be expected to transmit these positive attitudes to their children. The second main section of this
indicator therefore investigates how mothers’ educational attainment is related to their children’s social tolerance and global
mindedness.

Other findings

e More than nine out of ten households had access to the Internet in 2021 or the most recent year data were
available. Among OECD countries taking part in EU-ICT, this share ranges from 85% in Greece to 99% in
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway and Switzerland. Countries not covered by the EU-ICT survey show
comparable level of Internet access within households: 84% in Israel, 89% in the United States and 95% in
Canada.

e Online platforms and mobile health solutions offer new sources of health-related information. On average across
OECD countries participating in EU-ICT, the share of tertiary-educated 55-74 year-olds accessing health-related
information on line is more than twice the share of those with below upper secondary attainment in 2021.

e COVID-19 has increased acceptance of remote working and therefore accelerated the digitalisation of work.
Workers with tertiary attainment were more likely to telework than their lower-educated peers before the pandemic,
and this gap has widened in many countries since. However, the relationship between educational attainment and
the likelihood of teleworking is probably explained by job requirements across sectors and industries, as tertiary-
educated workers are more likely to work in knowledge-intensive sectors with high share of jobs that are amenable
to remote work.

Note

The differences by educational attainment displayed in this indicator do not account for socio-economic status and other
moderating or mediating factors. The educational attainment gradient should therefore not be interpreted as the effect of
education on the social outcomes measured.
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Analysis

Internet access and use, by educational attainment and age group

More and more everyday activities are moving on line, and access to the Internet has become essential in the digital age. On
average across OECD countries participating in the EU Survey on ICT usage in households and by individuals (EU-ICT), 93%
of households reported having access to the Internet in 2021 or the most recent year data were available. This share does
not vary much across countries: ranging from 85% in Greece to 99% in Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway and
Switzerland. Countries not covered by the EU-ICT survey also show comparable level of Internet access within households:
84% in Israel, 89% in the United States and 95% in Canada (Table A6.1).

The share of 25-54 year-olds using the Internet at least once a week tends to increase with educational attainment. In 2021,
among OECD countries taking part in EU-ICT, this share averaged 85% among those with below upper secondary attainment,
96% among those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment and 99% among tertiary-educated adults.
National data collected in Canada and Israel follow the same pattern. The Internet usage gap between tertiary attainment and
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment was less than 10 percentage points in all OECD countries with
available data. The difference between below upper secondary attainment and upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary attainment is clearer, exceeding 20 percentage points in Greece, Poland and the Slovak Republic, although it is below
5 percentage points in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Luxembourg and Norway (Figure A6.1).

The difference in Internet use by educational attainment is more significant among 55-74 year-olds than among 25-54 year-
olds. On average across OECD countries taking part in EU-ICT, 57% of 55-74 year-olds with only below upper secondary
attainment used the Internet at least once a week in 2021. The share increases to 80% among those with upper secondary
or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment, and reaches 95% among those with tertiary attainment (Table A6.1).

For the younger population the situation is very different and there is almost no variation by educational attainment. Almost
all 16-24 year-olds use the Internet at least once week in all countries participating in EU-ICT, regardless of educational
attainment. Israel is the only country where the difference between 16-24 year-olds with below upper secondary attainment
(79%) and those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment (97%) exceeds 10 percentage points
(Table A6.1).

Online social connection among older people, by educational attainment

The Internet’s potential for social connections could be particularly important for the elderly. Increasing life expectancy and
changes in living patterns are leading to widespread social isolation and loneliness among older people, which is an issue of
growing concern. Isolation and loneliness can have serious consequences for physical and mental health (WHO, 20213)). For
older adults, one option for keeping socially connected in the digital age is to make online telephone or video calls. Older
adults with high levels of educational attainment make greater use of the Internet to connect to others than their lower-
educated peers. On average across OECD countries participating in EU-ICT, 20% of 55-74 year-olds with below upper
secondary attainment made telephone or video calls over the Internet in 2019, compared to 35% among those with upper
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment and 52% among those with tertiary attainment. The same pattern is
observed in Canada, Israel and the United States (Figure A6.2 and Table A6.2).

The COVID-19 pandemic has increased the use of the Internet for telephone or video calls among all 55-74 year-olds. Many
countries imposed social distancing measures and lockdowns since the outbreak of the pandemic. The barriers to face-to-
face contacts compounded the feeling of loneliness and lack of connectedness. But the extent to which older adults have
made use of these opportunities offered by the Internet to stay connected has also varied with educational attainment. On
average across OECD countries taking part in EU-ICT, by 2021, the share of 55-74 year-olds making online telephone or
video calls had increased to 34% among those with below upper secondary attainment, 51% among those with upper
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment and 71% among those with tertiary attainment. Portugal, which had
below-average share of older tertiary-educated adults making such calls in 2019, recorded the greatest increases among this
group between 2019 and 2021, of over 30 percentage points (Figure A6.2 and Table A6.2).

In most OECD countries with available trend data, except in Finland, Latvia and Spain, the share of 55-74 year-olds making
telephone or video calls over the Internet increased steadily between 2019 and 2021. For 55-74 year-olds at all levels of
educational attainment, the share peaked in 2020 and fell back slightly in 2021 in Finland and Spain. While in Latvia, the
share decreased between 2019 and 2020, but increased in 2021 (Table A6.2).

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022



A6. HOW ARE SOCIAL OUTCOMES RELATED TO EDUCATION? | 99

Figure A6.2. Share of tertiary-educated 55-74 year-olds making telephone or video calls over the Internet
(2019 and 2021)
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Note: The reference period is the last three months prior to the survey. In general, data refer to the first quarter of the reference year. Refer to Annex 3 for more country-
specific information.

1. There is a break in the series. Refer to the source table and Annex 3 for more details.

2. Reference year differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of tertiary-educated 55-74 year-olds making telephone or video calls over the Internet in 2021.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A6.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
A.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https://stat.link/q50c2e

The ongoing digital transformation is affecting people’s lives across many dimensions, and older people with higher
educational attainment seem to enjoy greater benefits from digitalisation.

Box A6.1 looks at older adults’ use of the Internet to seek health-related information.

Box A6.1. The Internet as a source of health-related information for older people

Digital innovations can contribute to better health outcomes, improve patients’ experience and achieve cost efficiencies in
healthcare delivery. For most people, the increasing availability of health-related information on line remains the most
direct way in which digitalisation affects their health experience (OECD, 2019)).

As people age, they are more likely to experience health challenges. The Internet offers unprecedented potential for
people to learn about self-care treatments and improve their healthcare decision making but, as with other aspects of
online behaviour, there are differences among older adults, depending on their educational attainment. It should be noted
that not all of the content available over the Internet is verified, and there have been growing levels of disinformation on
line related to COVID-19 (OECD, 2020y4). To benefit from the Internet’s potential as a source of health-related information,
individuals need to be able to distinguish between high- and low-quality information. The ability to critically assess
information probably has a positive relationship with educational attainment. In 2019, across OECD countries participating
in the EU-ICT survey, tertiary-educated 55-74 year-olds were more than twice as likely on average to employ the Internet
as a source of health-related information than their peers with below upper secondary attainment. The pattern is similar
in Canada and Israel (Table A6.2, available on line).

The share of 55-74 year-olds seeking health-related information over the Internet increased between 2019 and 2021
(Table A6.2, available on line). This is probably related to the fact that in-person consultations and non-urgent care were
limited and even suspended during the pandemic, especially early on (OECD, 20215). On average across OECD
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countries taking part in the EU-ICT survey, use of the Internet to seek health-related information rose from 64% of tertiary-
educated 55-74 year-olds in 2019 to 69% in 2021. The increase was over 10 percentage points in France, Hungary, Italy
and Spain. In contrast, in Belgium, Lithuania, Poland and Slovenia, the share of tertiary-educated 55-74 year-olds seeking
health-related information on line fell over the same period (Figure A6.3).

Figure A6.3. Share of tertiary-educated 55-74 year-olds seeking health-related information over the
Internet (2019 and 2021)

In per cent
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Note: The reference period is the last three months prior to the survey. In general, data refer to the first quarter of the reference year. Refer to Annex 3 for more
country-specific information.

1. There is a break in the series. Refer to the source table and Annex 3 for more details.

2. Reference year differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

3. The share of those seeking health-related information over the Internet represent the share of 55-74 year-olds who accessed the Internet and live in households
where someone researched health information on line.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of tertiary-educated 55-74 year-olds seeking health-related information over the Internet in 2021.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A6.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https:/www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

StatLink = https://stat.link/razu60

While containment measures have restricted economic activities, the rapid expansion of teleworking has helped maintain
some jobs during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Box A6.2 details how remote working evolved during the pandemic across countries and attainment levels.

Box A6.2. Increase in teleworking during the COVID-19 pandemic

The global health crisis has affected the way many people work. On average across OECD countries participating in the
EU Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS), the share of employed 25-64 year-olds who reported usually or sometimes working
from home (i.e. working from home for at least one hour during the four weeks prior the survey) rose from 19% in 2019 to
24% in 2020 and 30% in 2021. Because the data all refer to the same reference period, the frequency of teleworking might
be underestimated in some countries, if the pandemic did not reach its peak during that period. Surveys in other countries,
such as Canada and Costa Rica, also recorded an increase in the share of workers who reported usually or sometimes
teleworking during the pandemic (Table A6.7, available on line).
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Figure A6.4. Share of tertiary-educated adults who reported usually or sometimes working from home
(2019 and 2021)

In per cent; 25-64 year-old employed adults
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Note: Usually or sometimes working from home means working at home at least one hour in the reference period of four weeks preceding the end of the reference
week. Refer to Annex 3 for more country-specific information.

1. There is a break in the series. Refer to the source table and Annex 3 for more details.

2. Data represent the percentage of employed adults working from home at any time in the last 4 weeks because of the Coronavirus pandemic. Individuals that worked
entirely from home before the pandemic are excluded from these estimates.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds who reported usually or sometimes working from home in 2021.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A6.7, available on line. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Si=m hitps://stat.link/mshcpk

Although all OECD countries experienced overall increases in the share of employed adults teleworking during the
pandemic, the extent of the increase varies widely by level of educational attainment. Tertiary-educated workers are much
more likely to work remotely than their lower-educated peers, and the pandemic further widened this gap. On average
across OECD countries taking part in EU-LFS, the share of workers with below upper secondary attainment usually or
sometimes working from home increased by 1 percentage point (from 9% to 10%) between 2019 and 2021. The increase
was 6 percentage points among those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment (from 12% to 19%)
and 17 percentage points for those with tertiary attainment (from 30% to 47%) (Figure A6.4 and Table A6.7, available on
line).

These averages conceal some significant variations across countries. Among tertiary-educated workers, the likelihood of
usually or sometimes working from home more than doubled in Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania and Norway
between 2019 and 2021, while the increase was less than 20% in Poland and Slovenia. At the other end of the spectrum,
in Austria, Greece, Luxembourg, Poland and Sweden, workers with below upper secondary attainment were less likely to
report usually or sometimes working from home in 2021 than in 2019 (Figure A6.4 and Table A6.7, available on line).

The relationship between educational attainment and the likelihood of teleworking is probably explained by differing work
requirements across sectors and industries. Many high-skilled jobs in knowledge-intensive industries can be done
remotely using laptops, whereas manufacturing, which is in general dominated by lower-educated workers, would seem
less suitable for telework (OECD, 2020yg)).
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Social tolerance among 15-year-old students, by mother’s educational attainment

Parents can help their children develop the skills and attitudes needed to thrive in the interconnected world. Using data from
the PISA 2018 Global Competence questionnaire, this section analyses how their mothers’ educational attainment influences
students’ interest in learning about other cultures and attitudes towards immigrants. This is the first time that the breakdown
by mother’s educational attainment has been published.

Student’s interest in learning about other cultures

The PISA 2018 Global Competence questionnaire module asked 15-year-old students to respond to the following four
statements: “I want to learn how people live in different countries”; “| want to learn more about the religions of the world”; “I
am interested in how people from various cultures see the world”; and “| am interested in finding out about the traditions of
other cultures”. The five response categories were “not at all like me”, “not much like me”, “somewhat like me”, “mostly like
me” and “very much like me”. These statements were combined to create the index of students’ interest in learning about
other cultures, with positive values indicate that students exhibited a greater interest in learning about other cultures than the

average student across the OECD.

The greatest levels of interest in learning about different cultures were reported by 15-year-old students in the Republic of
Turkiye, while those in Italy and the Slovak Republic reported the lowest (Table A6.3). In nearly all OECD and partner
countries and other participants, students’ interest in learning about other cultures is positively related to their mothers’
educational attainment. In some countries, such as Australia, Estonia, France, Iceland, Ireland and Latvia, it was only the
students with tertiary-educated mothers who expressed more curiosity about other cultures than the average of all students
from OECD countries and economies. ltaly was the only country with below-average interest among students in learning
about other cultures where mother’s educational attainment made almost no difference (Figure A6.5).

Figure A6.5. Students’ interest in learning about other cultures, by mother’s educational attainment (2018)
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA); mean index
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Note: PISA 2018 asked 15-year-old students to respond to the following four statements: “l want to learn how people live in different countries”; “l want to learn more about
the religions of the world”; “I am interested in how people from various cultures see the world”; and “I am interested in finding out about the traditions of other cultures”.
These statements were combined to create the index of students’ interest in learning about other cultures whose average is 0 and standard deviation is 1 across OECD
countries. Positive values in this index indicate that the students exhibited a greater interest in learning about other cultures than the average student in OECD countries.
Negative values do not imply that students responded negatively, but rather that they exhibited less interest in learning about other cultures than the average student across
OECD countries.

Countries are ranked in descending order of mean index of the interest in learning about other cultures among students with tertiary-educated mothers.

Source: OECD (2022), Table A6.3. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
A.pdf).

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/pgc3kv
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Among the four statements used to assess students’ interest in learning about other cultures, there seems to be a distinction
between students’ response to the concepts of culture and of religion, as religion might be a more sensitive notion than culture
(OECD, 2020(7;). On average across OECD countries and economies, more than 50% of students reported that they would
like to learn how people live in different countries, about the perspectives of people from various cultures and to find out about
the traditions of other cultures. In contrast, only 40% expressed an interest in learning about the religions of the world. Unlike
with the three culture-related questions, students with tertiary-educated mothers were not always the ones who reported
greatest interest in learning about other religions. In Austria, Canada, Greece, Israel, Italy, Scotland (United Kingdom),
Slovenia and Switzerland, students whose mother attained below upper secondary education reported the greatest interest
in learning about other religions (Table A6.4, available on line).

Attitudes towards immigrants

Many countries have seen the size of their immigrant population increase in recent years, with the war in Ukraine contributing
to this trend. On average across OECD countries, in 2020, almost one-fifth of 25-64 year-olds were not born in the country
where they currently live. Students’ attitudes towards immigrants are therefore becoming crucial to creating cohesive and
harmonious societies.

The PISA 2018 Global Competence questionnaire assessed students’ attitude towards immigrants through their responses
to the following statements: “Immigrant children should have the same opportunities for education that other children in the
country have”, “Immigrants who live in a country for several years should have the opportunity to vote in elections”,
“Immigrants should have the opportunity to continue their own customs and lifestyle”, and “Immigrants should have all the
same rights that everyone else in the country has”. Reponses were provided on a four-point scale: “strongly disagree”,
“disagree”, “agree” and “strongly agree”. An index measuring overall attitudes towards immigrants is derived from these four
statements, with a positive value indicating that students have more positive attitudes towards immigrants than the average

student across OECD countries and other participants.

Students in Canada, Korea and Portugal reported the most positive attitudes towards immigrants, while those in Hungary had
the least positive attitudes. Notably, there is no clear association between the share of foreign-born adults and students’
attitudes towards immigrants. For instance, in Switzerland, 37% of 25-64 year-olds are foreign-born, but students do not
report more positive attitudes than the average student across the OECD. In contrast, Portugal has relatively low share of
foreign-born adults (11%), but students reported the most positive attitudes towards immigrants (Table A6.3).

While mother’s educational attainment plays a positive role in their children’s overall attitudes towards immigrants, the
relationship becomes less conclusive when looking at the answers to individual statements. In 17 out of 30 OECD and partner
countries and other participants with available data, students with tertiary-educated mothers were the most likely to be positive
about the right to education for immigrants’ children. Where the questions touched on issues related to identity or political
rights, maternal educational attainment did not have a clear effect. However, in general there was a wider range of responses
to these statements than to other statements (Table A6.5, available on line).

Global mindedness of 15-year-old students, by mother’s educational attainment

As well as social tolerance towards different cultures and people with different backgrounds, students in this interconnected
world are expected to take more active role in promoting collective well-being and sustainable development. “Global
mindedness” is used here to explore students’ interest in and sense of agency over global issues, and is related to individuals’
ability to fit into the world and their sense of responsibility about engaging with global challenges.

The PISA 2018 Global Competence questionnaire asked students the extent to which they agree (“strongly disagree”,
“disagree”, “agree” or “strongly agree”) with the following statements: “| think of myself as a citizen of the world”, “When | see
the poor conditions that some people live under, | feel a responsibility to do something about it”, “I think my behaviour can
impact people in other countries”, “It is right to boycott companies that are known to provide poor workplace conditions for
their employees”, “| can do something about the problems of the world” and “Looking after the global environment is important
to me”. Positive values in this index indicate that students have a greater sense of global mindedness than the average

students across OECD countries and economies.

According to the index created out of their self-reported answers, students in Costa Rica, Korea, Portugal, Spain and Turkiye
have the highest sense of global mindedness, while those in Austria, Germany, Hungary, Latvia and the Slovak Republic
have the lowest (Table A6.3). Students seemed to be more uncertain about whether they could make a difference to general
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challenges than to specific issues. On average across OECD countries, students were less likely to give positive answers to
the two broad statements — “I think my behaviour can impact people in other countries” and “| can do something about the
problems of the world” — than to the other statements. This holds true for all countries and other participants except Colombia
and Costa Rica, where students are the least likely to give positive answers to the statement “It is right to boycott companies
that are known to provide poor workplace conditions for their employees” (Figure A6.6 and Table A6.6, available on line).

Figure A6.6. Students’ global mindedness, by mother’s educational attainment (2018)
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA); OECD average; in per cent
W Mothers with below upper secondary attainment

Mothers with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainemnt
[l Mothers with tertiary attainment

100
80
60
40
20
0
Looking after the global | think of myself as a When | see the poor Itis right to boycott | can do something about | think my behaviour can
environment is important  citizen of the world conditions that some companies that are  the problems of the world impact people in other
tome people in the world live  known to provide poor countries
under, | feel a workplace conditions for
responsibility to do their employees

something about it

Note: The percentage refers to the share of 15 year-old students agreeing or strongly agreeing with the following statements.
Source: OECD (2022), Table A6.6, available on line. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink = https://stat.link/7a3g9r

In all OECD and partner countries and other economies except Italy, students with tertiary-educated mothers had the
strongest sense of global mindedness (Table A6.3). However, the extent to which maternal educational attainment positively
influenced students’ attitudes to global issues differs for different statements. For instance, in all the countries and other PISA
participants covered by EAG except the Slovak Republic, students with tertiary-educated mothers were the most likely to
agree or strongly agree that they can do something about the problems of the world. In contrast, in 12 countries and other
participants, it was not the students with tertiary-educated mothers who were most likely to agree or strongly agree that they
feel a responsibility to do something about the poor conditions that some people in the world live under (Table A6.6, available
on line).
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Definitions

Age groups: Adults refer to 25-64 year-olds.
Educational attainment refers to the highest level of education successfully completed by an individual.
Levels of education: See the Reader’s Guide at the beginning of this publication for a presentation of all ISCED 2011 levels.

The previous classification, ISCED-97, is used for the analyses based on the Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA): Below upper secondary corresponds to ISCED-97 levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programs; upper
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary corresponds to ISCED-97 levels 3A, 3B, 3C long programmes and level 4; and
tertiary corresponds to ISCED-97 levels 5A, 5B and 6.

Methodology
Tables A6.1, A6.2 and Table A6.7, available on line, combine data from different sources which could compromise cross-
country comparability in certain cases. Refer to table footnotes and Annex 3 for more country-specific information.

More information on the construction of indices in PISA are available at: https://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/pisa2018technicalr
eport/PISA2018 Technical-Report-Chapter-16-Background-Questionnaires.pdf.

For more information, please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018 (OECD,
2018i5)) and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

Source

e For Table A6.1 (Internet use, by educational attainment and age group): the EU Survey on ICT usage in households
and by individuals (EU-ICT) for European OECD member countries; the Canadian Internet Use Survey (CIUS) for
Canada; the Social Survey for Israel; and the American Community Survey (ACS) for the United States.

e For Table A6.2 (Trends in the use of the Internet for different activities among 55-74 year-olds, by educational
attainment): EU-ICT survey for European OECD member countries; the CIUS for Canada; the Social Survey for
Israel; and the Current Population Survey (CPS), Computer and Internet Use supplement for the United States.

e For Table A6.3 (Students' social tolerance, by mother’s educational attainment), A6.4 (Students’ interest in learning
about other cultures, by mother’s educational attainment), A6.5 (Students’ attitudes towards immigrants, by mother’s
educational attainment) and A6.6 (Students’ global mindedness, by mother’s educational attainment): the PISA
Global Competence questionnaire.

e For Table A6.7 (Percentage of adults working from home, by age group and educational attainment): the European
Union Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) or national LFS for European OECD member countries, Canada and Israel;
the Continuous Employment Survey for Costa Rica; and the CPS for the United States.
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Indicator A6 tables

Tables Indicator A6. How are social outcomes related to education?

Table A6.1 Internet use, by educational attainment and age group (2021)

Table A6.2 Trends in the use of the Internet for different activities among 55-74 year-olds, by educational attainment (2019 to 2021)
Table A6.3 Students' social tolerance, by educational attainment of the mother (2018)

WEB Table A6.4 Students’ interest in learning about other cultures, by mother’s educational attainment (2018)

WEB Table A6.5 Students’ attitudes towards immigrants, by mother’s educational attainment (2018)

WEB Table A6.6 Students’ global mindedness, by mother’s educational attainment (2018)

WEB Table A6.7 Percentage of adults working from home, by age group and educational attainment (2019 to 2021)

StatLink Si=r hitps://statlinkiwc5d70

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table A6.1. Internet use, by age group and educational attainment (2021)
EU Survey on ICT usage in households and by individuals or national surveys; 16-74 year-olds

EU Survey on ICT usage in households and by individuals

Share of the population using the Internet at least once a week
16-24 year-olds 25-54 year-olds 55-T4 year-olds
Upper Upper Upper
Percentage secondary secondary secondary
of households or post- or post- or post-
with Internet | Below upper | secondary Below upper | secondary Below upper | secondary
access secondary | non-tertiary Tertiary secondary | non-tertiary Tertiary secondary | non-tertiary Tertiary
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
=] Countries
w Austria 95 99 99 100 83 96 100 43 72 95
Belgium 92 96 99 100 85 95 98 4l 84 94
Czech Republic 89 99 100 © 82 97 100 32 66 93
Denmark 96 99 100 c 96 99 100 88 95 99
Estonia 92 100 100 100 88 97 99 43 68 87
Finland 97 100 99 c 96 99 100 71 89 99
France 93 96 98 99 86 94 98 62 80 94
Germany 92 96 98 100 84 95 99 59 78 93
Greece 85 95 99 99 67 93 99 24 63 87
Hungary 91 97 100 99 81 96 99 33 68 93
Iceland 98 100 99 c 99 100 100 94 96 100
Ireland 97 c c c c 99 99 95 94 98
Italy 90 95 95 94 75 91 96 47 79 89
Latvia 91 98 100 100 87 95 99 38 72 94
Lithuania 87 100 100 100 72 9 99 16 58 89
Luxembourg 99 100 100 100 97 99 100 85 93 98
Netherlands 99 94 95 100 87 96 98 84 95 96
Norway 99 98 100 100 96 100 100 90 94 99
Poland 92 97 99 100 70 93 100 22 56 93
Portugal 87 100 99 100 79 97 99 39 88 94
Slovak Republic 90 92 99 93 72 93 99 44 70 94
Slovenia 93 100 99 c 88 95 99 51 74 96
Spain 96 98 100 100 93 98 99 66 9 96
Sweden 93 99 99 93 85 97 99 74 90 96
Switzerland 99 99 98 100 9 98 99 86 9 98
Tirkiye 88 90 98 100 80 98 100 37 80 93
United Kingdom' 97 c 100 100 c 99 100 c 89 97
Average | 93 | o | 99 | 99 | & | % | 99 | 57 | 8 | 9%
Share of the population using the Internet at least once a week
16-24 year-olds 25-54 year-olds 55-74 year-olds
Upper Upper Upper
Percentage secondary secondary secondary
of households or post- or post- or post-
with Internet | Below upper | secondary Below upper | secondary Below upper | secondary
access secondary | non-tertiary Tertiary secondary | non-tertiary Tertiary secondary | non-tertiary Tertiary
(1) @2 6] @ (5) (6) (7) (8) 0) )
=] Countries
w Australia m m m m m m m m m m
© Canada*? 95 99 98 99 9N 97 98 67 86 96
Chile m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia m m m m m m m m m m
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m m m
Israel ® 84 79 97 90 81 92 98 62 85 96
Japan m m m m m m m m m m
Korea m m m m m m m m m m
Mexico m m m m m m m m m m
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m
United States' 89 m m m m m m m m m
# Argentina m m m m m m m m m m
g Brazil m m m m m m m m m m
& China m m m m m m m m m m
% India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average | m | m | m | m | m | m | m | m | m | m

Note: The reference period for Internet usage is the last three months prior to the survey, unless otherwise specified. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more
information. Note that the average differs from the one published by Eurostat as this is an unweighted average and the country coverage is different.

1. Reference year differs from 2021: 2020 for Canada and the United Kingdom; and 2019 for the United States.

2. Data refer to respondents who used the Internet over the last three months, but not necessarily at least once a week.

3. The age group 16-24 year-olds refers to 20-24 year-olds.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=m hitps://stat.linklye5sdm
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Table A6.2. Trends in the use of the Internet for different activities among 55-74 year-olds, by educational
attainment (2019 to 2021)

EU Survey on ICT usage in households and by individuals or national surveys; percentage of individuals reporting using the

Internet for a given activity for private purposes

EU Survey on ICT usage in households and by individuals

Making telephone or video calls over the Internet
2019 2020 2021
Upper Upper Upper
secondary or secondary or secondary or
Below upper | post-secondary| Below upper | post-secondary| Below upper | post-secondary|
secondary non-tertiary Tertiary secondary non-tertiary Tertiary secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
(1) 2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (U] (] (9)
=) Countries
w Austria 14 20 36 22 31 59 22 37 61
Belgium 28 40 57 35 53 69 39 54 74
Czech Republic 8 21 38 1" 26 47 17 33 61
Denmark 26 36 47 36 48 61 38 52 7
Estonia 12 31 42 19 28 52 19 33 51
Finland 31 43 70 39 59 79 36 48 73
France 19 27 49 m m m 33 43 65
Germany 31 38 48 36 46 56 30 3r 53
Greece 10 32 49 13 34 54 17 45 70
Hungary 1 34 56 17 4 71 23 50 77
Iceland 35 47 63 55 62 69 52 60 77
Ireland 15 30 46 44 56 60 59 63° 80°
Italy 19 38 50 30 57 69 34 58 73
Latvia 10 29 55 13 37 54 23 45 65
Lithuania 9 29 62 3 31 61 12 4 68
Luxembourg 32 39 52 58 54 72 46 57 74
Netherlands 34 49 61 59 74 86 58 78 84
Norway 46 37 54 43 54 69 62 62 83
Poland 6 21 43 5 25 51 9 26 58
Portugal 10 34 45 18 45 62 27 65 76
Slovak Republic 9 28 48 9 41 53 27 42 64
Slovenia 1 21 48 13 27 59 30 39 76
Spain 24 47 56 46 67 79 45 66 77
Sweden 29 45 59 43 54 74 38 57 76
Switzerland 37 47 64 m m m 62 55 74
Tirkiye 16 48 62 25 63 7 31 68 79
United Kingdom 15 27 44 c 30 42 m m m
Average | 20 35 52 29 | 46 | 63 34 51 7
Making telephone or video calls over the Internet
2019 2020 2021
Upper Upper Upper
secondary or secondary or secondary or
Below upper | post-secondary Below upper | post-secondary| Below upper |post-secondary
secondary non-tertiary Tertiary secondary non-tertiary Tertiary secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
(1) 2 () @) B) (6) 7 ®) 9
=Y Countries
w Australia m m m m m m m m m
© Canada m m m 28 38 62 m m m
Chile m m m m m m m m m
Colombia m m m m m m m m m
CostaRica m m m m m m m m m
Israel c 33 56 23 4 67 28 56 72
Japan m m m m m m m m m
Korea m m m m m m m m m
Mexico m m m m m m m m m
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m
United States’ 1" 22 40 m m m m m m
¢ Argentina m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m
& China m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m
G20 average | m m m m | m | m m m m

Note: The reference period for activities is the last three months prior to the survey. Additional columns showing data on the share of 55-74 year-olds seeking health-related
information over the Internet are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below). See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Note that the

average differs from the one published by Eurostat as this is an unweighted average and the country coverage is different.

1. The share of those seeking health-related information over the Internet represent the share of 55-74 year-olds who accessed the Internet and live in households where
someone researched health information on line.
Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/Obn5sh
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Table A6.3. Students' social tolerance, by mother's educational attainment (2018)
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA); based on responses by 15-year-old students

Interest in learning about other cultures Attitudes towards immigrants Global mindedness
Mother's educational attainment Mother's educational attainment Mother's educational attainment
Upper Upper Upper
secondary secondary isecondary
or post- or post- or post-
Below |secondary All Below |secondary Al Below |secondary All
Shareof | upper non- levels of | upper non- levels of | upper non- levels of
foreign- secondary| tertiary | Tertiary |education secondary tertiary | Tertiary |education|secondary tertiary | Tertiary |education
born Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
adults index index index index index index index index index index index index
(1) (2 (4) (6) (8) (10 (12) (14) (16) (18) (20) (22) (24)
[=] Countries
4 Australia 34 -0.15 -0.14 0.07 -0.03 0.20 0.22 0.39 0.31 -0.05 0.00 018 0.09
Austria 25 -0.01 -0.25 0.00 -0.14 0.04 -0.20 -0.01 -0.1 -0.38 -0.25 -0.08 -0.20
Belgium m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Canada 30 0.03 -0.04 0.07 0.04 0.35 0.37 0.50 0.46 -0.02 0.05 0.21 0.16
Chile 3 0.00 0.06 017 0.08 0.13 0.25 0.27 0.22 -0.11 -0.01 0.03 -0.02
Colombia m 0.05 013 0.16 01 0.00 0.04 0.09 0.04 013 0.19 0.20 0.17
Costa Rica 12 0.23 0.34 0.34 0.30 013 013 0.22 017 0.21 0.29 0.35 0.29
Czech Republic m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Denmark m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Estonia 13 -0.15 -0.04 0.09 0.02 -0.29 -0.29 -0.27 -0.28 -0.39 -0.22 -0.14 -0.19
Finland m m m m m m m m m m m m m
France 15 -0.03 -0.06 013 0.06 m m m m m m m m
Germany 21 -0.22 -0.22 -0.07 -0.18 0.09 0.05 0.21 0412 -0.35 -0.32 -0.10 -0.27
Greece 8 -0.06 -0.08 -0.01 -0.04 -0.10 -0.09 -0.03 -0.06 -0.11 0.03 012 0.06
Hungary 3 -0.37 -0.28 012 -0.21 -0.87 -1.00 -0.81 -0.90 -0.42 -0.28 -0.18 -0.25
Iceland m -0.39 -0.10 0.04 -0.05 0.06 0.23 0.33 0.27 -0.21 -0.07 0.03 -0.02
Ireland 22 -0.22 -0.20 0.01 -0.10 0.29 0.26 0.38 0.33 -0.05 -0.10 0.08 0.00
Israel 23 -0.10 -0.18 -0.03 -0.09 m m m m m m m m
Italy 15 -0.26 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 -0.20 -0.22 -0.23 -0.22 -013 -0.09 -0.11 -0.10
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea m -0.14 -0.24 -0.07 -0.14 042 04 0.48 045 0.39 0.42 0.58 0.51
Latvia 10 -0.10 -0.05 0.09 0.02 -0.48 -0.47 -0.41 -0.44 -0.46 -0.29 -0.18 -0.24
Lithuania 5 -0.27 0.02 0.16 0.09 -0.29 0.03 0.07 0.04 -0.18 0.03 0.14 0.09
Luxembourg m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Mexico 1 0.19 0.33 042 0.29 018 0.28 0.28 0.23 0.01 015 0.24 011
Netherlands m m m m m m m m m m m m m
New Zealand 35 -0.06 0.06 01 0.03 0.24 0.30 0.40 0.32 -0.03 0.08 016 0.08
Norway m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Poland 1 -0.03 0.00 0.21 0.05 -045 -0.49 -0.44 -0.47 -0.20 -0.20 -0.09 -0.17
Portugal 1 0.04 018 0.23 0.14 043 0.49 0.49 047 0.24 0.36 0.38 0.32
Slovak Republic 1 -0.49 -0.28 -0.22 -0.27 -0.58 -0.51 -0.45 -049 -0.34 -0.33 -0.26 -0.30
Slovenia 12 -0.07 -0.11 -0.04 -0.07 -0.09 -0.07 -0.03 -0.05 -0.20 -0.15 -0.05 -0.10
Spain 19 0.10 015 0.24 0.18 0.37 0.44 0.40 0.39 0.15 0.20 0.29 0.24
Sweden m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Switzerland 37 -0.06 -0.18 -0.04 -0.10 0.09 -0.08 0.03 0.00 -0.28 -0.30 -0.04 -0.18
Tiirkiye m 0.61 0.67 0.73 0.65 -0.34 -0.33 -043 -0.36 0.28 0.25 0.32 0.28
United States m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Other participant
Scotland (UK) m | 013 | 024 | 006 | -016 | 018 | 027 | 042 | 034 | -003 | -008 | 001 | -005
OECD average 17 -0.07 -0.04 0.08 0.01 -0.02 0.00 0.07 0.03 -0.10 -0.03 0.08 0.01
EU22 average 15 -0.14 -0.10 0.03 -0.05 -0.15 -0.15 -0.08 -0.12 -0.20 -0.12 -0.01 -0.08
£ Argentina m 0.04 0.01 013 0.08 0.02 0.09 0.10 0.07 -0.09 -0.07 -0.02 -0.05
£ Brazil m 0.12 0.23 0.33 0.22 -0.02 012 0.12 0.07 -0.09 -0.01 0.00 -0.04
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m 0.03 0.07 0.09 0.05 -0.32 -0.24 -0.30 -0.29 -0.05 0.00 0.04 -0.02
Saudi Arabia m 010 0.15 0.23 0.15 -0.32 -0.29 -0.30 -0.31 -0.04 -0.03 0.02 -0.02
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: The reference year for the share of foreign-born adults (aged 25-64) is 2020 for most countries, please refer to Source section for more information. A negative value
in the mean index does not imply that students responded negatively, merely that their answers were less positive than the average student across OECD countries.
Likewise, positive values indicate more favourable or more positive responses than the OECD average. Mother's educational attainment refers to ISCED-97. See Definitions
and Methodology sections for more information. Note that the OECD average differs from the one published by PISA as the country coverage is different.

Additional columns showing standard errors (S.E.) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/9v5lhm
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Indicator A7. To what extent do adults
participate in education and training?

Highlights

e On average, across OECD countries with available data, the share of adults participating in formal and/or non-
formal education and training in the previous four weeks fell from 14% in 2019 to 12% in 2020, but recovered to
14% in 2021.

e Tertiary-educated adults have a higher participation rate in non-formal education and training than those with a
lower level of educational attainment. On average 16% of 25-64 year-olds with tertiary attainment had participated
in non-formal education and training in the four weeks preceding the survey in 2021, compared to only 4% of their
peers with below upper secondary attainment.

e Financial support for learners is mostly only available for traditional higher education programmes. At least 19 out
of the 28 OECD countries and subnational jurisdictions surveyed offer support for full-time learners on these
programmes, while financial support for short education programmes lasting less than two years is only available
in 8 countries and subnational jurisdictions.

Figure A7.1. Trends in participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training, by quarter
(2019, 2020 and 2021)

European Union Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) or national surveys; OECD average; 25-64 year-olds

-e- Participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training - Participation in non-formal education and training
-#- Participation in formal education and training

20
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Note: Participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training during the previous four weeks.
Source: OECD (2022), Table A7.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https://stat.link/iypxm6
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Context

The completion of initial education should not be the end of the road for learning: investing in adult learning is essential to
upgrade and adapt the skills of the workforce to labour-market needs. In light of a number of large-scale global trends,
adult learning is becoming a crucial tool if OECD economies and societies are to adapt to emerging challenges and benefit
from new opportunities. Globalisation and technological change mean an increasing number of jobs can be offshored or
automated. Demographic change will mean fewer young people entering the labour market, so satisfying demands for
skills will mean upgrading the skills of the existing workforce. These trends are already having a major impact on labour
markets, and analyses suggest skill needs will continue to change rapidly over the next decades (OECD, 20191)).

Adults with low educational attainment are most likely to have low literacy and numeracy skills, and face a high risk of
seeing their job offshored or automated. Holding positions with few opportunities for development, they often find
themselves in a “low-skill trap” (OECD, 20191;). While they are most in need of skills development, they are much less
likely to engage in adult learning than those with higher levels of education (OECD, 20212)).

The benefits of adult learning are not just economic. It can also contribute to personal fulfilment, improved health, civic
participation and social inclusion (Ruhose, Thomsen and Weilage, 20193;). However, the wide differences in adult learning
activities and participation among OECD countries at similar levels of economic development suggest that there are
significant differences in learning cultures, learning opportunities at work and in adult education systems (Borkowsky,
2013p4)).

The indicator explores one facet of adult learning: participation patterns in adult education (both formal and non-formal)
and training, with particular focus on who is pursuing education and training opportunities. It looks at the association
between participation in adult learning and tertiary education, as well as the determinants of adult education and training,
the information and communication technologies (ICT) skills needed to meet the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG),
and the emerging importance of micro-credentials in adult education and training.

Other findings

e Across all OECD countries, regardless of survey method, adults’ participation in non-formal education and training
decreases with age. Similarly, when it comes to enrolment in formal tertiary education, the share among 25-
29 year-olds is higher than it is among 40-64 year-olds.

¢ In most OECD countries with available data, job-related characteristics are the main determinant for participation
in adult education and training, outweighing personal characteristics and educational attainment.

e Alack of ICT skills continues to be one of the key barriers keeping people from fully benefiting from the potential
of digital technologies, including opportunities for online learning.

Note

Different sources are used for adult participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training. The main difference
between the surveys used is the reference period for participation — whether it was in the previous 4 weeks or the 12 months
prior to the survey; this leads to big differences in participation rates. In addition, some sources use annual data, which do
not capture the fluctuations that may occur within a year, while others use quarterly data that are more relevant to the
analysis of the impact of COVID-19.

In the SDG 4 monitoring framework, each target has at least one global indicator and a number of related thematic
indicators designed to complement the analysis and measurement of the target. The SDG 4 monitoring framework has a
total of 11 global indicators and 32 thematic indicators. A list of all the indicators and their methodologies is available at
http://SDG4monitoring.uis.unesco.org. This indicator presents the proportion of youth and adults with ICT skills, by type of
skill.
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Analysis

Trends in participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training

Adult learning, also known as lifelong learning, can help individuals progress in their careers, and adapt to a fast-changing
and uncertain world. This indicator looks at the adult learning without taking into account the labour force status of the
individuals. Adult learning often takes the form of non-formal and/or informal education and training, in contrast to participation
in formal education, which is more common among young people (Table A7.1). Although participation in formal education and
training was largely stable between the first quarter of 2019 and the fourth quarter of 2021, the COVID-19 pandemic clearly
affected participation in non-formal education and training. A dip in the third quarter of each year reflects a natural decline in
participation rates during this period (the summer months in most OECD countries). However, in 2020 the drop occurred
earlier, in the second quarter of the year reflecting the impact of the pandemic (Figure A7.1).

Overall, participation rates of adults in both formal and non-formal education and training had returned to their pre-pandemic
levels by 2021 (with the data also showing the usual decline during summer months). On average, across OECD countries
with available data in 2021, 14% of adults had participated in either formal or non-formal education and training in the
preceding four weeks (Figure A7.1). In Greece, Poland and the Slovak Republic 5% or less of adults had participated, while
the share reached 25% or above in Finland, the Netherlands and Sweden (Table A7.1). Box A7.1 analyses the determinants
of participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training across European Union member states.

Non-formal education was the most important contributor to adult education and training between 2019 and 2021
(Figure A7.1). In 2021, on average over a four-week reference period, 10% of adults participated in non-formal education and
training. Over this period, 22% of adults participated in non-formal education and training in Finland and 28% in Sweden, but
only 1% participated in non-formal education and training in Costa Rica, Greece and the Republic of Tirkiye. Adult
participation in formal education and training is less common: on average 4% of adults participated in formal education across
countries during the reference period. Finland (12%) and Sweden (10%) were the countries with the highest adult participation
rate in formal education and training (Table A7.1, available on line).

Among countries that reported participation in the 12-month reference period preceding the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) in
2019, the share of adults participating in non-formal education and training was also larger than the share participating in
formal education. Participation by adults in formal and/or non-formal education and training was at least 50% in Canada,
Israel, Korea and New Zealand (Table A7.1).

Box A7.1. Determinants of participation in adult education and training

Previous editions of Education at a Glance have explored the factors that affect the likelihood of participating in adult
education and training, such as job-relatedness, firm size, employment sector, gender and the presence of young children
in the household. The analysis here explores the impact of each type of determinant, when different factors are considered
together.

Using data from the 2016 wave of the Adult Education Survey, the European Commission's Joint Research Centre
analysed the proportion of workers aged between 25 and 64 who reported having participated in formal or non-formal
adult education and training in the preceding 12 months. Determinants are divided into three categories: personal
characteristics (gender, age, migrant status, married/cohabiting status and degree of urbanisation of place of residence),
educational attainment (low, medium and high) and job-related characteristics (occupation, firm size, work situation,
professional status and sector).

Overall, job-related characteristics tend to predominate, compared to personal characteristics and educational attainment.
However, in some countries job-related characteristics are not as prevalent as in others. For instance, in Germany and
Sweden, education and personal characteristics are more important than job-related characteristics, which are mostly
defined by occupation and firm size. In contrast, in Finland and France, job-related characteristics are prevalent and mostly
defined by professional status (Figure A7.2).
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Figure A7.2. Determinants of participation in adult education and training by job-related
characteristics, personal characteristics and education (2016)

Relative contribution of each group of characteristics on whether or not an adult participates in adult education and
training activities; in per cent
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Note: Adult education and training refers to participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training. The analysis considers the average worker aged 25 to 64
who reported having participated in formal and/or non-formal education during the 12 months prior to the survey. The figure is based on the results of logistic regression
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Countries are ranked in descending order of the relative contribution (in per cent) of job-related characteristics to participation in adult education and training activities.
Source: Eurostat, 2016 wave of the Adult Education Survey.
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Participation in non-formal education and training in the context of COVID-19

The implementation of social distancing measures during the first months of the COVID-19 pandemic led to strict shutdowns
and extensive use of remote working arrangements. In 2020, across OECD countries, the average share of people aged 25-
64 who had participated in non-formal education and training in the last four weeks fell by 2 percentage points compared with
2019 (Figure A7.3). On average across the countries that collected data using a four-week reference period, adult participation
in non-formal education and training fell by 4 percentage points between the first and second quarter of 2020. Trends in
participation in both formal and/or non-formal education and training highlight the decrease in participation during the first
quarters of 2020, and the drop in non-formal education and training accounts for most of this decline. This reflects the adult
learning losses induced by the first phases of the COVID-19 pandemic (Table A7.1, available on line).

In 2021, adult participation in non-formal education and training returned to pre-pandemic levels in most countries. The
extensive use of remote education and training may have benefited by the expansion of digital technologies. In addition, the
reopening of schools may have removed a barrier to education and training for adults with young children at home. On
average, the share of adults who had participated in non-formal education and training in the last four weeks increased by 2
percentage points between 2020 and 2021. In 12 out of 28 countries participation rates in non-formal education and training
in 2021 even exceeded their pre-pandemic levels. However, participation rates have not returned to their pre-pandemic levels
in all countries (Figure A7.3).
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Figure A7.3. Trends in participation in non-formal education and training (2019, 2020 and 2021)

European Union Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) or national surveys; annual average of quarterly data; 25-64 year-olds
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The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on non-formal education and training opportunities has been uneven, with adults with
lower levels of educational attainment being hardest hit. Participation in non-formal education and training is largely driven by
employment, which has also been affected by the pandemic. In 2020, workers without an upper secondary qualification were
more likely to lose their jobs or see a reduction in their hours worked than their peers with upper secondary attainment, while
those with a tertiary qualification were least affected (OECD, 2021(5). Workers without tertiary attainment were also more
commonly employed in the sectors most affected by widespread lockdown scenarios than those with a tertiary qualification —
25% of those without tertiary education, compared to 22% of tertiary-educated workers. The differences are even larger
across countries, reaching at least 10 percentage points in Australia and Norway (OECD, 2021).

The impact of the pandemic and the associated lockdowns on employment has also varied with the ability to work from home,
which is in turn associated with educational attainment. On average, only 18% of workers without tertiary attainment are able
to work from home, compared to 54% of tertiary-educated workers among countries taking part in the Survey of Adult Skills
(PIAAC) between 2011 and 2017 (Espinoza and Reznikova, 20207). Likewise, according to the analysis included in Indicator
AB, just 10% of employed adults with below upper secondary attainment reported usually or sometimes working from home
in 2021, compared to 46% of those with tertiary attainment (see Indicator AG).

An additional challenge is that a large share of adults with lower educational attainment lack the skills needed to benefit from
digital learning opportunities. While the capacity to pursue online education might have been useful before the pandemic,
once learning activities moved, at least partly, from training rooms to online platforms, it became a pre-requisite for education
in many cases. Adults without a tertiary qualification are least prepared to benefit from the digital transition (see Indicator A6).
With the widespread use of ICT across all economic sectors, ICT skills are an essential requirement for the majority of job
roles. Assessing youth and adults’ proficiency in such skills helps governments to develop targeted policies to improve them
(Box A7.2). Ensuring that most individuals are equipped with at least basic ICT skills is a critical challenge.
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Box A7.2. Measuring information and communication technologies skills

The lack of ICT skills continues to be one of the key barriers keeping people from fully benefiting from the potential of
digital technologies. Indicator 4.4.1 of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) measures the proportion of youth and
adults with ICT skills, by type of skill. The indicator is calculated as the percentage of people in a given population who
responded “yes” to a selected number of questions such as the use of ICT skills in various subject areas or learning
domains, and the use of ICT skills regardless of where that activity took place, as well as the minimum amount of time

spent using ICT skills and the availability of Internet access inside or outside their school or workplace, over the previous
three months.

Because self-reporting may be subjective, the indicator measures ICT skills based on whether an individual has recently
performed certain activities that require different levels of skill. To facilitate reporting, these activities have been grouped
into three broader categories: basic, standard and advanced skills. Basic skills are relatively simple tasks, such as moving
a file or folder, or sending an e-mail with an attachment. Standard skills include working with spreadsheets, creating
electronic presentations or installing and configuring software. Advanced skills are being able to programme or code.

Figure A7.4. Proportion of youth and adults with information and communication technologies (ICT)
skills, by skill level

SDG Indicator 4.4.1, in per cent
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Note: For each country, the value for basic skills is the average value of the available recent data for following four activities: copying or moving a file or folder, using
copy and paste tools to duplicate or move information within a document, sending e-mails with attached files, and transferring files between a computer and other
devices. The value for standard skills is the average value of the available recent data for following four activities: using basic arithmetic formula in a spreadsheet;
connecting and installing new devices; creating electronic presentations with presentation software; and finding, downloading, installing and configuring software. The
value for advanced skills is the value for writing a computer program using a specialized programming language.

The age range for this indicator is 16-74 years except for Brazil and Japan (15-74 years) and Korea (15-49 years).

ITU data for European countries are provided by Eurostat. Differences between Eurostat digital skills data and ITU data may be found, due to differences in how skills
are grouped, and the nature of the different skills included in the calculation.

Countries are ranked in descending order of proportion of youth and adults with basic ICT skills.

Source: International Telecommunication Union (ITU). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-
a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

StatLink Si=Pa https://stat.link/tikou6
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On average among OECD countries with available data, 55% of individuals reported having carried out one of the activities
that comprise the basic skills category, e.g. sending an e-mail with an attachment, in the previous three months. In Korea
and Switzerland, an average of at least 70% of individuals reported having these basic skills, compared to less than 30%
in Brazil, South Africa and Turkiye. On average of 42% had used the standard skill components across OECD countries
in that time. In Norway, more than 60% of individuals reported performing some of those activities, while only 13% did so
in Brazil, and 10% in South Africa. In contrast, only 7% of individuals reported using advanced skills, such as writing a
computer program using a specialised programming language in that time, ranging from 3% in Brazil, Latvia and Turkiye

to more than 10% in Denmark, Norway and Saudi Arabia (Figure A7.4).

Participation in non-formal education and training, by gender, age group and educational

attainment

Tertiary-educated adults have a higher participation rate in non-formal education and training than those with a lower levels
of educational attainment. On average across OECD countries with available data, in 2021, 4% of 25-64 year-olds with below
upper secondary attainment had participated in non-formal education and training in the four weeks preceding the survey.
This rate increases to 8% for those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment and reaches 16% for
those with a tertiary attainment. Participation across countries varies greatly even among tertiary-educated adults: ranging
from 3% or less in Costa Rica, Greece and Turkiye to 35% in Sweden (Figure A7.5).

Figure A7.5. Participation in non-formal education and training, by educational attainment (2021)
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Note: The left panel presents data with a four-week reference period (from the EU-LFS and national surveys for Costa Rica, Tiirkiye and the United Kingdom). The right

panel presents data with a 12-month reference period (from PIAAC and a national survey for Australia).
1. Reference year differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the participation of tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds in non-formal education and training.
Source: OECD (2022), Table A7.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
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Even within the category of tertiary-educated adults, participation in non-formal education and training increases with
educational attainment. In the four weeks prior to the survey, 22% of adults with doctoral or equivalent degrees participated
in non-formal education and training, compared to 12% of those with a short-cycle tertiary degree. Similar findings are
observed in participation rates among surveys using the preceding 12 months as a reference period (Table A7.2). The
difference in the reference period for participation (the previous 4 weeks or the previous 12 months), as well as the frequency
of date (annual or by quarter) explain the large differences in participation rates in adult education and training between
countries participating in EU-FLS, Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) or in national surveys (Table A7.2; Figure A7.5).

As the analysis of the participation in adult education and training by gender with data from the Adult Education Survey (AES)
in Education at a Glance 2021 has shown, participation rates in non-formal education and training do not differ much by
gender (OECD, 2021s)). On average over a four-week reference period, the participation of women in non-formal education
and training is about 2 percentage points higher than the participation of men. The gender gap exceeds 7 percentage points
(in favour of women) only in Denmark, Finland and Sweden. In countries that collected data using a 12-month reference
period such as Canada, Chile, Japan, Korea, Mexico and New Zealand, the gender gap is reversed. On average, 23% of
women and 25% of men had taken part in non-formal education and training in the previous 12 months (Table A7.2).

Older adults are less likely to participate in non-formal education and training than the younger ones regardless their labour
force status (OECD, 2021). Across all countries, regardless of whether surveys have a reference period of 4 weeks or
12 months, participation in non-formal education and training decreases from the age of 40 onwards. For instance, on
average, 12% of 25-34 year-olds reported participating in non-formal education and training in the four weeks prior to the
survey compared with 7% of 55-64 year olds (Table A7.2).

Box A7.3 considers the support available for learners to access innovative alternatives to traditional formal education
programmes such as micro-credentials. Studies suggest that learners in higher education micro-credential courses tend to
be more educated and more skilled (OECD, 2021g)).

Box A7.3. Micro-credentials, an alternative to traditional formal education programmes

The accelerating skills obsolescence and the increasing cost of higher education for both learners and providers in many
countries are pushing education systems to develop more flexible learning opportunities. In this context, a proliferation of
learning programmes and credentials have been positioned as “alternatives” to traditional formal programmes. Alternative
credentials include academic certificates, industry certifications and digital badges. One form of alternative credentials
gaining increasing policy attention is the micro-credential. Many definitions of micro-credentials are currently in use, but
most denote an organised education or training programme associated with a credential, which validates a specific skill,
knowledge or experience (OECD, 2021j9)). The term “micro-credential” is commonly understood to refer to both the
credential itself and the education or training programme which leads to the credential award.

The OECD identified 8 types of micro-credential programmes based on the features of the 118 programmes identified in
a sample of European institutions. These are:

e individual courses and modules from larger programmes

e extension and complementary courses for existing students

e specialisations for the acquisition of specific knowledge and/or skills

e continuing professional development and training courses

e continuing education and lifelong learning courses

e massive open online courses (MOOCs) and asynchronous learning programmes

e institution-specific degrees and diplomas

e postgraduate sub-degree programmes.
The 2020 OECD Higher Education Policy Survey (HEPS) aimed to advise policy makers on how financial and human
resources could be allocated, managed and used in higher education systems to improve performance in higher education
(Golden, Troy and Weko, 202110). Policy makers have come to see micro-credentials as a way to provide learners with
important opportunities for academic advancement, personal development, upskilling and reskilling. Micro-credentials are

also recognised by governments as a potential means to support improved access to higher education, including for
learners from underserved groups. Micro-credentials may be offered by a range of organisations, not all of which are
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traditional providers of training and education. They include schools, higher education institutions, and private education
and training providers. In general, micro-credential learners are likely to be of working age, tend to already have a higher
education degree, tend to be from more privileged socio-demographic groups, generally have a higher level of digital
competence, and are likely to already have some knowledge related to the course topic,

Comprehensive public financial support can help to improve access to micro-credentials for learners in less advantaged
circumstances. However, currently, support for learners to acquire micro-credentials appears far from comprehensive —
at least through established higher education financial support policies. The 2020 OECD Higher Education Policy Survey
showed that financial supports for learners are mostly available for traditional higher education programmes.

Figure A7.6. Countries and subnational jurisdictions providing grant support to students, by
programme type and study intensity (2020)
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Source: Higher Education Policy Survey, 2020. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
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In most countries and subnational jurisdictions student grants are far more likely to be available to support learners taking
traditional full-time bachelors’ programmes than short, non-degree programmes. Such support also tends to be less
accessible for part-time students, which is the likely mode of study for micro-credentials (Figure A7.6).Flexible and
targeted non-degree learning opportunities in higher education thus often tend to be fee-based, funded by either learners
or their employers, rather than public financial support programmes. Consequently, there is a risk that the swift expansion
of micro-credential opportunities will further widen gaps in skills and advancement, permitting relatively affluent learners
employed in firms with generous support for reskilling to capitalise on micro-credential opportunities that others lack.

Enrolment in formal education, by age group and educational attainment

Enrolment in formal education is less common among the older population, as students graduate leaving the formal education
system and entering the labour market. Enrolment in formal tertiary education tends to occur at a younger age (see Indicator
B1). On average across OECD countries, in 2020, 12% of 25-29 year-olds are enrolled in formal tertiary education, falling to
4% among 30-39 year-olds and to less than 1% among 40-64 year-olds. Across OECD and partner countries, enrolment in
formal tertiary education among 25-29 year-olds ranges from 4% in Luxembourg and South Africa to over 25% in Turkiye. In
Australia, Finland, Greece, Iceland, Norway, Sweden and Turkiye, at least 7% of 30-39 year-olds are enrolled in formal tertiary
education. At most 3% of 40-64 year-olds are enrolled in formal tertiary education across OECD countries, such as in
Australia, Greece, Iceland and Turkiye (Figure A7.7).

Adults are more likely to pursue higher levels of education than lower levels. On average across OECD countries with
available data, less than 1% of the 25-64 year-olds are enrolled in formal education below upper secondary level, 1% in upper
secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education and 3% in tertiary education (Table A7.3). Participation rates in
programmes below tertiary level may reflect the extent to which adult education provides second chances.
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Figure A7.7. Enrolment rates in formal tertiary education, by age group (2020)
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1. Reference year differs from 2020. Refer to the source table for more details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of 25-29 year-olds in tertiary education.
Source: OECD (2022), Table A7.3. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-

A.pdf).
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Definitions

Adults refer to 25-64 year-olds; younger adults refer to 25-34 year-olds; older adults refer to 55-64 year-olds.

Adult education and training (adult learning) means the participation of adults in lifelong learning. Adult learning usually
refers to learning activities after the end of initial education. The participation rate in education and training covers participation
in both formal and non-formal education and training.

Educational attainment refers to the highest level of education successfully completed by an individual.

Learning activities are any activities of an individual organised with the intention to improve their knowledge, skills, and
competences. There are two fundamental criteria that distinguish learning activities from non-learning activities: they must be
intentional and organised. Intentional learning (as opposed to random learning) is defined as a deliberate search for
knowledge, skills or competences or attitudes of lasting value. Organised learning is defined as learning planned in a pattern

or sequence with explicit or implicit aims.

The learning activities are defined within a classification named classification of learning activities (CLA) (EUROSTAT,
2016y11). The current version of the CLA (2016 edition) is aligned with ISCED 2011:

¢« Formal education and training is defined as “education that is institutionalised, intentional and planned through
public organisations and recognised private bodies, and - in their totality - constitute the formal education system of
a country. Formal education programmes are thus recognised as such by the relevant national education or
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equivalent authorities, e.g. any other institution in cooperation with the national or sub-national education authorities.
Formal education consists mostly of initial education [...]. Vocational education, special needs education and some
parts of adult education are often recognised as being part of the formal education system. Qualifications from formal
education are by definition recognised and, therefore, are within the scope of ISCED. Institutionalised education
occurs when an organisation provides structured educational arrangements, such as student-teacher relationships
and/or interactions, that are specially designed for education and learning” (UIS, 2012;12)).

¢ Non-formal education and training is defined as “education that is institutionalised, intentional and planned by an
education provider. The defining characteristic of non-formal education is that it is an addition, alternative and/or
complement to formal education within the process of lifelong learning of individuals. It is often provided in order to
guarantee the right of access to education for all. It caters to people of all ages but does not necessarily apply a
continuous pathway structure; it may be short in duration and/or low-intensity; and it is typically provided in the form
of short courses, workshops or seminars. Non-formal education mostly leads to qualifications that are not recognised
as formal or equivalent to formal qualifications by the relevant national or sub-national education authorities or to no
qualifications at all. Nevertheless, formal, recognised qualifications may be obtained through exclusive participation
in specific non-formal education programmes; this often happens when the non-formal programme completes the
competencies obtained in another context” (UIS, 201212)).

¢ Informal learning is “intentional, but it is less organised and less structured ... and may include for example learning
events (activities) that occur in the family, in the workplace, and in the daily life of every person, on a self-directed,
family-directed or socially-directed basis” (EUROSTAT, 201611)).

e Job-related non-formal education and training: taking part in non-formal education and training activity in order to
obtain knowledge and/or learn new skills needed for a current or future job, to increase earnings, to improve job
and/or career opportunities in a current or another field and generally to improve their opportunities for advancement
and promotion.

e« Employer-sponsored job-related non-formal education and training: all job-related non-formal education and training
activities paid for at least partially by the employer and/or done during paid working hours.

Levels of education: See the Reader’s Guide at the beginning of this publication for a presentation of all ISCED 2011 levels.

Lifelong learning encompasses all learning activities undertaken throughout life with the aim of improving knowledge, skills
and competences, within personal, civic, social or employment-related perspectives. The intention or aim to learn is the critical
point that distinguishes these activities from non-learning activities, such as cultural or sporting activities.

Methodology

For data from the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC), observations based on a numerator with fewer than 5 observations or on a

“n

denominator with fewer than 30 observations times the number of categories have been replaced by “c” in the tables.

This indicator includes data on participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training from different sources that
have different reference period: either 4 weeks or 12 months before the survey.

The European Union-Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) is held quarterly and measures participation in formal and/or non-formal
education and training during a four-week period excluding guided on-the-job training. The EU-LFS methodology can be found
at https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?titte=EU_labour force survey - methodology.

National surveys in Costa Rica, Tirkiye and the United Kingdom also use a four-week reference period, while the Survey of
Adult Skills (PIAAC) as well as the national surveys of Australia and Colombia measure participation in formal and/or non-
formal education and training during a 12-month period.

The data presented in Figure A7.2 refer to the results of a logistic regression (run for each country separately) where the
dependent variable captures participation and non-participation in adult learning activities. The independent variables are
grouped into the three categories: personal characteristics, educational attainment and job-related characteristics. The
relative importance of each of these three categories in accounting for participation in adult learning activities is identified by
comparing the reduction in deviance attributable to all the independent variables belonging to each category. The relative
contribution of each group of determinants could not be presented in terms of the “proportion of variance explained”, because
this concept is not well defined in the context of logistic regression (European Commission, 2020(13)).
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The International Telecommunication Union (ITU) methodology can be found at: https://www.itu.int/en/ITU-
D/Statistics/Documents/publications/manual/ITUManualHouseholds2020 E.pdf (ITU, 202014)).

The Higher Education Policy Survey (HEPS) used in Figure A7.6 refers to the Higher Education Policy data collection that
occurred during the second half of 2020 and which was administrated by the OECD Higher Education Policy team. In total,
29 OECD countries and other participants responded to at least one of the survey modules, and 27 jurisdictions completed
the entire survey (Golden, Troy and Weko, 202110)).

Source

e For Tables A7.1 and A7.2 on participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training: the EU-LFS for
European OECD countries (i.e. Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland); the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) for Canada,
Chile, Israel, Japan, Korea, Mexico and New Zealand; and national data sources for Australia (ABS survey of Work-
Related Training and Adult Learning), Costa Rica (Continuous Employment Survey), Colombia (Great Integrated
Household Survey), Tirkiye (Labour Force Survey) and the United Kingdom (Labour Force Survey).

e For Table A7.3 on enrolment rates in formal education: The UNESCO-UIS/OECD/EUROSTAT data collection on
education statistics administered by the OECD in 2020 for all countries; all data refer to the academic year 2019/20
(for details, see Annex 3 at https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).

e For Figure A7.2 on the determinants of adult learning: the Adult Education Survey (AES) for European OECD
countries.

e For Figure A7.4 on the proportion of youth and adults with ICT skills: the World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators
Database for all countries.

e For Figure A7.6 on jurisdictions providing grant support to students: the Higher Education Policy Survey (HEPS) for
28 OECD countries and subnational jurisdictions.
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Table A7.1 Trends in participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training, by year and quarter (2019, 2020 and 2021)
Table A7.2 Participation in non-formal education and training, by gender, age group and educational attainment (2021)
Table A7.3 Enrolment rates in formal education, by level of education and age group (2020)

StatLink Si=m https://statlink/aj6efs

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-

en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table A7.1. Trends in participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training, by year and
quarter (2019, 2020 and 2021)
In per cent, 25-64 year-olds

Surveys with a reference period of four weeks prior to the interview

Participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training
2019 2020 2021

Annual | First | Second | Third | Fourth | Annual | First | Second | Third | Fourth | Annual | First | Second| Third | Fourth

average | quarter | quarter | quarter | quarter | average | quarter | quarter | quarter | quarter | average | quarter | quarter | quarter | quarter
% % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
(1) (3) (5) (1) (9) (11) (13) (15) (17) (19) (21) (23) (25) (27) (29)

=Y Countries
w Austria 15 16 16 1 16 12 14 9 10 13 15° 140 16 12 16
Belgium 8 9 9 5 10 7 9 7 6 9 10° 10° 1 8 11
Costa Rica 9 8 9 10 9 8 9 8 9 8 8 7 8 8 8
Czech Republic 8 9 9 6 8 6 8 4 5 5 6° 5° 6 6 7
Denmark 25 27 26 21 27 20 25 15 18 22 22° 17° 2 22 28
Estonia 20 19 22 16 24 17 20 13 15 21 18° 190 18 16 20
Finland 29 30 29 23 33 27 30 25 22 33 il B2 32 25 34
France 20 21 21 14 23 13 21 8 10 13 11° 11° 1 9 14
Germany 8 8 9 7 9 8 9 8 7 8 8 7 8 7 8
Greece 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4> 4 3 3
Hungary 6 7 5 4 7 5 6 4 4 7 6° 6° 5 5 6
Ireland 13 12 13 1 15 1 14 9 9 12 14° 15° 14 12 13
Italy 8 9 9 6 9 7 8 7 6 8 10° 1° 1 7 10
Latvia 7 8 7 6 8 7 8 4 6 8 9 10° 9 7 9
Lithuania 7 8 7 5 7 7 8 7 6 7 8 9° 10 7 9
Luxembourg 19 20 20 14 22 16 18 15 12 20 18° 19° 19 13 20
Netherlands 19 20 20 18 21 19 20 18 18 20 i il 28 24 28
Norway 19 20 21 14 23 16 19 15 12 20 20 19° 19 16 24
Poland 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 3 3 3 50 50 5 5 6
Portugal 1 11 12 8 12 10 10 9 9 12 130 130 14 1 14
Slovak Republic 4 5 3 3 4 3 4 2 2 3 5° 40 5 5 5
Slovenia 1 12 12 8 13 8 1" 6 8 9 190 17° 21 15 22
Spain 1 11 12 8 12 1 1" 1 9 13 140 150 15 12 16
Sweden 34 37 35 27 38 29 34 27 24 30 35 330 36 29 41
Switzerland 32 3 35 26 37 28 kil 23 25 32 23 21° 24 20 26
Tiirkiye 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 5 5 6 6 7 6 6 7
United Kingdom 15 15 15 14 16 15 15 14 15 16 17 17 16 16 17
Average | 4 | 4 | 4 | n | 15 | 12 | 14 | 10 | 10 | 13 | 14 | 4| 15 | 12 | 16
Surveys with a reference period of twelve months prior to the interview
Participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training
2019 2020 2021

Annual | First | Second | Third | Fourth | Annual | First | Second | Third | Fourth | Annual | First | Second| Third | Fourth

average | quarter | quarter | quarter | quarter | average | quarter | quarter | quarter | quarter | average | quarter | quarter | quarter | quarter
% % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
0 B 6 0 O (1 (1) (5 () (9 ) (3 02 1) (29

=] Countries

w Australia m m m m m m m m m m 39 m m m m
Canada' 58 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile! 47 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Israel ! 53 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Japan'’ 42 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea ' 50 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Mexico ' kil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
New Zealand' 68 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Note: Participation in formal and/or non-formal education and training during previous 4 weeks in EU-LFS, Costa Rica, Tirkiye and the United Kingdom national surveys,
and previous 12 months in Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) and Australia national survey. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Note that the
average differs from the one published by Eurostat as this is an unweighted average and the country coverage is different.

Additional columns showing standard errors (S.E.) as well as data by type of education and training are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).

1. Year of reference differs from 2019: 2017 for Mexico; 2015 for Chile, Israel and New Zealand; and 2012 for Canada, Japan and Korea.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concering symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink =P https://stat.link/vkpuob
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Table A7.2. Participation in non-formal education and training, by gender, age group and educational

attainment (2021)
In per cent
Age group
Gender =z Tertiary
ps o > H 2 @ ) )
< < < < = c 582 o TS S 55
2 3 L @ 58 |22¢| 5 | 68 | 28 | 8% =
Total Men | Women | & & < 8 @8 552 58 | &5 25 85 K]
% % % % % % % % % % % % % %
(1) (3) (5) (] (9) (1) (13) (15) (17) (19) (21) (23) (25) (27)
=] Countries
w Austria 11 10 13 15 13 12 7 5 8 14 22 24 23 19
Belgium 8 8 7 9 10 7 5 3 4 8" 10 15 20 12
Costa Rica 1 1 2 3 2 1 0 1 3 2 2 4 m 2
Czech Republic 5 5 5 6 5 5 3 1 3 6 6 9 8" 8
Denmark 17 14 21 18 18 18 15 10 14 20 22 24 28 23
Estonia 14 1 17 16 16 14 10 6" 9 13" 23 25 c 22
Finland 22 18 27 22 25 25 17 13 16 24 29 36 43 31
France 9 8 10 1 1 9 5 4 7 12 14 17 15 14
Germany 4 4 5 6 5 4 8 2 & 5 6 10 13 8
Greece 1 1 1 3 1 1 0 0 1 2 2 4 5 3
Hungary 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 3 4 7 7 8 13 8
Ireland 9 8 10 10 10 9 7 3 6 9 12 16 19 13
Italy 7 8 7 7 8 8 6 2 7 9 13 19 24 18
Latvia 7 4 9 7 8 7 4 c 3 10" 12 15 c 13
Lithuania 8 6 9 9 10 7 5 2 2 c 11 20 28 14
Luxembourg 15 15 16 18 18 13 c 5 10 1 23 22 22 21
Netherlands 18 18 18 19 20 19 16 9 17 25 22 27 24 24
Norway 14 13 14 15 15 14 1" 8 1 15 18 21 19 18
Poland 5 4 5 5 6 5 2 1 2 & 7 10 18 10
Portugal 10 9 1 12 12 1 6 3 9 18 15 23 26 21
Slovak Republic 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 1 Y 6 6 8 9 7
Slovenia 16 15 18 18 20 17 10 3 9 19 27 31 37 28
Spain 1 10 12 15 13 1" 6 4 9 13 19 20 22 18
Sweden 28 23 33 28 29 31 24 16 23 31 36 37 38 35
Switzerland 19 18 19 21 21 20 14 5 13 c 25 29 42 28
Tiirkiye 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 2 4 4 5 1
United Kingdom 14 12 15 15 15 14 10 5 1 17 18 22 23 19
Average 10 9 | 12 2 | 12 | n 7 4 8 12 15 18 22 16
Surveys with a reference period of twelve months prior to the interview
Gender Age group
= E Tertiary
8 8 B 3 S¢E
g 2| 8| 8 | &~ 882 e 5| 5| B
g | &8 | & | & | 5§ %22 2. | 5% | »5 | mE
3 3 3 3 55 |88%| &5 | 23 | 23 | g3 | <o
v i v 1 < Q9 ags oL R o 0 @ s
Total Men | Women by 3 Q 8 ad |552| 58 85 S5 85 2
% % % % % % % % % % % % % %
(1) (3) (5) (7) 9 11 13 15 17 (19) 21 23 25 (27)
=] Countries
w Austrialia’ 39 37 42 47 4 37 30 19 35 44 49 54 51 49
Canada’ 54 54 53 59 59 55 4 23 46 m m m m 65
Chile? 44 50 38 57 47 39 29 24 44 m m m m 68
Israel? 45 43 46 47 47 44 39 12 34 m m m m 60
Japan? 4 47 35 48 43 45 30 21 32 m m m m 55
Korea 2 49 53 45 60 55 44 32 21 42 m m m m 70
Mexico? 29 32 26 36 29 27 15 17 39 m m m m 59
New Zealand? 63 64 63 65 67 64 57 46 59 m m m m 74

Note: The reference period for the participation in non-formal education and training is the previous 4 weeks for the EU-LFS, Costa Rica, Tlrkiye and the United Kingdom
national surveys, and it is the previous 12 months for the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) and Australia national survey. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more
information. Note that the average differs from the one published by Eurostat as this is an unweighted average and the country coverage is different.

Additional columns showing standard errors (S.E.) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).

1. Data for upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education refer to post-secondary non-tertiary education.

2. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2017 for Mexico; 2015 for Chile, Israel and New Zealand; and 2012 for Canada, Japan and Korea.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-A.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=Pa https://stat.link/gkve42
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Table A7.3. Enrolment rates in formal education, by level of education and age group (2020)

Percentage of students enrolled over the total population

Below upper secondary Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
25-64 2529 30-39 40-64 2564 2529 30-39 40-64 25-64 2529 30-39 40-64
year-olds | year-olds | yearolds | yearolds | yearolds | year-olds | yearolds | yearolds | yearolds | yearolds | year-olds | yearolds
1 2 3 4 5) 6 7 8) 9) 10 1 12
o EIIGES
w Australia 1 1 1 1 5 8 6 3 6 17 8 3
Austria 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 16 6 1
Belgium 1 2 2 1 2 3 3 2 2 8 2 0
Canada 0 0 0 0 m m m m 3 10 3 1
Chile 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 12 5 1
Colombia 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 10 5 1
Costa Rica m m m m 0 8 0 1 0 5 2 0
Czech Republic 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 9 2 1
Denmark 0 0 0 0 2 6 3 1 5 22 6 2
Estonia 0 0 0 0 1 3 2 1 3 1" 5 1
Finland 0 0 0 0 5 8 7 3 6 21 9 2
France 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 7 2 0
Germany 0 0 0 0 1 8 1 0 & 18 5 0
Greece 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 7 24 10 3
Hungary 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 2 8 2 1
Iceland 0 0 0 0 2 6 3 1 6 15 7 3
Ireland 0 0 0 0 2 3 2 1 3 9 4 1
Israel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 18 6 2
Italy 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 12 3 1
Japan 0 0 0 0 m m m m m m m m
Korea 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 8 2 1
Latvia 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 14 6 1
Lithuania 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 9 3 1
Luxembourg 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 4 1 0
Mexico 2 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 2 5 2 1
Netherlands 0 0 0 0 1 4 2 1 3 14 4 1
New Zealand 0 0 0 0 5 8 6 3 4 9 5 2
Norway 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 0 5 17 7 2
Poland 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 9 2 1
Portugal 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 8 3 1
Slovak Republic 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 1 0
Slovenia 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 10 2 0
Spain 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 1 3 13 4 1
Sweden 3 5 5 2 3 6 4 1 5 16 7 2
Switzerland 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 16 4 1
Tiirkiye 0 0 1 0 1 3 2 0 10 29 14 3
United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 3 7 4 1
United States 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 12 5 2
OECD average 0 0 0 0 1 3 2 1 3 12 4 1
EU22 average 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 1 3 12 4 1
& Argentina’ m m m m m 1 0 0 m 19 m m
£ Brazil 1 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 4 10 6 2
& China m m m m m m m m m 1 0 0
India m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia’ m m m m m 0 0 0 m 5 2 1
SaudiArabia m m m m m 1 0 0 m 12 1 0
South Africa’ m m m m m 8 0 0 m 4 2 1
G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns are available at http:/stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.
1. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 for Argentina, Indonesia and South Africa.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
A.pdf).

Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information conceming symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/z2rwod
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Indicator B1. Who participates in
education?

Highlights

e On average, 63% of tertiary students across the OECD are enrolled in bachelor’s programmes. Only in Austria,
France and Luxemburg do bachelor’s students make up less than half of all tertiary students. Enrolment rates in
short-cycle tertiary programmes shows the largest differences across countries: 38% of students in Turkiye and
32% of students in the United States are enrolled in such programmes, while the share is below 5% in 14 other
OECD and partner countries.

e Around one-fifth of tertiary students are enrolled on a part-time basis, but large differences exist across OECD
countries. Studying part-time is especially common in many Nordic countries, Australia, New Zealand and
the United States, where more than 30% of students study part-time. It allows students to obtain a tertiary
education while pursuing a career or taking care of a family and is an important instrument for broadening access
to tertiary education. However, in some countries like the Czech Republic, and Greece, less than 5% of students
study part-time.

¢ In some countries, such as Chile, Israel, Korea, Latvia and the United Kingdom, 80% or more of tertiary students
are enrolled in private institutions, although 71% of tertiary students are enrolled in public institutions on average
across the OECD. However, the nature of private institutions varies widely across countries and the share of
students enrolled in private institutions needs to be interpreted in the context of a country’s organisation and
regulation of the private tertiary education system.

Context

Pathways through education can be diverse, both across countries and within the same country. Students’ experiences in
primary and secondary education are probably the most similar across countries. Compulsory education is usually relatively
homogeneous as students progress through primary and lower secondary education. However, recognising that people have
different abilities, needs and preferences, most education systems try to offer different types of programmes and modes of
participation, especially at the more advanced levels of education, including upper secondary and tertiary education.

Ensuring that people have suitable opportunities to obtain the skills for successful labour-market participation is a critical
challenge. As tertiary attainment rates increase, the profile of tertiary students becomes more diverse and tertiary education
has to prepare students for a greater variety of career trajectories. Tertiary education systems have responded to this
challenge by offering new programmes (see also Indicator B4), which has led to significant differences across countries.
Programme structures and durations differ, as do the shares of young adults enrolled in them. Similarly, the organisation
of the tertiary education sector and the role of the state within it varies from country to country.

Despite increasing tertiary attainment, it is important to provide alternative pathways to successful labour-market
participation. At upper secondary level, vocational education and training (VET) programmes can be a particularly attractive
option for youth who are more interested in practical forms of learning and for those who want to enter the labour market
earlier (OECD, 20191). In many education systems, VET may also serve as a route into higher level studies and also
enables some adults to reintegrate into a learning environment and develop skills that will increase their employability.

To some extent, the type of upper secondary programme students attend will influence their educational trajectories.
Successful completion of upper secondary programmes gives students access to post-secondary non-tertiary education
programmes, where available, or to tertiary education. Upper secondary vocational education and post-secondary non-
tertiary programmes, which are mostly vocational in nature, can allow students to enter the labour market earlier. At the
same time, higher levels of education often lead to higher earnings and better employment opportunities (see Indicators
A3 and A4), so it is important to build strong pathways from vocational programmes to higher levels of education
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Figure B1.1. Distribution of tertiary students enrolled by education level (2020)
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Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of tertiary students enrolled in bachelor's or equivalent programmes.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table B1.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).

StatLink =P https://stat.link/15vqjf

Other findings
e The gross enrolment ratio (GER) at tertiary education ranges from 20% in Luxembourg to over 100% in Australia,
Greece and Turkiye. In almost all countries with available data, the GER is higher for women than men, except in
Japan, Korea and Tirkiye (Box B1.1).

e Students in most countries experienced significant disruptions to learning due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In half
of the countries with available data for the 2019/20 academic year, schools were fully closed for at least 45 days
at the primary and lower secondary levels, and 50 days at the upper secondary level (see chapter on COVID-19).
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Compulsory education

Periods of compulsory education vary widely across OECD countries. In some countries, early childhood education and care
(ECEC) is compulsory, as early as the age of three. In other countries, education becomes compulsory only from primary
education onwards, sometimes as late as at the age of seven. Likewise, compulsory education ends as early as age 14 in
some OECD countries, while it lasts until 18 in many others (Table X1.5). The age at which compulsory education ends may
depend on obtaining a particular qualification. For example, in the Netherlands students can leave education from the age of
16 if they obtain a basic qualification, but otherwise have to continue until they are 18. In countries with dual systems, such
as Germany, the final years of compulsory education may be partly spent in workplace-based training (European Commission,
20212).

When compulsory education was first introduced during the late 18", 19" and 20" centuries, it was often limited to
comparatively short periods of primary education (Lee and Lee, 20163)). Since then, the duration of compulsory education
has increased gradually, a trend that has continued up to today. Austria made pre-primary education mandatory for 5-year-
olds in 2010 and France introduced compulsory pre-primary education starting at 3 years old in September 2019. The upper
age limit of compulsory education is also increasing. In 2015, the United Kingdom raised its school leaving age to 18, while
in 2017 Austria made formal or non-formal education compulsory until the age of 18 unless students obtain an upper
secondary qualification earlier.

However, compulsory education ages are at best only a rough indicator of typical enrolment patterns. In many OECD
countries, enrolment rates are already high before the start of compulsory education and, in most countries, a large majority
of students continue to study after the end of mandatory education (see Indicator B2). As a consequence, in more than half
of OECD countries, the age period for which at least 90% of children and young people are enrolled exceeds the duration of
compulsory education. For example, Korea and Slovenia have the shortest compulsory schooling period among OECD
countries, from 6 to 14 years old (Table X1.5). However, for both these countries, at least 90% of the population are enrolled
for an age range spanning 15 years (i.e. from 2 to 16 years old in Korea and from 4 to 18 years old in Slovenia), towards the
top end of the range for OECD countries (Table B1.1).

Although most children and adolescents are enrolled beyond the period of compulsory education, there remain some who
are not enrolled even when they are of compulsory education age. In more than two-thirds of OECD and partner countries,
the enrolment rates of 6-14 year-olds are below 100%. In most cases, the share of children and adolescents who are not
enrolled is in the low single digits, but a few countries have larger gaps (Table B1.1). For example, less than 90% of students
aged 14 or older are enrolled in Mexico, even though compulsory education lasts until age 17 (see Education at a Glance
Database and Table X1.5). Similarly, education is compulsory until the age of 17 in Turkiye, but enrolment rates among 16
and 17 year-olds are below 90%.

In some countries, grade repetition can have a significant effect on enrolment duration in primary and secondary programmes.
The number of students who have to repeat a grade and therefore spend a year longer in a programme than usual varies
widely across countries. While grade repetition is not universally used across the OECD, it is common in some countries,
such as Belgium where 15% of upper secondary students are repeating a grade (OECD, 2022y). Despite its popularity in
some countries, the evidence suggests that the effectiveness of this tool is low (Goos, Pipa and Peixoto, 2021s)).

From compulsory education to tertiary education

In recent years, countries have adapted their upper secondary offer in response to growing demand for upper secondary
education, student aspirations and labour-market needs. Vocational programmes increasingly need to include a strong
general component, to equip young people with the skills required to learn and adapt to changing skills needs throughout
their careers. Many countries have built flexible pathways from upper secondary programmes, including vocational ones, into
higher levels of education and the labour market, as well as options for moving between vocational and general programmes.
This growing complexity affects the educational trajectories of adolescents and young adults most strongly between the ages
of 17 and 20 and is reflected in diverse enrolment patterns across countries.
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Enrolment rates among 17-20 year-olds

On average, more than half of all 17-year-olds in OECD countries are enrolled in general upper secondary programmes, while
31% are enrolled in vocational upper secondary programmes. In a few countries, some students will enrol in tertiary education
at that age, but the share is still very low except in Austria and Colombia, where 13% of 17-year-olds are enrolled in tertiary
programmes. The age of 18 is when the greatest differences in participation are seen across countries. More than half of all
18-year-olds are enrolled in tertiary education in France, Greece and Korea, while in many other OECD countries tertiary
enrolment is still close to zero. This is either due to a longer duration of primary and secondary programmes or a later starting
age of primary education. For example, in Switzerland, children start primary education at 7 years old and end upper
secondary education at 19. By age 19, tertiary enrolment rates are already peaking in some countries, but are still very low
in others; in Denmark, only 6% of 19-year-olds are enrolled in tertiary education. By 20, the transfer out of upper secondary
education is nearly complete in most OECD countries and enrolment rates for general upper secondary education and
vocational upper secondary education are below 10% (Table B1.3).

As the age of students increases, the share of students enrolled in general upper secondary programmes decreases faster
than the share enrolled in vocational programmes. On average, 55% of 17-year-olds are enrolled in general upper secondary
education, compared to 8% of 19-year-olds. In contrast, 30% of 17-year-olds are enrolled in vocational programmes,
compared with 15% of 19-year-olds. However, the variation across countries is large. In some countries, such as Korea,
enrolment in vocational upper secondary education beyond the age of 18 is virtually non-existent even though it is not
uncommon at earlier ages. In contrast, enrolment rates in vocational upper secondary education peak at the age of 19 in
Australia (Table B1.3).

Different programme structures and possibilities of transferring between programmes explain the differences in enrolment
patterns across general and vocational upper secondary education. In Germany, for example, a significant share of young
adults with a general upper secondary qualification subsequently pursue a vocational upper secondary programme (Dohmen,
20225). These students tend to enrol at an older age than their peers who began a vocational upper secondary education
immediately after completing a lower secondary programme. Thus, enrolment rates at this level remain high among older
students, with 18% of 20-year-olds in Germany enrolled in vocational upper secondary education (Table B1.3).

In Norway, access to tertiary education usually depends on a general upper secondary qualification, but there are a variety
of alternative routes to accessing tertiary education. For example, students in vocational programmes have the option to
switch to a 1-year general programme after the second year, so that they graduate from a general upper secondary
programme even though they started a vocational upper secondary one. Such specific programme structures and chances
to transfer between programmes are common in many countries, leading to the diversity in enrolment rates. A noticeable
outlier is Israel, where enrolment rates across all programmes are very low between the ages of 18 and 20, as most young
adults are doing military service during this time.

Tertiary education

Typical enrolment ages

The diversity of programmes offered at tertiary level is even greater than in upper secondary education. This is particularly
the case for short-cycle tertiary programmes. Such programmes are common in some countries, but very rare in others
(Figure B1.1). Even within the same country, short-cycle tertiary programmes often include a wide range of different
professionally oriented programmes that might be provided at different types of institutions, such as universities, community
or vocational colleges and vocational schools. These programmes may provide initial preparation for an occupation but
potentially also serve as a bridge into a bachelor's programme (e.g. associate degrees in the United States), or offer upskilling
opportunities to adults with work experience. Short-cycle tertiary programmes frequently include elements of work-based
learning (OECD, 20227)). Their diverse nature is reflected in their wide range of typical enrolment ages. Enrolment usually
starts in the early twenties, but typical enrolment ages can cover the thirties and even the forties in some countries
(Table B1.2).

Bachelor’s programmes are longer and are usually more theoretical in nature than short-cycle tertiary programmes. They last
three to four years and are usually offered by universities. As they are often the first tertiary programme students enter after
completing upper secondary education, the typical enrolment age is in the late teens and early twenties in most countries.
However, in some countries, such as the Nordic countries, the typical enrolment age of bachelor’s students stretches into the
mid-thirties. In these countries, students are more likely to enter tertiary education for the first time after working for several
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years (Table B1.2). In addition, some countries have developed bachelor’s level programmes with an applied, practical focus.
Examples include professional bachelor’'s programmes in Denmark, France and the Netherlands (OECD, 2022(7;). Depending
on whether students enrol in these programmes immediately after graduating from upper secondary education or after gaining
work experience, the typical enrolment ages can vary.

Master’s programmes tend to be second degrees that follow the completion of a bachelor’s programme. Their content tends
to be more specialised and academic in nature than the content of bachelor’s programmes. Some countries have also
developed master's programmes with a professional orientation, such as master professional qualifications in Germany,
professional master’s degrees in the Netherlands and federal examinations in Switzerland (OECD, 2022(7)). Typical enrolment
ages for master’'s programmes start in the early to mid-twenties. In countries, where students tend to enrol in master’s
programmes shortly after gaining their bachelor’s degree, the typical enrolment age ends in the late twenties (e.g. in many
central European countries). In contrast, in countries where master’s students return to education after working for some time
after earning their first tertiary degree, the typical enrolment age lasts into the thirties and forties (Table B1.2).

Long first degree programmes are often classified as master's programmes, although some lead to qualifications at bachelor’s
level. As the name suggests, these programmes are designed as a first tertiary programme following the completion of upper
secondary education, but with a length of more than four years, comparable to a combined bachelor's and master's
programme. Moreover, their content tends to be more complex and specialised than bachelor’s programmes, thus justifying
their frequent classification as a master’'s programme (OECD, European Union, UNESCO-UIS, 2015(s)).

Doctoral programmes are the highest level of tertiary study. They require students to contribute original research and are
usually only offered by research-oriented universities and other institutions. Usually, a master’s degree is required to enter a
doctoral programme (OECD, European Union, UNESCO-UIS, 2015(s)). While the theoretical duration of doctoral programmes
is usually from three to five years, many students need longer to complete their studies at doctoral level. This results in typical
enrolment ages that last from the mid- to late twenties, into the late thirties and late forties (Table B1.2).

Box B1.1. Tertiary education’s contribution to meeting the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

Higher education is a core enabler of the progress towards the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). By having a
significant impact on students’ awareness and contribution to a prosperous society, tertiary education is viewed as a
change agent and catalyst in the development of sustainability-related issues (Zaléniené and Pereira, 2021}9;). Having a
tertiary education may also have a significant impact on future generations’ mindset on environmental and social issues
(see Figure A6.6 in Indicator AB).

The SDG4 agenda recognises the central role of higher education through Indicator 4.3.2 on participation in tertiary
education. This indicator measures the gross enrolment ratio (GER) in tertiary education as the total number of students
enrolled in tertiary education —regardless of age — as a percentage of the population in the five-year age range immediately
following upper secondary education (typically 18-22 year-olds, but this may differ from country to country). As a broad
measure of tertiary participation, the GER may exceed 100% because it does not indicate whether students belong to the
theoretical age group for tertiary education or not, but reflects the inclusion of over-aged and under-aged students due to
early or late entrance and grade repetition. However, this indicator gives an indication of countries’ capacity to
accommodate all the students at a particular level of education.

On average across OECD countries, the total number of students enrolled is equivalent to 76% of the relevant population
based on the theoretical age for tertiary education, although there are significant disparities between countries. The GER
ranges from 20% in Luxembourg to over 100% in Australia, Greece and Turkiye (Figure B1.2). These results should be
interpreted with caution, however, as gross enrolment ratios are a broad measure of participation in tertiary education that
do not take into account the duration of studies, the existence of gap years, or the pathways through different types of
tertiary programmes.

In some cases, the GER is particularly elevated due to the share of students outside the theoretical age group for tertiary
education. In about one-quarter of countries with available data, the share of tertiary students who are over-age exceeds
60%. The smallest share of students outside the theoretical age group for tertiary education is found in France (30%), and
the largest in Israel (74%) (Figure B1.2).
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Figure B1.2. SDG Indicator 4.3.2: Gross enrolment ratio for tertiary education (2020)

In per cent
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How to read the chart: in Greece, the gross enrolment ratio, i.e. the total number of tertiary students is 144% of the total population aged 18-22 (the theoretical age
range for Greece). The number is greater than 100% because many tertiary students are either younger than 18 or older than 22. The light blue section of the bar
indicates the share of the population aged 18-22 enrolled in tertiary education (e.g. 60% in the case of Greece), while the dark blue section shows the number of
students outside the theoretical age as percentage of the total population within the theoretical age (e.g. 83% in Greece). Where the share of students inside/outside
the theoretical age group for tertiary education is not available, the overall gross enrolment ratio is shown.

Note: The theoretical age range represents the 5-year age group immediately following upper secondary education. If the official entrance age to upper secondary is
15 years and the duration is 3 years, then the age range for tertiary education is 18-22 years. However, this age group does not always capture the reality of the
students’ age range enrolled in tertiary education (theoretical age for tertiary education). In fact, master's and doctoral students are usually older than the theoretical
age group. Furthermore, there are several reasons for a delayed entry to tertiary education (see Box B4.1 in Indicator B4).

The number in parentheses corresponds to the gender parity index, discussed below, where the numerator is the gross enrolment ratio for women and the denominator
the ratio for men.

Countries are ranked in descending order of gross enrolment ratio (GER) for tertiary education in 2020.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https:/www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/3b6udg

In other instances, the GER is high even with a relatively small share of students outside the theoretical age group, which
may be explained by other structural reasons. This is the case of Korea, for instance, which has a relatively small share
of students outside the theoretical age group (33%) but a GER of almost 100%. In this case it is because a large majority
of people within the theoretical age for tertiary education are enrolled in tertiary programmes. Another explanation for
relatively high enrolment rates at tertiary level would be high incidence of international students. In Australia, for example,

international students make up 26% of students enrolled at tertiary level (see Education at a Glance Database), which
may in turn increase the GER.

The gender parity index is defined as the ratio of the female to male values of a given indicator. A ratio of between 0.97
and 1.03 indicates parity between males and females. A value of less than 0.97 indicates a disparity in favour of men, and
a value greater than 1.03 indicates a disparity in favour of women (UNESCO-UIS, 201810}). Across the OECD, the average
gender parity index is 1.3, meaning that there are 1.3 enrolled women for every enrolled man.

In almost all countries with available data, the gross enrolment ratio at tertiary education is higher for women than men.
The exceptions are Japan, Korea and Turkiye, where men outnumber women in enrolment at tertiary level. In Korea the
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gender parity index is 0.84, meaning gender parity has not yet been achieved, whereas in Japan and Turkiye, the gender
parity index of 0.98 indicates parity. Some background information may help contextualise these results. For example, in
Korea, mandatory military service for men during college may explain longer enrolment at tertiary level. In contrast, gender
disparity in favour of women is particularly significant in Estonia, Iceland, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Slovenia and
Sweden, where women are at least 50% more likely to be enrolled in tertiary education than men (Figure B1.2).

Distribution of tertiary students by education level

More than half of all tertiary students are enrolled at bachelor’s level in all OECD and partner countries except for Austria,
France and Luxemburg. Master's students are the second largest group of tertiary students, but their share varies
considerably across OECD countries. The most noticeable differences across countries concern the share of students in
short-cycle tertiary programmes, however. Although more than 30% of all tertiary students are enrolled in such programmes
in Turkiye and the United States, the share is in the low single digits in many other OECD and partner countries. In some
countries where enrolment in short-cycle tertiary programmes is common, such as Canada or the United States, it can play a
similar role to vocational upper secondary education in other countries, by offering initial occupational preparation. In other
countries, such as Austria, short-cycle tertiary programmes are part of “higher VET” and are commonly pursued after upper
secondary vocational programmes. Overall, countries where enrolment in vocational upper secondary education is common
among 18-year-olds also have on average a slightly higher share of tertiary students enrolled in short-cycle tertiary
programmes (Figure B1.1).

Enrolment rates are an important metric for describing the student population but it is important to bear in mind that enrolment
rates in longer programmes tend to be higher than enrolment rates in shorter ones because students are enrolled for a longer
period of time. In the countries with the highest share of tertiary students in bachelor's programmes (Brazil and Mexico),
bachelor's programmes last four years, whereas in the countries with the lowest share of bachelor’s students (France and
Luxemburg), they last only three years. Moreover, enrolment rates in Figure B1.1 are expressed as a percentage of all tertiary
students. They do not take into account the substantial differences across countries in the share of young adults enrolling in
tertiary education overall. For example, bachelor’s students make up a smaller share of tertiary students in Australia than the
OECD average, but a significantly larger share of young adults in Australia are enrolled in tertiary education than in most
other OECD countries (Table B1.3).

Share of part-time students

Studying part-time is common in tertiary education in most OECD countries: on average, 22% of tertiary students are enrolled
on a part-time basis. It is especially widespread in the Nordic countries (except Denmark) and in Australia, New Zealand and
the United States, where more than 30% of students study part-time. On average, also the share of part-time students has
changed little between 2013 and 2020. However, several countries, such as Estonia, Lithuania, the Slovak Republic, Poland
and the United Kingdom, have experienced declines in the share of part-time students of between 7 and 17 percentage points
(Figure B1.3). The reasons for these declines are likely to be country specific and may include policy reforms to reduce
support for part-time students or for on-the-job training programmes offered by employers. In the United Kingdom, decreases
in the number of part-time students have been partially attributed to rising fees for part-time study and the removal of
institutional funding for students pursuing second undergraduate qualifications, as well as the decline in employer support for
part-time study (Bolton and Hubble, 2022(11;; Tazzyman et al., 201912)).

Students may choose to enrol part-time in order to combine their learning with work. Often, these students are from families
with lower socio-economic backgrounds (Hayden and Long, 2006y13)). In the United States, for example, 45% of students who
were financially dependent on low-income parents were enrolled full time for a full academic year, compared to 57% of
students who were dependent on parents whose incomes were above the federal poverty level in the academic year 2015/16
(Chen and Nunnery, 2019p14)). Part-time students may also be older adults who are relying on their own earnings to fund their
education (Heagney and Benson, 2017115). They may also be parents with dependent children, who then have to manage —
often costly — child-care obligations (Noll, Reichlin and Gault, 20171¢]). For these students, it can be a financial impossibility
to study full time. Part-time study therefore facilitates access to tertiary education for a broad range of students who may
otherwise find it difficult to pursue further studies. Countries that experience large drops in part-time students or have
persistently low rates of part-time students may be at risk of disproportionately excluding particular groups from tertiary
education.
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Figure B1.3. Share of tertiary students studying part-time (2013, 2020)
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Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of tertiary students studying part-time in 2020.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Education at a Glance Database. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes

(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink =P https://stat.link/sSfwrk

Distribution of tertiary students by type of institution

The share of tertiary students enrolled in private institutions varies dramatically across countries. It is 100% in
the United Kingdom, but virtually 0% in Canada, Denmark, Greece and Luxembourg. While a few countries have large
majorities of tertiary students in private institutions, the share is between 10% and 30% in most OECD and partner countries.
Across the OECD, 29% of tertiary students are enrolled in private institutions on average, which is stable compared to 2013

(Figure B1.4).

There are important differences between private tertiary institutions. In some countries with high shares of students in private
institutions, most of private institutions are government dependent. Even though they are organised as private entities, they
obtain large shares of their funding through regular government contributions and governments retain a considerable influence
over them. This is especially the case in Belgium, Finland, Israel, Latvia and the United Kingdom. In other countries, private
institutions are financially less dependent on the government (see Indicator C3). They rely on various sources of private
funding, such as tuition fees and donations. Many of these private institutions operate on a not-for-profit basis. However,
some countries like the United States also have tertiary students enrolled in for-profit institutions (NCES, 2022(17}). Due to this
significant variety in the nature of private tertiary institutions across countries, Figure B1.4 should always be interpreted in the
context of the private tertiary education system of a country.

Giving tertiary institutions greater autonomy than they would have under direct government control is a major reason for
having government-dependent private tertiary institutions. This was, for example, the motivation of a major reform in Finland
in 2010 that transformed universities into independent legal entities (Aarrevaara, Dobson and Elander, 2009;1g)). This change
in legal status is one reason behind the strong increase of the share of students enrolled in private institutions in Finland.
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However, the character of the universities that were affected by the reform remains drastically different from other private
institutions, such as for-profit universities.

A high prevalence of private tertiary institutions can have negative consequences for equity. In all countries with available
data, typical tuition fees are higher for students in private tertiary institutions than in public tertiary institutions (OECD, 2021(19)).
The difference in tuition fees is especially important because public support, such as public grants and tuition fee waivers,
might not always be available for students in private institutions. Moreover, public and private institutions may use different
admission criteria, which can make it harder for marginalised students to access the private institutions even if they can afford
it (Hossler et al., 201920)).

Figure B1.4. Share of tertiary students in private institutions (2013, 2020)
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1. Year of reference 2019.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of tertiary students enrolled in private institutions in 2020.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table B1.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/d4bxi1

Subnational variations in enrolment

Subnational variation in enrolment patterns are an important indicator of the equity of participation in education and can reflect
equality of access to education and labour-market opportunities across a country. In most countries, subnational differences
in enrolment are low among 6-14 year-olds (the age range which covers almost all compulsory education in most countries)
and among 15-19 year-olds (when students start transition to the labour market or to tertiary education). Subnational
differences increase among older age groups, however. Regional differences in 20-29 year-olds are relatively low in some
countries like Denmark and the United Kingdom, where the difference between the highest and lowest enrolment rates across
subnational regions are less than 10 percentage points. However, this difference in regional enrolment rates of 20-29 year-
olds is over 60 percentage points in the Czech Republic, Poland, and Spain, while it is 94 percentage points in Tlrkiye. The
highest enrolment rates for 20-29 year-olds are found in capital cities and regions in over 40% of the countries with data
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available. This may be due to the fact that capital cities and regions are the largest urban area in their home country and thus
attract a greater share of people pursuing tertiary education. Urban areas tend to offer better salaries and employment
opportunities once students graduate, and to have more tertiary education institutions than more rural regions (see Indicator
A1). There are also subnational disparities in enrolment among 30-39 year-olds. The variation is especially high in Turkiye,
where the difference between the regions with the highest and lowest enrolment rates is 99 percentage points (OECD,
202221)).

Definitions

The data in this indicator cover formal education programmes that represent at least the equivalent of one semester (or half
of a school/academic year) of full-time study and take place entirely in educational institutions or are delivered as combined
school- and work-based programmes.

Full enrolment, for the purposes of this indicator, is defined as enrolment rates exceeding 90%.

General education programmes are designed to develop learners’ general knowledge, skills and competencies, often to
prepare them for other general or vocational education programmes at the same or a higher education level. General
education does not prepare people for employment in a particular occupation, trade, or class of occupations or trades.

Vocational education and training (VET) programmes prepare participants for direct entry into specific occupations without
further training. Successful completion of such programmes leads to a vocational or technical qualification that is relevant to
the labour market.

A full-time student is someone who is enrolled in an education programme whose intended study load amounts to at least
75% of the normal full-time annual study load. A part-time student is someone who is enrolled in an education programme
whose intended study load is less than 75% of the normal full-time annual study load.

Methodology

Except where otherwise noted, figures are based on head counts, because it is difficult for some countries to quantify part-time
study. Net enrolment rates are calculated by dividing the number of students of a particular age group enrolled in all levels of
education by the size of the population of that age group. While enrolment and population figures refer to the same period in
most cases, mismatches may occur due to data availability in some countries, resulting in enrolment rates exceeding 100%.

For more information, please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018 (OECD,
2018227) and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

Source

Data refer to the 2019/20 academic year and are based on the UNESCO-UIS/OECD/Eurostat data collection on education
statistics administered by the OECD in 2021 (for details, see Annex 3 at https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

Data on subnational regions for selected indicators are available in the OECD Regional Statistics (database) (OECD, 202221)).
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Table B1.1 Enrolment rates by age group (2005, 2013 and 2020)
Table B1.2 Profile of students enrolled in tertiary education (2020)
Table B1.3 Enrolment rates from the ages of 17 to 20, by level of education (2020)

Statlink Si=ra hitps://stat.link/Og3wcu

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-

en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table B1.1. Enrolment rates by age group (2005, 2013 and 2020)
Students in full-time and part-time programmes in both public and private institutions

2020 | 2013 2005
Number of years Age range Students as a percentage of the population of a specific age group
for which at which
at least 90% at least 90%
of the population| of the population
of school age of school age
are enrolled areenrolled | 6to 14 |15to 19|20 to 24| 25 to 29|30 to 39 |40 to 64|15 to 19|20 to 24| 25 to 29|15 to 19 | 20 to 24|25 to 29
(1) 2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10 (1) (12) (13) (14)
8 Countries
u Australia 13 5-17 100 86 53 26 15 6 86 48 21 82 44 21
Austria 13 4-16 99 80 36 18 6 1 79 35 18 m m m
Belgium 15 317 99 93 48 13 6 3 92 51 18 94 42 15
Canada' 12 5-16 100 73 36 1 5 1 73 33 1 m m m
Chile 13 517 98 82 42 13 6 1 78 4 16 m m m
Colombia 10 5-14 95 61 24 1 5 1 m m m m m m
Costa Rica 10 4413 95 63 24 9 2 0 m m m m m m
Czech Republic 13 517 98 90 43 10 3 1 90 43 1 91 34 10
Denmark 15 3417 100 87 53 28 9 2 88 57 32 84 48 27
Estonia 14 417 97 87 38 14 7 2 89 44 17 9 40 12
Finland 14 5-18 98 87 48 29 16 6 86 51 3 87 55 30
France 15 3417 100 88 38 8 2 0 85 35 7 84 32 7
Germany 15 3417 99 87 51 21 5 1 90 48 21 88 41 18
Greece 13 5-17 96 83 55 26 1 3 86 4 34 m m m
Hungary 13 4-16 95 83 35 10 4 1 87 42 12 87 38 13
Iceland 16 217 99 85 42 21 10 4 88 52 28 85 49 25
Ireland 15 317 100 90 43 12 6 3 94 37 9 89 32 10
Israel 15 317 96 67 21 19 6 2 65 22 22 m m m
Italy 15 317 99 86 37 13 4 1 78 37 14 82 33 10
Japan? 14 417 100 m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea 15 2-16 99 86 50 8 2 1 87 53 10 87 46 9
Latvia 15 4-18 99 92 47 15 6 1 94 46 12 m m m
Lithuania 15 4-18 100 94 43 10 4 1 94 52 15 98 49 15
Luxembourg 13 4-16 99 78 20 6 2 0 78 20 6 m m m
Mexico 9 5-13 99 61 26 9 4 2 54 21 6 48 17 5
Netherlands 14 417 100 92 54 18 6 2 9N 49 13 m m m
New Zealand 12 5-16 99 81 41 18 12 5 82 40 18 74 41 21
Norway 17 2-18 99 88 48 20 8 3 87 43 18 89 46 20
Poland 15 418 97 92 47 1 3 1 90 56 13 92 50 10
Portugal 14 417 100 90 38 10 4 1 88 37 10 74 35 12
Slovak Republic 1 6-16 95 84 32 6 2 1 85 35 8 m m m
Slovenia 15 418 99 94 55 12 2 1 93 57 15 93 50 17
Spain 15 3417 98 87 46 16 6 2 87 46 15 78 34 1"
Sweden 17 218 99 87 45 26 16 5 86 42 28 m m m
Switzerland 13 5-17 100 85 42 18 5 1 86 38 16 83 3 13
Tiirkiye® 10 6-15 100 69 50 32 17 4 69 42 20 m m m
United Kingdom 15 317 97 83 33 10 6 2 81 31 1 m m m
United States 13 517 100 84 38 13 6 2 81 36 16 7 32 13
OECD average 14 417 98 83 4 15 6 2 84 42 16 84 40 15
Average for countries
with available data 87 44 15 86 45 16 84 40 15
for all reference years
EU22 average 13 4-16 98 88 43 15 6 2 88 44 16 88 41 15
g Argentina* 13 4-16 100 76 42 22 m m 72 37 20 65 30 16
£ Brazil 1" 5-15 96 70 26 13 8 3 69 24 12 m m m
5 China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m 90 m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia* m m m m m a m m 70 24 2 m m m
Saudi Arabia 1" 717 96 9 40 8 2 1 93 37 8 m m m
South Africa* 4 11-14 87 7 30 7 2 2 m m 4 m m m
G20 average | m | m | | m | m| m| m| m m | m | m m | m | m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Excludes post-secondary non-tertiary education.

2. Breakdown by age not available after 15 years old.

3. The 6 to 14 age group includes a number of students aged over 14 who are enrolled in primary education.

4. Year of reference 2019.

Source: OECD/Eurostat/UIS (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
B.odf).

StatLink Si=Pe https://stat.link/hj8x2n
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Table B1.2. Profile of students enrolled in tertiary education (2020)

Distribution of tertiary students Share of students enrolled
Typical enrolment ages’ by education level by type of institution Share of part-time students
> > N
& & Master’s Private
g g o .
% L ] % L § 8 [ § = g
) S L © ) s s | © EZ 2
£ 2 k> s £ 2 _ | E8| 2 |s58| 28
2 S 2 g | 2 S | £ |2z 8 | 5 |z8g g2
7] o = (=1 7] o 2 &= a a o35 = Men | Women | Total
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (1) (12) (13) (14) (15)
[=] Countries
u Australia 21-39 | 19-29 | 23-35 | 27-43 21 58 18 a 3 78 m m 36 39 38
Austria 18-26 | 20-28 | 24-34 | 28-39 17 47 32 10 5 78 m m a a a
Belgium 20-32 | 19-22 | 22-27 | 26-35 4 7 21 a 3 42 57 0 28 25 26
Canada? 19-27 | 19-24 | 23-35 | 27-38 24 60 12 m 3 100 a a 16 18 17
Chile 20-31 | 20-26 | 23-37 | 28-38 26 66 8 3 0 16 14 70 a a a
Colombia 19-30 | 19-27 | 27-40 | 31-46 28 65 7 a 0 51 a 49 a a a
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m m m a m m m m
Czech Republic 20-25 | 20-25 | 22-28 | 27-36 0 60 33 10 7 89 2 9 1 3 2
Denmark 22-36 | 22-30 | 24-30 | 27-36 1 63 22 a 3 100 0 0 1 13 12
Estonia a | 20-31 | 23-36 | 28-38 a 61 34 7 5 93 0 7 8 7 7
Finland a | 21-32 | 25-39 | 30-48 a 69 25 2 6 53 47 a 4 33 37
France 18-21 | 18-22 | 20-26 | 25-34 20 41 37 19 2 75 3 22 a a a
Germany 22-34 | 20-28 | 22-29 | 27-36 0 61 33 13 6 85 m m 17 15 16
Greece a | 20-34 | 26-42 | 29-45 a 86 10 a 4 100 a a 1 1 1
Hungary 20-25 | 20-29 | 21-29 | 26-37 4 65 28 15 3 82 8 9 25 32 29
Iceland 24-43 | 21-32 | 26-43 | 29-48 4 68 25 1 3 79 21 0 28 33 31
Ireland 22-44 | 19-23 | 23-41 | 26-41 10 7 16 m 4 96 0 4 18 19 19
Israel 19-28 | 22-29 | 27-41 | 29-43 15 66 16 a 3 18 70 12 14 13 13
Italy 20-25 | 20-27 | 22-29 | 26-32 1 60 37 15 2 82 0 18 a a a
Japan m m m m 19 70 9 4 2 21 a 79 6 8 7
Korea 19-22 | 19-23 | 25-42 | 27-45 21 69 8 a 8 20 a 80 m m m
Latvia 21-37 | 20-29 | 23-33 | 28-43 17 56 23 8 3 8 69 23 25 30 28
Lithuania a | 20-25 | 22-30 | 27-37 a 72 25 8 3 89 a 1 17 16 17
Luxembourg 20-23 | 20-24 | 24-35 | 26-33 1" 4 36 a 12 100 a 0 20 20 20
Mexico 18-21 | 19-24 | 25-38 | 29-44 4 89 7 a 1 64 a 36 a a a
Netherlands 20-29 | 19-25 | 23-34 | 26-32 3 74 21 m 2 84 a 16 17 20 19
New Zealand 20-42 | 19-30 | 24-41 | 27-43 17 Al 9 a 4 90 10 0 43 45 44
Norway 22-34 | 21-35 | 22-33 | 29-42 3 66 28 13 3 84 6 10 31 36 34
Poland 25-47 | 20-27 | 22-27 | 26-34 0 66 32 1 2 70 a 30 31 29 30
Portugal 19-23 | 19-24 | 20-29 | 28-45 5 57 33 16 6 81 0 19 6 4 5
Slovak Republic 20-29 | 20-24 | 22-27 | 26-39 2 57 37 8 5 88 1 12 17 20 19
Slovenia 20-29 | 19-23 | 23-26 | 27-40 14 55 27 6 4 83 6 1 24 23 23
Spain 19-31 | 19-27 | 22-32 | 27-44 22 57 17 5 4 76 2 22 25 25 25
Sweden 23-36 | 22-36 | 22-33 | 28-41 8 57 32 22 4 89 10 0 40 46 43
Switzerland 24-44 | 21-28 | 24-32 | 27-35 1 67 24 0 8 84 8 8 31 21 26
Tiirkiye 21-34 | 21-33 | 22-30 | 28-38 38 55 6 2 2 92 a 8 a a a
United Kingdom? 21-41 | 19-23 | 22-37 | 24-38 13 63 19 a 4 a 100 a 18 20 19
United States 19-31 | 19-26 | 24-39 | 26-42 32 52 15 a 2 73 a 27 36 40 38
OECD average 1" 63 22 8 4 il 12 17 22 22 22
EU22 average 7 61 28 10 4 79 10 1 20 20 20
§ Argentina* m m m m m m m m m 76 m m m m m
£ Brazil 18-31 | 20-35 | 25-39 | 28-41 0 97 2 a 1 25 a 75 a a a
& China m m m m m m m m m 85 m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m 43 m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m 95 m m m m m
South Africa* m m m m m m m m m 92 m m m m m
G20 average \ \ \ \ \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ 67 \ 6 \ 21 \ m \ m \ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Typical enrolment ages correspond to the age interval which covers at least 60% of students at that level, from the 20th to the 80th percentile of the enrolled population
whose age is known.

2. Excludes private institutions at short-cycle tertiary level.

3. Short-cycle tertiary level includes a small number of students enrolled in vocational programmes at bachelor's and master's level.

4. Year of reference 2019.

Source: OECD/Eurostat/UIS (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
B.pdf).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/duyoeq
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Table B1.3. Enrolment rates from the ages of 17 to 20, by level of education (2020)
Students enrolled in full-time and part-time programmes in both public and private institutions

Age 17 Age 18 Age 19 Age 20
>

Upper secondary| E - Upper secondary - Upper secondary| - Upper secondary -

= S8 = o8 = o5 = =8

S o5 = ] = S5 e &5
T| 2 |¢8 5§ | S| & |.B8 F| S| & |.B8 FE | T s |.B22 §
© B = = © ] - = © ] - E= © 3 - =
(1) (2) (] (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (1) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

[=] Countries

4 Australia 82 6 1 2 21 1" 2 34 3 13 3 48 2 12 3 50
Austria 24 50 0 13 12 33 1 29 3 19 1 32 1 10 1 32
Belgium 42 m 0 1 1 m 2 40 & m 8] 53 2 m 4 56
Canada 72 m m 3 18 m m 38 6 m m 45 3 m m 46
Chile 64 28 a 0 21 12 a 31 6 4 a 51 3 1 a 52
Colombia 22 8 0 13 12 3 0 23 6 1 0 27 3 0 0 28
Costa Rica m m a 1 m m a 9 m m a 13 m m a 14
Czech Republic m 66 m 0 m 59 m 1 m 33 m 26 m 1 m 44
Denmark 67 14 a 0 72 15 a 1 40 14 a 6 12 13 a 17
Estonia 65 24 0 0 63 22 0 1 17 13 1 25 3 8 2 35
Finland 53 43 0 0 52 43 0 1 9 20 0 14 3 14 0 25
France 59 32 0 6 1 18 0 51 2 8 0 57 0 5 0 52
Germany 51 19 4 1 33 24 8 9 12 23 il 22 3 18 13 30
Greece 69 m 0 2 3 m 1 52 1 m 12 54 0 m 14 52
Hungary 42 44 0 0 37 28 5 6 13 8 15 25 4 3 10 34
Iceland 78 13 0 0 7 1 0 1 34 10 0 14 15 8 1 24
Ireland 86 4 0 3 44 10 2 25 2 9 4 53 0 4 5 55
Israel 54 37 0 1 10 7 1 9 1 0 1 14 1 0 1 16
Italy 45 47 0 0 38 4 0 5 5 14 0 37 1 5 0 41
Japan 76 21 0 0 2 0 1 m 1 0 0 m m m m m
Korea 65 14 a 1 1 2 a 64 0 0 a 78 0 0 a 70
Latvia 58 33 0 1 56 29 0 5 10 25 2 39 4 6 3 48
Lithuania 78 15 0 1 72 16 1 6 4 14 7 46 2 3 6 50
Luxembourg 34 43 0 0 24 45 0 2 6 33 0 6 2 20 0 9
Mexico 35 21 a 5 10 7 a 25 3 2 a 32 1 1 a 32
Netherlands 33 43 a 8 13 44 a 27 3 34 a 40 1 23 a 46
New Zealand 74 8 4 2 18 8 10 29 3 6 il 39 1 4 1 41
Norway 54 41 0 0 62 29 0 0 7 32 0 18 5 16 0 34
Poland 43 50 0 1 44 46 0 3 8 35 2 34 6 3 5 47
Portugal 57 35 0 0 20 27 0 34 7 14 0 44 3 7 0 47
Slovak Republic 27 55 0 1 26 51 2 2 1 23 4 21 1 5 3 34
Slovenia 33 63 a 0 32 59 a 1 4 26 a 56 1 13 a 58
Spain 65 22 0 0 15 19 0 4 6 13 0 51 3 8 0 51
Sweden 65 32 0 0 62 32 0 1 16 12 1 15 12 8 1 22
Switzerland 35 54 0 0 26 51 1 5 14 33 1 13 7 17 1 23
Tirkiye 46 36 a 0 13 12 a 13 6 4 a 34 4 2 a 48
United Kingdom 40 39 a 3 4 21 a 38 0 13 a 48 0 8 a 49
United States 89 a 0 2 29 a 2 40 5 a 3 53 0 a 3 50
OECD average 55 31 0 2 30 25 1 19 8 15 2 35 3 8 2 39
EU22 average 52 37 0 2 35 33 1 16 9 20 3 34 3 9 3 40
£ Argentina’ 72 a a 1 29 a a 19 1 a a 36 3 a a 39
£ Brazil 57 6 1 0 26 3 2 14 13 1 2 20 7 1 2 21
& China m m m 5 m m m 30 m m m 45 m m m 4
India 36 0 0 m 15 1 1 m 5 1 1 m 2 2 2 m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
SaudiArabia 99 1 m 2 26 0 m 40 9 0 m 52 4 0 m 47
South Africa’ 58 0 0 2 57 1 1 8 38 4 3 12 24 5 5 12
G20 average 60 | 16 0 | 4] 20 | 10 | 1 2 | 7| 6| 2| 4| 3| 4| 2| 4

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Year of reference 2019.

Source: OECD/Eurostat/UIS (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-

B.pdf).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/64vuz5

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf
https://stat.link/64vuz5




144 | B2. HOW DO EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION SYSTEMS DIFFER AROUND THE WORLD?

Indicator B2. How do early childhood
education systems differ around the
world?

Highlights

e On average, the vast majority (83%) of children between the age of 3 and 5 are enrolled in early childhood
education (ECE) across the OECD. In a few countries, it is also common for younger children between the age
of 0 and 2 to participate in ECE and over 50% of children in this age group are enrolled. However, only 27% of
under-threes are enrolled in ECE on average across the OECD.

e In 14 out of 32 countries with available data, the share of older teachers (50 years and over) is more than double
that of the share of the youngest teachers (below the age of 30). In 5 countries, older teachers outnumber younger
teachers by more than 4 to 1, which may have significant implications for their capacity to replace retiring teachers
in the near future.

o Compared to other levels of education, public funding for ECE is more reliant on regional and local sources than
central government, although there are great differences between countries. In 2019, central government sources
accounted for 48% of initial public funds for pre-primary expenditure on average across OECD countries.

Context

Policy makers are increasingly aware of the key role that early childhood education and care (ECEC) plays in children’s
cognitive and emotional development, learning and well-being. Children who participate in high-quality organised learning
at an early age are more likely to have better education outcomes when they grow older. This is particularly true for children
from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds, because they often have fewer opportunities to develop these abilities
in their home learning environments (OECD, 2017[1)).

Affordable and accessible ECEC makes it easier for parents to take on employment and contribute to economic prosperity
and growth. The increasing number of women entering the labour market has heightened governments’ interest in
expanding ECEC services. High-quality ECEC services and other provisions to improve parents’ work-life balance provide
greater opportunities to enter employment and combine work and family responsibilities (OECD, 20182;; 20113}; 2016(4)).

Such evidence has prompted policy makers to design early interventions, to take initiatives that aim to enhance the quality
of ECEC services and improve the equity of access to ECEC settings, lower the starting age of compulsory education,
and rethink education spending patterns to gain “value for money” (Duncan and Magnuson, 2013s). Despite these general
trends, there are substantial differences across OECD countries in the quality of ECEC services provided to young
children, the types of ECEC services available and the number of hours per week children usually attend.

The global COVID-19 pandemic has severely affected the delivery of ECEC services as settings around the world closed
down to contain the spread of the virus. However, full school closures due to COVID-19 were often shorter at pre-primary
than at other levels of education (see chapter on COVID-19). Because ECEC settings in some countries rely heavily on
private funding, enrolment disruptions due to health and safety concerns and declining household budgets following job
losses and insecurity, have jeopardised the future of a number of them, and hence the participation rates of young children
(OECD, 2021g)).
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Figure B2.1. Enrolment rates of young children by type of programme and by age group (2020)

Education programmes meeting ISCED criteria and other registered ECEC services outside the scope of ISCED, in per
cent
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Note: Countries may have ECEC programmes on which enrolment statistics are not collected. For more information on which ECEC programmes are available in
countries, see Annex 3 and the Education GPS (OECD, 20227).

1. Excludes ISCED 01 programmes.

2. Year of reference 2019; for the Netherlands, 2019 is the reference year for other registered ECEC services only.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the enrolment rates in ISCED 0 of children of 3 to 5 years in 2020.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table B2.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink =P https://stat.link/op072h

Other findings

e The SDG 4 agenda reaffirms the importance of children’s participation in ECEC, aiming to “ensure that all girls
and boys have access to quality early childhood development, care and pre-primary education so that they are
ready for primary education” (SDG 4.2). In 33 out of 38 OECD countries, there is full enrolment (over 90%) of
children in organised learning in the year before primary education starts (Box B2.1).

e Higher levels of participation in ECE among 3-5 year-olds at the national level tend to be associated with smaller
disparities among regions. There were low levels of regional variation in enrolment rates in almost two thirds of
countries where the national enrolment rate of 3-5 year-olds in ECEC was 90% or above, with a standard deviation
less than 7% (OECD, 2022g)).

Note

This indicator only covers formal education and care. Informal care services (generally unregulated care arranged by the
child’s parents either in the child’s home or elsewhere, provided by relatives, friends, neighbours, babysitters or nannies)
are not covered (see the Definitions section for more details). In addition, this indicator focuses mostly on teachers, as
they are the staff members with the most responsibility for the learning of children on a day-to-day basis. The analysis
also concentrates on the pre-primary level where data are more available and comparable.
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Analysis

There is a growing consensus among OECD countries of the importance of high-quality early childhood education and care
(ECEC). Research from a variety of contexts suggests that participation in high-quality ECEC is associated with positive
outcomes in both the short and long term (OECD, 2021(g)). Certain ECEC programmes have been shown to help children
develop their cognitive, social, and emotional skills. The progress that children make at a young age can have a lasting impact
on their academic performance, well-being, and earnings in later life (Garcia et al., 2020(10;; Heckman and Karapakula,
2021p11)). Identifying which aspects of ECEC services constitute high-quality provision is therefore of great policy interest. The
quality of ECEC provision has often been considered in terms of the structure of services and of the processes at work within
settings (Slot, 201812)). Structural characteristics cover the infrastructure and organisation of ECEC services, such as group
sizes, funding arrangements, types of staff and workforce training. Meanwhile, process quality concerns the daily interactions
that occur between children and their environment as part of their ECEC programme, including their relationships with their
peers, staff, families, communities, and physical surroundings (Cadima et al., 2020y13)).

Multiple studies have stressed the importance of process quality in driving children’s development in ECEC in particular
(OECD, 2018141; Melhuish et al., 2015(15)). Process quality is influenced by a multitude of factors such as the characteristics
of the children enrolled or the organisation and the competencies of staff, which indicates the need for comprehensive
strategies to improve the quality of ECEC (OECD, 2021(g)). There is also evidence to suggest that process quality can be
affected by the structural conditions of ECEC provision, which can be more easily regulated (OECD, 2018(141). At the same
time, policies governing ECEC programmes also have to take into account other priorities, such as access, demand and
funding.

The types of ECEC services available to children and parents in OECD countries differ greatly. There are variations in the
targeted age groups, the governance of centres, the funding of services, the type of delivery (full-day versus part-day
attendance) and the location of provision, whether in centres or schools, or in homes (OECD, 20171;). The programmes
offered by ECEC services can also vary significantly in terms of their content. In order to distinguish between ECEC services
that are primarily focused on early childhood education and those that aim to offer childcare, ECEC provision can be classified
into two main categories:

Early childhood education (ECE) services that comply with the ISCED 2011 classification, which must: 1) have adequate
intentional educational properties; 2) be institutionalised; 3) have an intensity of at least 2 hours per day of educational
activities and a duration of at least 100 days per year; 4) have a regulatory framework recognised by the relevant national
authorities; and 5) have trained and accredited staff (OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2015(16)).

Other registered ECEC services that are an integral part of countries’ ECEC provision but that do not comply with one or
more of the criteria to be considered an educational programme under the ISCED 2011 classification, e.g. creches in France
(OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 201516; OECD, 2006(17;). While such programmes exist in many countries,
particularly for children under 3, not all countries are able to report the number of children enrolled in them (Table B2.1). For
this reason, the focus of this indicator is mainly on ECE programmes. It should be further noted that some services may not
currently be recognised as meeting ISCED criteria but do meet the requirements for classification as an educational
programme in practice. Thus, the educational status of programmes may be under review, as is the case with amas in
Portugal.

Countries organise their national ECEC systems in a variety of ways, primarily regarding the highest administrative authorities
in charge and whether the system is split or integrated at the national level. About half of the OECD countries with available
data have integrated ECEC services, where one authority is responsible for administering the whole ECEC system and setting
adequate intentional education for children from the ages of 0 or 1 until they start primary education (see Box B2.1 in
Education at a Glance 2019 (OECD, 20191g))). In such cases, it is usually the education ministry that is in charge of regulating
ECEC programmes. In half of the remaining countries with available data, different authorities are responsible for ECEC
provision for different age groups. In these countries, older children (generally 3-5 year-olds) are offered services that are
regulated by the education ministry, while services for younger children (generally aged 0 to 2) are governed by another
authority.
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Enrolment in early childhood education and care

Enrolment of children under the age of 3

Despite the benefits of high-quality ECEC in the first years of life, participation in early childhood education is not compulsory
in any OECD country for children under the age of 3 (OECD, 2018(143; 20182;). In 2020, more than one in four children under
3 were enrolled in formal ECE settings on average across OECD countries, ranging from 2% or less in Luxembourg, Poland
and Turkiye to more than 50% in Denmark, Israel, Korea and Norway (Figure B2.1). The availability and length of parental
leave and the starting age for ECE programmes influence whether children are enrolled in such services and the age at which
they begin to attend. In most countries with early childhood educational development services (ISCED 01), children can be
enrolled in relevant programmes within their first year after birth (Table X1.5). However, in Sweden, children can only be
enrolled after their first birthday.

Entitlement to ECE is also a significant factor affecting enrolment rates. In Denmark and Korea, for example, children have
universal entitlement to early childhood educational development programmes within their first year, while children in Norway
have the right to attend ECE after their first birthday (Table X1.5). Significantly, children are also entitled to some free ECE
from birth in Korea, the country with the highest enrolment rates in ECE for under-threes. The OECD countries with relatively
few under-threes enrolled in ECE (i.e. below the OECD average) have neither universal entittement nor free provision of such
programmes for this age group (Figure B2.1).

Other factors such as maternal employment rates and cultural perspectives on the role of women either in the workplace or
as primary caregivers are also likely to be important. Israel has one of the highest enrolment rates of children under 3 in ECE
in the OECD, even though free provision and universal entitlement do not begin until children are 3 years old (Table X1.5).
However, a 76% of mothers with children under 3 are employed in Israel, higher than the OECD average of 59% (OECD,
2020y19)). In contrast, relatively few young children are enrolled in ECE in countries where maternal employment rates are
low. For example, enrolment rates of under-threes are around 5% in Hungary and the Slovak Republic (Figure B2.1), where
the employment rates of mothers whose youngest child is under 3 are below 20%.

In some countries, considerable shares of children under 3 are enrolled in other registered ECEC services targeted at this
age group that do not meet ISCED criteria for ECE. For example, over 60% of children under 3 in the Netherlands are enrolled
in such services, the highest reported share among OECD countries (Figure B2.1). This reflects the childcare needs of
working parents, as over three-quarters of mothers with a child under 3 are employed in the Netherlands but there are no
formal ECE programmes meeting ISCED criteria for children of this age (OECD, 2020;19)). Smaller proportions of mothers
with young children are employed in Japan (55%) and Poland (58%), where average enrolment rates in such ECEC
programmes are lower, but still significant. In Japan, 33% of under-threes are enrolled in other registered ECEC services,
and 11% in Poland. Small shares (less than 3%) of under-threes are also enrolled in ECE programmes in Japan and Poland,
although these are targeted primarily at children aged at least 3 (Figure B2.1).

In many European countries, the expansion of ECEC has been a result of further stimulus from the objectives set by the
European Union (EU) at its Barcelona 2002 meeting to supply subsidised full-day places for one-third of children under 3 by
2010 (OECD, 20171;). On average, the enrolment rates of young children have risen steadily in most OECD countries since
2005. In Germany, Norway, Slovenia and Spain, the share of children under the age of 3 enrolled in ECE increased by over
20 percentage points between 2005 and 2020. Some countries have particularly accelerated the expansion of ECE for
children under 3 in recent years. For example, 37% of children under 3 were enrolled in ECE (ISCED 0) in Finland in 2020
compared to 28% in 2015 and 25% in 2005. Korea witnessed the largest expansion between 2015 and 2020, with the
enrolment of under-threes increasing by 10 percentage points. In some countries, however, the enrolment of young children
declined between 2015 and 2020. This is the case in Colombia, Denmark and New Zealand (Table B2.1).

In some countries, the increase in enrolment rates has been encouraged by changes to legal entitlements. In Norway,
universal entitlement to ECE for 1-year-olds was implemented in 2009 (OECD, 20171;). In Germany, the legal right to a place
in ECE for children over the age of 1 came into force in 2013. However, changes to funding policies have also had a
considerable impact. In Spain, for example, the Educa3 programme was given an initial budget of EUR 100 million for the
period 2008-12 to increase the number of places in ECEC services for children from birth to 3 years (Arango and Pastrana,
201120); Ibafiez and Ledn, 201621;). Meanwhile, in Korea, free child care for 0-2 year-olds was introduced from March 2012.

Despite efforts to increase the affordability and access to ECEC for very young children, the likelihood of participation is still
very contingent on family background and income, particularly in early childhood educational development services that rely
strongly on private sources of funding. Data from the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC)
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Survey reveal that there are statistically significant differences in participation in ECEC in half of all EU countries for children
experiencing socio-economic disadvantage in terms of household income, maternal education, risk of poverty or social
exclusion (Flisi and Blasko, 201922;). On average across European OECD countries, 0-2 year-olds in low-income households
were one-third less likely to participate in ECEC (centre-based, home-based and organised family child care) than those in
high-income households in 2017. In some countries, such as France and Ireland, the difference in participation rates between
children from high- and low-income families exceeds 40 percentage points. This is highly concerning since inequitable access
to ECE may then mean that development gaps between children from disadvantaged backgrounds and others are widened
even before the start of primary school, as these can persist and even worsen as children advance through school (OECD,
2017123)), In contrast, in Denmark, there is a high participation rate of young children in ECEC regardless of parents’ income
level (OECD, 2020p24)).

Enrolment of children aged 3 and over

Bringing forward the starting age of compulsory schooling has been the focus of policy reform in recent years as research
suggests that an early start to a quality education can be beneficial for children’s development and can help prepare them for
school. A decade ago, most OECD countries saw the start of compulsory education coincide with the start of primary school
(at 6 years old in most countries). But today, ECE has become a mandatory level of education in 14 OECD countries, as the
starting age of compulsory education has been lowered. In six countries, compulsory education starts one year before entry
into primary school but in several cases participation in ECE is mandatory for longer. For example, children are legally required
to attend ECE for three years in France, Israel, and Mexico, and for four years in Hungary.

In about one-third of countries, children are not obliged to attend early childhood education for any period but there is universal
provision of such services. In several others, universal entitement to ECE starts from an even earlier age than compulsory
attendance. In Sweden, for example, only one year of pre-primary (ISCED 02) education is mandatory but all children have
the right to a place in ECE for six years.

Although participation is not compulsory in all countries, enrolment of 3-5 year-olds is still very common across the OECD,
with 87% enrolled in ECE and primary education on average. In more than half of the OECD countries with available data,
the enrolment of children between the ages of 3 and 5 is nearly universal, i.e. at least 90%. The highest enrolment rates of 3-
5 year-olds in ECE and primary education are found in Belgium, Denmark, France, Ireland, Israel, Norway, Spain and
the United Kingdom, where they equal or exceed 97%. In contrast, 50% or less are enrolled in education in Saudi Arabia,
Switzerland and Turkiye (Table B2.1). Lower enrolment rates may be due to insufficient places available, lack of awareness
by parents of the importance of ECEC, limited public coverage and high cost of early learning settings, or low employment
rates for mothers with young children (OECD, 2017 25)).

In the past few decades, enrolment of 3-5 year-olds in education has been expanding as a result of the extension of
compulsory education to younger children, the increased provision of free ECE for some ages and targeted population groups,
and universal provision for older children. In Japan, for example, the right to free ECEC was introduced for 3-5 year-olds in
2019. Between 2015 and 2020, the average enrolment of 3-5 year-olds in ECE and primary education in OECD countries
rose by 1 percentage point. A few countries have seen spectacular increases, of more than 5 percentage points, in the
enrolment of 3-5 year-olds over this period, including Finland, Greece, Lithuania, Poland and the Slovak Republic. In contrast,
other countries have not shown much change, mostly as enrolment levels were already high in 2015. In France, for example,
the starting age of compulsory education was lowered from 6 years to 3 in September 2019 but this did not lead to an increase
in the enrolment rate of 3-5 year-olds as it was already 100%. Switzerland is the only country where enrolment was low in
2015 (less half of 3-5 year-olds were enrolled in education) and there has not been any significant progress since. This is due
to the lack of public provision and the high financial cost of ECE for parents (OECD, 2020p24]), despite the fact that pre-primary
education is compulsory for children aged 4 and over (Table B2.1).

The vast majority of 3-5 year-olds enrolled in education attend pre-primary programmes across most OECD countries.
However, in countries such as Australia, Ireland, New Zealand and the United Kingdom, primary education begins at age 5
(Annex 1). Meanwhile, children do not start primary education until the age of 7 in Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
Sweden and Switzerland. The age at which children transition to primary education has long been debated across OECD
countries. ECEC programmes aim to develop the cognitive, physical and socio-emotional skills needed to participate in school
and society, primary education is designed to give pupils a sound basic education in reading, writing and mathematics, along
with a preliminary understanding of other subjects (OECD/Eurostat/lUNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2015}16)). While good
quality ECEC can have a beneficial impact on young children, a large body of evidence indicates the crucial importance to
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young children’s development of free play and child-initiated exploration, before they engage in more academically oriented
programmes (OECD, 201725)).

Some learning areas are commonly included in the curriculum frameworks designed to guide the development of children
participating in ECEC. A study of 56 curriculum frameworks from 26 OECD countries found that respect for others was
specified as a learning area in every curriculum, and most also included literacy/oral language, co-operation, respect for
diversity, play, artistic expression and appreciation, and physical well-being (OECD, 20219]). However, the organisation and
structure of programmes at pre-primary level can differ considerably both within and between countries. For example, in most
countries, subject-based learning in disciplines like mathematics, sciences or arts is a mandatory component of pre-primary
programmes (see Annex 3, https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf). In Hungary, such
activities are recommended but not obligatory for children attending Ovoda. In contrast, the regulatory framework for Segundo
ciclo de educacion infantil programmes for 3-5 year-olds in Spain does not include provisions for subject-based learning.
Similarly, Kindergarten programmes for 3-5 year-olds in Austria do not have such regulations although Vorschulstufe
programmes for 6-year-olds do.

Countries may also vary in their view of the importance of care components, even between programmes classified as early
childhood education (as opposed to other registered services that are not classed as educational). In Finland and Norway,
for example, care is an integral part of the national curriculum, alongside sections specifically related to education (Norwegian
Directorate for Education and Training, 2017 26}; Opetushallitus, 201627)).

Box B2.1. Preparing children for primary school through pre-primary education

The SDG 4 agenda reaffirms the importance of children’s participation in ECEC, by dedicating an entire target (4.2) to
“ensuring that all girls and boys have access to quality early childhood development, care and pre-primary education so
that they are ready for primary education”. Indicator 4.2.2, in particular, measures participation in organised learning — the
share of children who are enrolled in ECE or primary education — one year before the official starting age of primary school.
On average across OECD countries, about 98% of children are enrolled in ECE one year before the official primary school
entry age. There is, however, substantial cross-country variation, with values ranging from around 80% in Australia and
Turkiye to 100% in Colombia, France, Ireland, Mexico, Portugal, Switzerland and the United Kingdom ().

Most OECD countries have full enrolment (over 90%) of children in organised learning in the year before primary (33 out
of 38). In 12 of 29 countries which have set relevant benchmarks, participation rates in organised learning in the year
before primary entry are already above the stated goal for 2030. Only three countries, Brazil, Korea and
the Slovak Republic, have not yet reached full enrolment for children in the year before primary school and are still over
5 percentage points below their benchmark goals for 2030. In Turkiye, although participation in organised learning is still
relatively low it has greatly increased in recent years, with the share of children aged 3-5 enrolled in ECE or primary
education rising by 29 percentage points between 2005 and 2020 (Table B2.1). It is now only 2 percentage points below
its 2030 goal ().

In most countries, the participation rate in organised learning one year before the official primary entry age is higher than
the enrolment rate of 3-5 year-olds (Table B2.1). The difference is over 10 percentage points in nine countries, reaching
50 percentage points in Switzerland. In some, these differences are due to the fact that regulations surrounding ECE and
entitlements to such services differ for children in their final year before entering primary school. For example, in Finland,
children are only entitled to universal free access to pre-primary education for a year before the start of primary school
(Table X1.5). Pre-primary education during this year has been mandatory since the Basic Education Act was revised in
2015, although pre-primary education is still not part of compulsory education as stipulated in the Compulsory Education
Act. Meanwhile in Austria, Colombia, Greece, the Netherlands, Poland and Sweden the last year of pre-primary is
compulsory.

Some countries offer distinct one-year programmes specifically for children in the year before starting primary school. This
is the case, for example, in Australia, Austria, Canada, Costa Rica, Finland, Germany, Greece, Iceland,
the Slovak Republic, Sweden and the United States. These are often designed to help children with the transition from
ECE to primary education. For example, in Finland, the Esiopetus programme for 6-year-olds is the only type of ECE that
can be offered in school-based settings. It follows a different curriculum framework, which is explicitly aligned with the one
for primary education (OECD, 2017p25). It is also the only ECE service in Finland that has minimum required levels of
attendance, at an average of 4 hours per day, 700 hours per school year.
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Figure B2.2. Participation rate in organised learning one year before the official primary entry age
against benchmark values (2020)

SDG Indicator 4.2.2, in per cent
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Note: The year before official primary entry age is indicated in parentheses after country names. 2030 benchmark values refer to national targets submitted by countries
during a benchmark-setting exercise in August 2021. Mostly, these are based on rates of progress using historical and current data, focusing on the period from 2000
to 2018. A minority of countries did not submit benchmark values but had relevant targets in their national plans, and some did not have data available. Benchmarks for
some EU member states do not represent national benchmarks but those agreed through regional processes. For these countries, the 2030 benchmark refers to the
European Education Area target for participation in ECE, which is based on a larger age group of children aged 3 to primary starting age. For more information, see
National SDG 4 benchmarks: fulfilling our neglected commitment (UNESCO, 2021 2g)).

Countries are ranked in descending order of the participation rate in organised learning one year before the official primary entry age in 2020

Source: UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2020. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https:/www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
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In other countries, the organisation of ECE programmes for children is similar for all years of pre-primary education. In
France and ltaly, for example, there is a single curriculum framework for all children enrolled in pre-primary, and children
start attending programmes in school-based settings from the age of 3. Meanwhile, in Estonia, there is only one ECE
programme offered for children from birth to the age of 6, which is offered in centre-based settings, and is regulated by a
single curriculum framework (see Annex 3, https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

Regional variation in the enrolment of 3-5 year-olds

Equitable access to quality ECE can strengthen the foundations of lifelong learning for all children and support the families’
wider educational and social needs. Among the various equity dimensions, geographical location may hinder access to a
quality education. For example, it may be more challenging to recruit qualified staff in some rural regions and families may
have to travel long distances to access the nearest setting (Oberhuemer and Schreyer, 20182¢;; Raban and Kilderry, 201730)).

Higher levels of participation in ECE among 3-5 year-olds at the national level tend to be associated with smaller disparities
among regions. There were low levels of regional variation in enrolment rates in almost two thirds of countries where the
national enrolment rate of 3-5 year-olds in ECEC was 90% or above, with a standard deviation less than 7% (OECD, 2022s).
At the other end of the spectrum, the countries with the lowest levels of participation in ECE also had the highest regional
disparities. More than 40 percentage points separate the regions with the highest (86%) and lowest (38%) enrolment rates of
3-5 year-olds in Switzerland, a country with a highly federal system and a great degree of autonomy in the organisation of
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ECE. Low levels of enrolment may be due to more limited provision of ECE and the inability of some families to travel to the
nearest ECE setting in certain regions, particularly the more rural ones.

Children in capital cities are less likely to participate in ECE in a number of countries. For example, in Chile, the Santiago
metropolitan region has one of the lowest enrolment rates in the country, at 71% of 3-5 year-olds. Only Antofagasta has a
lower enrolment rate (66%). There are also relatively low participation rates in the capital cities of the Czech Republic, Greece,
Italy, Norway, Portugal or Sweden In some cases, these differences in participation rates among 3-5 year-olds may be partly
explained by demand outstripping the provision of ECE (Bucaite-Vilke, 202131; Unver, Bircan and Nicaise, 20182). In
addition, publicly managed centres are significantly more likely to be located in more rural areas, underlining the role of the
public sector in ensuring equal access to ECEC settings across the national territory (OECD, 201933)).

Staffing of early childhood education and care

Teachers play a central role during children’s early years, helping them develop in many aspects of their lives: cognitively,
socially and emotionally. In ECE, teachers are the individuals with the most responsibility for a group of children at the class
or playroom level and may be referred to as pedagogues, educators or childcare practitioners. They have varying levels of
qualification across countries, but are generally expected to hold qualifications commensurate with the professional nature of
their work, often a tertiary degree (OECD, 202034)).

In some countries, teachers constitute the vast majority of staff working with children in ECEC. In Japan, centre leaders
reported that more than 70% of pre-primary staff working in ECEC centres are teachers (OECD, 202235)). However, in other
countries, the workforce is more diverse and there are fewer teachers. ECEC centre leaders in Chile reported that teachers
make up only around 20% of all pre-primary staff.

There is a large degree of variation among OECD countries regarding the share of contact staff who are teachers as opposed
to teachers’ aides. Teachers’ aides support teachers and have lower levels of responsibility and autonomy but perform
educational functions on a regular basis. In most countries, they have a lower qualification level than teachers, often an upper
secondary vocational qualification. In some countries, additional selection is required to qualify as a pre-primary school
assistant. For example, in Slovenia, it is required to pass a state professional examination in education to qualify as an
assistant at pre-primary level. On average in countries with available data, there are larger shares of teachers’ aides among
contact staff in early childhood educational development services (49%) than in pre-primary education (35%) but there are
great differences between countries at both levels of ECE (Table B2.2). At pre-primary level, teachers’ aides do not exist as
a separate category of staff in nearly one-quarter of OECD countries. Where they do exist, they comprise 10% of contact staff
or less in Germany, Japan and the Slovak Republic but 60% or more in Chile, Norway and the United Kingdom.

Positive relationships with teachers are an important element of process quality, associated with both improved literacy and
numeracy skills, and with better behavioural and social skills (OECD, 201814)). The quality of teachers’ interactions with
children is influenced by a range of factors, notably the preparation and support that they receive to enter the profession and
in their continuing professional development (OECD, 20219]). However, teachers’ capacity to foster positive relationships with
young children are also influenced by their working conditions, which can affect their well-being and motivation to stay in the
profession (OECD, 2020;3s)).

Age profile of early childhood education teachers

The age distribution of ECE staff varies considerably across countries, and can be affected by a variety of factors, such as
the size and age distribution of the population, as well as the attractiveness of the ECE profession in terms of staff salaries
and working conditions. On average across OECD countries, the youngest teachers (below the age of 30) make up 18% of
teachers at the pre-primary level. However, this share varies considerably across countries, ranging from 3% in Portugal to
49% in Japan. Meanwhile, older staff (50 years and over) make up 29% of all teachers at pre-primary level on average across
OECD countries. In 15 out of 33 countries with available data, the share of teachers aged 50 and over is at least double that
of the share of those under 30, which may have some significant implications for their capacity to replace retiring teachers in
the near future (Figure B2.3).

Competitive salaries, good working conditions and career development opportunities are some of the factors that may attract
young people to teaching in ECE, and remaining in the profession. In most OECD countries with available data, however, the
average salaries of pre-primary teachers are substantially lower than those of full-time, full-year workers with tertiary
education. In Hungary, the Slovak Republic and the United States, pre-primary teachers’ salaries are less than 60% of those
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of tertiary-educated workers on average (see Indicator D3). In many countries, teachers’ average salaries tend to increase
with the level of education, meaning that salaries for teachers in ECE are particularly uncompetitive. In a few countries,
however, the salaries of pre-primary teachers are equal to or significantly higher than those of teachers at higher levels of
education and well above the wages of tertiary-educated workers. Pre-primary teachers in Australia earn 5% more than
tertiary-educated workers on average, rising to 30% more in Lithuania and 50% more in Portugal (Table D3.2).

Given the wage gaps in most other countries, however, it is not surprising that fewer than two in five ECEC staff members
report being satisfied with their salary in OECD countries with available data (OECD, 201933)). This is a concern as there is
some evidence to suggest that higher wages for ECEC staff are associated with higher-quality interactions with children
(OECD, 201814)). Teachers’ views of their value in society are also likely to be affected by their comparative earnings and
these factors could discourage them from staying in the profession. Research suggests that lower salaries are often linked to
higher levels of staff turnover, which is troubling given that positive child outcomes are consistently related to stability

(Hunstman, 200837).

To some extent, the age distribution of teachers in ECE reflects the levels of experience in the workforce. In Korea, for
example, two-thirds of pre-primary teachers reported having less than 10 years of experience in the Starting Strong Teaching
and Learning International Survey (TALIS Starting Strong) in 2018, which aligns with the country’s large share of teachers
under 30 (OECD, 201933)). However, not all countries with higher proportions of young teachers have lower proportions of
experienced staff. For example, the share of pre-primary teachers under 30 is more than three times higher in Japan than in
Israel, but the share of pre-primary teachers with at least 10 years of experience is actually 3 percentage points higher in
Japan (OECD, 2019s3)). Studies on the importance of teachers’ experience for children’s outcomes have produced mixed
findings, but research on other levels of education tends to suggest that more professional experience is associated with
greater teacher quality (Hanushek and Rivkin, 20063s}; McMullen et al., 20203g)).

Figure B2.3. Age profile of teachers at pre-primary level (2020)
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1. Includes data from early childhood education and care (ISCED 01).

2. Excludes data from independent private institutions (and government-dependent institutions for teachers' aides).

3. Includes some non-teaching staff (managers).

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of teachers at pre-primary level above 50 years (2020).

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table B2.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
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Ensuring that young teachers working in ECEC are offered career development opportunities is central to avoiding teacher
attrition. Survey data reveal that pre-primary staff under the age of 30 are most likely to want to leave the profession to take
up further studies in an education programme, reflecting that young staff are seeking further qualifications for career
progression, either within the ECEC sector or elsewhere (OECD, 20203¢]).

Gender profile of early childhood education and care staff

Women tend to dominate the teaching profession in most levels of education, and the over-representation of women in the
workforce is particularly marked in ECE. On average across the OECD, the greatest concentration of female teachers occurs
in the earlier years of schooling, with women making up 96% of teaching staff at pre-primary level. The share of women
shrinks with each successive level of education, to 83% at primary level, 63% at secondary level and only 44% at tertiary
level (OECD, 2020y407). Meanwhile, in Korea and Lithuania, almost all ECE teachers were women (Table B2.2).

The gender imbalance of teaching staff in ECE raises questions as to why women are much more likely to enter the profession
and what the implications are for the understanding of gender for children, staff and society. Gender stereotypes of women
as carers contribute to the perception of teaching at pre-primary level as a female profession (Peeters, Rohrmann and
Emilsen, 2015p1)). It is not necessarily the case that female teachers reinforce gender stereotypes in their interactions with
children nor that the mere presence of more male teachers would tackle gender essentialism. However, scholars have argued
that children’s understanding of gender is broadened when they are able to observe a variety of gender expressions both
within and between genders (Warin, 2019u2;; McGrath et al., 2020p3)). On a staff and societal level, the inclusion of more men
in the ECEC workforce could help to challenge dominant discourses about masculinity regarding the participation of men in
young children’s lives.

In this regard, governments in several OECD countries have made efforts to attract more men to the ECE workforce in recent
years. In Norway, for example where men make up less than 10% of pre-primary teachers, one measure undertaken has
been the “Play Resources” project. As part of the initiative, boys are encouraged to experience work in ECEC settings, and
consider working with young children as a professional career. For example, the county of Oppland financed a project where
boys in secondary school (13-16 years old) were invited to work in ECEC settings for 1-2 weeks during their holidays, or 1 day
a week after school, for a set period of time (OECD, 2020;36).

Child-staff ratios and staff qualifications

Child-staff ratios and group sizes are important indicators of the resources devoted to education. Research into the impact of
lower child-staff ratios have found that they can be supportive of child-staff relationships across different types of ECEC
settings. Smaller ratios are often seen as beneficial, because they allow staff to focus more on the needs of individual children
and reduce the amount of time spent addressing disruptions (OECD, 2020p0)). Thus, the regulation of these measures can
be used to improve the quality of ECE. On average across OECD countries, there are 15 children for every teacher working
in pre-primary education, but wide variations exist across countries. The ratio of children to teaching staff, excluding teachers’
aides, ranges from fewer than 10 children per teacher in Finland, Germany, Iceland and New Zealand to more than 20 in
Chile, Colombia, France and the United Kingdom (Table B2.2).

Lower child-staff ratios are particularly important for high-quality interactions with children under 3 (OECD, 201814;). With the
exception of Hungary and Mexico, the child-to-teacher ratio in early childhood development services (ISCED 01) is
consistently lower than for pre-primary education (ISCED 02) across all OECD member and partner countries. On average
across OECD countries, there are 10 children for every teacher working in early childhood educational development services,
ranging from 31 in the United Kingdom to 3 in Iceland and New Zealand (Table B2.2).

It should be noted, however, that teaching staff may have experienced rather different pathways as part of their preparation
to become a teacher in different countries (see Indicator D6). Initial staff qualifications are a strong predictor of high process
quality, so these need to be considered alongside child-staff ratios in assessing the quality of ECE provision (Manning et al.,
2019p41). Even within the same country, regulations on the minimum level of qualification required can differ between early
childhood development services and pre-primary education. For example, teachers working with younger children (usually
under 3 years) in the Flemish Community of Belgium, the Netherlands, and Ttrkiye are required to have an upper secondary
qualification. Meanwhile, teachers working with children from the age of 3 (or 4 in the Netherlands) are required to have a
tertiary degree (see Annex 3, https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).
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Some countries — Austria, Chile, France, Lithuania, Norway, Slovenia, Sweden and the United Kingdom — also make
extensive use of teachers’ aides, as can be seen from the smaller ratios of children to contact staff compared to children to
teaching staff. In most cases, the share of teachers’ aides among contact staff is similar between early childhood development
services and pre-primary education, with differences of less than 5 percentage points. In Chile, however, the share of
teachers’ aides in pre-primary is nearly 1.5 times that in early childhood development services. Thus, while the ratio of children
to contact staff in Chile is below average at pre-primary, the ratio of children to teaching staff (23:1) is far above the OECD
average of 15:1. Meanwhile in Mexico, three-quarters of contact staff in early childhood development services are teachers’
aides but this staff category does not exist at the pre-primary level (Table B2.2).

Financing early childhood education and care

Sustained public financial support is critical for the growth and quality of ECEC programmes. Appropriate funding helps to
recruit trained staff who are qualified to support children’s cognitive, social and emotional development, as well as ensure
their ongoing professional development. Investment in early childhood facilities and materials also helps support the
development of child-centred environments for well-being and learning. Moreover, if the cost of ECEC is not sufficiently
subsidised, the ability of parents to pay will greatly influence participation in ECEC among children from disadvantaged socio-
economic backgrounds (OECD, 2017(1)). In countries that do not channel sufficient public funding towards achieving both
broad access and high-quality programmes, some parents may be more inclined to send their children to private ECEC
services.

Expenditure per child

In pre-primary education, annual expenditure for both public and private settings averaged about USD 9 600 per child in
OECD countries in 2019, ranging from less than USD 5 000 in Colombia and Ireland to more than USD 16 000 in Iceland,
Luxembourg, and Norway (Table B2.3). Child-to-staff ratios and teacher compensation are the main drivers of spending at
pre-primary level, as countries with lower child-to-staff ratios tend to spend more per child. Other factors, such as the number
of hours per year an ECEC setting is required to be open also influence expenditure levels. For example, pre-primary settings
in Norway are open 48 weeks a year on average, compared to about 35 weeks in Belgium, Greece, Israel and Spain (see
Box B2.2 in Education at a Glance 2018 (OECD, 2018us))).

Annual expenditure per child enrolled in early childhood educational development services is substantially higher than for pre-
primary education, averaging about USD 15 500 across OECD countries with available data. However, this masks wide
variation in spending between these levels of education across countries: in Chile and Lithuania, spending in early childhood
educational development services is at most USD 1 000 more per child than at pre-primary level, compared to a difference
of at least USD 11 000 more in Denmark, Finland and Norway. Australia, Hungary and Israel are the only OECD countries
with data where spending per child in early childhood development services is lower than at pre-primary level (Table B2.3).

Smaller child-to-staff ratios in early childhood development services are one of the main drivers of this difference (Table B2.2).
However, they do not account for all of it. For example in Chile, although the child-to-teacher ratio in early childhood
development services is more than half its value in pre-primary education, spending increases by less than USD 1 000 per
child (Table B2.3). This may be partly due the lower qualifications required of teaching staff at this level, resulting in a lower
salary costs in some countries.

Expenditure as a percentage of gross domestic product

Spending on ECE can also be analysed relative to a country’s output. Expenditure on all ECE settings in 2019 accounted for
an average of 0.9% of gross domestic product (GDP) across OECD countries, of which two-thirds was allocated to pre-primary
education (ISCED 02). While 0.3% or less of GDP was spent on pre-primary education in Colombia, Greece, Japan and
the United Kingdom, countries such as Iceland, Norway and Sweden spent at least 1% of GDP at this level (Table C2.1).
Besides, spending on other registered ECEC services might vary across countries; in Japan, for example, the right to free
ECEC was introduced for 3-5 year-olds and economically disadvantaged 0-2 year-olds in 2019.

The differences in expenditure are largely explained by enrolment rates, legal entittements and the intensity of participation,
as well as the different ages at which children start primary education. The shorter duration of pre-primary education, as a
result of children’s earlier transition from pre-primary to primary education in Australia, Ireland and the United Kingdom, partly
explains why expenditure on ECEC as a percentage of GDP is below the OECD average in these three countries. Similarly,
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late entry into primary education, as in Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania and Sweden, means a longer duration of ECEC
than in other countries and may explain why those countries spend more as a percentage of GDP than the OECD average
(see the information on starting ages for primary education in Table B2.1).

To avoid this distortion, an estimation of spending by age group has been included in the ECE spending indicators since the
2019 edition of Education at a Glance. This methodology avoids the distortion by comparing expenditure on children of the
same age, giving a more accurate picture of countries’ investment in their young children. As this indicator presents an
estimation of the actual cost, the data should be interpreted with caution. Across OECD countries, the share of national
resources devoted to 3-5 year-olds enrolled in ECE and primary education is 0.6% of GDP. It ranges from 0.3% of GDP in
Greece and Ireland to 1.0% in Chile, Iceland and Norway (Table B2.3).

Public and private provision and funding of early childhood education and care

Parents’ needs and expectations regarding accessibility, cost, programme, staff quality and accountability are all important in
assessing the expansion of ECEC programmes and the type of providers. When parents’ needs for quality, availability,
accessibility or affordability are not met by public institutions, some parents may be more inclined not to enrol children in
ECEC, or to send their children to private institutions (Shin, Jung and Park, 2009ug)).

Private institutions can be classified into two categories: independent and government-dependent. Independent private
institutions are controlled by a non-governmental organisation or by a governing board not selected by a government agency
and receive less than 50% of their core funding from government agencies. Government-dependent private institutions have
similar governance structures, but rely on government agencies for more than 50% of their core funding (OECD, 20187)). In
most countries, the share of children enrolled in private institutions is considerably higher in early childhood education than
at primary and secondary levels. On average across OECD countries, about half of the children in early childhood educational
development services and one-third of those in pre-primary education are enrolled in private institutions. This average,
however, hides huge discrepancies across countries. In the Czech Republic, Lithuania, Slovenia and Switzerland, 5% or less
of the children in pre-primary education attend private institutions. In other countries, pre-primary remains mostly private: in
Australia, Ireland, Japan, Korea and New Zealand, 75% or more of children attending pre-primary programmes are enrolled
in private institutions (Table B2.3).

Generally, there has been a substantial and increasing degree of public investment in ECE, although there are differences
between pre-primary (ISCED 02) and early childhood educational development (ISCED 01). On average across OECD
countries, private funding represented 29% of total expenditure on early childhood educational development and 17% on
pre-primary education in 2019 (Table B2.3). While the share of private funding varies greatly across countries, the source of
funding does not necessarily reflect the entity providing the service. In all OECD member and partner countries, the public
sector provides for at least 50% of the total cost of pre-primary education, even in countries where almost all pre-primary
children attend private institutions. In Korea, for example, although 75% of pre-primary children attend private institutions,
private sources account for less than 20% of total costs, a lower share than in countries with significantly higher public
provision of pre-primary education, such as Denmark or Slovenia (Table B2.3). Different private entities may contribute to the
funding of pre-primary education. In the United Kingdom, most of the private funding comes from households. In Japan,
private costs are shared between households, foundations and the business sector, although private ECE centres are publicly
subsidised and household contributions to ECE are capped.

Early childhood education and care remains expensive for many parents, particularly for children under 3, where households’
financial contributions tend to be higher than at the pre-primary level. Calculations using comparable data on childcare prices
charged to parents, and accounting for all relevant support provisions, show that the net costs average 17% of women’s
median full-time earnings for a middle-income two-earner couple. This varies from over half of female median earnings in
Japan and the United Kingdom to almost zero in Chile, the Czech Republic, Germany and ltaly, where families with children
in public childcare centres can benefit from heavily subsidised childcare fees or may be exempt from paying fees altogether
(OECD, 2020j24)).

Distribution of funds for education at pre-primary by level of government

Compared to other levels of education, public funding for ECE is more reliant on regional and local sources than central
sources of government. In 2019, spending from central government sources represented 49% of initial public funds for pre-
primary expenditure on average across OECD countries. However, this masks wide differences across countries. The central
government is the source of over 85% of funds in Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Greece, Ireland, Korea, , the Netherlands,
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New Zealand and Tirkiye, while local and regional sources account for over 90% of funds in Austria, Denmark, Germany,
Iceland, Norway, Slovenia Switzerland and the United Kingdom (Figure B2.4).

These variations reflect different governance models for ECE systems as well as the distribution of regulatory and funding
responsibilities between levels of government. For example, in Denmark, where 100% of initial public funds for pre-primary
education are from the local level, municipalities are responsible for all expenditure on compulsory education and decide how
funds are allocated to individual schools (Figure B2.4). However, municipalities administer a range of key local services and
some may choose to prioritise spending on education more than others when fixing their budget (Nusche et al., 2016ps)).
Furthermore, municipalities use a range of different models to allocate funds, and factors like socio-economic background
and school size do not have the same weight or measure across the various funding formulae in use. Similarly, in Germany,
each state (Land) determines its own legislation and administration, and assists households with the costs of childcare. In
contrast, 99% of initial public funds for pre-primary education are from central government in Chile (Figure B2.4). Here, most
public funds are allocated through school grants directly from the state to school providers. For example, schools receive a
basic grant (Subvencién de Escolaridad), which is calculated from monthly average student attendance and adjustment
factors by level and type of education (Santiago et al., 2017 pg)).

Figure B2.4. Distribution of initial sources of public funds for pre-primary education, by level of
government (2019)
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1. Year of reference differs from 2019. Refer to the source table for more details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of initial funds from the central level of government.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table B2.3. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
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Definitions

ECE: ECEC services in adherence with the criteria defined in the ISCED 2011 classification (see ISCED 01 and 02 definitions)
are considered early childhood education programmes and are therefore referred to as ECE in this indicator. Others are
considered an integral part of countries’ ECEC provision, but are not in adherence with all the ISCED criteria. Annex 3,
available on line, makes the distinction between these two categories explicit.

o ECEC services: The types of ECEC services available to children and parents differ greatly. Despite those
differences, most ECEC settings typically fall into one of the following categories (OECD, 20171]) (see Annex 3,
https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf):

1. Regular centre-based ECEC: More formalised ECEC centres typically belong to one of these three subcategories:

a. Centre-based ECEC for children under age 3: Often called “créches”, these settings may have an educational
function, but they are typically attached to the social or welfare sector and associated with an emphasis on care.
Many of them are part time and provided in schools, but they can also be provided in designated ECEC centres.

b. Centre-based ECEC for children from the age of 3: Often called kindergarten or pre-school, these settings tend
to be more formalised and are often linked to the education system.

c. Age-integrated centre-based ECEC for children from birth or age 1 up to the beginning of primary school: These
settings offer a holistic pedagogical provision of education and care (often full-day).

2. Family childcare ECEC: Licensed home-based ECEC, which is most prevalent for children under age 3. These
settings may or may not have an educational function and be part of the regular ECEC system.

3. Licensed or formalised drop-in ECEC centres: Often receiving children across the entire ECEC age bracket and
even beyond, these drop-in centres allow parents to complement home-based care by family members or family
childcare with more institutionalised services on an ad hoc basis (without having to apply for a place).

Full enrolment: As in Indicator B1, full enrolment is defined as enrolment rates exceeding 90%.

Informal care services: Generally unregulated care arranged by the child’s parent either in the child’s home or elsewhere,
provided by relatives, friends, neighbours, babysitters or nannies; these services are not covered in this indicator.

ISCED 01 refers to early childhood educational development services, typically aimed at children under age 3. The
learning environment is visually stimulating, and the language is rich and fosters self-expression, with an emphasis on
language acquisition and the use of language for meaningful communication. There are opportunities for active play so that
children can exercise their co-ordination and motor skills under supervision and in interaction with staff.

ISCED 02 refers to pre-primary education, aimed at children in the years immediately prior to starting compulsory schooling,
typically aged 3-5. Through interaction with peers and educators, children improve their use of language and their social skills,
start to develop logical and reasoning skills, and talk through their thought processes. They are also introduced to alphabetical
and mathematical concepts, understanding and use of language, and are encouraged to explore their surrounding world and
environment. Supervised gross motor activities (i.e. physical exercise through games and other activities) and play-based
activities can be used as learning opportunities to promote social interactions with peers and to develop skills, autonomy and
school readiness.

Teachers and comparable practitioners: Teachers have the most responsibility for a group of children at the class or
playroom level. They may also be called pedagogue, educator, childcare practitioner or pedagogical staff in education, while
the term teacher is almost universally used at the primary level.

Teachers’ aides: Aides support the teacher in a group of children or class. They usually have lower qualification requirements
than teachers, which may range from no formal requirements to, for instance, vocational education and training. This category
is only included in the Education at a Glance indicator on the child-to-staff ratio.

Please see Indicators C1 and C2 for definitions of expenditure per student on educational institutions and expenditure on
educational institutions relative to GDP.
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Methodology

Enrolment rates

Net enrolment rates are calculated by dividing the number of children of a particular age group enrolled in ECEC by the size
of the population of that age group. While enrolment and population figures refer to the same period in most cases,
mismatches may occur due to data availability and different sources used in some countries resulting in enrolment rates
exceeding 100%.

Full-time and part-time children

The concepts used to define full-time and part-time participation at other ISCED levels, such as study load, child participation,
and the academic value or progress that the study represents, are not easily applicable to ISCED level 0. In addition, the
number of daily or weekly hours that represent typical full-time enrolment in an education programme at ISCED level O varies
widely between countries. Because of this, full-time equivalents cannot be calculated for ISCED level 0 programmes in the
same way as for other ISCED levels. For data-reporting purposes, countries separate ISCED level 0 data into ISCED 01 and
ISCED 02 by age only, as follows: data from age-integrated programmes designed to include children younger and older
than 3 are allocated to levels 01 and 02 according to the age of the children. This may involve the estimation of expenditure
and personnel at levels 01 and 02. For more information, see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education
Statistics (OECD, 2018u7) and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

Estimated expenditure for all children aged 3-5 enrolled in ECE and primary education as a
percentage of GDP

The calculation of this new measure is based on the distribution of children aged 3-5 enrolled in ISCED 01, ISCED 02 and
primary education (ISCED 1). For each country, the calculation was based on what proportion of all children enrolled at each
of these three ISCED levels were aged 3-5. For instance, in Australia, children aged 3-5 accounted for 5% of all children
enrolled in ISCED 01, 99% of all children enrolled in ISCED 02 and 11% of all children enrolled in ISCED 1. These
percentages were used to estimate total expenditure for all children aged 3-5 enrolled in ECEC and primary education. Total
expenditure for all children aged 3-5 is calculated by: 5% of all expenditure in ISCED 01 and 99% of all expenditure in
ISCED 02 and 12% of all expenditure in ISCED 1. A similar calculation was made for all countries.

Source

e Data refer to the reference year 2020 (school year 2019/20) and financial year 2019.

o Data from Argentina, the People’s Republic of China, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa are from the
UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS).

e Data are based on the UNESCO-UIS/OECD/Eurostat data collection on education statistics administered by the
OECD in 2021 (for details, see Annex 3 at (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
B.pdf).

« Data on subnational regions for selected indicators are available in the OECD Regional Statistics (database) (OECD,
2022;g)).
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Indicator B2 tables

Tables Indicator B2. How do early childhood education systems differ around the world?

Table B2.1 Trends in enrolment rates in early childhood education and care (ECEC) and primary education, by age group (2005, 2015 and
2020)

Table B2.2 Age and gender profiles of teachers and ratio of children to staff in early childhood education (ECE), by level (2020)

Table B2.3 Financing of early childhood education (ECE) in public and private institutions (2019)

StatLink Sa=r https://stat.link/nxrdt1

Cut-off date for the data: 17June 2022. Any wupdates on data can be found on Iline at:
https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf. More breakdowns can also be found at
http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table B2.1. Trends in enrolment rates in early childhood education and care (ECEC) and primary
education, by age group (2005, 2015 and 2020)

Public and private institutions

.§ Under age 3 Age3to5
0§ 8
g5 3 5 . . 5 5
82 %28 83 8 %3 48 3 08 0% @ % m%
28 o= 7] Lo D [ 7] [ 7] > 7] > 7] >
early childhoodeducation| 25 | 88 | & | £85 | ¥ | £8 | 8 | £€8 | 8 E oy £ w £
(ECE) services (ISCED 0) o n o w Oow w Oouw w ouw w o w o w [-®
start offering intentional 2020 2005 2015 2020 2005 2015 2020
education objectives (1) (2) (3) [C] (5) (6) (U] (8) © (10 (1) (12 (18 (14
w Australia 0 years 5 6 m m 39 1 45 m m 25 58 28 56 26
Austria 0 years 6 6 6 m 17 2 20 3 76 0 88 0 90 0
Belgium' Fl.: 3-6 months; Fr.: 2 years 6 6 m m m m m m m 0 98 0 98 0
Canada 3-5years 6 6 m m m m m m m m m 0 m 0
Chile 3 months 6 6 m m 19 0 20 m m 6 78 0 s 0
Colombia 0 years 6 5 m m 32 m 30 m m m 72 7 77 6
Costa Rica 0 years 6 4 m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 2-3 years 6 6 m m 4 m 5 m 85 0 85 0 86 0
Denmark 26 weeks 6 6 m m 58 m 55 m m m 97 1 97 0
Estonia 0 years 7 7 m m 24 3 26 4 84 0 90 0 91 0
Finland 9 months 7 7 25 m 28 m 37 m 68 0 74 0 88 0
France 2-3 years 6 3 9 m 4 m 4 m 100 0 100 0 100 0
Germany 0 years 6 6 17 a 37 a 39 a 87 0 96 0 94 0
Greece' 2 months 6 5 m m 5 m m m m 0 63 0 56 0
Hungary 20 weeks 7 S m 7 5 1 5 m m 0 91 0 93 0
Iceland 0 years 6 6 39 13 47 13 49 10 95 0 97 0 96 0
Ireland 3 years 5 6 m m m m 18 m m 47 m 45 61 42
Israel 0 years 6 3 m a 28° a 57 a m 0 99 0 100 0
Italy 3 years 6 6 4 m 5 m 5 m 98 2 92 &) 92 2
Japan 3 years 6 6 m 16 m 22 3 33 88 0 91 0 95 0
Korea 0 years 6 6 m a 52 a 63 a m 0 92 0 94 0
Latvia 1.5 years 7 5 17 a 26 a 31 a 77 0 92 0 93 0
Lithuania 0 years 7 7 13 a 22 a 30 a 59 0 84 0 90 0
Luxembourg 0 years 6 4 m m 1 m 1 m 83 1 85 2 88 2
Mexico 1.5 months 6 3 2 a 2 a 5 a 60 3 73 9 Ul 9
Netherlands? 3 years 6 5 a m a 56 a 62 m 0 93 0 92 0
New Zealand 0 years 5 5 34 m 42 6 39 m 62 33 62 32 59 30
Norway 0 years 6 6 33 m 55 m 58 m 88 0 97 0 97 0
Poland 3 years 7 6 1 2 3 5 2 1 38 0 80 0 88 0
Portugal’ 0 years 6 6 19 m m 1 m m 77 1 89 0 93 0
Slovak Republic 3 years 6 6 7 m 5 m 5 m 73 0 72 0 78 0
Slovenia 11 months 6 6 25 m 38 m 46 m 75 0 88 0 93 0
Spain 0 years 6 6 15 m 34 m 4 m 98 0 97 0 97 0
Sweden 1 year 7 6 m m 45 1 48 m m 0 93 0 95 0
Switzerland 4 years 6 4-5 2 m a m a m 47 0 49 0 49 0
Tiirkiye 0 years 6 5-6 m a 0 a 0 a 10 3 31 7 4 1
United Kingdom 0 years 5 4-5 m m m m 19 m m 46 68 33 72 33
United States’ m 6 4-6 m m m m m m 64 2 65 2 64 2
OECD average m m 24 m 27 m 74 5 82 4 83 4
EU22 average ‘ ‘ ‘ m ‘ m ‘ 22 ‘ m ‘ 22 ‘ m ‘ 78 ‘ 3 ‘ 87 ‘ 2 ‘ 88 ‘ 2
g Argentina’ m m m 2 m 5 m m m 63 0 75 0 78 0
£ Brazil 0 years 6 4 m a 18 a 21 a m m 69 2 74 1
E China m 6 m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m 6 m m m m m m m m m m m 61 1"
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m 18 0 20 2
South Africa"? m m m m m m m m m m m 9 7 10 0
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ 75 \ 4

Note: Early childhood education (ECE) = ISCED 0, other registered ECEC services = ECEC services outside the scope of ISCED 0, because they are not in adherence
with all ISCED criteria. To be classified in ISCED 0, ECEC services should: 1) have adequate intentional educational properties; 2) be institutionalised (usually school-
based or otherwise institutionalised for a group of children); 3) have an intensity of at least 2 hours per day of educational activities and a duration of at least 100 days a
year; 4) have a regulatory framework recognised by the relevant national authorities (e.g. curriculum); and 5) have trained or accredited staff (e.g. requirement of pedagogical
qualifications for educators). See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Excludes ISCED 01 programmes. For Belgium, excludes ISCED 01 programmes for the French Community of Belgium.

2. Year of reference 2019; for the Netherlands, 2019 is the reference year for other registered ECEC services only.

Sourf;:e: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
B.pd).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sz https://statlink/z50s1d
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Table B2.2. Age and gender profiles of teachers and ratio of children to staff in early childhood education
(ECE), by level (2020)

Ratio of children to staff in full-time equivalents, by type of ECE service
Share of teachers by age group Share of female teachers (public and private institutions)
Early Early
childhood = childhood
educational 2 educational
development Pre-primary All ECE s Pre-primary development Pre-primary
(ISCED 01) (ISCED 02) (ISCED 0) K] (ISCED 02) (ISCED 01) (ISCED 02) Al ECE (ISCED 0)
3 = = =
Ei B B s
2 g 5% £ % |5v| 5|8 |5 E
S Be | 22| o |8 | 22| o |3 |22 o
=4 — 8 ©c £ 8 © o £ 8 ©C £
d S | 2% | 88 = 2% | 88 = e | 88 =
3 o |25/53| § 25|53 8 28|53 8
<] w cCx | 02 K] Cc | 02 K] C ® o8 2
[4 4 5= 2 SE| o0& ) SE|o& o SE| o0& o
L o ] © 14 =5 4 = 9| Cw el o Cw - 9| Yown -
g §| 2| 2| § |52 § |m 55|55 5 55|55 5 |55 58| 5
ES S|l e | & = o[ > Q| es|s6| B ec | 5G| B ees | 5G| B
s S|2|%P| 8 58| £ | 8 | = |22\ 55| £ |=22|s8 £ |Sg|=2g| =
v v @ A v w= = v << n < oz o n oz o »n o oz o
2) 5) (6) (1) 8 (9 (1) (12 (14) (17 (18
=Y Countries
2 Australia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Austria m 26 51 23 28 98 98 98 98 36 6 9 35 8 13 35 8 12
Belgium m 18 56 | 26 m m 97 94 m m m m a 14 14 m m m
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile 21 15 65 | 20 16 99 99 98 99 36 5 8 60 9 23 59 9 23
Colombia m 26 43 32 m m 97 97 m m m m m m 4 m m m
CostaRica 6 5 65 29 & 80 93 87 91 a 5 5 a 1" il a 10 10
Czech Republic a 17 41 42 17 a 99 99 99 a a a 1 1 12 11 1 12
Denmark 1 10 51 39 10 93 93 89 93 36 3 5 36 7 10 36 5 8
Estonia x(5) x(5) | x(5) | x(5) 1 x(9) x(9) m 99 m m | x(18) m m | x(18) m m 8
Finland m 17 51 32 m m 97 97 m m m m m m 9 m m m
France' a 10 61 29 10 a 91 91 91 a a a 38 14 23 38 14 23
Germany 22 22 48 30 22 95 95 92 95 9 4 5 10 8 9 9 7 7
Greece m 4 56 40 m m 99 99 m m m m a 10 10 m m m
Hungary 16 13 45 | 42 14 99 100 99 100 a 14 14 a 13 13 a 13 13
Iceland 36 36 | 43 22 36 93 93 87 93 a 3 3 a 5 5 a 4 4
Ireland m m m m m m m m m | x(16) | x(17) | x(18) | x(16) | x(17) | x(18) | 18 8 4
Israel? m 13 63 25 m m 99 100 m m m m m m m m m m
Italy a m m m m a 99 98 99 a a a a 12 12 a 12 12
Japan a 49 40 1 49 a 97 98 97 a a a 9 12 13 9 12 13
Korea 19 44 | 49 7 30 100 99 99 99 a 5 5 a 12 12 a 8 8
Latvia 13 13 48 39 13 99 99 98 99 m m 5 m m 1 m m 9
Lithuania 1" 10 42 48 10 100 99 97 99 36 6 9 35 6 10 35 6 10
Luxembourg a 25 64 il 25 a 93 86 93 a a a a 12 12 a 12 12
Mexico m m m m m 97 96 m 96 75 6 23 a 20 20 10 18 20
Netherlands a 16 52 32 16 a 88 87 88 a a a 17 13 16 17 13 16
New Zealand 25 25 50 25 25 97 97 97 97 m m 8 m m 6 m m 5
Norway 20 20 63 17 20 91 91 87 91 60 3 7 60 5 12 60 4 9
Poland a 19 56 25 19 a 98 99 98 a a a m m 13 m m 13
Portugal m 3 44 53 m m 99 99 m m m m m m 16 m m m
Slovak Republic a 14 46 | 40 14 a 100 100 100 a a a 2 1 1 2 1 1
Slovenia 1 11 61 28 1 98 98 98 98 51 5 1 51 9 20 51 8 16
Spain 10 10 60 | 29 10 98 93 94 95 m m 9 m m 14 m m 12
Sweden 1 10 51 39 10 97 96 94 96 60 5 13 56 6 14 57 6 14
Switzerland a 17 52 31 17 a 97 97 97 a a a m m 18 m m 18
Tiirkiye m 27 69 4 m m 94 91 m m m m m m 16 m m m
United Kingdom 28 24 56 | 20 25 94 92 92 93 9 3 31 88 4 37 89 4 35
United States m m m m m m 93 m m m m m 17 10 12 m m m
OECD average ‘ 17 ‘ 18 ‘ 53 ‘ 29 ‘ 19 ‘ 96 ‘ 96 ‘ 95 ‘ 96 ‘ 49 ‘ 5 ‘ 10 ‘ 35 ‘ 10 ‘ 15 ‘ 34 ‘ 9 ‘ 13
EU22 average 13 14 52 34 15 97 97 95 97 38 6 9 29 10 13 28 9 12
£ Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
f:: Brazil 16 14 68 18 15 97 94 92 96 38 8 14 13 18 20 28 12 17
E China a m m m m a 97 m 97 a a a m m 16 m m 16
India a m m m m a m m m a a a m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m 0 100 m 100 m m m m m 13 m m 13
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average | m I m | m|m| m | m |7 | m | M] m]| m| m| m| m]| B]|m]|m]H12

Note: Early childhood educational development programmes = ISCED 01, pre-primary education = ISCED 02. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.
1. Excludes data from independent private institutions (and government-dependent private institutions for teachers' aides).

2. Includes some non-teaching staff (managers).

3. The ratio of children to teaching staff refers only to public institutions.

Sourf;:e: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
B.pdf).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/398a62
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Table B2.3. Financing of early childhood education (ECE) in public and private institutions (2019)
Expenditure per child, distribution of sources of public funds and relative share of private expenditure

Percentage of children Expenditure on all Distribution
enrolled in private institutions children aged 3 to 5 Annual expenditure of initial funds Relative proportions
(government-dependent enrolled in ECE and per child in USD, (before transfers) of private expenditure
and independent primary education converted using PPPs between levels on early childhood education
private institutions) (based on head counts)  (based on head counts) of government (after public to private transfers)
k] k] Pre-primary k]
g | 8§ £ | £ | 8§ (ISCED 02) g | 8§
S8 s = 1.8 8 5 S8 2
T3 @ a o 7 33 7] a 33 17} a
23 = 8 S T |23 = 8 23 = w
S| § @ o s |SEc=| § @ _ S8 5 2
222 £ | & 5 = |53 E | & | s | B 583 E o
sE8) 5 8 ¢ f 2EE B8 E 5 g 2B P 0@
882 & = 2 & 882 & = 3 & S | 882 a =
(1) 2 (3) (4) (5) (C] (U] (8) 9 (10 (1) (12) (13) (14)
=Y Countries
w Australia m 86 m 0.6 10 131 8757 9599 9243 75 25 40 33 35
Austria 63 29 3 05 11 350 15014 | 11143 1877 3 60 38 27 13 17
Belgium' m 53 m 0.6 9734 m 9728 m 23 il 6 m 2 m
Canada m 7 m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile? 1 63 52 10 7 846 8782 7812 8026 99 a 1 17 27 24
Colombia m 20 m 04 1623 m 1450 m 86 3 10 85 25 42
Costa Rica 74 1 15 m m m m m 100 a a m m m
Czech Republic? a 4 4 04 6818 a 6818 6818 1 53 36 a 10 10
Denmark 15 22 20 0.6 m 22508 | 11431 15569 0 0 100 24 24 24
Estonia X(3) X(3) 4 08 9889 x(8) x(8) 9889 m a m x(14) x(14) 13
Finland 24 14 16 06 12718 2519 | 12718 | 15022 29 a 7 6 8 8
France a 14 14 07 9554 a 9555 9555 51 0 49 a 7 7
Germany 73 65 67 06 11998 19207 | 12000 | 13975 0 44 56 13 13 13
Greece' m il m 0.3 6 250 m 6250 m 100 a 0 m 13 m
Hungary 18 1 12 0.6 m 7775 7818 7816 68 a 32 x(14) x(14) 12
Iceland 21 15 17 1.0 17 146 25575 | 17150 | 19899 a a 100 9 13 1
Ireland 100 99 99 03 m x(8) x(8) 4964 | 100 a a x(14) x(14) 13
Israel 100 35 59 09 6088 3710 6083 5224 75 a 25 71 9 25
Italy a 28 28 06 10455 a | 10458 | 10458 79 4 17 a 15 15
Japan® a 77 77 m m a 8118 8118 19 56 24 a 34 34
Korea ' 87 75 79 05 8606 m 8601 m 88 10 2 m 16 m
Latvia' 19 8 10 07 6637 m 6637 m 13 a 87 m 8 m
Lithuania 1" 5 6 0.6 8339 8743 8339 8418 40 a 60 18 14 15
Luxembourg a 1 1 05 21944 a | 21938 | 21938 75 a 25 a 2 2
Mexico 70 16 18 06 2870 m m 2856 m m m x(14) x(14) 17
Netherlands a 28 28 04 7985 a 7985 7985 90 0 10 a 15 15
New Zealand* 99 99 99 02 m m m m 100 0 0 m m m
Norway 52 49 50 1.0 16777 30199 | 16777 | 21599 0 a 100 13 13 13
Poland a 26 26 0.6 8003 a 8003 8003 73 0 26 a 15 15
Portugal’ 96 47 62 05 8113 m 8147 m 79 9 12 m 35 m
Slovak Republic a 7 7 05 6623 a 6623 6623 1 a 89 a 15 15
Slovenia 7 5 6 06 9250 12 067 9249 | 10116 7 a 93 23 23 23
Spain 49 33 37 05 7828 9596 78271 8303 12 79 9 33 16 21
Sweden 20 18 18 09 14150 20386 | 14150 | 15794 m a m 6 6 6
Switzerland? a 5 5 m m a m m 0 45 55 a m m
Tiirkiye ' 100 17 17 04 5017 m 5075 m 99 a 1 m 19 m
United Kingdom m 55 m m m m m m 6 a 94 54 38 40
United States' m 40 m 04 10545 m | 10456 m 22 33 45 m 24 m
OECD average ‘ 53 ‘ 33 ‘ 32 ‘ 06 ‘ 9458 ‘ 15531 ‘ 9598 ‘ 10724 ‘ 49 ‘ 1 ‘ 40 ‘ 29 ‘ 17 ‘ 18
EU22 average 41 26 25 0.6 9876 15602 9841 10729 43 14 43 19 13 13
# Argentina 54 30 31 m m a a a m m m a a a
g Brazil 35 23 28 m m m m m m m m m m m
5 China a 57 57 m m m m m m m m m m m
India a 22 22 m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m 47 47 m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m 6 m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average | 62 | 32| 32 | m | m_ | m | m | m| m| m| m| m | m | m

Note: The percentage of children enrolled in private institutions for 2020 is available on OECD.stat. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Expenditure on all children aged 3 to 5 excludes expenditure and enrolment in ISCED 01 programmes.

2. Year of reference 2018.

3. Data do not cover day care centres and integrated centres for early childhood education and care.

4. Year of reference 2020.

Sourf;:e: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
B.pd).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sz https://statlink/8edfqa
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Indicator B3. Who is expected to
graduate from upper secondary
education?

Highlights
¢ In almost all countries with available data, the majority of upper secondary graduates from general programmes

are women. Men dominate graduation from vocational programmes in almost three-quarters of the countries.

e While the average age of first-time graduates from general upper secondary education does not differ much
across countries, the difference widens in vocational education, ranging from 16 to 34 years.

e 76% of upper secondary vocational graduates across OECD countries completed a programme that allows direct
access to tertiary education.

Figure B3.1. Average age of first-time upper secondary graduates, by programme orientation (2020)
In years
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1. Average age is based on all graduates instead of first-time graduates.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the average age of first-time upper secondary graduates in general programmes.
Source: OECD//Eurostat/UIS (2022), Tables B3.1 and B3.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-

at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/mzq170
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Context

Upper secondary education, which in many countries includes separate general and vocational pathways, aims to prepare
students to enter further levels of education or the labour market. In many countries, this level of education is not
compulsory and programmes typically take two to five years to complete.

Post-secondary non-tertiary education can prepare students for entry into the labour market or, less commonly, for tertiary
education. The knowledge, skills and competencies offered tend to be less complex than is characteristic of tertiary
education, and not significantly more complex than upper secondary programmes. These programmes have a full-time
equivalent duration of between six months and two years.

In most OECD countries, almost all lower secondary students go on to enrol in upper secondary education. In general,
demand for upper secondary education is increasing worldwide, with the development of a variety of educational pathways.
In fact, graduating from upper secondary education has become increasingly important in all countries, as the skills needed
in the labour market are becoming more knowledge-based, and workers are increasingly required to adapt to the
uncertainties of a rapidly changing global economy.

COVID-19 led to critical disruptions to education across OECD and partner countries. In particular, education systems
have had to significantly redesign graduation criteria and examinations to adjust to the unprecedented situation. At the
upper secondary level, where examinations are the most common means for certifying that students have met the
requirements for completing the level, some flexibility in assessments has been necessary. Some countries have used
only school marks as the graduation criteria, some have postponed or rescheduled examinations, and others have
awarded students automatic validation of their studies for the academic year (OECD, 20211)).

Other findings
e On average across the OECD, one-third of upper secondary vocational students graduated from engineering,
manufacturing and construction programmes in 2020.

e Post-secondary non-tertiary programmes are less prominent in the educational landscape than other levels of
education. On average across OECD countries, almost one-quarter of graduates in vocational programmes at
this level specialised in health and welfare in 2020.

« On average, students who started with a general upper secondary qualification have a higher completion rate at
bachelor’s level than those who started with a vocational upper secondary qualification.
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Analysis

Profile of upper secondary graduates

An upper secondary qualification (ISCED level 3) is often considered to be the minimum credential for successful entry into
the labour market and necessary for continuing to higher levels of education. Young people who leave school before
completing upper secondary education tend to have worse employment prospects (see Indicators A3 and A4). For many
young people, the transition from lower to upper secondary education involves deciding whether to enrol in general education
or pursue vocational education and training (VET). The selection process and the factors influencing which programme
orientation students enter (e.g. test results, records of academic performance or teacher advice) also vary between countries
(OECD, 20162;). How much choice young people have in practice therefore differs across countries. An important challenge
is to ensure that the decision to pursue a general or a vocational programme is driven by students’ interests and abilities, not
their personal circumstances, which they cannot influence.

Upper secondary systems in OECD countries take a variety of approaches to occupational preparation. Many countries in
Europe, Latin America and South-East Asia have a distinct vocational track or even a multi-track system. The latter often
distinguishes between vocational programmes oriented towards traditional occupations (e.g. plumber, hairdresser) and those
focused on technical and technological areas (e.g. IT technician, media designer), often designed to prepare for tertiary
studies in that area. For example, in addition to general education, Belgium and Slovenia have a vocational and a technical
track, while France offers a technological baccalauréat. In other countries, occupational preparation at upper secondary level
does not take place in a separate vocational track at all. In Canada, upper secondary education remains predominantly
general, but students may choose modules offering technical and occupational training. In the United States, students can
undertake vocational coursework, but this does not result in a specialised diploma. In other countries where initial upper
secondary education includes no or limited vocational content, those who graduate with an upper secondary vocational
qualification tend to be adults (OECD, 2022;3)).

In 2020, on average across OECD countries, 37% of those graduating from upper secondary education for the first-time
obtained a vocational qualification, ranging from 5% in Canada to 74% in Austria, rising to 44% on average among European
countries. Seven other OECD and partner countries besides Canada have 20% or less of their upper secondary graduates
obtaining a vocational qualification: Brazil (8%), Costa Rica (20%), Hungary (19%), Iceland (19%), Korea (17%), Lithuania
(15%) and New Zealand (14%) (Table B3.2). It is not always the case that vocational tracks are viewed as less attractive
options in countries with lower levels of participation (CEDEFOP, 20144). However, in Hungary and Lithuania, evidence
suggests that vocational programmes are viewed less positively within society, and are less likely to be considered as
providing high-quality learning, than in other European countries (OECD, 2017}s)).

By gender

Effective upper secondary education systems need to offer high-quality learning options to both men and women. Gender
imbalances in general or vocational programmes, or in particular fields of study, can raise equity issues. For example, if vocational
programmes serve mostly men, women who are less attracted to academic forms of learning might struggle to find a suitable
option. Alternatively, if VET offers limited pathways for progression, it may then be more difficult for men to pursue higher levels
of education. Indicators in this area are best interpreted together with information on labour-market outcomes from vocational
programmes, the progression pathways into higher levels of education, and data on the take up of those pathways.

The gender balance in general and vocational programmes also varies considerably across countries. On average across
OECD countries, women made up 55% of upper secondary graduates in general programmes in 2020, compared to 45% in
vocational programmes (Figure B3.2). In almost all countries with available data, women make up at least half of upper
secondary graduates from general programmes, ranging from 49% in Korea to more than 60% in Italy and Slovenia
(Table B3.1). Men dominate graduation from vocational programmes in almost three-quarters of the countries. There is,
however, much cross-country variation: the share of women graduating from vocational programmes ranged from 34% or
less in Estonia, Hungary, Iceland and Lithuania to more than 60% in Ireland in 2020 (Table B3.2). Ireland was one of just five
OECD and partner countries where women made up a larger share of graduates in vocational programmes than in general
programmes (13 percentage points). In the other four countries — Brazil, Colombia, New Zealand and the United Kingdom —
the difference between the share of women in vocational and general programmes was less than 7 percentage points. In
many cases, gender enrolment patterns in vocational programmes are related to the fields of study typically targeted by these
programmes.

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022



B3. WHO IS EXPECTED TO GRADUATE FROM UPPER SECONDARY EDUCATION? | 169

Figure B3.2. Share of women among upper secondary graduates, by programme orientation (2020)

In per cent
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Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of women among upper secondary graduates in general programmes.
Source: OECD//Eurostat/UIS (2022), Tables B3.1 and B3.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-

at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).
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By age

While the average ages of first-time graduates from upper secondary general education do not differ much across countries,
the difference widens in vocational education. This reflects the fact that a general upper secondary qualification is typically
the final stage of initial schooling. In contrast, a vocational upper secondary qualification may also provide a second-chance
opportunity to those who left school without an upper secondary qualification, allowing them to obtain a qualification to improve

their employment prospects.

Among OECD countries with available data, the average age for graduation from upper secondary general education is
19 years old, and ranges from 17 to 21 years. Apart from Costa Rica and Portugal, all OECD countries have an average
upper secondary graduation age of 20 or younger (Table B3.1). For vocational upper secondary programmes, the average
age of first-time graduates varies more widely, ranging from 16 (Colombia) to 34 years (Canada). In countries, where there is
little to no vocational education and training in the initial upper secondary education system, upper secondary VET
programmes are mostly directed at adults. Canada has the highest average age of first-time vocational upper secondary
graduates, as its upper secondary vocational programmes serve adults. Similarly in New Zealand, where the average upper
secondary graduation age is 32, programmes at this level include post-schooling study for adults and includes bridging type
programmes, “second-chance” or life/employment skills, or basic pre-employment programmes (Table B3.2) (OECD/INES,

2022g)).
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By fields of study

Since vocational programmes are designed to help learners acquire the knowledge and skills needed for particular
occupations and trades, the choice of field of study is crucial. Specialising in a particular field in vocational education shapes
further learning opportunities and subsequent labour-market outcomes. On average across the OECD, the largest share
(33%) of students in upper secondary vocational education graduated from programmes in engineering, manufacturing and
construction in 2020. This was followed by business, administration and law (17%), services (17%) and health and welfare
(12%). However, this pattern does not hold for every country. In Brazil, Costa Rica, Luxembourg and Switzerland, the most
popular upper secondary vocational qualification, among these four fields, was in business, administration and law. In Ireland,
the Netherlands, Spain and the United Kingdom, the most popular field was health and welfare, and in Portugal, it was
services (Table B3.2).

As with higher levels of education, there are marked gender patterns in choices of fields of study. Women are far more likely
than men to study subjects relating to business, administration and law, as well as health and welfare. Men are more likely to
choose engineering, manufacturing and construction or information and communication technologies (ICT), which are in great
demand in labour markets in OECD countries (Table B3.2) (OECD, 2020j7;). These differences can be attributed to traditional
perceptions of gender roles and identities as well as the cultural values sometimes associated with particular fields of
education. Some studies have found that these gender differences in the choice of field of study are mirrored in the career
expectations of 15-year-olds: on average across OECD countries, only 14% of the girls who were top performers in science
or mathematics reported that they expect to work in science or engineering, compared with 26% of the top-performing boys
(OECD, 2018s)).

Few women in upper secondary vocational education pursue programmes in engineering, manufacturing and construction:
on average across OECD countries, only 15% of graduates in this field were women in 2020. Colombia was the only country
where women represented more than 40% of graduates for the field. In contrast, across OECD countries, female graduates
were over-represented in health and welfare (83%); business, administration and law (62%); and services (58%). In health
and welfare, women represented 90% or more of graduates in France, Hungary, Latvia and Lithuania (Table B3.2).

By level of completion

Upper secondary vocational programmes can be classified into three different groups according to the level of completion
possible: partial completion without direct access to tertiary education; level completion without direct access to tertiary
education; and level completion with direct access to tertiary education. The first category, partial completion, includes
programmes that are part of a sequence of programmes at ISCED level 3 but are not the final programmes at this level, and
do not provide direct access to higher ISCED levels. Such programmes are uncommon in OECD countries, with graduates
reported only in Lithuania, the Slovak Republic, Sweden and the United Kingdom (Figure B3.3). Examples include
intermediate upper secondary programmes in the United Kingdom, where most graduates progress on to further programmes
that do provide full completion of upper secondary education with direct access to tertiary education. Even students who do
not progress to programmes offering full level completion can use their intermediate qualification as part of an application to
higher education (UCAS, 2021(q)). Similarly, in Sweden this category includes introductory programmes in upper secondary
schools, which serve as a bridge between lower secondary and upper secondary education.

Programmes in the second category, level completion without direct access to tertiary education, tend to have a strong focus
on preparation for labour-market entry. This category includes programmes leading to a certificate d’aptitude professionnelle
(CAP) or a brevet professionnel in France, Leaving Certificate Applied Programmes in Ireland or one-year National Certificate
of Educational Achievement (NCEA 1) qualifications in New Zealand. The lack of direct access to tertiary education does not
make these programmes a dead end. Programmes within this category may provide direct access to post-secondary non-
tertiary education (ISCED level 4). In addition, graduates often have other access routes to tertiary education. For example,
in Sweden, 69% of upper secondary vocational graduates completed a programme without direct access to tertiary education.
However, students have the option to take additional general subjects while pursuing their vocational programme, in order to
gain eligibility for tertiary education. In New Zealand those who complete NCEA 1 programmes commonly progress to
NCEA 2 or 3 qualifications, which in turn provide access to tertiary education. More broadly, in several OECD countries there
are bridging programmes (at ISCED level 3 or 4) that allow vocational graduates to obtain a qualification that provides direct
access to tertiary education.
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Figure B3.3. Distribution of vocational upper secondary graduates, by level of completion (2020)
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1. Most of the students who complete intermediate upper secondary programmes that do not give direct access to tertiary education will move to programmes that provide
full completion of upper secondary with direct access to tertiary education.

2. Vocational programmes with direct access to tertiary education at upper secondary level are included with the same type of programmes at post-secondary tertiary level.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of graduates of programmes with direct access to tertiary education.

Source: OECD/Eurostat/UIS (2022), Table B3.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).

StatLink = https://stat.link/bkc6q7

Across OECD countries, 76% of vocational graduates across OECD countries completed a programme that allows direct
access to tertiary education. In 11 countries, all vocational graduates completed such programmes, and in almost all
remaining OECD countries the majority of upper secondary vocational graduates have direct access to tertiary education
(Figure B3.3). However, this does not necessarily mean that VET graduates have the same options available to them as
general upper secondary graduates. While in many countries the qualification required for tertiary education yields access to
all types of education, in some countries, there is a more nuanced set of arrangements. For example, in Germany, graduates
from vocational ISCED level 3 programmes have direct access to professional tertiary programmes after relevant professional
experience but in order to access academic tertiary programmes, they need either technically compatible professional
practices and the completion of an aptitude test or obtain a professional tertiary qualification first. In Denmark, upper
secondary vocational graduates have direct access to business academy programmes (ISCED level 5) and some professional
bachelor's programmes. They do not have direct access to academic bachelor’'s programmes, but professional programmes
may serve as a bridge to master programmes (OECD, 2022;10)).

Profile of post-secondary non-tertiary graduates

Post-secondary non-tertiary programmes (ISCED level 4) are relatively less prominent in the educational landscape than
other levels of education. Eight OECD countries do not have these programmes at all (Chile, Costa Rica, Korea, Mexico,
the Netherlands, Slovenia, the Republic of Tirkiye and the United Kingdom) and three others (Colombia, Israel and
Switzerland) do not offer vocational programmes at this level of education (Table B3.3). In the countries that do, various kinds
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of post-secondary non-tertiary programmes are available. These programmes straddle upper secondary and post-secondary
education and may be considered either as upper secondary or as post-secondary programmes, depending on the country.
Although the content of these programmes may not be significantly more advanced than upper secondary programmes, they
broaden the knowledge of individuals who have already attained an upper secondary qualification.

Post-secondary non-tertiary programmes may be designed to increase participants' labour-market options or to increase their
eligibility for further studies at the tertiary level, or both. Examples of such programmes include technicians’ diplomas, primary
professional education or préparation aux carrieres administratives (OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO, 2015(11)).

By programme orientation and level of completion

On average across OECD countries, 88% of post-secondary non-tertiary first-time graduates attended vocational
programmes (Table B3.3). This level of education is particularly vocationally focused, as most post-secondary non-tertiary
programmes are designed for direct entry into the labour market. There are some national initiatives to provide general
programmes at post-secondary non-tertiary level aimed at students who have completed vocational upper secondary
education and want to increase their chances of entering tertiary education. For instance, in Switzerland, a one-year general
programme, the university aptitude test, prepares graduates from vocational upper secondary education (after successful
completion of the federal vocational baccalaureate) to enter general programmes at the tertiary level
(OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO, 2015(11)).

Although post-secondary non-tertiary vocational education is designed to prepare students for entry into the labour market, it
should not lock participants out of further learning options. In half of the 25 OECD and partner countries with data on this
level, all or most students graduated from post-secondary non-tertiary vocational programmes that yield direct access tertiary
education (or they might already be eligible thanks to their upper secondary qualification). In eight other countries, a majority
of students graduated from post-secondary non-tertiary programmes with a focus on occupational skills, which are designed
for direct entry into the labour market. The remaining countries offer a more mixed profile of programmes, some of which are
designed to lead to further study and some of which are not (Table B3.3).

By field of study

On average across OECD countries, 23% of post-secondary non-tertiary graduates in vocational programmes specialised in
health and welfare; 21% in engineering, manufacturing and construction; 18% in business, administration and law; and 17%
in services in 2020. However, there were considerable variations across countries. In Luxembourg, for instance, 67% of
post-secondary non-tertiary graduates obtained a qualification in engineering, manufacturing and construction whereas in
Austria, France and Poland this field accounted for 1% of graduates or less (Table B3.3).

On average across OECD countries, women made up 53% of post-secondary non-tertiary vocational graduates in 2020, but
there were significant variations across countries, ranging from 24% in Luxembourg to 75% in Poland. This contrasts with the
under-representation of women in upper secondary vocational education. There are two main reasons for the difference in
gender balance. First, women in upper secondary vocational education have a higher completion rate than men and are
therefore more likely to continue their studies in post-secondary non-tertiary education. Second, women are over-represented
in certain broad fields of study, such as health and welfare, and business, administration and law, which are among the fields
more commonly studied by post-secondary non-tertiary graduates (Table B3.3).

The share of female graduates from post-secondary non-tertiary vocational programmes is the largest in the field of health
and welfare (80% in 2020); followed by business, administration and law (65%); services (55%); and engineering,
manufacturing and construction (18%). In the field of health and welfare, women make up at least 70% of graduates in all
countries with available data. In services, the share of female graduates varies more widely compared to other fields, ranging
from 12% in Denmark to 74% in Latvia and Spain. Even so, women make up more than half of post-secondary non-tertiary
vocational graduates in all but six countries in the field of services (Table B3.3).

By age

The average age of first-time graduates from post-secondary non-tertiary education is quite high compared to upper
secondary graduates. On average, students graduated from post-secondary non-tertiary programmes at the age of 31 years
across the OECD, with the average age ranging from 22 years in Belgium to 42 years in Finland. The average age of
graduation was over 30 in all but eight countries (Table B3.3).
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The comparatively high age of graduation may be due to the particular programmes offered at post-secondary non-tertiary
level. They may tend to attract older individuals with some years of experience in the labour market already, either because
work experience is typical for entry to the profession or because these programmes can facilitate a career change into a
specific profession. For instance, in Finland, post-secondary non-tertiary programmes with direct access to tertiary education
are taken usually after several years of work experience. In Norway, post-secondary non-tertiary education is provided
through 6-18-month programmes designed to meet a number of specialised vocational needs and for direct entry into the
labour market, and the average age of graduates was 34 years in 2020. In Portugal, special accommodation is made for older
adults with related professional experience in the certification of post-secondary non-tertiary education. Adults over the age
of 25 who have worked for at least five years in relevant fields can request the assessment of their professional skills by
training institutions in order to obtain a technological specialisation diploma (Eurydice, 202112]), which can partly explain why
the average age of first-time graduates is 30 years old (Table B3.3).

Box B3.1. Bachelor’s completion rate by upper secondary programme orientation

Creating strong pathways from upper secondary into tertiary education requires building suitable access routes and
ensuring that students are well prepared for further studies. While general upper secondary programmes, by definition,
are designed to equip students with the skills needed for post-secondary and tertiary education, vocational programmes
tend to vary in their emphasis on preparation for further studies. This means that some vocational graduates may be
poorly prepared to complete their tertiary programme. On the other hand, VET graduates may have an advantage over
their peers from general education: when pursuing studies within the same field as their vocational qualification and, in
some cases, where they have relevant work experience, they might be particularly well prepared and motivated to succeed
in their studies.

On average, 41% of bachelor’'s students who started with a general upper secondary qualification graduate within the
theoretical duration of the programme. For those with a vocational upper secondary qualification the figure is 36%. This
five percentage-point gap increases to 14 percentage points when comparing completion rates after three additional years
following the end of the programme’s theoretical duration (Figure B3.4).

The pattern of completion rates within the theoretical duration varies widely across countries: students from general
programmes have a higher completion rate than those with a vocational background in half of the countries with available
data. However, the pattern becomes clearer when looking at completion rates after three additional years. Within this
longer timeframe, completion rates of students with general upper secondary qualifications are either higher or very similar
to those of students with vocational qualifications in nearly all countries. In fact, only in two countries — Austria and Sweden
— are bachelor’s students from vocational upper secondary programmes more likely to graduate than their peers who
attended general programmes (Figure B3.4).

An important part of the context is the share of bachelor’'s students who have a vocational background. For example, in
Lithuania, 45% of students from vocational upper secondary programmes graduate within the theoretical duration of the
programme in which they entered. However, these students represent only around 2% of entrants into bachelor's
programmes. A number of factors may explain the low share of VET graduates among bachelor’s students. In some
countries, such as Norway, only general upper secondary programmes grant direct access to ISCED level 6 or equivalent,
with few exceptions. Similarly, in Estonia some upper secondary vocational programmes do not grant access to bachelor’s
programmes. The data also refer to full-time students, so do not fully capture participation patterns in countries where
VET graduates commonly pursue ISCED 6 programmes part-time.

In Austria, in contrast, a large share of bachelor level students have a vocational background and their completion rates
are higher than for those with general upper secondary education. This reflects Austria’s large upper secondary VET
system, in which there is a strong progression pathway from upper secondary education (year 1-3 of Berufsbildende
Héhere Schulen, BHS) into short-cycle tertiary programmes (year 4-5 of BHS) and universities of applied sciences, as
well as to universities though to a lesser extent.
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Figure B3.4. Completion rates of full-time students who entered a bachelor's or equivalent level, by
students' upper secondary programme orientation and timeframe (2020)

In per cent

4 Completion rate by the theoretical duration plus three years of students with vocational upper secondary education

4 Completion rate by the theoretical duration plus three years of students with general upper secondary education
Completion rate by the theoretical duration of students with vocational upper secondary education
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Israel (33%)
Lithuania (2%)
Norway (12%)

Slovenia (44%)
Finland (34%)
Estonia (9%)
Average

France (11%)
Switzerland (27%)
Sweden (23%) (1)
Netherlands (23%)
Austria (51%)

Flemish Comm. (Belgium) (43%)

French Comm. (Belgium) (41%) (2)

Note: The share of students who graduated from vocational upper secondary programmes are shown in parentheses next to each country name. The year of reference
for the data (2020) corresponds to the graduation year three years after the theoretical duration of the programme (2017). The reference year for students’ entry may
differ depending on the duration of programmes.

1. Data are provided for the theoretical duration of the programme plus one semester (not the theoretical duration) in Sweden.

2. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the completion rate by the theoritical duration of students with general upper secondary education.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/okqfi5

Definition
Typical age is the age at the beginning of the last school/academic year of the corresponding educational level and

programme when the degree is obtained.

Methodology

The average age of students is calculated from 1 January for countries where the academic year starts in the second semester
of the calendar year and 1 July for countries where the academic year starts in the first semester of the calendar year. As a

consequence, the average age of new entrants may be overestimated by up to six months, while that of first-time graduates
may be underestimated by the same.

For more information, please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics (OECD, 2018(13)).
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Source

Data refer to the academic year 2019/20 and are based on the OECD/UIS/Eurostat data collection on education statistics
administered by the OECD in 2021 (for details, see Annex 3 at https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).
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Indicator B3 tables

Tables Indicator B3. Who is expected to graduate from upper secondary education?

Table B3.1 Profile of upper secondary graduates from general programmes (2020)
Table B3.2 Profile of upper secondary graduates from vocational programmes (2020)
Table B3.3

Profile of post-secondary non-tertiary graduates from vocational programmes (2020)

StatLink Sa=ra hitps:/statlink/2yn7ec

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


https://stat.link/2yn7ec
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en
http://stats.oecd.org/

B3. WHO IS EXPECTED TO GRADUATE FROM UPPER SECONDARY EDUCATION? | 177

Table B3.1. Profile of upper secondary graduates from general programmes (2020)

Percentage
of first-time graduates
who obtained

Average age

Share of female

Distribution of graduates by level of completion

Partial level completion
without direct access
to post-secondary
non-tertiary education

Level completion,
without direct access

Level completion,
with direct access

a general qualification| of first-time graduates graduates or tertiary education | totertiary education | to tertiary education

(1 ) @3 ) 5) (6)

8 Countries
g Australia m m 51 a a 100
Austria 26 18 59 a 3 97
Belgium 48 18 56 a a 100
Canada 95 18 50 a a 100
Chile 71 20 52 a a 100
Colombia 76 19 52 a a 100
CostaRica 80 21 54 a a 100
Czech Republic 31 20 60 a a 100
Denmark 77 19 55 a a 100
Estonia 79 19 56 a a 100
Finland 49 19 59 a a 100
France ' m 17 55 a a 100
Germany 53 19 54 a a 100
Greece 73 17 53 a a 100
Hungary 81 19 52 a a 100
Iceland 81 20 58 a 3 97
Ireland m 17 51 a 5 95
Israel 59 17 51 0 8 91
Italy 44 19 61 a a 100
Japan 78 m 51 a a 100
Korea 83 18 49 a a 100
Latvia 74 19 54 a a 100
Lithuania 85 19 54 a a 100
Luxembourg 40 18 55 a a 100
Mexico 66 18 54 a a 100
Netherlands 49 17 54 a a 100
New Zealand 86 18 50 a a 100
Norway 67 19 58 a 0 100
Poland 53 20 60 a a 100
Portugal 66 21 55 a a 100
Slovak Republic 32 19 59 a a 100
Slovenia 33 18 62 a a 100
Spain 65 18 55 a a 100
Sweden 68 18 53 8 a 92
Switzerland 33 19 57 a a 100
Tiirkiye 58 20 52 a a 100
United Kingdom 2 35 17 50 73 a 27
United States 100 17 50 a a 100
OECD average 63 19 55 2 1 97
EU22 average 56 19 56 0 0 99
g Argentina m m m m m m
£ Brazil 92 19 54 a a 100
& China m m m m m m
India m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
1. Average age is based on all graduates instead of first-time graduates.
2. Most of the students who complete intermediate upper secondary programmes that do not give direct access to tertiary education will move to programmes that provide
full completion of upper secondary with direct access to tertiary education.
Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table B3.2. Profile of upper secondary graduates from vocational programmes (2020)

Distribution of graduates Distribution of graduates Share of female graduates
by level of completion by field of study by field of study
- = o=
5§, s_|2§ $ =

%. § i‘é 2 ;—:5_ -0 -§_. ‘E e 'z c o

Percentage £E8gf ge EEF = | 5 S £ | 28| £

ofefri(;l:?-tilgle %,’ ] § >3 %_§ %_E 3| B ccﬁgg = S g-,g S E
graduates | Average 3S8ET | ESS|ESE| 4 B 3 a_|588| £ @
who obtained| ageof | Shareof | 5338t |S5®|S5E| 28 |[£€g £ s 28 283 = L
avocational | first-time| female | TS a< 2 g 23 % £2| 23 | 253 3 3 2z |25 s E
qualification | graduates| graduates| o 226 | 4T o |2 22| @s (WEGR = ms WEG® T n
(1 ) () @ G ® (M ® () () (@ 1y (4

=] Countries

3 Australia m 31 50 a a 100 18 31 24 14 62 10 84 60
Austria 74 20 47 a 2 98 28 34 5 18 64 14 79 73
Belgium 52 19 48 a 33 67 m m m m 51 25 89 55
Canada 5 34 49 a a 100 m m m m m m m m
Chile 29 18 48 a a 100 29 46 6 4 61 28 81 61
Colombia 24 16 55 a a 100 m m m m 61 44 a a
CostaRica 20 19 52 a a 100 45 22 0 1 67 39 a 55
Czech Republic 69 20 44 a 38 62 16 40 7 18 63 12 89 63
Denmark 23 26 46 a 25 75 22 36 21 13 66 12 89 46
Estonia 21 19 34 a a 100 1 51 0 26 96 20 a 66
Finland 51 24 54 a a 100 20 24 21 20 66 19 85 56
France ' m 19 46 a 68 32 22 36 17 19 60 12 90 59
Germany 47 23 38 a 7 93 32 36 1 13 54 1 83 42
Greece 27 m 37 a 11 89 8 37 27 9 57 9 78 45
Hungary? 19 23 3 a 100 x(5) 9 53 4 29 7 8 90 48
Iceland 19 28 31 a 96 4 0 56 8 22 67 8 89 52
Ireland’ m 29 64 a 100 a 16 2 37 10 65 13 84 55
Israel 4 17 50 a 5 95 19 25 3 5 68 26 73 51
Italy 56 21 39 a 19 81 21 33 5 27 47 23 74 51
Japan 22 m 43 a a 100 m m m m 62 12 85 81
Korea 17 18 4 a a 100 27 44 3 6 74 12 78 72
Latvia 26 21 44 a 8 92 13 35 0 25 72 1 92 70
Lithuania 15 21 33 6 a 94 1 49 0 28 53 4 100 77
Luxembourg 60 21 48 a 50 50 27 22 9 8 62 12 81 58
Mexico 34 18 50 a 8] 97 m m m m m m m m
Netherlands 51 21 51 a 51 49 17 18 25 23 51 9 88 48
New Zealand 14 32 57 a 100 a 15 20 10 15 65 13 86 61
Norway 33 25 39 a 0 100 7 4 27 17 70 8 81 38
Poland 47 20 38 a 26 74 12 39 0 24 60 13 73 72
Portugal 34 20 46 a a 100 14 16 14 28 63 13 88 52
Slovak Republic 68 20 45 2 22 76 14 40 9 22 70 1" 83 64
Slovenia 67 19 43 a 32 68 12 38 12 15 61 13 75 62
Spain 35 24 50 a 4 59 12 15 18 14 58 9 80 40
Sweden 32 18 40 12 57 3 9 44 19 18 56 8 71 62
Switzerland 67 22 44 a 10 90 32 31 17 9 55 12 87 51
Tirkiye 42 19 47 a 1 99 1 23 21 7 48 10 77 56
United Kingdom?® 65 20 54 51 a 49 10 7 16 12 54 7 82 53
United States a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
OECD average 37 22 45 2 24 76 17 33 12 17 62 15 83 58
EU22 average 44 21 44 1 31 il 16 33 12 19 62 13 84 57
¢ Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
g Brazil 8 20 57 a a 100 27 16 11 3 61 35 85 62
& China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Average age is based on all graduates instead of first-time graduates.

2. Vocational programmes with direct access to tertiary education at upper secondary level are included with the same type of programmes at post-secondary tertiary level.
3. Most of the students who complete intermediate upper secondary programmes that do not give direct access to tertiary education will move to programmes that provide
full completion of upper secondary with direct access to tertiary education.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/a3wbOm
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Table B3.3. Profile of post-secondary non-tertiary graduates from vocational programmes (2020)

Distribution of graduates Distribution of graduates Share of female graduates
by level of completion by field of study by field of study
Percentage £ ‘E 2 ‘E £ mé S E g‘g %
offi:ist-ttime A é‘% - é. 8 _ k] 2 E -; - -i 23 § .;

raduates verage oo oo » o ® © @ TR »
wgo obtained| age o% Shareof | S S% 8sx gz § £5 £ 2 £z §“§ § _-; 8
avocational | first-time| female 233 2383 s | 28 S 3 @25 |DEv| w z
qualification | graduates| graduates| 35 & 335738 @5 |WES| =T @ @5 WES| = @
(0] (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (] (8) (9) (10) (1) (12) (13)

8 Countries
4 Australia 100 34 54 a 100 25 1 19 12 58 12 7 56
Austria 100 33 74 35 65 8 0 63 1 57 0 77 64
Belgium 100 22 52 2 98 m m m m 63 0 85 36
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Colombia' a a a a a a a a a a a a a
CostaRica a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Czech Republic 48 m 48 51 49 m m m m m m m m
Denmark 100 38 31 a 100 m m m m 37 0 40 12
Estonia 100 32 70 a 100 46 12 1 27 89 33 64 64
Finland 100 42 59 a 100 47 29 10 9 53 61 84 58
France m m m m m 10 1 13 3 62 55 75 24
Germany 94 24 60 42 58 20 19 48 7 64 16 79 60
Greece 100 30 55 100 a 7 14 30 36 69 8 77 57
Hungary? 100 24 53 a 100¢ 16 22 21 18 80 9 82 62
Iceland 77 34 30 92 8 9 55 0 15 59 6 a 60
Ireland?® m 29 42 100 a 8 38 26 6 63 0 95 46
Israel! m a a a a a a a a a a a a
Italy 100 24 43 0 100 m m m m 59 34 a 59
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Latvia 100 31 7 100 a 10 16 28 26 73 25 87 74
Lithuania 100 29 49 a 100 20 27 17 22 54 10 85 67
Luxembourg 100 31 24 100 a 0 67 0 13 a 1 a 73
Mexico a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Netherlands a a a a a a a a a a a a a
New Zealand 85 32 44 51 49 20 29 17 19 61 6 79 60
Norway 100 34 72 a 100 22 5 40 13 79 15 92 41
Poland 100 31 75 100 a 15 0 39 28 75 29 83 66
Portugal 100 30 30 a 100 14 0 18 69 11 a 52
Slovak Republic 100 29 55 a 100 15 15 16 35 60 10 86 37
Slovenia a a a a a a a a a a a a
Spain 100 38 64 100 a 33 8 30 12 73 42 7 74
Sweden 94 34 65 89 1 16 19 29 10 7 24 94 51
Switzerland a a a a a a a El a a a a
Tiirkiye a a a a a a a a a a a a a
United Kingdom a a a a a a a a a a a a a
United States 100 m 57 a 100 1 20 29 17 63 8 85 65
OECD average 88 31 53 40 60 18 21 23 17 65 18 80 55
EU22 average 96 31 54 43 57 18 21 23 17 65 20 79 55
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil 100 29 57 100 a 3 19 32 7 59 13 83 58
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
1. Programmes with direct access to tertiary education at post-secondary non-tertiary level include the same type of programmes at upper secondary level.

2. Average age is based on all graduates instead of first-time graduates.

3. Post-secondary non-tertiary programmes exist in the country.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/b8uipj

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf
https://stat.link/b8uipj

180 | B4. WHO IS EXPECTED TO ENTER TERTIARY EDUCATION?

Indicator B4. Who is expected to enter
tertiary education?

Highlights

o On average across OECD countries, women are under-represented in science, technology, engineering and
mathematics (STEM) fields of study and over-represented in the fields of health and welfare and education across
all tertiary levels.

e Despite the clear need for information and communication technologies (ICT) skills, as highlighted by the
pandemic, the field of ICT continues to attract a small share of students: only 6% of new entrants to tertiary
programmes were ICT students on average across OECD countries in 2020.

¢ In contrast to lower levels of tertiary education, doctoral candidates tend to specialise heavily in STEM-related
fields of study: 38% of new doctoral entrants chose STEM fields on average across OECD countries in 2020.

Figure B4.1. Share of women among new entrants to tertiary education, by level of education and
selected fields of study (2020)

In per cent

Bl OECD average ¢ Lowest @ Highest
100 PS 2
* .
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* . *
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[Education] [Education] [Education] [Education] [Health and [Health and [Health and [Health and [STEM] [STEM] [STEM] [STEM]
Short-cycle Bachelor's or Master's or  Doctoral or welfare] welfare] welfare] welfare] Short-cycle Bachelor's or Master's or  Doctoral or
Tertiary equivalent  equivalent equivalent Short-cycle Bachelor's or Master's or Doctoral or Tertiary equivalent  equivalent  equivalent
Tertiary equivalent  equivalent  equivalent

4

Note: STEM refers to the fields of science, technology, engineering and mathematics.
Source: OECD (2022), Tables B4.3. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/yOrdfx
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Context

Participation in tertiary education plays an essential role in developing young adults’ skills so they contribute fully to society.
Yet students’ profiles and academic aptitudes can be very diverse, as can the pathways into tertiary education. While it is
common in some countries for students to enter tertiary education directly after their upper secondary programme, in
others students often postpone entry to higher education, take a gap year or alternate periods of employment with periods
of study. Attractive employment opportunities and burgeoning economies have prompted young people in some countries
to defer education in favour of learning in the workplace, particularly when financial support for further study is limited.
Lifelong learning has also long been envisaged as the guiding policy framework for OECD education systems, enabling
individuals to continually update their skills to meet volatile and constantly evolving market demand (OECD, 20011)).

To address the growing needs of a diverse population, some countries have progressively adapted their tertiary-level
programmes to ensure more learning flexibility to suit a wide range of students’ skills and learning aptitudes. This includes
building more pathways between upper secondary and tertiary programmes, including those with a vocational orientation,
and expanding the types of programmes available to first-time tertiary students: short-cycle tertiary programmes,
bachelor's programmes or long first degrees at master’s level. Flexible entrance criteria can support lifelong learning and
second-chance programmes can offer new opportunities to older students who might have dropped out of the education
system or for those who wish to develop new skills. Providing a range of educational options adapted to the needs and
ambitions of young adults also ensures a smoother transition from education to work.

Analysing how new entrants are distributed among different fields of education allows policy makers to understand how
their students are choosing between different professional paths and to plan specific actions to combat future shortages
in some professional occupations. The COVID-19 crisis has highlighted the importance of preparing health professionals
to provide care when they are most needed, and thereby monitoring the share of students entering health and welfare
(often regulated by numerus clausus policies), whether these students graduate from the same field of study, and flows of
healthcare professionals (OECD, 2016y2). Entrants to doctoral programmes are also of particular interest, as these
graduates are often innovating and advancing societal knowledge, something that is fundamental in the knowledge-based
societies of the 21t century (OECD, 20193)).

The COVID-19 pandemic had a wide and immediate impact on higher education, forcing institutions to make an urgent
transition to distance learning. Higher education institutions and policy makers had to respond immediately to ensure
continuity of learning, which led to a dramatic change in the experience of both educators and learners. The extent to
which the pandemic has affected entry into tertiary education and international student flows over the 2020/21 academic
year is still uncertain. While some countries seem to be facing increases in student numbers, others are facing a drop in
enrolment.

Other findings

e The share of entrants who moved directly from upper secondary to tertiary education without any significant break
varies considerably across countries. Over 90% of those who enter bachelor's programmes in the United States
do so right after upper secondary education, compared to only 5% of entrants in Israel, where military service at
the age of 18 is mandatory.

e The likelihood that students will ultimately follow a different pathway than the one they set out on can differ
substantially according to the field of study: less than 50% of bachelor’s students who started a full-time course
in ICT went on to graduate from the same field, while the share is 74% for health and welfare on average across
countries with available data.

Note

Short-cycle tertiary and master’s long first degree (LFD) programmes may not exist or be very rare in a number of
educational systems. To ensure relevant cross-country comparisons, the analysis of the distribution of new or first-time
entrants by gender, field of study or mobility at these levels of education only includes countries where at least 10% of
new or first-time tertiary entrants are enrolled in such programmes.
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Analysis

Profile of new entrants into tertiary education

Tertiary education is the most flexible and diverse level of education today with a vast array of programmes on offer, from
research-oriented degrees that prepare students for doctoral studies and academia, to professional courses that provide
students with practical skills to enter the labour market more directly. Over the past decade, increasing proportions of adult
populations across the OECD have attained a tertiary level of education. As a non-compulsory level of education, however,
there are a variety of different pathways for those who wish to pursue further education after secondary school and students
may engage in other personal or professional activities before their transition to tertiary education (Box B4.1).

Age distribution

The average age at entry into tertiary programmes varies depending on the level of the programme and the student profile
that it is intended to attract. Students may enter tertiary education at three levels: short-cycle tertiary (ISCED level 5),
bachelor's (ISCED level 6) or master’s level in long first degree programmes (ISCED level 7 LFD). In 25 out of 34 countries,
the average age at entry decreases as the level of education entered increases. On average, students start master’'s LFDs
at the age of 21, although the average age for bachelor’'s programmes is only slightly higher at 22 years. Meanwhile, the age
of new entrants to short-cycle tertiary programmes is considerably higher, averaging 26 years across the OECD (Table B4.1).

Figure B4.2. Average age dispersion of new entrants, by level of education (2020)
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Source: OECD (2022), Tables B4.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
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However, there are large disparities in the average age of entrants across countries. The average age of new entrants to

bachelor's programmes varies from 19 in Belgium, Japan and Korea to 25 in Denmark and Sweden. For students in master’s
LFD programmes, there is a similar range in average ages from 19 in Chile, Italy, Japan, Portugal, Slovenia and Turkiye to
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24 in Switzerland and 26 in Sweden. For short-cycle tertiary programmes, the differences are much wider, varying from 20
years old in France and Mexico to 34 in Ireland and 40 in Poland (Table B4.1).

The higher average age of entry to short-cycle tertiary can be explained by the fact that there are often more students entering
adult education programmes at this level than at others. For example, in Denmark, 27% of students in short-cycle tertiary
education are enrolled in Akademiuddannelser, an adult education programme that requires at least two years of professional
experience to enter. In comparison, a much larger share of bachelor’s students in Denmark are enrolled in initial education
and only 9% are enrolled in an adult education programme, the Diplomuddannelser, which also requires at least two years of
relevant work experience. Meanwhile in Austria, at bachelor’s level there are only initial education programmes, whereas
several short-cycle programmes are classified as adult education, such as the Berufsbildende héhere Schule fiir Berufstétige
and the Werkmeister- und Bauhandwerkerschule.

The spread of ages of new entrants to short-cycle tertiary programmes is also considerably wider than those of new entrants
to bachelor's level or master's LFD programmes. In short-cycle tertiary education, the average age of students at the 20"
percentile was just under 22 years in 2020, compared slightly over 29 years at the 80" percentile, a spread of over 8 years.
In contrast, the spread of average ages of new entrants to bachelor’s programmes was exactly 3 years, while the spread of
average ages in master's LFD programmes was slightly under that (Figure B4.2). This reflects the fact that bachelor’s and
master's LFD programmes tend to be initial education courses, which are designed to be completed before young people’s
first entry to the labour market.

Box B4.1. Direct versus delayed entry to tertiary education

The growing flexibility of tertiary educational systems is reflected in the increasing availability of new learning pathways and
modalities. Part-time study, online courses and the ability to collect credits without the intention of completing a degree are
some examples of how tertiary programmes have been adapting to a vision of education as lifelong learning. In this context,
students in many countries may not be expected to follow a direct path from upper secondary to tertiary education.

Figure B4.3 shows the share of entrants to bachelor's programmes who came directly to tertiary education from upper
secondary education without any significant break, such as a gap year. This share varies considerably across countries,
which highlights the diversity in the pool of tertiary entrants. While over 90% of those who enter bachelor's programmes in
the United States do so right after upper secondary education, the same is true for only 5% of entrants in Israel (Figure B4.3).

This diversity reflects important differences in institutional and social factors that are specific to each country. Traditionally,
students entered tertiary programmes immediately after completing upper secondary education, and this remains true in
many cases. In some countries, however, it is common for students to enter military or civil service immediately after upper
secondary education. This is the case in Israel, for example, where military service is compulsory for both men (for 32 months)
and women (for 24 months) from the age of 18. In some countries, military service is only compulsory for men. In Austria, for
example, all men have to perform military or alternative service straight after upper secondary school, unless they undertake
a short-cycle programme in a higher technical and vocational college. Thus, only 20% of Austrian men who entered a
bachelor's programme did so directly after upper secondary in 2020, compared to 54% among women, while the share
overall is 39% (Figure B4.3).

Students may also be encouraged to take gap years because of highly selective tertiary entrance systems. In Finland, for
example, it is common for students to apply several times before being accepted by some tertiary programmes, which
explains why less than 30% of students enter higher education directly from upper secondary (see Indicator D6 in Education
at a Glance 2019 (OECD, 2019u4))). As a result, the Finnish government has been actively trying to reduce the number of
years between graduation from upper secondary and entry to tertiary education, by placing more importance on upper
secondary education leaving certificates and national matriculation examination results in the selection of students for places
instead of entrance examinations. In addition, the number of places for entry to tertiary education has been greatly increased
in recent years. These measures have increased the share of students who enter tertiary education directly after upper
secondary (see Figure B4.3 and Education at a Glance 2019 (OECD, 20194))). By the same token, higher rates of direct
entry to tertiary education may reflect more open admissions systems, such as in the Netherlands, where 86% of bachelor’s
students entered their programme directly after secondary school (Figure B4.3). There are also countries where policies
have been put in place to value certain experiences gained during gap years, which can make it easier for students delay
entry to tertiary education if they so wish. In Norway, for example, 50% of university places are reserved for students under
the age of 21 but students above this age can be awarded bonus points in their university application for military service,
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attending folk high school, and their age among other criteria (Vibli, 20225)). In Lithuania too, applicants to government-
funded places in tertiary programmes may benefit from additional grades if they have completed military service or
volunteering activities (Table X3.B5.3.)

Entry into tertiary education can also be influenced by students’ upper secondary programme orientation. In some countries,
entrants coming from vocational upper secondary programmes are considerably more likely to have taken at least one gap
year before entering tertiary education than their peers with a general upper secondary degree. In Estonia, Lithuania and
Sweden, the difference is over 20 percentage points, although it should be noted that in Estonia and Lithuania upper
secondary vocational graduates make up less than 10% of those entering bachelor’'s programmes. This could reflect the fact
that students who complete a vocational upper secondary programme may choose to enter the labour market first, before
pursuing tertiary education. It may also be because some vocational upper secondary qualifications require students to take
specific exams or supplementary courses before they can access tertiary education. In other countries, bachelor’s students
with general and vocational upper secondary qualifications are equally likely to have taken gap years before entering the

programme. This is the case, for example, in the Flemish and French communities of Belgium and in the Netherlands
(Figure B4.3).

It is important, however, to look beyond averages when analysing students’ transition from upper secondary to tertiary
education. While flexibility and permeability may be important characteristics of education systems, country averages could
mask underlying problems faced by disadvantaged students or at-risk groups during this transition period. It is also important
to examine students’ pathways after entering tertiary education, and how their educational and social background may
influence their ability to succeed at this level.

Figure B4.3. Share of entrants to bachelor's programmes who entered tertiary education directly from
upper secondary education, by upper secondary programme orientation (2020)
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2. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Countries and other participants are ranked in descending order of the share of entrants who directly entered tertiary education from an upper secondary programme.
Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).
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Fields of study

A myriad of factors may influence students’ future career aspirations and their choice of field of study, including their parents
and other role models, careers guidance given in schools, internship experiences and the opportunities available in the labour
market (Hofer, Zhivkovikj and Smyth, 2020)). This choice is highly important as tertiary students gain specialised skills and
knowledge, which can open doors to certain career paths. However, once they have started their courses, some students
may find that their interests and career objectives are better aligned with a different field of study, and therefore transfer to
another field (Box B4.2).

In 2020, approximately one in four new entrants on average across the OECD and across all tertiary levels, chose to study
the broad field of business, administration and law. This was the most popular field among new entrants in all OECD countries
except Finland (where it was health and welfare), Israel (education), Italy (arts and humanities), and Korea and Sweden
(engineering, manufacturing and construction). Some 15% of new entrants to tertiary education enrolled in engineering,
manufacturing and construction programmes, and 14% in health and welfare, on average across OECD countries. Around
10% studied arts and humanities, and about the same proportion chose social sciences, journalism and information.
Education; natural sciences, mathematics and statistics; ICT; and services each accounted for less than 10% of new entrants
on average (Table B4.2).

In all fields, the variation across countries is considerable. In Estonia and Luxembourg, for example, about 10% of new
entrants chose ICT, compared to 2% in Italy in 2020. In Israel, the share of entrants starting in the field of education was
about 19%, more than twice the OECD average. In Italy, one in five tertiary students enrolled in arts and humanities, while
the share was below 5% in Chile, Colombia and Mexico (Table B4.2).

Government action may influence the programmes that institutions choose to offer and the programmes in which students
decide to enrol. For example, Estonia has experienced labour-market shortages in the ICT sector in recent years, as well as
in specialised education, legal and healthcare professions. As part of its Lifelong Learning Strategy for 2014-2020, Estonia
therefore encouraged students to enrol in some fields of study by offering government-funded scholarships for students in
teacher education and waiving fees for students in ICT, teacher education and nursing, regardless of their study progress
(OECD, 20197)). Between 2015 and 2020, the share of new entrants enrolling in education programmes in Estonia increased
from 6% to 7%, while the share of new entrants to health and welfare increased from 10% to 12%. However, the proportion
of new entrants enrolling in these two fields was still below the OECD average in 2020. The share of new entrants to ICT
increased from 9% to 10% over the same period.

The COVID-19 crisis has led to some global shifts in the importance placed on certain fields. For example, the pandemic
highlighted the overwhelming need to foster the acquisition and development of digital skills and it is likely that the ability to
adapt and innovate ICT systems will only increase in importance in the next few decades. However, the field of ICT only
attracts a small share of students. On average across OECD countries and across all tertiary levels, 6% of new entrants
enrolled in ICT in 2020, representing only a small increase compared to the 5% of new entrants in 2015 (Table B4.2). This is
somewhat surprising given that ICT is one of the fields of study offering the greatest benefits in terms of employment (see
Indicator A3) and earnings (see Indicator A4). Moreover, in some contexts, the strong demand for ICT skills means that
students are able to enter the labour market without fully completing their degree (Box B4.2).

The pandemic has also highlighted the need for robust health services for countries to be able to tackle any subsequent
health crises, as well as manage future challenges linked to ageing populations. Policy makers therefore have an interest in
ensuring that enough students are entering the relevant fields of study. Health and welfare tertiary graduates enjoy high
employment rates, although they vary substantially across countries, from 77% in Mexico to 95% in Iceland (See Indicator
A3). In 19 of the 32 countries with available data the share of new entrants to the fields of health and welfare increased
between 2015 and 2020. The greatest change was observed in Tlrkiye, where there was a 9 percentage point increase. At
the other end of the scale, the share of new entrants in health and welfare fell in Colombia by 1 percentage point, meaning
that only 5% of new entrants enrolled in this field in 2020, the lowest share across OECD countries. Over the same period,
the share of new entrants into the field of health and welfare decreased by 3% in Luxembourg (from 13% in 2015 to 10% in
2020) whereas in Belgium, the share decreased by 2 percentage points over this period, but already made up one-quarter
(25%) of new entrants in 2015 (Figure B4.4).

The fields of study aggregated under health and welfare include a wide range of programmes: dental studies, medicine,
nursing and midwifery, medical diagnostic and treatment technology, therapy and rehabilitation, pharmacy, etc. Some of these
programmes, such as dental studies and medicine, require extensive studies and are exclusively offered through master’s
long first degrees, while others, such as nursing or welfare, are more variable in length. Variations in the overall share of new
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entrants in health and welfare programmes might not be enough to observe differences between specific programmes across
countries. For example, Latvia and Switzerland recorded 3 and 2 percentage point increases respectively in the share of
health and welfare new entrants between 2015 and 2020 (Table B4.2). However, the share of new entrants enrolling in
medicine increased by 2 percentage points in Latvia compared to just 1 percentage point in Switzerland. Meanwhile, the
share of new entrants enrolling in nursing and midwifery stayed the same in Latvia, but increased in Switzerland by
1 percentage point (see Education at a Glance Database).

Figure B4.4. Share of tertiary new entrants in the field of health and welfare (2015 and 2020)
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Note: Readers may view data for ICT through the Compare function and in the StatLinks.

1. Year of reference 2019.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of health and welfare new entrants among all tertiary new entrants in 2020.
Source: OECD (2022), Tables B4.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-

B.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/srkib9

Fields of study, by level of education and gender

Entry patterns by field of study reveal a strong gender bias. Although the share of women among new entrants to tertiary
education has now overtaken that of men, on average across OECD countries, women are still under-represented in STEM
fields and over-represented in health and welfare and education across all tertiary levels. However, these gender differences
vary across educational levels and there is greater gender equality among new entrants into higher levels of education
(Figure B4.1).

On average across OECD countries in 2020, 21% of new entrants to STEM short-cycle tertiary programmes were women,
rising to 31% at bachelor’s level. Master’'s and doctoral STEM programmes are slightly closer to gender parity across OECD
countries, with women averaging 36% of new entrants at master’s level and 38% at doctoral level. Within these overall figures,
the share of women ranges from 17% in Japan to 44% in Estonia, Israel, New Zealand and Portugal and 47% in Turkiye at
doctoral level, and from 16% in Japan to 44% in Greece and Iceland and 46% in Poland at master’s level (Table B4.3).
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At the other end of the spectrum, women outnumber men in other fields of study such as health and welfare, although this
imbalance also tends to decrease with each additional educational level: women represent 79% of new entrants to health and
welfare programmes in short-cycle tertiary and bachelor’s level, compared to 72% at master's level and 63% at doctoral level
on average across OECD countries (Table B4.3).

A similar pattern of female over-representation is found in the healthcare workforce, where women make up 70% of all health
and care staff, putting them at the forefront of the COVID-19 pandemic. Their contribution during the COVID-19 pandemic as
essential workers was particularly important, exposing them to a severe risk of infection, while they were under-represented
in leadership and decision making processes in the healthcare sector (OECD, 2020(s)). Pre-existing shortages of nurses were
exacerbated during the COVID-19 pandemic, because many nurses themselves became infected by the virus
(OECD/European Union, 2020g).

In 2020, women were also still largely over-represented among new entrants in the field of education, where they represented
78% of new entrants on average across OECD countries. The share of women ranges from 61% in Colombia and 62% in
Turkiye to 90% in Latvia and 93% in Italy (see Education at a Glance Database).

Box B4.2. Pathways through tertiary education by field of study

The likelihood that students will graduate from their programme, transfer to a different field of study, or leave tertiary
education without graduating varies across education systems. These outcomes can be influenced by the structure of
education systems as a whole, such as their selectivity or flexibility at tertiary level, as well as the characteristics of higher
education institutions and individual students (European Commission, 201510;). Even within the same country context, the
likelihood that students will follow different pathways can differ considerably according to the field of study that they choose
to enter.

For example, in 2020, the share of bachelor’s students who graduated from the same field of study after starting a full-
time course in ICT (by the end of the theoretical duration of their programme plus three years) was less than 50% on
average across countries and other participants with available data in 2020 (Figure B4.5). This was relatively low
compared to other fields, like education (66%), or health and welfare (74%) (Figure B4.5). Most students who did not
complete the bachelor’'s programme they had started within this timeframe were no longer in tertiary education. The share
of such students was much higher on average for students who had entered full-time ICT programmes (29% of those who
started) than students who entered education programmes (19%) or health and welfare (15%). Some, however, were still
continuing their tertiary studies. This was especially the case for ICT programmes, where 14% of students had not yet
graduated but were still in education three years after the theoretical end of their programme. In contrast, only 7% of
students entering education programmes, and 6% of those entering health and welfare, were in a similar situation.

There were also some differences across fields of study regarding the share of students who graduated from a different
field after transferring within the same level of education. For example, 7% of students entered an ICT bachelor’s
programme but graduated from a bachelor’s in another field, on average across countries and other participants with
available data. This was more than double the share among students who entered a health and welfare programme (3%).
However, the share of students who graduated after transferring to a different level (whether short-cycle tertiary or master’'s
LFD) was generally low (less than 5%) across all fields.

These differences between fields can be partially explained by the labour-market opportunities available, based on
demand from employers and the supply of workers with relevant skills. In Norway, for example, it is fairly common for
employers to accept partial qualifications in ICT due to the overall shortage of graduates with relevant qualifications. This
may explain why higher proportions of ICT students (29%) leave a bachelor’'s programme without completing a degree
than education students (19%) and health and welfare students (15%) (Figure B4.5). This may change if increasing shares
of students enter the field of ICT and the supply of workers with relevant skills increases, but in most countries the share
of students entering ICT programmes is still relatively low (Table B4.2).

Regulations on the qualifications required to enter certain professions, and the share of students in programmes that are
oriented towards such professions, can also contribute to the differences between fields of study. For example, in Estonia,
teachers are required to hold a teaching degree (OECD, 2016(11)). Given that a high proportion of students in the field of
education are enrolled in such teacher training programmes in Estonia (80% in 2020) (see Education at a Glance
Database), it is perhaps unsurprising that large shares of these students complete their degrees within the same field and
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level (over 70%), as these programmes were selected to meet a specific career entry requirement (Figure B4.5). In
contrast, a much smaller proportion of students enrolled in the field of education in Poland are registered in specific teacher
training programmes (55% in 2020), which is reflected in the smaller share of students in education programmes who
graduate from the same field and level (62%).

Figure B4.5. Status of full-time bachelor's students by the theoretical duration plus three years in

selected fields of study at entry (2020)
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5. Data refers only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of students who graduated from the same field and level as entry.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/awe8bh

Profile of new entrants into doctoral studies

A doctorate is the highest degree awarded in academia. Doctoral studies play an important role in developing future innovation
by training the researchers needed to advance knowledge and explore new research areas relevant for the economy and
society of tomorrow. Given the high level of investment in terms of personal and financial resources and the pivotal role of
doctorate holders in pushing back the frontiers of knowledge, there has been growing policy interest in attracting talented
young people into careers in research, ensuring equitable access to doctoral programmes for both men and women, and
providing rewarding employment opportunities to its graduates (OECD, 20197)).
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Doctorate holders account for a small proportion of the adult population. In 2021, just 1.3% of 25-64 year-olds held a doctorate
or equivalent qualification on average across OECD countries, though this varied from 0.1% or less in Costa Rica, Indonesia
and Mexico to more than 3% in India, Slovenia and Switzerland (See Indicator A1). In addition to these low levels, the number
of new entrants to doctoral level studies has been decreasing in the past few years. Between 2013 and 2020, the number of
new entrants to this level decreased by approximately 4% across OECD countries with available data for both years, reaching
less than 330,000 students in 2020. This trend is primarily driven by substantial decreases in the number of new entrants in
Poland (-77%) and the Slovak Republic (-26%) since 2013 (see Education at a Glance Database).

Age distribution

Admission to doctoral studies is generally on the basis of a master’'s degree or an equivalent qualification in most countries.
However, in some countries, such as Australia, Colombia and the United States, students may enter a doctoral programme
following the completion of a bachelor's programme, although in Australia an honours component is additionally required
(Class | or 1IA) (OECD, 20197). The median age at entry to doctoral programmes is 29 on average across OECD countries
with at least 60% of entrants between the ages of 26 and 37 (Table B4.4).

The age distribution of new entrants to doctoral programmes provides insights into the diversity of entrants, in terms of age.
In some countries, the age distribution is closely centred on the median, implying relatively small age differences among
doctoral students. This is the case in Luxembourg, where 4 years separate the 80" and 20™ percentile age groups. In other
countries, the age distribution is much wider. For example in Greece, Korea and Portugal, new entrants in the 80" percentile
are 18 years older than those in the 20% percentile. However in all OECD countries, the median age is closer to the
20t percentile, indicating the age distribution skews more towards the younger than the older age group (Table B4.4).

Figure B4.6. Distribution of new entrants to doctoral programmes, by field of study (2020)

OECD average, in per cent

25
20
15
10

| I . .

. - .
Natural sciences, Engineering, Health and welfare Arts and Social sciences, Business, Education Information and Agriculture, Services
mathematics and manufacturing and humanities journalism and administration and communication  forestry, fisheries

statistics construction information law technologies and veterinary

Source: OECD (2022), Table B4.4. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-
B.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https://statlink/740qth
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Fields of study

Students entering a doctoral programme are expected to contribute to and expand the knowledge base in their selected field
of study. In contrast to lower levels of tertiary education, doctoral candidates tend to specialise more heavily in the science
and technology-related fields of study. The field of natural sciences, mathematics and statistics attracts the largest share of
doctoral graduates, 20% on average across OECD countries, followed by engineering, manufacturing and construction, and
health and welfare, both at 17%. In contrast, business, administration and law, which accounted for the largest share of
entrants at bachelor’s level, represents less than 10% at doctoral level (Figure B4.6). Some of these differences may be
explained by the availability of funding that can be accessed in different fields of education. For example, in the United States,
doctoral students in STEM programmes are more likely to be able to rely primarily on funding from their institutions to support
themselves through their studies than students in social sciences programmes, who are considerably more likely to rely on
loans (Zeiser and Kirshstein, 201412)).

There are marked differences among countries in the distribution of the fields studied by doctoral new entrants. Although the
largest share of doctoral students tend to enter natural sciences, mathematics and statistics across OECD countries, this
varies from 10% in Mexico to 34% in Chile. Health and welfare accounts for more than 30% of new entrants at doctoral level
in Denmark, Japan and Sweden. In Canada and Iceland, 20% of doctoral students entered into the broad field of social
science, journalism and information, and the share of doctoral new entrants from this field exceeds 15% only in Hungary,
Latvia and Portugal. Finally, 25% of doctoral students entered the field of ICT in Luxembourg, compared to an OECD average
of 5% (Table B4.4).

Gender

On average across OECD countries, women represented 49% of doctoral new entrants in 2020. Gender parity (where women
represent between 48-52% of all first-time entrants) is observed in almost half of OECD countries. In 10 OECD countries,
there is a higher share of male first-time entrants, while there is a higher share of female first-time entrants in the remaining 9
(Table B4.4).

Doctoral level is the only level of education where women represent less than 50% of entrants on average across the OECD.
One of the reasons for the higher share of men is the predominance of STEM-related fields of study at doctoral level. In four
out of the ten countries where men outnumber women among new entrants, at least 50% of doctoral students entered a
STEM-related field (Chile, France, Italy and Luxembourg) (Table B4.4). The lower participation of women in STEM-related
fields has prompted countries to initiate policy action to promote women in STEM and in research more generally. These
actions vary from financial incentives and public awareness campaigns to prizes and awards for women in STEM, in order to
encourage higher participation of women in science-related fields at different ages. For instance, Korea launched a plan in
2019 to raise the number of qualified female scientists and engineers. Australia, Germany and the United Kingdom, among
other OECD countries, also have programmes to fund women'’s participation in STEM and research (Garcia and Serve,
2022p13)).

International students

Attracting the best doctoral students from around the world enables countries to build a leading role in research and
innovation, and some countries have implemented policies to nurture an attractive research environment for potential
students. Some countries, such as Australia and ltaly, charge lower fees for doctoral programmes than at lower levels of
education (see Indicator C5). However, the status of doctoral candidates varies across countries: whereas some countries
recognise them as full employees within their respective tertiary institutions and remunerate them in line with junior academic
staff, others consider them as students who are not regular employees of the institution. When employed, doctoral candidates
may have different status and responsibilities across countries (see Box D8.2 in Indicator D8).

Doctoral students are more likely than other tertiary students to study abroad. On average across OECD countries, 30% of
new entrants at doctoral level are international or foreign students, compared to 21% at master’s level and 10% at bachelor’'s
(Table B4.1). In some countries, international students make up the majority of new entrants at doctoral level: half or more
are international students in Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand and Switzerland (Table B4.4).
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Definitions

Adult education is specifically targeted at individuals who are regarded as adults by their society to improve their technical
or professional qualifications, further develop their abilities, enrich their knowledge with the purpose to complete a level of
formal education, or to acquire, refresh or update their knowledge, skills and competencies in a particular field. This also
includes what may be referred to as ‘continuing education’, ‘recurrent education’ or ‘second-chance education’.

Initial education is the education of individuals before their first entrance to the labour market, i.e. when they will normally
be in full-time education. It thus targets individuals who are regarded as children, youth and young adults by their society. It
typically takes place in educational institutions in a system designed as a continuous educational pathway.

Internationally mobile students or international students are those students who left their country of origin and moved to
another country for the purpose of study.

Master's long first degree (LFD) is a five- to seven-year master’'s programme (ISCED 7-LFD) that prepares for a first degree
or qualification that is equivalent to master’s level programme in terms of their complexity of content. This includes highly
specialised fields such as medicine, dentistry or, in some cases, law and engineering.

New entrants to a tertiary level of education are students enrolling for the first time in a tertiary level of education but who
may have previously entered and completed a degree in another tertiary level of education.

Methodology

The average age of students is calculated from 1 January for countries where the academic year starts in the second semester
of the calendar year and 1 July for countries where the academic year starts in the first semester of the calendar year. As a
consequence, the average age of new entrants may be overestimated by up to six months, while that of first-time graduates
may be underestimated by the same.

International students are a significant share of the total student population in some countries, and their numbers can artificially
inflate the proportion of today’s young adults who are expected to enter tertiary programmes. When international students are
included in the calculation, the percentage of expected first-time entrants into tertiary programmes can change significantly.

The field of education is determined by the main subject matter of a student’s programme of study. For practical purposes,
the main subject of a programme or qualification is determined by the detailed field in which the majority (i.e.more than 50%)
or a clearly predominant part of the learning credits or students’ intended learning time is spent. Learning credits, where
available, should be used. Otherwise, an approximate assessment of the intended learning time should be made. Learning
time includes time spent in lectures and seminars, as well as in laboratories or on special projects. Private study time is
excluded (as it is difficult to measure and varies between students). Programmes and qualifications are classified in the
detailed field containing their main subject (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 201414)).

For more information, please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018 (OECD,
2018y151) and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

Source

Data refer to the 2019/20 academic year and are based on the UNESCO-UIS/OECD/Eurostat data collection on education
statistics administered by the OECD in 2021. Data for some countries may have a different reference year. For details, see
Annex 3 at https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf.
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Indicator B4 tables

Tables Indicator B4. Who is expected to enter tertiary education?

Table B4.1 Profile of new entrants to short-cycle, bachelor's, master's levels and of first-time entrants into tertiary education (2020)
Table B4.2 Distribution of new entrants to tertiary education, by field of study (2015 and 2020)

Table B4.3 Share of women among new entrants to tertiary education, by selected fields of study and level of education (2020)
Table B4.4

Profile of new entrants to doctoral programmes (2020)

StatLink = https:/stat.link/m4dvp6

Cut-off date for the data: 13 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table B4.1. Profile of new entrants to short-cycle, bachelor's, master's levels and of first-time entrants
into tertiary education (2020)

Master’s or equivalent Tertiary education
Long first degree £ @
Short-cycle tertiary Bachelor’s or equivalent All programmes programmes s s
5|z
3 5 3 5 e | 3
= = = = = £ —
© © © © 0 = ©
s s s s z | Se
o 2| 8 @ 2 | B o 2| 8 @ e | 8 ° £ | §%
E 2 o & ;‘;3 E 2 o & § E 2 © & § E 2 © & E E g E 'E
&5 | R | = &5 | R | £ &5 | 8 | £ &5 | R | £ e e E2
GE | | 5L | BE | g% | BL | BE | ¢ | 6L | B | 3° | &L s g | SE
gs | 3 | 25 | @3 | S5 | 2§ | 2% | ¥ o5 | @3 | S5 | 25 | @ g | 2%
28| 25| 22 | 2| 25| 2| 28| g2 | 22| 28| g 22| 2 g | 2%
»c << o » o »wc < o » o »c << o » o »wc < o ”n o 7] < [0
(1) (2) (3) (4 (5) (] (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)
[=] Countries
g Australia 56 30 37 58 23 18 56 29 47 El a a m m m
Austria 53 22 2 56 22 22 55 26 31 61 22 23 54 22 23
Belgium' 44 21 1 56 19 9 55 24 13 a a a 56 19 9
Canada? 51 23 25 57 20 17 57 26 30 61 23 2 54 22 24
Chile 54 24 2 52 21 1 58 32 7 63 19 0 54 22 1
Colombia 50 23 0 53 22 0 55 33 1 a a a 52 23 0
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m m a a a m m m
Czech Republic 64 22 6 57 22 13 59 25 19 65 21 23 58 22 14
Denmark 48 31 9 58 25 7 56 26 21 a a a 55 25 7
Estonia a a a 56 22 1 60 27 28 62 20 10 56 22 1
Finland a a a 56 24 7 62 32 20 66 22 1 56 23 10
France 51 20 m 58 21 m 55 24 m 49 20 m m m m
Germany 46 28 0 48 23 7 53 24 27 65 21 31 51 23 10
Greece a a a 54 20 2 61 32 1 a a a 54 20 2
Hungary 59 23 1 54 21 9 56 25 27 58 21 32 55 21 12
Iceland 66 33 22 62 23 9 69 31 15 77 23 1 62 24 9
Ireland 54 34 8] 52 21 6 58 31 29 m m m m m m
Israel 52 23 2 57 24 4 63 33 5 a a a 56 24 4
Italy 26 22 0 54 20 2 57 24 6 67 19 3 55 20 2
Japan 60 m m 46 19 m 35 24 m 51 19 m 51 18 m
Korea 50 21 1 50 19 2 54 32 13 a a a m m m
Latvia 67 29 1 48 23 17 59 28 30 72 22 44 m m m
Lithuania a a a 54 22 7 62 26 9 68 20 29 55 22 9
Luxembourg 54 22 11 54 22 26 58 29 69 El a a 54 22 22
Mexico 40 20 1 52 21 1 57 31 3 a a a 52 21 1
Netherlands 50 25 2 54 20 17 56 25 32 a a a 54 20 17
New Zealand 57 29 13 59 23 21 59 31 34 a a a 58 23 21
Norway 20 27 1 58 23 4 60 26 7 61 22 1 55 22 2
Poland 91 40 0 52 22 m 68 25 m 69 22 m 54 22 6
Portugal 40 21 19 56 21 1 57 24 20 52 19 1 54 20 12
Slovak Republic 69 24 1 55 22 1" 60 24 10 67 21 34 56 22 12
Slovenia 39 24 5 56 21 10 62 25 10 75 19 9 54 20 10
Spain 48 23 2 56 20 3 59 27 18 68 20 13 54 22 8
Sweden 49 29 0 61 25 6 57 27 23 57 26 4 57 24 14
Switzerland 60 32 0 50 24 11 51 27 32 84 24 3 51 25 18
Tirkiye 51 25 1 53 23 6 48 27 8 55 19 11 52 24 4
United Kingdom 56 29 6 56 22 18 60 27 49 a a a 56 23 14
United States 55 23 3 m m m 60 30 19 a a a 55 20 4
OECD average 52 26 6 55 22 10 58 27 21 64 21 14 55 22 10
EU22 average 53 26 4 55 22 10 59 26 22 64 21 19 55 22 1
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m 59 m m
.E, Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
& China m m m m m m m m m m m m 52 m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m 48 m m
Indonesia? 59 m m 55 m m 46 m m m m m 56 m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m 46 m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Short-cycle tertiary data refer to the Flemish Community of Belgium only.

2. Reference year 2019.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink s https://stat.link/gonjet
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Table B4.2. Distribution of new entrants to tertiary education, by field of study (2015 and 2020)

2020 2015
o o
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2|2 |2 |8 |8 |2.]| ¢ 2 |2 |8 |(E g |2_| .
§ §5|E |3 |B.|E2 % T ¢65/: |8, %, |88 &
S 5§53 |2g|c8 | 95| = E |28 | R |88 | 8|33 2
s £ | 3E|w s | =9 |ch 2 » H 2 |3E | S8 1292 |<5| = "
2| 2B |28 |¢=s| 22|52 |32 = g | = | 2 |2g| 82| s8| 85| 85| & 3
5] S |SE| 85| 2| E2 | 8| £ S S s |sE| e85 | S5 E2 | 8| = S
S 0 ] ©o | 25| 85 Do © = E o oo o5 | 2c | 85 oo - =
B < |35 | a5 | 25|52 | 55| £ A hi] 2 |35 85|25 52|55 2 @
(1) I ( ( ( ) 8) 0) ) (12 (13 (14 ) __(16) 8)
8 Countries
g Australia 9 1 6 32 5 7 8 19 2 m m m m m m m m m
Austria 12 9 7 24 7 6 19 8 6 12 10 9 23 7 4 20 6 7
Belgium 7 10 11 25 4 4 13 23 1 8 11 1 22 4 3 13 25 2
Canada’ 3 8 9 22 12 6 13 16 7 m m m m m m m m m
Chile 10 4 4 23 2 5 21 20 7 9 4 5 22 2 4 21 19 12
Colombia 8 4 10 4 2 6 18 5 3 7 4 9 39 2 6 21 6 4
CostaRica m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 11 9 9 19 7 7 15 13 7 9 9 9 20 6 5 18 12 8
Denmark 5 9 9 30 5 6 12 19 3 6 12 10 29 5 5 10 19 3
Estonia 7 14 7 21 7 10 14 12 5 6 13 8 21 6 9 18 10 6
Finland 5 9 5 21 4 9 19 22 5 4 9 5 20 5 9 20 22 5
France 3 14 9 30 1 3 13 12 4 m m m m m m m m m
Germany 9 10 7 25 9 7 22 7 3 I 11° 8° 240 10° 6° 23° 6° 2°
Greece 6 12 14 20 10 4 16 1 3 7 13 12 18 10 4 21 8 3
Hungary 9 10 1 24 4 9 13 1 7 12 1" 10 22 4 4 15 11 7
Iceland 13 12 14 19 6 4 11 15 4 11 14 14 23 6 6 10 12 3
Ireland 7 14 6 24 9 7 10 16 5 7 16 6 21 9 8 10 15 5
Israel 19 7 17 16 8 8 17 8 0 20 9 18 15 7 5 19 8 0
Italy 5 20 15 16 1 2 17 8 4 m m m m m m m m m
Japan? 8¢ 16° 8¢ 20¢ 3¢ X 17¢ 16¢ 9¢ 9¢ 16¢ 8¢ 19¢ 3¢ X 17¢ 16¢ 9¢
Korea 7 16 6 13 5 5 21 16 1 7 16 5 14 5 5 21 15 1"
Latvia 5 7 8 30 3 8 14 16 8 6 8 8 30 3 7 18 12 7
Lithuania 3 1 9 28 5 7 16 17 2 4 9 1 30 4 4 21 12 3
Luxembourg 12 10 11 27 8 10 9 10 0 6 13 12 37 5 5 9 13 0
Mexico 1" 4 8 33 3 5 18 1" 3 8 4 9 31 3 2 27 12 1
Netherlands 7 7 15 28 7 5 10 15 5 10 8 12 29 6 3 9 16 6
New Zealand 7 14 11 21 12 6 10 12 4 7 14 11 24 10 7 8 11 6
Norway 13 11 14 17 5 6 11 16 5 10 13 13 17 6 4 12 15 8
Poland 7 1 12 23 5 6 15 1 9 9 10 12 23 5 5 18 9 9
Portugal 4 11 12 24 6 3 18 13 7 6 11 12 24 6 2 17 13 7
Slovak Republic 13 7 11 19 5 6 14 16 7 13 7 12 19 6 4 14 16 6
Slovenia 8 8 9 20 6 6 19 11 9 8 8 9 20 6 5 21 8 9
Spain 12 1 8 20 5 6 13 15 8 11 12 8 20 6 5 15 14 8
Sweden 1 13 11 16 6 6 19 15 3 12 13 1 15 5 5 19 16 2
Switzerland 8 8 7 27 8 4 16 16 4 8 8 7 29 8 3 15 14 7
Tiirkiye 4 13 8 28 3 3 12 19 8 6 14 9 36 2 2 14 10 5
United Kingdom 6 13 16 27 8 6 9 13 0 8° 15° 120 220 14° 6° 8 130 0°
United States m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
OECD average 8 10 10 24 6 6 15 14 5 9 1 10 24 6 5 16 13 5
OECD average if available
data for STEM related 9 10 10 24 6 6 15 14 5 9 1" 10 24 6 5 16 13 5
fields in both years
EU22 average 8 1 10 23 7 6 15 14 5 8 1 10 23 6 5 16 13 5
£ Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data (i.e. on the field of Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary) and more breakdowns available
at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Reference year 2019.

2. All fields of study include the field of information and communication technologies.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink si=r https://stat.link/91qdbf
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Table B4.3. Share of women among new entrants to tertiary education, by selected fields of study and
level of education (2020)

Short-cycle tertiary Bachelor’s or equivalent Master’s or equivalent Doctoral or equivalent
8 STEM £, S STEM £, & STEM £, 8 STEM g,
8 £5| 8 £5| 8 £5| B £5
3 Pl 3 P 3 B 3 B
fiv} Total ICT = w Total ICT T = w Total ICT T = w Total ICT T =
(1) (] [} (4) (5) (6) (7) (] (9) () (11) (12 (13 (14) (15 (16
8 Countries
& Australia 91 25 22 76 72 34 20 76 73 35 33 73 70 42 31 65
Austria 86 18 11 70 73 38 22 78 82 34 23 64 76 32 22 54
Belgium' 57 10 8 77 7 22 11 75 78 28 6 66 m m m m
Canada? 85 22 22 84 74 43 20 85 81 39 31 68 73 36 28 65
Chile 98 12 12 83 73 24 12 77 73 30 17 69 61 37 26 53
Colombia 25 30 27 60 62 31 16 68 64 35 28 65 50 32 50 64
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic a a a a 79 32 16 87 81 37 21 72 68 39 18 57
Denmark 65 22 16 85 61 32 20 80 81 42 35 72 a 33 a 63
Estonia a a a a 93 33 24 88 87 38 38 81 92 44 30 78
Finland a a a a 83 27 21 86 88 31 30 81 80 39 23 64
France TA 24 17 85 85 37 16 83 74 33 21 68 67 38 25 56
Germany a 30 a 56 80 25 21 79 77 34 26 70 70 34 19 60
Greece a a a a 84 39 22 72 83 44 38 7 66 39 30 56
Hungary a 14 15 92 96 24 16 85 66 35 23 61 75 38 20 56
Iceland 52 48 31 100 70 4 24 88 80 44 31 86 78 33 22 88
Ireland 90 31 21 7 74 33 19 78 1l 36 29 78 76 43 36 65
Israel 82 28 48 79 78 36 30 80 84 37 24 77 77 44 28 74
Italy a 11 17 a 93 38 14 76 92 39 19 63 76 39 24 62
Japan?® 92¢ 17 X 719 59¢ 18 X 73¢ 469 16 X 514 46° 17 X 34¢
Korea 92 15 26 70 67 30 27 68 78 31 23 70 75 27 19 57
Latvia 98 17 21 91 87 24 16 87 88 35 27 74 75 38 39 68
Lithuania a a a a 88 21 12 86 82 37 18 7 67 38 23 62
Luxembourg a 18 13 83 64 28 21 68 75 43 4 82 50 35 23 a
Mexico 86 25 27 65 T4 31 24 70 7 37 26 61 61 40 25 60
Netherlands 78 10 10 79 72 28 13 78 81 38 29 74 84 30 14 63
New Zealand 69 35 22 82 85 43 29 79 80 42 36 82 72 44 35 73
Norway a 10 26 86 75 30 19 83 7 39 25 80 68 37 30 65
Poland a a a 91 69 32 13 81 94 46 21 76 65 43 16 62
Portugal 93 13 7 87 87 32 18 80 7 39 28 7 70 44 26 7
Slovak Republic 93 38 a 74 79 26 13 76 78 32 14 74 62 4 19 55
Slovenia a 16 15 89 87 30 17 78 84 36 20 81 76 42 26 62
Spain 92 15 12 78 77 33 15 75 69 39 22 72 62 4 24 61
Sweden a 28 27 80 83 38 27 82 7 36 37 79 77 40 30 63
Switzerland 93 5 a 81 76 24 13 77 67 32 18 69 67 40 21 59
Tiirkiye a 23 25 75 62 35 30 86 60 39 30 60 57 47 44 72
United Kingdom 7 23 26 77 87 31 17 78 74 37 30 76 69 38 30 63
United States m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
OECD average 80 21 20 79 77 31 19 79 7 36 26 72 69 38 26 63
EU22 average 83 20 15 81 80 31 18 80 80 37 26 73 72 38 24 62
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
.E.. Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
& China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m

Note: STEM refers to the fields of science, technology, engineering and mathematics; ICT stands for information and communication technologies. See Definitions and
Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Short-cycle tertiary data refer to the Flemish Community of Belgium only.

2. Reference year 2019.

3. All fields of study include the field of information and communication technologies.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink =P hitps://stat.link/39gx4j
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Table B4.4. Profile of new entrants to doctoral programmes (2020)
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Age distribution
of new entrants Share of new entrants by field of study
gl |8
g« g 3£ |2
s |8 5| 5|2 |2
£ yc|E |42 o2 55|28 | S
2 2 g |88|E |5 |58 E2 2z B
Share 8 § | < | 2 |8E = 285§ g2 g2 3
Share of new e e o - | 85| % AR B ‘g’ 253 s @
of female | entrants | Shareof | Average | & | § 2| 8 S |gE|25|Ss|EE2| 28|38 = 8
new below the | international age of new| £ 3 = S L |gs |85 | 2 £|SE|os s | g z
entrants | ageof30 |newentrants| entrants | & = 3 o Z 65| m5|2€|E8 |55 | 25| £ @
(5) 7 (8 9 (10 (@) (13) (14 (15 (16 (17
8 Countries
& Australia 53 49 29 33 25 30 42 5 14 10 8 21 5 16 3 18 0
Austria 45 65 43 30 26 28 33 2 13 7 13 17 7 23 3 14 1
Belgium m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Canada’ 50 65 4 30 25 28 34 4 1" 20 5 24 3 19 2 9 2
Chile 43 4 24 32 27 31 37 5 1 12 3 34 2 19 6 8 0
Colombia 4 20 2 37 30 36 44 14 7 14 1" 19 0 23 3 9 0
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 46 75 30 29 25 27 32 4 12 8 9 20 4 23 6 1 3
Denmark 50 64 35 29 26 28 33 0 9 12 0 12 0 28 3 37 0
Estonia 55 61 43 30 26 29 34 4 16 5 7 23 13 15 6 10 0
Finland 56 4 35 33 27 31 39 7 14 1 9 15 7 13 3 20 1
France 46 78 m 28 24 26 31 1 15 11 9 29 5 16 1 1 1
Germany 47 68 25 29 26 28 32 2 9 6 9 25 4 15 2 28 0
Greece 50 48 2 33 26 31 44 5 13 7 9 12 5 21 3 23 2
Hungary 49 61 30 30 26 28 36 5 18 16 6 17 4 9 4 17 4
Iceland 57 43 49 34 27 31 4 7 7 20 6 16 7 16 0 20 2
Ireland 54 62 4 30 24 28 36 6 1" 13 6 24 7 15 2 17 0
Israel 54 39 9 34 28 32 4 5 13 12 6 30 6 12 2 14 0
Italy 47 72 12 29 25 27 32 1 10 7 10 26 2 24 5 14 0
Japan? 32 57 18 30 25 29 35 49 11¢ 34 4¢ 11¢ X 18¢ 5¢ | 459 0¢
Korea 45 42 21 35 26 32 44 7 16 7 13 1 4 21 2 14 5
Latvia 52 4 13 34 27 32 43 5 10 16 18 14 8 18 1 8 3
Lithuania 49 59 13 30 26 29 35 4 12 1 8 26 2 21 5 11 0
Luxembourg 39 74 90 28 26 28 31 2 11 14 7 26 25 16 0 0 0
Mexico 52 22 7 36 30 37 44 39 5 10 22 10 1 6 2 5 1
Netherlands 49 86 60 27 25 26 29 m m m m m m m m m m
New Zealand 55 50 50 33 25 30 4 7 9 14 8 21 5 16 3 16 1
Norway 53 45 34 33 27 31 39 6 14 11 4 25 2 12 1 24 0
Poland 50 77 m 28 25 26 31 3 20 11 1" 18 2 15 3 13 2
Portugal 51 38 39 35 27 33 44 7 14 18 1" 12 3 19 2 10 4
Slovak Republic 48 63 15 30 25 27 38 7 12 9 13 16 3 15 3 18 5
Slovenia 54 60 23 31 26 28 38 6 16 7 1 13 4 18 0 22 2
Spain 50 51 24 33 25 30 4 5 14 15 9 19 3 13 2 19 2
Sweden 52 55 43 31 26 29 37 3 4 7 2 18 6 22 2 35 1
Switzerland 50 74 59 28 26 28 3 2 9 8 9 27 4 13 2 26 0
Tiirkiye 50 49 1 31 27 30 36 7 18 10 14 13 1 22 4 10 2
United Kingdom 51 67 43 29 23 26 35 4 14 15 8 25 5 14 1 13 0
United States 50 60 24 31 23 27 40 m m m m m m m m m m
OECD average 49 56 30 31 26 29 37 6 12 1 9 20 5 17 3 17 1
EU22 average 49 62 32 30 26 29 36 4 13 11 9 19 6 18 3 17 2
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
é Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
& China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia’ 35 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m m m ‘ m m ‘ m m ‘ m ‘ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Reference year 2019.

2. Al fields of study include the field of information and communication technologies.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Indicator BS. How many students
complete tertiary education?

Highlights

e« On average across countries with true cohort data (data following individual students), 39% of full-time students
who enter a bachelor's programme graduate within the theoretical duration of the programme. The average
completion rate after three additional years increases to 68%.

¢ In all countries with data, women have higher completion rates than men in bachelor’s programmes. The largest
gender gap for completion within the programme’s theoretical duration is 24 percentage points in Finland.

e On average, 12% of students who enter a bachelor's programme full time leave tertiary education before the
beginning of their second year of study. The share of students who have left without graduating increases to 21%
by the end of the programme’s theoretical duration and to 23% three years later.

Context

Tertiary completion rates can indicate the efficiency of tertiary education systems, as they show what proportion of the
students who enter a tertiary programme ultimately graduate from it. However, low completion rates do not necessarily
imply an inadequate tertiary system, as students may leave a programme for a variety of reasons. They may realise that
they have chosen a subject or educational programme that is not a good fit for them, or they may find attractive employment
opportunities before completing the programme. In some educational systems, it may also be common for students to enrol
without intending to graduate from a specific programme, but rather to pursue a few courses as part of lifelong learning or
upskilling such as in the Flemish Community of Belgium (De Wit, Verhoeven and Broucker, 20191)).

A variety of factors can influence completion rates, including students’ prior educational background and social and
economic characteristics. This indicator analyses the completion rate of tertiary students by gender, level of education and
and field of study, as well as considering the different routes they take through tertiary education.

Completion of a programme may be defined differently across countries. This indicator focuses on full-time students and
two timeframes for completion: 1) the share of students who graduate from any tertiary programme within the theoretical
duration of the programme they entered; and 2) the share of students who graduate within three years after the end of the
theoretical duration. The difference between these timeframes can shed light on the extent to which students graduate “on
time” (within the amount of time expected given the theoretical duration of the programme) or after a delay. This indicator
also examines the share of students who transfer between tertiary levels or leave the education system without graduating.

Other findings

e On average across countries and other participants with available data, 44% of students who entered a short-
cycle tertiary programme graduated from a tertiary programme by the end of the theoretical duration of the
programme they entered. In comparison, 51% of students who entered a master’s long first degree graduated
from any tertiary programme by the end of the theoretical duration of their programme.

¢ Insome countries, it is not unusual for students to transfer to different tertiary levels during their studies. In France,
11% of students who had entered a bachelor’'s programme transferred to a short-cycle tertiary programme and
3% transferred to a master’s long first degree by the beginning of their second year of study.

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022



B5. HOW MANY STUDENTS COMPLETE TERTIARY EDUCATION? | 199

Figure B5.1. Completion rate of full-time students who entered a bachelor's or equivalent level, by
gender and timeframe (2020)
In per cent; true cohort data only
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Note: True cohort (individual-level data) and cross cohort (aggregate data) completion rates are not comparable with each other. Please refer to Methodology section
for an explanation of the true cohort and cross cohort methodologies. The year of reference for the data (2020) corresponds to the graduation year three years after the
theoretical duration of the programme. The reference year for the entrance cohort changes depending on the duration of programmes.

1. Data refer only to programmes with a theoretical duration of three, four or five years in Australia. Only programmes with a theoretical duration of three or four years
are included for the United Kingdom.

2. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 in Canada and the Netherlands; 2017 in the United States.

3. Data are provided for the theoretical duration plus one year in Canada and plus two years for programmes in the United States (not three years). Data are provided
for the theoretical duration plus one semester (not the theoretical duration) in Sweden.

4. Data on bachelor's level or equivalent programmes refer to higher education provided in universities only.

5. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Countries and other participants are ranked in descending order of the share of women who graduated by the theoretical duration.

Source: OECD (2022), Table B5.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https:/www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
B.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r hitps:/stat.link/t8bn2h
Note

Completion, graduation and attainment rates are three different measures. Completion rates, as covered in this indicator,
describe the percentage of students who enter a tertiary programme and who graduate from it a given number of years
later. Graduation rates represent the estimated percentage of people from a certain age cohort who are expected to
graduate at some point during their lifetime. They measure the number of graduates from a level of education relative to
the country’s population (Education at a Glance Database). Attainment rates measure the percentage of a population that
has reached a certain level of education (see Indicator A1). They represent the relationship between all graduates (of the
given year and previous years) and the total population.

This indicator only covers full-time students. On average across OECD countries, about 21% of tertiary students are
enrolled part time (see Indicator B1). The theoretical duration of tertiary programmes may vary across countries. Therefore,
despite having the same reference year for graduates (2020 unless specified otherwise), the year used for entry cohorts
will differ depending on the duration of the programmes.

The two timeframes this indicator uses to measure students’ status are: 1) by the end of the theoretical duration of the
programme in which they entered; and 2) by three years after the end of the theoretical duration of the programme.
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Analysis

This indicator presents completion rates calculated using true cohort data. True cohort completion rates correspond to the
share of students from a specific entry cohort who graduate within a particular timeframe. This is the preferred methodology
for analysing completion rates, but only countries with longitudinal surveys or registers are able to provide such information.
Panel data may be available in the form of an individual student registry (a system including unique personal identification
numbers for students) or a cohort of students used to conduct a longitudinal survey. Data in this indicator refer to completion
by the end of the theoretical duration of programmes and the period three years later.

Completion rates can also be calculated using cross cohort data although the results are not comparable with true cohort
completion rates. Box B5.1 describes the methodology used to calculate cross cohort completion rates and presents the
relevant findings for the 10 countries that submitted cross cohort data.

Completion rate by level of education at entry

Students starting bachelor’s or equivalent programmes display a wide variation in completion rates within the theoretical
duration across countries and other participants, ranging from 21% or less in Colombia, the French Community of Belgium
and ltaly to 61% or more in Israel and the United Kingdom. The completion rate after three additional years increases for all
countries, but it tends to increase more where the completion rate by the theoretical duration was lower. The completion rate
within the three additional years increases by 40 percentage points or more in Colombia, the Netherlands, New Zealand and
Switzerland, all countries where completion rates by the theoretical duration of programmes were below the average for
countries with available data. As a result, completion rates after three additional years vary less across countries, ranging
from 49% in Brazil to 85% in the United Kingdom (Table B5.1).

A variety of institutional factors and country-specific characteristics can help explain the different levels of “delayed” graduation
across countries. For example, in some countries it is common for students to take remedial or prerequisite courses prior to
beginning the official curriculum (Campbell and Wescott, 20192; Biichele, 20203). In some of these countries, such as
the United States, remedial courses are included as part of the time spent in tertiary education (Chen, 2016y4)). In other
countries, such as Norway, students are only considered to have started a given level of education after they have completed
any remedial courses, thereby not affecting the completion rate.

A large difference in completion rates three years after the end of the theoretical duration of a programme is not necessarily
a negative outcome. In the Flemish Community of Belgium, for example, higher education institutions are required to offer
flexible learning pathways for all programmes (OECD, 2019s)). Students are required to take a certain number of credits to
graduate, but the years of study, even if full time, may not be consecutive. This type of flexible system tends to increase the
number of students who do not graduate “on time”, but could benefit students in many other ways. In countries and other
participants that provide relatively broad access to tertiary education, as is the case in the Flemish Community of Belgium,
flexibility may be particularly important, giving students more time to meet the standards set by their educational institution.

Only 13 countries have true cohort data available for short-cycle tertiary programmes and, as with bachelor's programmes,
completion rates at this level vary widely. In the United States, only about 12% of students who enter a full-time short-cycle
programme full time graduate from any tertiary programme within the theoretical duration of two years, due in part to
intentional fluidity between short-cycle tertiary and bachelor’'s programmes. In New Zealand, 65% of students graduate within
this timeframe. As with bachelor's programmes, completion rates increase in all countries after three additional years, but
especially in those with lower rates within the theoretical duration. The completion rate doubles in Colombia (from 21% to
43%) and more than triples in Israel (from 16% to 52%) and the United States (12% to 43%) (Table B5.1).

In most countries, the completion rate of students who enter short-cycle tertiary education is higher than for bachelor’s
students by the end of their programme’s theoretical duration, with only five countries having a lower rate. The difference is
greatest in Israel, where the completion rate of bachelor's programmes is 45 percentage points higher than for short-cycle
tertiary programmes (Table B5.1). In order to put these differences into context, however, it is important to understand the
share of students enrolled in each tertiary level. Austria, for example, is the only OECD country where more first-time entrants
to tertiary education enrol in short-cycle programmes than in bachelor's programmes (see Indicator B4). Furthermore,
bachelor's completion rates tend to be higher than short-cycle tertiary rates three additional years after the end of the
theoretical duration of programmes. Only four countries have higher completion rates for short-cycle tertiary students than
bachelor’s students three years after the theoretical duration of their programme ended (Table B5.1).
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Master’s long first degree programmes have a longer theoretical duration than bachelor’'s programmes, and completion rates
within that timeframe tend to be higher. In 7 out of the 10 countries with available data, completion rates were higher for these
master’s students than for those doing bachelor’s degrees by the theoretical end of their programmes. Completion rates three
years on were higher in all countries for students who entered master’s long first degrees, ranging from 62% in Austria to 87%
in Spain (Table B5.1). This may be due to the selection processes for entry to master’s long first degree programmes, as well
as students’ own self-selection, given the greater complexity of the course content. In France, for example, master’s long first
degrees include engineering programmes, whose admissions process involves a competitive entrance examination, for which
most students undertake two years of preparatory study (classes préparatoires aux grandes écoles).

In recent years, many countries have implemented a variety of policies aimed at increasing tertiary completion rates. A
common approach is to make the financing of institutions conditional to some extent on student completion rates. In Estonia,
for example, 20% of the funding for higher education institutions is performance-based and takes into account the share of
students who graduate within specified timeframes as a key criterion (OECD, 2019g). There are similar conditional funding
mechanisms in Finland, Israel and Lithuania. In other countries, completion rates are taken into account in the financing
provided directly to students. In Norway, for example, students may have up to 40% of their student loans converted into
grants if they progress through their studies without delays and meet the relevant income and residence requirements
(Eurydice, 2021[7). Since the academic year 2019/20, students in Norway have also been obliged to complete their overall
degree in order to receive the full loan-to-grant conversion. In Brazil, specific financing has been provided to institutions in the
past in order to help ensure that students from disadvantaged backgrounds complete their degree without excessive delays,
but funding for these programmes have recently diminished for budget reasons, especially following the onset of the
pandemic.

Other policies focus on helping students make better choices about their field of study, thereby reducing the number of cases
where students transfer to other courses or leave tertiary education entirely due to a lack of fit with their original programme.
In the Flemish Community of Belgium, for example, a study guidance tool called the “Columbus” has been established for
use in secondary schools to guide students’ choices about what to study in higher education (see Annex 3). In the United
Kingdom, all government-backed careers information has been gathered onto the National Careers Service website to clarify
the careers landscape for young adults and help them find the education programmes with the right fit (Department for
Education, 2021s)).

Some countries adjusted their tertiary graduation criteria at the end of the 2019/20 and 2020/21 academic years (or 2020 and
2021 for countries where the academic year is the calendar year) due to the COVID-19 pandemic (see Annex 3). In Austria,
adjustments were made for short-cycle tertiary programmes by granting a number of concessions for the final examinations
in higher technical and vocational colleges, such as reducing the written part of the examination, making oral exams voluntary
and abolishing the need to present a “pre-scientific paper”. In Luxembourg, the pandemic meant internships for short-cycle
tertiary hospitality management degrees had to be cancelled, and were not taken into account for students’ final qualification.
Instead, they had to analyse and write about a case study, in order to achieve their learning outcomes. Norway and
New Zealand introduced online remote exams, and Norway converted the grading scale to passed/not passed for many
exams.

Box B5.1. Cross cohort completion rates

The cross cohort method is used to calculate completion rates in countries where true cohort data are not available. This
method only requires the number of new entrants to a given education level and the number of graduates from the same
level N years later, where N corresponds to the theoretical duration of the programme. Assuming constant student flows
(constant increases or decreases in the number of students entering a given education level over these years), cross
cohort completion rates are closer to true cohort completion rates over longer timeframes. This is because cross cohort
completion rates take into account all graduates in a given academic year, regardless of the time it has taken them to
graduate.

However, cross cohort completion rates still tend to be considerably higher than true cohort completion rates and any
comparison between the two methodologies should be avoided — see Table B5.a in Education at a Glance 2019 (OECD,
20199)). Instances where completion rates are over 100% in some countries, such as Hungary, Ireland and Mexico,
illustrate the difference. Since true cohort data follow the progress of individuals from the same entry cohort, it is impossible
for completion rates to exceed 100%. When they exceed this value in cross cohort data, this may be due to fluctuations
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in student flows, but it may also be the result of specific policies affecting entrance or completion. For example, completion
rates in Hungary were over 200% in 2020 due to a government decree resulting from the COVID-19 crisis, which
exceptionally allowed students to graduate without taking a foreign language examination if they had passed their other

examination requirements.

Table B5.a. Cross cohort completion rates of full-time tertiary students, by level of education and

gender (2020)
Cross cohort only
Entered a short-cycle Entered a bachelor's Entered a master's
tertiary programme (or equivalent level) programme long first degree programme
1] 123 1]
T5 5 558 358
5§ 5§ 8§
E g g | Men Women | Total E g g | Men Women | Total §§ g | Men Women | Total
e B o 6 o Ik 0 6 0
ETT— R
% Greece a a a a 4-6 53 68 60 a a a a
Hungary 2 72 126 103 3-4 201 258 231 5-6 186 158 169
Ireland 1 102 12 107 3-4 89 96 93 a a a a
Japan 2 86 89 88 4 91 95 93 6 94 93 93
Korea 2-3 80 80 80 4 92 95 94 a a a a
Latvia 2-3 60 57 58 3-4 47 50 48 m m m m
Luxembourg 2-3 45 45 45 2-4 61 73 67 a a a a
Mexico 2 56 63 59 4 61 il 66 2 100 103 102
Slovak Republic 2-3 79 77 78 3-4 55 il 64 5-6 85 86 86
Tiirkiye 2 68 79 74 4 84 87 86 5-6 93 105 99
Flemish Comm. (Belgium) m m m m 3 76 9 84 m m m m
French Comm. (Belgium) a a a a 3 63 76 70 a a a a
Average \ | 2 | &t | 1 | | 82 | 95 | 89 | | 2 | 109 | o

Note: Completion rates based on true cohort (individual-level) and cross cohort (aggregate) data are not comparable with each other. See Definitions and Methodology
sections for more information. Please note that the year of reference for the data (2020) corresponds to a period three years after the theoretical end of the programme
(2017). The reference year for students' entry to study may differ depending on the duration of their programme.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/8mnia5

Cross cohort completion rates range from 48% in Latvia to 231% in Hungary. At short-cycle tertiary level, completion rates
range from 45% in Luxembourg to 100% or more in Hungary and Ireland. The difference in completion rates between
bachelor's and short-cycle programmes varies across countries. In Luxembourg, completion at short-cycle tertiary level is
more than 20 percentage points lower than at bachelor’s level. The opposite is true in Ireland and the Slovak Republic,
where the completion rate of short-cycle tertiary programmes is 14 percentage points higher than that of bachelor’s
programmes (Table B5.a).

Completion rate by gender

In every country and other participants with available data, women in bachelor's programmes have higher completion rates
than men. On average across countries with true cohort data, 44% of female entrants and 33% of male entrants to bachelor’s
programmes graduate within the theoretical duration. The average gap remains similar after allowing three additional years,
as the completion rate increases to 73% among women and 61% among men (Figure B5.1).

Some countries have a narrower gender gap than others. The difference in the completion rates between women and men
within the theoretical duration is below 7 percentage points in Colombia, Iceland, Italy, Switzerland and the United Kingdom
for students in bachelor’s programmes, but over 20 percentage points in Estonia and Finland. In 19 out of 23 participants with
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available data, the gender gap in completion rates of bachelor’s students did not change greatly after three years following
the theoretical end of programmes, with differences of less than 5 percentage points. Of the remaining countries, the gender
gap widened in Colombia, Portugal and Sweden after three additional years, but it narrowed in Finland (Table B5.1).

Some of the gender differences in completion rates may be due to national policies on military or alternative service that affect
men and women differently. For example, in Finland, all male citizens between the ages of 18 and 60 are obliged to perform
military service (obligatory military service for men is performed usually at the age of 19-20 years), but female citizens only
undertake such service on a voluntary basis. This may help to explain why a larger share of women (56%) entering bachelor’s
programmes complete their studies by the end of their theoretical duration than men (32%), and why the gender difference in
completion rates falls from 24 to 14 percentage points for the longer timeframe (Figure B5.1). In Estonia too, military service
is only compulsory for men and women’s completion rates (52%) are considerably higher than those of men (31%) by the
end of the theoretical duration of programmes. However, the difference in completion rates by gender does not change much
in the three years that follow, suggesting that the fulfilment of conscription requirements is not the primary reason why women
are more likely to complete their programme (Figure B5.1).

Differences in the completion rates of men and women may also be partly explained by the different returns to tertiary
education by gender. Employment rates are higher for adults with tertiary education than those with upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary attainment for both men and women. However, employment rates for men with tertiary education are
only 5 percentage points higher on average across OECD countries than for those with upper secondary or post-secondary
non-tertiary education, whereas the difference was 15 percentage points for women (see Indicator A3). The average private
rate ofreturn for each USD invested in tertiary education also tends to be slightly higher for women than for men (see Indicator
A5 in Education at a Glance 2021 (OECD, 2021[1q)). In Estonia and Sweden, where women’s completion rates are
20 percentage points higher than men’s by the theoretical duration of programmes plus three years, women gain far greater
private financial benefits from attaining tertiary education than men for their private costs. The average private financial benefit
for each USD invested in tertiary education is around USD 5 for a man and USD 9 for a woman in Estonia, while it is around
USD 3 for a man and USD 6 for a woman in Sweden (OECD, 202110)).

Pathways through tertiary education

In addition to students’ completion rates, it is important to examine their different paths through tertiary education. This helps
understand the flexibility and effectiveness of education systems. It can also shed light on the other group of students — those
who have not graduated. Are they still in education? Have they transferred to a different tertiary level? Or have they left the
system without graduating?

After the first year of study

Examining students’ status right after their first year of study can be very helpful to understanding what happens during their
first contact with tertiary education. This could reflect, among other things, the effectiveness of any student orientation or their
preparedness for tertiary education. On average across countries with available data, 12% of students who entered a
bachelor's programme were no longer enrolled in any tertiary programme by their second year of study, about 2% had
transferred to another tertiary level and 86% were still enrolled in the same or another bachelor’s programme (Table B5.2).

In some countries, students may commonly enter one tertiary level but graduate from a different level. A large share of such
transfers between tertiary levels tends to take place very soon after students have entered a programme. In France, for
example, 11% of students who entered a bachelor’'s programme had transferred to a short-cycle programme and 3% had
transferred to a long first degree by the beginning of their second year of study (Table B5.2).

The share of students who are no longer enrolled after their first year of studies ranges from 5% in the United States to 20%
or more in Colombia, Iceland and the French Community of Belgium. Large shares of students leaving after just one year can
be particularly concerning given that the share of students who leave the system without graduating tends to increase
considerably with time. Indeed, by three years after the end of theoretical duration of the programme the share of such
students has nearly doubled — and even tripled in some cases — in most countries with available data (Table B5.2).

After the theoretical end of the programme and beyond

On average across countries and other participants with available data, 38% of students who entered a bachelor’s programme
graduated from that or another bachelor’s programme by the end of the theoretical duration. About 1% had transferred and
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graduated instead from a short-cycle tertiary programme, 40% were still in tertiary education (even if at a different level) and
21% had not graduated and were no longer enrolled in any tertiary programme. The picture evolves considerably over the
three years that follow, as many of those who were still in education either graduate or leave the system. Three years after
the theoretical duration of the programme, on average, 65% of students have graduated from a bachelor's programme, 2%
have graduated from a short-cycle tertiary programme and 1% from a master’s long first degree programme. Some 9% are
still in education and 23% are no longer enrolled (Figure B5.2 and Table B5.2).

Figure B5.2. Status of full-time bachelor’s students, by timeframe (2020)

In per cent
By the theoretical duration By the theoretical duration plus three years
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Note: The year of reference for the data (2020) corresponds to the graduation year three years after the theoretical end of the programme. The reference year for the
entrance cohort changes depending on the duration of programmes.

1. Data refer only to programmes with a theoretical duration of three, four or five years in Australia. Only programmes with a theoretical duration of three or four years are
included for the United Kingdom.

2. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 in Canada and the Netherlands; 2017 in the United States.

3. Data are provided for the theoretical duration plus one year in Canada and plus two years in the United States (not three years). Data are provided for the theoretical
duration plus one semester (not the theoretical duration) in Sweden.

4. Data on bachelor's level or equivalent programmes refer to higher education provided in universities only.

5. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Countries and other participants are ranked in descending order of the share of students who graduated by the theoretical duration.

Source: OECD (2022), Table B5.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/drvuws

High transfer rates between tertiary levels can help to explain some delays in graduation. Delays might be expected if there
are difficulties in transferring credits, or if students transfer to a programme with a longer theoretical duration (students’ status
is always measured against their original programme’s theoretical duration). Transfer rates among students who enter
bachelor's programmes are among the highest in France, where about 16% graduate from a short-cycle tertiary programme
and 1% graduate from a long first degree within the theoretical duration of the original programmes plus three years
(Table B5.2).

The overall evolution in students’ status between the end of the theoretical duration of programmes and three years later
differs across countries. Completion rates increase by over 40 percentage points in the Netherlands, New Zealand and
Switzerland, compared to only 6 percentage points in Lithuania. There are also differences in what happens to students who
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were still in education by the end of the theoretical duration of the programme. In both Switzerland and Portugal, for example,
50% of students were still in education by the end of the theoretical duration of the programme and 7% of students were still
in education three years later. However, in Switzerland, the completion rate increased by 42 percentage points within these
three years and the share of students who had left tertiary education without graduating stayed relatively stable. In Portugal,
the completion rate increased by 34 percentage points but the share of students who had left tertiary education also rose by
8 percentage points (Table B5.2).

Delayed completion, or even non-completion, can be costly to both governments and individuals. The cost of tertiary education
is high, and students and governments may not reap the full benefits until the degree is completed. Data show that individuals
with a tertiary qualification tend to have higher earnings and higher employment rates, which in turn translate into higher taxes
and higher social contributions for the government (see Indicator A5 in Education at a Glance 2021 (OECD, 20211q))).
Nevertheless, delaying graduation or dropping out are not necessarily symptoms of student or institutional failure. In some
countries, the labour market recognises the partial completion of tertiary degrees, either formally or informally, which may
encourage students to work part time (and potentially delay graduation) or to drop out and join the labour market full time.
Students may also “stop out” — temporarily withdrawing from tertiary education before re-enrolling to complete their studies
(Box B5.2)

Completion by type of institution

In most OECD countries, higher education is offered in both public and private institutions (see Indicator B1). In public
institutions, a public agency has overall control over the general policies and activities of the institution including staff
appointments. Private institutions may be managed by non-governmental organisations or by a governing board, most of
whose members are not selected by a public agency. However, there can be significant differences in the ways in which
private institutions are regulated, managed and funded (UNESCO-UIS/OECD/Eurostat, 2021(11)). In the United Kingdom, for
example, all higher education institutions are private but receive most of their funding from the government; however, these
types of government-dependent institutions do not exist in many OECD countries, although significant shares of students may
attend higher education in a private institution (see Indicator B1).

Most private higher education institutions function on a not-for-profit basis, so surplus revenue cannot be paid to their owners
(OECD, 20195). However, there have been increasing numbers of for-profit private institutions emerging in some OECD
countries (Shah and Sid Nair, 201312;). Some research suggests that for-profit institutions may be more responsive to market
demand through their ability to adapt their programme offerings to meet students’ and employers’ needs (Gilpin, Saunders
and Stoddard, 2015}13)); however, they have also been criticised for being focused on financial gain at the expense of students’
educational outcomes (Hodgman, 201814)).

Completion rates can be one way to compare educational outcomes by type of institution. On average, a greater share of
students who entered a bachelor’'s programme in a private institution (45%) graduated within the theoretical duration of their
programme than those who entered a public institution (38%). The differences in completion rates were particularly
pronounced in some countries, such as New Zealand, where the completion rate of students who entered private institutions
was more than double that of students from public institutions, and Austria, where it was more than five times as high. In only
5 out of 20 OECD countries and other participants with available data were completion rates by the theoretical duration higher
in public institutions than in private ones (Figure B5.3).

When considering completion rates over the longer timeframe, these differences by type of institution on entry decreased in
about half of the countries with available data. Three years after the theoretical end of their bachelor’s programme, completion
rates went from being higher for students who entered private institutions to higher for students who entered public ones in
Australia, Finland, Iceland and Portugal. There were no countries in which completion rates were higher for students who
entered public institutions by the end of the theoretical duration of their programme, but higher for students from private
institutions three years later (Table B5.3).

A variety of factors may contribute to differences in completion rates between public and private institutions. In Austria,
differences may be partially explained by differences in the organisation of teaching and learning. Students attending private
universities, as well as universities of applied sciences, tend to rate the quality of teaching and the structure of their courses
more positively than students in public institutions, and survey data also suggest that they experience a higher intensity of
study on average than students enrolled in public universities (Zucha, Zaussinger and Unger, 2020(15); Unger et al., 2020}1¢)).
Further to this, entry to many fields of study in public institutions does not require sitting an admissions exam (OECD/European
Union, 2019p17)).
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Some gaps in completion rates may be explained by differences in the programmes offered. In New Zealand, for example,
private higher education provision was allowed to proliferate from 1989, when the public higher education sector was already
well developed (Xiaoying and Abbott, 20081s)). Private higher education therefore expanded into niche areas of the market
and private institutions tend to offer more specialised, professional courses, particularly in business and information and
communication technologies (ICT). Vocationally motivated students, seeking very particular programmes, may be less likely
to change course and more likely to complete their studies by the end of their theoretical duration.

Figure B5.3. Completion rates of full-time bachelor’s students, by type of institution entered and
timeframe (2020)

In per cent; true cohort data only
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Note: The year of reference for the data (2020) corresponds to the graduation year three years after the theoretical end of the programme. The reference year for the
entrance cohort changes depending on the duration of programmes.

1. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 in Canada and the Netherlands; 2017 in the United States.

2. Data are provided for the theoretical duration plus one year in Canada and plus two years in the United States (not three years). Data are provided for the theoretical
duration plus one semester (not the theoretical duration) in Sweden.

3. Data on short-cycle programmes refer only to specific vocational training — advanced level programmes. Data on bachelor's level or equivalent programmes refer to
higher education provided in universities only.

4. Data refer only to programmes with a theoretical duration of three, four or five years in Australia.

5. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Countries and other participants are ranked in descending order of the share of entrants to bachelor's programmes in public institutions who graduated by the theoretical
duration.

Source: OECD (2022), Table B5.3. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/2qedvk
Completion by field of study
Completion rates also vary according to the field of study that students entered. For example, 80% of full-time bachelor’s
students who entered the field of health and welfare had graduated from some tertiary programme three years after the

theoretical duration of their studies, compared to only 68% of students who entered a science, technology, engineering and
mathematics (STEM) programme on average in OECD participants with available data. The differences in completion rates
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are more marked for particular fields, especially in some countries. In Sweden, the completion rate for students who entered
health and welfare programmes was 31 percentage points higher than for students who entered STEM, but it was only
2 percentage points higher than for students who entered the field of education. In contrast, differences in completion rates
were less than 5 percentage points among all three of these fields of study in New Zealand and the United Kingdom
(Table B5.4).

Figure B5.4. Completion rates of full-time science, technology, engineering and mathematics bachelor’s
students, by field and level of graduation and gender (2020)

By the end of the theoretical duration of the programme plus three years; in per cent; true cohort data only
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Note: The year of reference for the data (2020) corresponds to the graduation year three years after the theoretical end of the programme. The reference year for the
entrance cohort changes depending on the duration of programmes. The share of students entering STEM fields who are women is shown in parentheses next to each
country name"

1. Data refer only to programmes with a theoretical duration of three, four or five years in Australia. Only programmes with a theoretical duration of three or four years are
included for the United Kingdom.

2. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 in Canada and the Netherlands. Timeframe of reference differs in Canada, where data are provided for the theoretical duration
of the programme plus one year (not three years).

3. Data on graduation in the same field and level include students who graduated from a master's long first degree programme.

4. Data on graduation from any tertiary programme exclude graduation from short-cycle tertiary.

5. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Countries and other participants are ranked in descending order of the share of women entering a STEM field who graduated by the theoretical duration plus three years
from any field and tertiary level.

Source: OECD (2022), Table B5.4. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/12y4s3

Differences between completion rates by field of study are related to the labour-market opportunities that are available to
individuals in various professions. In some countries, like Lithuania, Norway and Sweden, demand for workers with relevant
skills means that students who have partially completed programmes in certain fields — particularly ICT — may find employment
without fully finishing their degree. On the other hand, professions in education and health and welfare are often regulated
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and relevant qualifications are required to start work, meaning that students have a greater incentive to fully complete their
studies (see Box B4.2 in Indicator B4).

Not all of the students who had graduated had done so within the same field or education level that they entered, although
the degree to which students tend to change programme before graduation also differs by field of study. On average across
OECD countries and other participants with available data, only 5% of students who entered health and welfare programmes
graduated from another field of study or level. In contrast, this was the case for 8% of education students and 12% of STEM
students (Table B5.4).

There were also gender differences in completion after a change in programme by field. In more than two-thirds of OECD
participants, smaller shares of women than men who entered an education or health and welfare programme changed field
or level before completing their studies (Table B5.4). After starting a STEM programme, however, larger shares of women
changed field or level before graduating than men in 14 out of 19 OECD countries and other participants (Figure B5.4). In
Austria, Finland, New Zealand and Switzerland, a greater share of male students than female students actually completed
the bachelor’s programme in the STEM field that they entered. However, larger shares of their female peers had completed
a tertiary programme overall by the end of the theoretical duration of their programme plus three years, including those who
had changed the field or education level of their course (Table B5.4).

Given that women are in the minority among new entrants to STEM fields of study (see Indicator B4), it is concerning to see
larger shares of them changing programme or level before graduating than men in most contexts. Research suggests that
this may be related to isolation, micro-aggressions and a male-dominated culture experienced by women studying in STEM
(Ong, Smith and Ko, 201819; Blackburn, 2017201). Women might experience less of a sense of belonging then men in STEM-
related fields, which has been associated with a decreased likelihood of persisting in their programme (Lewis et al., 201721)).
To tackle such issues, several OECD members have taken measures to promote STEM in schools to counter gender
stereotyping in STEM and advance women in STEM education and careers. In Australia, for example, the “Restoring the
focus on STEM in schools” initiative was launched in 2015, which aimed to increase the number of girls and disadvantaged
students in Summer Schools for STEM students as one of its key objects (OECD, 201722;). Higher education institutions can
also adapt their teaching methods and curricula, and implement mentoring programmes to support women during their studies
to reduce attrition after students have started their courses (Do et al., 2021 23)).

Box B5.2. Experiences of stop-out

“Stop-out” behaviour refers to re-enrolment or re-entry to a tertiary programme after a temporary period of withdrawal from
higher education. As noted above, the share of students who complete tertiary education — and the share who do not —
can be of interest to policy makers in assessing the efficiency of higher education programmes and providers, particularly
in fields and countries where there is no recognition of partial degree completion in the labour market. In this context, an
examination of stop-out behaviour can be helpful in understanding how well the education system is able to re-engage
students and adapt to their evolving needs.

Figure B5.5 shows the share of bachelor’s students who spent at least one year out of education as a share of those who
had either graduated or were still in tertiary education by the theoretical duration of the programme plus three years. It
shows that there are considerable differences between countries and other participants in terms of the share of students
re-entering tertiary education after withdrawing for some time. In the French Community of Belgium, Israel, New Zealand
and the United States, the share of students who had experienced a period of stop-out was less than 10% for both men
and women. In contrast, nearly 40% of students in Slovenia had experienced such a stop-out. In all cases, men are more
likely to have experienced a period of stop-out than women, although in some countries and participants the difference is
very small. Among OECD participants with available data, 14% of male bachelor’s students had experienced a period of
temporary withdrawal from tertiary education on average, while the same was true for 11% for female students.
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Figure B5.5. Share of full-time bachelor’s students who spent at least one year out of education and
graduated or re-enrolled by theoretical duration plus three years, by gender (2020)

In per cent; true cohort data only
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Note: Countries may identify years spent out of education differently. Further details can be found in Annex 3. The year of reference for the data (2020) corresponds
to the graduation year three years after the theoretical end of the programme. The reference year for the entrance cohort changes depending on the duration of
programmes.

1. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 in the Netherlands; 2017 in the United States.

2. Data refers only to programmes with a theoretical duration of 3, 4, or 5 years in Australia.

3. Data are provided for the theoretical duration plus two years for programmes in the United States (not three years).

4. Data refers only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Countries and other participants are ranked in descending order of the share of male students who left tertiary education but re-enrolled or graduated by the theoretical
duration plus 3 years.

Source: OECD (2022), Table B5.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https:/www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https:/stat.link/9pomuy

There are a multitude of reasons why students may choose to leave their tertiary education programme, whether
temporarily or permanently. It may be for personal reasons, work or financial reasons, or dissatisfaction with their
programme or institution (UPCEA/StraighterLine, 202124). Local labour-market conditions can also have an influence on
students’ likelihood of completing their studies, depending on unemployment rates and students’ perceptions of the
expected returns from completing their degree (Aina et al., 201825)). Some system-level policies may also facilitate periods
of temporary withdrawal from tertiary education. For example, in Slovenia, students are able to keep their student status
for an extra year after the end of their studies, during which time they may retake some assessments, get a student job
or remain inactive (Farcnik, Domadenik Muren and Franca, 202126)). In Sweden, students may take freestanding courses,
combining multiple options to attain a bachelor's or master’s degree, and pause their studies without losing credits when
they decide to re-enter their programme (Carlhed Ydhag, 202027;). These policies help to explain why there are relatively
high shares of students with stop-out experiences in these two countries, and why there has been a decrease in the share
of bachelor's students reported as having left tertiary education without graduating in the three years following the
theoretical end of programmes (Table B5.2).
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Definitions

The true cohort method requires following an entry cohort through a specific timeframe, which in the case of this survey
corresponds to the theoretical duration of the programme and the theoretical duration plus three years. Only countries with
longitudinal surveys or student registers are able to provide such information.

The cross cohort method only requires the number of new entrants to a given ISCED level and the number of graduates N
years later, where N corresponds to the theoretical duration of the programme.

Full-time students in this indicator refer to students who entered the given tertiary programme with full-time status. They
may have switched status during their studies.

The theoretical duration of programmes is the regulatory or common-practice time it takes a full-time student to complete a
level of education.

Methodology

For countries that submitted data using the true cohort method, it is possible to calculate two different completion rates
(described below) which are computed for two different timeframes (theoretical duration N and three years later, N+3):

e« completion rate of students who graduate at the same ISCED level which they entered: number of graduates in a
given calendar year and ISCED level divided by the number of entrants to that same ISCED level N/N+3 calendar
years before

e completion rate of students who graduate at any tertiary ISCED level: the sum of graduates from all tertiary ISCED
levels in a given calendar year who entered a given ISCED level N/N+3 calendar years before.

Countries that submitted true cohort data either used first-time entrants to tertiary education (which considers only students
who entered tertiary education for the first time) or new entrants to the tertiary level (which considers all first-time entrants to
each tertiary level, regardless of whether they have pursued a different tertiary level before). Please see Annex 3 for the list
of countries using each methodology (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

For cross cohort data, only one completion rate is calculated: the number of graduates in a given calendar year and ISCED
level divided by the number of entrants to that same ISCED level N calendar years before.

If countries offer programmes of different theoretical durations within the same ISCED level, the completion rate of each
programme is weighted by the number of new entrants to each programme.

Please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018 (OECD, 20182g)) for more
information and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
B.pdf).

Source

Data on completion rates refer to the academic year 2019/2020 and were collected through a special survey undertaken in
2021. Data for some countries may have a different reference year, please refer to Annex 3 for country-specific notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).Countries submitted data using either the true
cohort or cross cohort methodology.
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Indicator B5 Tables

Tables Indicator BS. How many students complete tertiary education?

Table B5.1 Completion rate of full-time students by level of education, timeframe, and gender (2020)

Table B5.2 Status of full-time bachelor’s students at various timeframes after entry (2020)

Table B5.3 Completion rates of full-time students who entered a bachelor's or equivalent level by type of institution upon entry, gender and
timeframe (2020)

Table B5.4 Completion rates of full-time bachelor’s students by gender in selected fields of study at the theoretical duration plus three years
(2020)

StatLink =P hitps://stat.link/7nhldy

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table B5.1. Completion rates of full-time students, by level of education, timeframe

True cohort only

Panel A Panel B Panel C
Completion rates of students who entereda | Completion rates of students who entered Completion rates of students who entered
bachelor's (or equivalent) programme ashort-cycle tertiary programme amaster's long first degree programme
and completed any tertiary level and completed any tertiary level and completed any tertiary level
By the end of the By the end of the By the end of the
By the end of the | theoretical duration By the end of the | theoretical duration By the end of the | theoretical duration
theoretical duration of the programme theoretical duration of the programme theoretical duration of the programme
< of the programme | plus three years s of the programme | plus three years < of the programme | plus three years
€., g, €
SE SE S
SE s s SE s s SE s s
B o e £ c £ 25| £ = £ o < £ c £
g g 2 é Total | = § Total g g_ e §° Total| = §° Total g g_ = § Total| 2 é Total
9 Countries
g Australia’ 3-5| 29 36 33 61 69 66 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Austria 3 21 29 | 26 | 54 | 65 | 60 2 56 | 64 | 60 | 78 | 84 | 81 6 33| 4 38 | 57 | 66 | 62
Brazil 4-5| 28 36 33 44 52 49 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Canada?? 4 40 | 52 | 47 | 63 | 73 | 69 2 29 | 37 | 34 | 47 | 58 | 53 m m m m m m m
Colombia 5 9 14 12 | 45 | 57 52 | 2-3| 22 21 21 43 | 43 | 43 m m m m m m m
Estonia 3-4 1 3 52 43 | 53 | 73 | 64 a a a a a a a | 5-6| 27 57 43 59 | 80 70
Finland 4 32 56 46 66 80 TA a a a a a a a m m m m m m m
France 3 31 40 | 36 | 67 74 7 2 59 | 70 | 64 | 76 | 83 | 79 5 57 | 59 | 58 m m m
Iceland 3-4 | 36 4 39 64 73 69 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Israel 3-4| 55 | 65 | 61 75 | 83 | 80 | 1-3| 15 19 16 | 50 | 57 | 52 a a a a
Italy 19 | 22 | 2 50 | 56 | 53 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Lithuania 49 | 67 | 59 | 56 | 73 | 65 a a a a a a a |5-6| 63 | 77 | 72 n 81 78
Netherlands? 22 36 29 64 78 Ul m m m m m m m a a a a a a a
New Zealand 27 38 | 33 73 80 | 77 2 59 | 69 | 65 | 69 75 73 a a a a a a a
Norway 44 | 53 | 49 | 67 | 79 74 2 58 | 33 | 50 | 64 | 49 | 59 |5-6| 37 | 46 | 42 | 80 | 8& | 84
Poland 39 | 58 | 50 | 60 | 77 | 69 m m m m m m m |2-5| 39 | 53 | 48 | 69 | 79 | 75
Portugal 3 32 | 43 | 38 | 63 | 79 | T2 2 47 | 62 | 52 | 58 | T 63 5 5 | 74 | 67 | 79 | 89 | 84
Slovenia 4-5| 30 | 44 | 38 | 47 | 64 | 56 3 15 19 17 | 28 | 36 | 31 | 6-7| 36 | 43 | 4 73 | 84 | 81
Spain* 4 27 | 46 | 37 | 64 | 79 | T2 2 51 63 | 57 | T 79 | 75 | 5-6 | 52 | 61 58 | 82 | 90 | &7
Sweden?® 3 28 | 37 | 33 | 49 | 69 | 61 2 58 | T 64 | 66 | 78 | 72 | 4-5| 34 | 43 | 38 | 64 | 78 Il
Switzerland 8 36 42 39 78 84 81 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Kingdom' 3-4 | 67 Ul 69 | 82 | 87 | 85 2 58 | 65 | 62 | 73 | 80 | 77
United States??® 4 45 | 53 | 49 | T4 | 79 | T7 2 13 il 12 | 42 | 43 | 43 a a a a a a a
Flemish Comm. (Belgium)| 3 26 | 37 | 32 | 62 | 72 | 68 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
French Comm. (Belgium)® | 3-4 | 14 | 26 | 21 43 | 58 | 52 a a a a a a a

Average | [ 33| 44|30 |6t | 7368 | |4 |46 44|59 64| 62| |44]56]05 |70]82]77

Note: Completion rates based on true cohort (individual-level) and cross cohort (aggregate) data are not comparable with each other. See Definitions and Methodology
sections for more information. Please note that the year of reference for the data (2020) corresponds to a period three years after the theoretical end of the programme
(2017). The reference year for students' entry to study may differ depending on the duration of their programme.

1. Data on bachelor's and equivalent programmes refer only to those with a theoretical duration of three, four or five years in Australia. Only bachelor's programmes with a
theoretical duration of three or four years are included for the United Kingdom.

2. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 in Canada and the Netherlands; 2017 for bachelor's programmes and 2016 for short-cycle tertiary programmes in the United
States.

3. Timeframes of reference differ. Data are provided for the theoretical duration of the programme plus one year in Canada and plus two years for bachelor's programmes
in the United States (not three years). Data are provided for the theoretical duration of the programme plus one semester (not the theoretical duration) in Sweden.

4. Data on short-cycle programmes refer only to specific vocational training — advanced level programmes. Data on bachelor's or equivalent programmes refer to higher
education provided in universities only.

5. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sa=r hitps:/stat.link/qcxb2i
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Table B5.2. Status of full-time bachelor’s students at various timeframes after entry (2020)

True cohort only

By the beginning By the end of the theoretical duration By the end of the theoretical duration
of the second year of study of the programme of the programme plus three years
Transferred to: = Graduated from: Graduated from:
2 k-] -3
® K 2
o S e s
5E I g | 5 |3 z 2 | 5 | 8
=5 2 g | 2 2 | § | B s 2 | 5 |8
g5 | = = = £ > s S -8 | £ > S S | o8
S20¢ B ¢l % f£ E|:os% % f | E %%
S € k3 > = = k] o 2 2 s 2 =) = o3
2 2 @ S @ ° @ S S ® O ° @ H S R
35S S 2 s £ S 2 5 N S 2 s 2z
£5 ) ° £ S by ° b= 8S S ) » = 8.8
o T - I @ =3 - I - >t =3 - [ —_ ot
g s K] 3 S 5 @ S 52 S 5 ? = 52
ne 5 = = = 5 = & =£ 3 & = & =z£
(0] (2) () (4) (5) (6) (7) (] (9) (10) (1) (12) (13) (14)
2 Countries
& Australia® 84 2¢ X@2) 15 32 1¢ X(6) 46 21 64 1¢ x(1) 9 25
Austria 85 1 2 13 25 0 0 54 20 58 1 1 17 23
Brazil 89 0 a 11 33 0 a 39 28 49 0 a 16 36
Canada®* 84 1 a 14 42 5 a 36 17 63 6 a 14 17
Colombia 73 1 x(4) 26¢ 11 1 X(9) 55 34¢ 50 2 x(14) il 37¢
Estonia 86 a 1 14 43 a 0 35 22 64 a 0 8 28
Finland 91 a 1 8 44 a 2 4 13 65 a 9 9 17
France 70 1" 3 17 28 9 0 47 17 54 16 1 7 22
Iceland 79 0 0 20 39 0 0 37 24 69 0 0 9 21
Israel 92 0 a 8 60 0 a 23 16 79 0 a 6 15
Italy 86 0 0 14 21 0 0 49 31 58 0 0 15 32
Lithuania 90 a 1 9 59 a 0 16 25 65 a 0 1 34
Netherlands?® 88 0 a 1 29 0 a 54 16 7 0 a 12 17
New Zealand 90 1 a 9 31 2 a 53 14 74 2 a 6 17
Norway 86 0 2 12 49 0 1 34 16 72 0 2 9 17
Poland 85 0 0 15 49 0 1 34 16 67 0 3 6 25
Portugal 90 0 1 8 38 0 0 50 12 72 0 0 7 20
Slovenia 77 5 0 18 36 2 0 17 45 52 4 0 4 40
Spain ® 93 x(4) 1 T 37 X(9) 0 51 12¢ 7 x(14) 1 l 17¢
Sweden* 87 0 1 11 33 0 0 37 30 59 0 1 12 26
Switzerland 92¢ 0 x(1) 8 39¢ 0 x(5) 50 11 81 0 x(10) 7 12
United Kingdom? 9 0 0 9 65 4 0 18 13 79 6 0 0 15
United States®* 92 3 a 5 46 3 a 37 14 73 4 a 9 15
Other participants
Flemish Comm. (Belgium) 87 0 0 13 32 0 0 43 25 68 0 0 8] 29
French Comm. (Belgium)® 80 a a 20 21 a a 49 30 52 a a 5 43
Average | 8 | 1 | 1| 12 | 3 | 1] o 4| 2| e | 2] 1] 9] 2

Note: Completion rates based on true cohort (individual-level) and cross cohort (aggregate) data are not comparable with each other. See Definitions and Methodology
sections for more information. Please note that the year of reference for the data (2020) corresponds to a period three years after the theoretical end of the programme
(2017). The reference year for students' entry to study may differ depending on the duration of their programme.

1. The columns for "not enrolled in tertiary education" or "not graduated and not enrolled in tertiary education" may include students who left the country before graduation.
2. Data on bachelor's and equivalent programmes refer only to those with a theoretical duration of three, four or five years in Australia. Only bachelor's programmes with a
theoretical duration of three or four years are included for the United Kingdom.

3. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 in Canada and the Netherlands; 2017 in the United States.

4. Timeframes of reference differ. Data are provided for the theoretical duration of the programme plus one year in Canada and plus two years in the United States (not
three years). Data are provided for the theoretical duration of the programme plus one semester (not the theoretical duration) in Sweden.

5. Data on short-cycle programmes refer only to specific vocational training — advanced level programmes. Data on bachelor's level or equivalent programmes refer to
higher education provided in universities only.

6. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/ksdfmj
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Table B5.3. Completion rates of full-time students who entered a bachelor's (or equivalent level)
programme, by type of institution upon entry, timeframe and gender (2020)

True cohort only

-§ % By the end of the theoretical By the end of the theoretical
Z 32 g By the. end of the theoretical | duration of the programme plus| By thq end of the theoretical | duration of the programme plus
"g E’g duration of the programme three years duration of the programme three years
FEE
8 Countries
g Australia’ 93 29 36 33 62 70 66 35 37 36 50 56 53
Austria 73 8 15 12 46 57 53 57 7 64 74 85 80
Canada??® 100 40 52 47 63 73 69 m m m m m m
Colombia 37 7 10 9 42 52 47 10 16 14 48 60 55
Estonia 91 32 53 45 55 74 66 19 35 28 36 57 47
Finland 58 31 52 43 67 81 75 34 62 51 65 80 73
France 98 32 43 39 67 72 70 58 59 58 88 77 81
Iceland 73 32 4 38 65 73 70 43 4 42 64 72 68
Israel 13 40 61 57 59 76 72 56 65 61 76 84 81
Italy m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Lithuania 91 50 68 60 57 74 66 39 59 51 45 64 56
Netherlands? 100 22 36 29 64 78 Ul m m m m m m
New Zealand 97 26 37 32 73 79 77 67 75 72 75 85 81
Norway 80 46 54 51 70 81 76 37 49 44 56 72 65
Poland 95 39 59 50 60 7 69 36 56 47 57 7 69
Portugal 80 30 43 37 64 80 73 36 43 40 62 75 69
Slovenia 94 31 45 39 48 66 57 16 25 22 29 43 38
Spain* 92 25 45 36 63 78 Il 43 61 53 75 87 82
Sweden’® 93 27 36 32 48 69 60 37 51 45 63 80 72
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Kingdom' m m m m m m m m m m m m m
United States?* 62 37 45 42 72 77 75 57 65 62 77 82 80
Flemish Comm. (Belgium) 42 24 34 29 61 7 67 28 39 34 62 72 68
French Comm. (Belgium)® 47 13 23 19 39 54 47 15 28 22 47 62 56
Average \ | 30 | 43 | 38 | e | 72 | 67 39 | 50 | 45 | 61 | 712 | e

Note: Completion rates based on true cohort (individual-level) and cross cohort (aggregate) data are not comparable with each other. See Definitions and Methodology
sections for more information. Please note that the year of reference for the data (2020) corresponds to a period three years after the theoretical end of the programme
(2017). The reference year for students' entry to study may differ depending on the duration of their programme.

1. Data on bachelor's and equivalent programmes refer only to those with a theoretical duration of three, four or five years in Australia. Only bachelor's programmes with a
theoretical duration of three or four years are included for the United Kingdom.

2. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 in Canada and the Netherlands; 2017 in the United States.

3. Timeframes of reference differ. Data are provided for the theoretical duration of the programme plus one year in Canada and plus two years in the United States (not
three years). Data are provided for the theoretical duration of the programme plus one semester (not the theoretical duration) in Sweden.

4. Data on short-cycle programmes refer only to specific vocational training — advanced level programmes. Data on bachelor's level or equivalent programmes refer to
higher education provided in universities only.

5. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/g2hfot
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Table B5.4. Completion rates of full-time bachelor’s students by the end of theoretical duration of their
programme plus three years, by selected fields of study and gender (2020)

True cohort only

2, Graduated from any tertiary programme after entering Graduatedfromtertiaryeducationin the same fieldand level

E ‘g a bachelor'sprogrammein thefield of: afterenteringa bachelor'sprogrammein the fieldof:

E 5 Education STEM Health and welfare Education STEM Health and welfare

o=

b

3 Countries
& Australia’ 38 49 58 61 75 62 70 47 56 60 74 61 69

Austria 34 57 72 52 53 88 91 51 65 44 35 88 90
Canada ?® 4 73 82 64 74 75 84 61 69 48 50 52 70
Colombia m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Estonia 88 47 74 68 77 61 80 35 73 46 60 57 78
Finland 24 78 88 62 72 73 82 47 55 49 44 68 76
France m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Iceland’ 37 59 67 67 76 81 80 57 62 56 59 73 69
Israel 33 62 77 76 83 87 91 54 7 69 72 86 89
Italy m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Lithuania 25 44 75 61 76 62 77 44 74 60 75 61 77
Netherlands? 23 48 il 67 84 62 76 35 59 55 66 52 69
New Zealand 4 64 79 75 85 68 77 51 7 49 45 56 67
Norway 27 7 83 70 80 74 86 62 73 58 61 67 81
Poland 39 53 78 63 81 66 85 44 69 52 64 59 77
Portugal 33 56 81 59 80 76 88 46 77 53 Il 7 86
Slovenia 30 63 83 50 66 58 75 49 76 39 51 51 Ul
Spain* 33 76 89 61 75 84 91 73 88 55 68 78 86
Sweden 30 63 81 46 61 67 83 56 74 4 52 63 80
Switzerland® 28 76 90 80 81 82 86 72 87 7 63 74 81
United Kingdom' 39 83 88 80 86 85 87 76 83 73 81 78 82
United States?* m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Flemish Comm. (Belgium) 18 43 65 67 85 60 73 40 63 64 82 57 72
French Comm. (Belgium)® 7 37 57 46 60 44 60 28 48 38 47 37 53
Average | 3t | et | 18 | 64 | 8 | 2 | ® 52 | 70 | 54 | et | 65 | 77

Note: STEM refers to the fields of science, technology, engineering and mathematics. Data on completion rates for other fields (Columns 19 to 66), as well as total men
and women (Columns 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, and 18), are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below). Completion rates based on true cohort (individual-level) and cross
cohort (aggregate) data are not comparable with each other. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Please note that the year of reference for the
data (2020) corresponds to a period three years after the theoretical end of the programme (2017). The reference year for students' entry to study may differ depending on
the duration of their programme.

1. Data on bachelor's and equivalent programmes refer only to those with a theoretical duration of three, four or five years in Australia. Only bachelor's programmes with a
theoretical duration of three years are included for Iceland, and three or four years are included for the United Kingdom.

2. Year of reference differs from 2020: 2019 in Canada and the Netherlands; 2017 in the United States.

3. Timeframes of reference differ. Data are provided for the theoretical duration of the programme plus one year in Canada and plus two years in the United States (not
three years).

4. Data on graduation from any tertiary programme exclude graduation from short-cycle tertiary.

5. Data on graduation in the same field and level include students who graduated from a master's long first degree programme.

6. Data refer only to the hautes écoles (HE) and the écoles des arts (ESA), representing about 60% of entrants to bachelor's or equivalent programmes.

Source: OECD (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r hitps:/stat.link/tc8z5y
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Indicator B6. What is the profile of
internationally mobile students?

Highlights

e Students are more likely to cross borders to pursue their studies as they reach more advanced levels of education.
Internationally mobile students account for only 5% of bachelor’s students, but 14% of master’s students and 24%
of doctoral students on average in OECD countries.

e 31% of tertiary mobile students are enrolled in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM)
programmes. This is a larger share than among national students, of whom 23% are enrolled in STEM. The share
of mobile students enrolled in STEM programmes increased by 2 percentage points between 2015 and 2020 while
remaining constant in other fields such as education and health and welfare.

e Students from Asia form the largest group of international students enrolled in tertiary education programmes at
all levels, representing 58% of all mobile students across the OECD in 2020.

Figure B6.1. Share of international or foreign students at tertiary level, by gender (2020)

In per cent
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1. Share of foreign rather than international students.

2. Data on short-cycle tertiary programmes are based on nationality and refer to the Flemish community only.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of international or foreign students among female students enrolled in tertiary programmes.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table B6.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https://stat.link/rp14ea
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Context

Studying abroad has become a key differentiating experience for young adults enrolled in tertiary education, and
international student mobility has received increasing policy attention in recent years. Studying abroad can be a way to
access high-quality education at a prestigious institution and acquire skills that may not be taught at home (King and
Sondhi, 2018y1)). It is also seen as a means of accessing career opportunities abroad and improving employability in
increasingly globalised labour markets, and for some, it is a first step to migrate to another country in the long-term
(Crossman and Clarke, 2010p2;; Wintre et al., 2015;3)). Other motivations include the desire to expand one’s knowledge of
other societies and to improve language skills, particularly English (Sanchez, Fornerino and Zhang, 20064;; Wu, 2014s)).

For host countries, mobile students (whether international or foreign) may be an important source of income and have a
considerable impact on their economic and innovation systems (Halterbeck and Conlon, 2021(). They often pay higher
tuition fees than domestic students (see Indicator C5) and, in some countries, are subject to higher registration fees. They
also contribute to the local economy through their living expenses (Canmac Economics, 20207). In the longer run, highly
educated mobile students have the ability to integrate into domestic labour markets more easily than other migrants and
contribute to innovation and economic performance. Attracting mobile students, especially if they stay permanently, is
therefore a way to tap into a global pool of talent, support the development of innovation and production systems, and, in
many countries, mitigate the impact of an ageing population on future skills supply (Hawthorne, 2008s)).

For their countries of origin, mobile students might be viewed as lost talent (or “brain drain”). However, mobile students
can contribute to knowledge absorption, technology upgrading and capacity building in their home country, if they return
home after their studies or maintain links with nationals at home. They gain tacit knowledge that is often shared through
personal interactions and can help their home country to integrate into global knowledge networks. Some research
suggests that the number of students overseas is a good predictor of future scientist flows in the opposite direction,
providing evidence of movement of skilled labour across nations (Appelt et al., 2015(9;). Student mobility also appears to
shape international scientific co-operation networks more deeply than either a common language or scientific proximity.

In 2020, higher educational institutions around the world implemented campus shut downs to control the spread of the
COVID-19 pandemic and many shifted to distance learning. While campus closures affected the continuity of learning and
the delivery of courses for all students, lockdowns were particularly problematic for many of the 4.4 million international
and foreign students studying in OECD countries. Students were faced with uncertainty over whether they would be able
to physically reach the country where their course was expected to take place due to restrictions on borders, or find work
within the period of time allowed for international students to seek employment after the end of their studies (EMN/OECD,
2020r107). This may partly explain why in some contexts, like Australia, international students reported larger declines in the
quality of their educational experience in 2020 than national students (QILT, 2020;11j).

Other findings

¢ International mobility patterns show the importance of cultural, linguistic and physical proximity for students in
choosing where to study. For instance, Latin American students represent 6% of mobile students overall in the
OECD, but 75% of those in OECD countries within the Latin American region.

e« Most OECD countries are net “importers” of students; that is, they have more students coming into the country to
study than those leaving to study abroad. In total in 2020, OECD countries hosted four international students for
each national student studying abroad, but this ratio exceeds ten in Australia and the United Kingdom.

e Erasmus+ and other European Union (EU) programmes account for the great majority (69%) of credit-mobile
graduates in European OECD countries who studied abroad for at least three months, ranging from 32% in
Denmark, to 95% or more in Greece, Latvia and Slovenia.

Note

This indicator focuses mostly on degree mobile students, who are enrolled as regular students abroad with the intention
of graduating from a programme in the country of destination. This does not include credit-mobile students, who are
temporarily enrolled in tertiary education and/or a study-related traineeship abroad in order to gain academic credit for a
tertiary programme at an institution in their country of origin (see Box B6.1 for a discussion of credit mobility).
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Analysis

Mobility patterns and international student flows

Many factors at the individual, institutional, national and global levels drive patterns of international student mobility. These
include personal ambitions and aspirations for better employment prospects, a lack of high-quality higher educational
institutions at home, the capacity of higher education institutions abroad to attract talent and government policies to encourage
cross-border mobility for education (Bhandari, Robles and Farrugia, 2018(12]). The needs of increasingly knowledge-based
and innovation-driven economies have spurred demand for tertiary education worldwide, while increasing wealth in emerging
economies has prompted the children of the growing middle classes to seek educational opportunities abroad. At the same
time, economic (e.g. costs of international flights), technological (e.g. the spread of the Internet and social media enabling
contacts to be maintained across borders) and cultural factors (e.g. use of English as a common working and teaching
language) have contributed to making international study substantially more affordable and easier to access than in the past.

The perceived quality of instruction abroad and the perceived value of host institutions are key criteria for international
students when choosing where to study (Abbott and Silles, 2016[13]). The top destinations for internationally mobile students
include a large number of top-ranked higher educational institutions. Students worldwide are increasingly aware of differences
in quality among tertiary education systems, as university league tables and other international university rankings are widely
disseminated. At the same time, institutions’ ability to attract international students has become a criterion for assessing their
performance and quality. As governments seek to encourage the internationalisation of higher education, they have revised
performance agreements with domestic institutions, for example by taking into account inflows of international students in
university funding formulas. In Finland, for example, the internationalisation of higher education is one of the dimensions
considered for the funding of tertiary institutions, along with quality and impact measures (Eurydice, 2020p141). Similarly, in
Estonia and Norway, the share of foreign or international students is an indicator used to determine the level of block grant
funding allocated to tertiary institutions (OECD, 201915)).

Most countries have implemented reforms aiming to lower the barriers to migration of highly skilled individuals, beyond the
purposes of education, and most countries operate funding programmes to support inward, outward or return mobility. While
the conditions of migration differ (e.g. short-term versus long-term settlement), the most common target for these programmes
are pre-doctoral students and early-stage researchers (both doctoral and postdoctoral).

Although setting appropriate tuition fees remains one of the most debated topics in education policy, setting higher fees for
international students is less politically controversial and often constitutes an important revenue stream for higher educational
institutions. In some countries, international students in public universities pay twice as much for tuition as national students,
attracted by the perceived quality of the education and potential labour-market prospects in their host country. However, the
existence of large gaps in tuition fees for national and international students may become a cause for concern if funding for
places becomes an issue. In the United Kingdom, for example, the Russell Group collective of universities recently warned
that universities in England are facing increasing deficits, which have led to fears that institutions may prioritise the enrolment
of international students in order to cover their costs (Russell Group, 2022(1g)).

In contrast, some countries may seek to promote international mobility within a region by reducing or eliminating fees.
Students from the European Economic Area can study in any other country within this area, paying the same tuition fees as
national students (see Indicator C5).

By gender

Gender differences among internationally mobile tertiary students are small across the OECD but, on average, a higher
proportion of male students (7%) are internationally mobile than female students (6%). There are only a few countries in which
there is a larger share of international students among women at tertiary level, and even in these the gender gaps are fairly
small. In Belgium, Korea and the Netherlands, the share of female students who are internationally mobile is only higher than
the share of male students by 1 to 2 percentage points. There are more pronounced gender differences in several countries
where a higher proportion of male students are mobile. In Australia and Latvia, for example, the share of male students who
are mobile is at least 10 percentage points higher than the share of female students (Figure B6.1).

Gender differences may be partly explained by the fact that mobile students tend to be more likely than national students to
enrol in STEM-related programmes, which tend to enrol more male students than female ones (Myers and Giriffin, 2019p7)).
The predominance of mobile student enrolments in STEM fields in some countries, such as Germany, may contribute to the
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higher share of men among mobile students in these countries compared to others, such as the United Kingdom (Donkor
et al., 2020y1s)). However, many countries are making concerted efforts to attract more women to STEM-related fields, as well
as to higher levels of education (see Indicator B4).

There may also be social and cultural reasons behind the gender differentials between mobile and national students,
depending on the countries of origin and destination. In some contexts, men are much more likely than women to study
abroad, which reflects differing societal expectations for women (Findlay, 201119)). Qualitative research suggests that in some
patriarchal societies, men are more likely to be able to use the cultural capital from studying abroad to succeed in the labour
market back home (Holloway, O’Hara and Pimlott-Wilson, 20122q)).

By level of study

In all but a few countries, the share of international students enrolled in tertiary programmes increases with the level of tertiary
education. In total across OECD countries, international students account for 7% of total enrolment in tertiary programmes in
2020. International enrolment in bachelor’s or equivalent programmes remains relatively low (under 5% in nearly 40% of the
countries for which data are available). However, a few countries have a more international profile at this level. In Australia,
Austria, Luxembourg and the United Kingdom, 15% or more bachelor’s students are international (Figure B6.2).

Figure B6.2. Incoming student mobility in tertiary education, by level of study (2020)
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1. Share of foreign rather than international students.

2. Data on short-cycle tertiary programmes are based on nationality and refer to the Flemish community only.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of international or foreign students enrolled in bachelor's or equivalent programmes in 2020.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table B6.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/c50hgn
International enrolment increases substantially at master’s or equivalent level. In total across the OECD, international students

account for 14% of total enrolments at this level. The proportion of mobile students at least doubles between bachelor’s and
master’s levels in nearly two-thirds of OECD countries. In Chile, Spain and Sweden, the share of mobile students at master’s
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level is at least four times higher than at bachelor’s level. Greece is the only OECD country where the share of mobile students
at master’s level is slightly lower than at bachelor’s level (Figure B6.2).

At doctoral or equivalent level, mobile students represent 24% of enrolled students. The share of mobile doctoral students is
roughly equal to that of national students in the Netherlands and New Zealand (Table B6.1). In Luxembourg and Switzerland,
there are more international students in doctoral programmes than national students (89% in Luxembourg and 57% in
Switzerland). Most countries have higher shares of mobile students at doctoral level than at master’'s level. However, in
Australia and Latvia, the share of international students at doctoral level is at least 15 percentage points lower than at master’s
level (Figure B6.2).

Most OECD countries are net “importers” of students; that is, they have more students coming into the country to study than
those leaving to study abroad. In total across OECD countries in 2020, there were four mobile students for each national
student studying abroad, but this ratio exceeds ten in Australia and the United Kingdom. However, a number of countries are
net “exporters” of students; that is, more students travel abroad to study than those coming in to study. Colombia, Luxembourg
and the Slovak Republic are among the OECD countries with the lowest ratios of mobile students to national students abroad,
where there were less than 0.5 mobile students per national student abroad. Among partner countries, the People’s Republic
of China and India, who together are responsible for more than 30% of the pool of mobile students, are also net exporters of
students (Table B6.1).

Box B6.1. Credit mobility in European OECD member countries

Initiatives at supranational, national, regional, local or institutional level have also contributed to cross-border mobility. In 2011,
the EU set the ambitious goal of increasing the proportion of EU graduates from higher education who completed a period of
their studies or training abroad to 20% by 2020 (Council of the European Union, 201121))

The EU had already started to make European higher education more homogeneous and comparable across countries and
more attractive to international students in 1999 with the Bologna process, which set in motion a series of reforms. Its main
objectives were the introduction and standardisation of a three-cycle degree system (bachelor's, master's and doctoral
degrees), and the recognition of qualifications from foreign institutions and periods of study abroad. One of the underlying
objectives of the process was to stimulate mobility across EU of students, teachers and researchers.

The Erasmus+ programme (and its predecessor Erasmus) gives students and teaching staff the opportunity to develop their
skills and boost their employment prospects. Students can study abroad for up to 12 months (during each cycle of tertiary
education). Over the period 2014-20, around 2 million students were expected to have benefited from Erasmus+ (Eurostat,
2018p22)).

Students who are temporarily studying abroad to gain academic credit within the framework of a tertiary education programme
at their home institutions are defined as credit-mobile students (UNESCO-UIS/OECD/Eurostat, 201823)). Credit mobility is
distinct from degree mobility; degree mobile students — the main subject of this indicator — are enrolled as regular students
with the objective of graduating in the country of destination. On average across the European countries that are members of
the OECD (EU22), 10% of 2020 graduates had benefited from credit mobility, ranging from 2% in Greece, Hungary and
Poland to 45% in Luxembourg. In all countries with available data, most credit-mobile graduates spent at least three months
abroad, ranging from 68% in Austria to 90% in Sweden (Table B6.a.).

On average, the share of national graduates with credit mobility has remained unchanged at both bachelor's and master’s
level in countries with available data in both 2016 and 2020. The share of credit-mobile graduates fell slightly in 9 out of
16 countries, by up to 3 percentage points in Finland and Luxembourg (Table B6.a.). This could reflect the negative effects
of the pandemic, which meant that many students’ credit mobility periods were cancelled (Gabriels and Benke-Aberg,
2020247). However, it is likely that it is still too soon to see whether the pandemic will lead to sharp reductions in the number
of graduates with credit mobility. In countries such as Italy, the Slovak Republic and Spain, the share of national graduates
with credit mobility actually increased between 2016 and 2020 by 1 or 2 percentage points (Table B6.a.).

In most countries, credit-mobile graduates are more commonly found at bachelor’s level than at master’s or doctoral level.
On average, only 37% of credit-mobile graduates in European OECD countries had studied at master’s or doctoral programme
in 2020, but this average disguises substantial differences at country level. On the one hand, there are countries with a large
share of credit-mobile students at these higher levels, such as the Czech Republic, France and Italy, where 60% or more of
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credit-mobile students were enrolled either at master’s or doctoral level. On the other hand, in countries such as Greece,
Lithuania and Luxembourg, the share was less than 20% (Table B6.a.).

Erasmus+ and other EU programmes account for the great majority (69%) of credit-mobile graduates in European OECD
countries who studied abroad for at least three months, ranging from 32% in Denmark to 95% or more in Greece, Latvia and
Slovenia (Table B6.a.). Students may also benefit from credit mobility through other international or national programmes,
including other bi- or multilateral programmes such as partnerships between universities, or other programmes involving
students organising their own study abroad, which is then credited by their home institution. The Nordic and Baltic countries,
for example, operate the Nordplus Higher Education Programme, a broad mobility and network programme that aims to
reinforce collaboration, joint curriculum planning, student and teacher mobility, and the sharing of best practices between
institutions (Rannis, 202025)).

Table B6.a. Credit mobility in European OECD member countries (2016 and 2020)

Share of credit mobile Credit mobile graduates (at least 15 ECTs)

graduates who stayed

at least three months | Share of graduates under|

Share of national graduates with credit mobility (or 15 ECT credits) EU programmes
(i.e. ERASMUS Share of master's
Bachelor's | Master's Doctoral All tertiary or other EU programmes), and doctoral graduates
2016 | 2020 | 2016 | 2020 | 2016 | 2020 | 2016 | 2020 2020
8 Countries
S Austria 15 15 16 14 16 12 10 9 68 62 44

Belgium m 7 m 7 m m m 7 m 58 34
Czech Republic m 5 m 1 m 10 m 8 79 82 62
Denmark 8 10 1 1 m 26 9 9 m 32 35
Estonia m m m m m m m m 80 m
Finland 17 12 16 18 2 2 16 14 75 59 45
France m m m m m m m m m 37 69
Germany' 12 11 17 17 m m 14 13 m 49 43
Greece' 3 3 0 0 m m 3 2 m 96 4
Hungary' 2 1 5 4 1 4 3 2 m 85 43
Italy' 6 6 1 15 m 64 8 10 m 77 65
Latvia 10 10 5 6 10 9 7 7 85 98 25
Lithuania 8 8 5 4 1" 9 8 7 73 86 19
Luxembourg m m m m m m 47 45 100 82 2
Netherlands 22 24 22 18 m m 21 22 m 39 22
Norway 10 10 13 10 0 0 10 9 84 0 31
Poland m 1 m 2 m 4 m 2 m 93 51
Portugal 8 7 9 7 1 1 8 7 m 87 31
Slovak Republic 1 4 4 5 4 6 3 4 76 93 57
Slovenia m 4 m 3 m 0 m 3 79 96 29
Spain 13 16 7 5 m 34 8 9 85 78 22
Sweden 1 12 14 15 6 6 11 1 90 36 46
Switzerland 6 m 12 m 13 m 8 m m m m
Average 10 9 1 9 m m 1 10 m 69 37
Average for countries
with available data 10 10 10 10 m m 9 9
in both years

Note: The European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS) allows credits taken at one higher education institution to be counted towards a qualification studied
for at another. ECTS credits represent learning based on defined leaming outcomes and their associated workload. 60 credits are the equivalent of a full year of study or
work. In a standard academic year, 60 credits would be usually broken down into several smaller components.

1. The indicator is slightly overestimated as it includes degree mobile graduates

Source: Eurostat (2022), Credit mobile graduates (at least 3 months abroad) by education level, type of mobility scheme, type of mobility and sex (Database), Eurostat,
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/educ_uoe mobc01/default/table?lang=en.

Eurostat (2022), Credit mobile graduates (less than 3 months abroad) by education level, country of destination, type of mobility and sex (Database), Eurostat,
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/educ_uoe mobc03/default/table?lang=en.

StatLink = hitps://stat.link/fymk8g
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By country of destination and origin

The pools and flows of mobile talent remain very geographically concentrated worldwide, and mobility pathways are deeply
rooted in historical patterns. Identifying the determinants of international student mobility is key to designing efficient policies
to encourage the movement of skilled labour. Student migration is mainly driven by differentials in education capacity (a lack
of educational facilities in the country of origin or the prestige of educational institutions in the country of destination). It is also
driven by differences in the returns to or rewards for education and skills in the origin and destination countries (see
Indicators A3 and A4). Economic factors include better economic performance in the host country, exchange rates, more
affordable mobility (due to lower tuition fees or higher education subsidies, for instance) and higher-quality education in the
host country. In addition, the decision to study abroad may be determined by non-economic factors, such as political stability
or cultural and religious similarities between the origin and destination countries, as well as the desire to improve foreign
language skills or gain a better understanding of other societies (Guha, 1977126;; UNESCO Office Bangkok and Regional
Bureau for Education in Asia and the Pacific, 201327;; Weisser, 20162s;; Wu, 201435)).

English is the lingua franca of the globalised world, with one in four people using it worldwide (Sharifian, 201329)). Not
surprisingly, English-speaking countries are the most attractive student destinations overall, For instance, the top five
destination countries in the OECD are Australia, Canada, Germany, the United Kingdom and the United States, four of those
countries are English-speaking countries. Together, these four countries receive more than 35% of all internationally mobile
students in OECD and partner countries. The United States is the top OECD destination country for mobile tertiary students.
Of the 4.39 million internationally mobile students in OECD countries, 957 000 are enrolled in the United States. Among the
English-speaking countries, after the United States, the United Kingdom accounts for 551 000 international students,
Australia 458 000 and Canada 323 000. As a destination country, the United States alone takes 15% of the global education
market share, i.e. 15% of all international students in the world enrolled in the United States, while Australia and
the United Kingdom each have 7% and 9% of the global market share respectively, and Canada has 5%. Among non-English
speaking countries, Germany (6%), France and China (both 4%) have substantial shares of the global market (Table B6.1).

International mobility patterns demonstrate the importance of cultural, linguistic and physical proximity to students’ choice of
host country. For instance, the average share of Latin American international students in OECD countries is only 6%
(Table B6.2). However, in Latin American OECD countries, students from the region accounted for over 75% of all mobile
students on average, ranging from 43% in Mexico to 91% in Chile (Table B6.2). Similarly, in Austria, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Greece, Indonesia, Poland and the Slovak Republic, more than 55% of international or mobile students in 2020 came from
neighbouring countries (Table B6.2).

Students from Asia form the largest group of international students enrolled in tertiary education programmes at all levels,
totalling 58% of all mobile students in OECD countries in 2020. In total, over 30% of mobile students in OECD countries come
from China and India. Around two-thirds of Chinese and Indian students are concentrated in only four countries: Australia,
Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States. Beyond these four, a substantial share of Chinese students are enrolled
in Japanese programmes (9%), and Indian students in German programmes (5%). Europe is the next largest region of origin,
with European international students making up 21% of all mobile students enrolled in OECD countries. European students
prefer to stay in Europe, accounting for 41% of mobile students enrolled in the EU22 countries. At least 8 out of 10 mobile
students in Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, the Slovak Republic and Slovenia come from other European countries
(Table B6.2, and Tables B6.5 and B6.6, available on line).

Profile of internationally mobile students

By field of study

Fields of study are a key consideration for students choosing to pursue a tertiary degree abroad. Some countries devote more
resources to research in certain fields and therefore benefit from strong international recognition, particularly at higher levels
of tertiary education. Across OECD countries, the distribution of national and mobile students across fields of study differ
considerably in education; health and welfare; and science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM). The field of
education attracts only 3% of mobile students, compared to 7% of national students, while the field of health and welfare
attracts 10% of mobile students compared to 14% of national students. In contrast, internationally mobile students are more
likely to enrol in STEM-related fields than national students in total across the OECD: 31% of mobile students chose a STEM
subject, but only 23% of national students (Table B6.3).
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There are also striking differences between countries. For instance, in about one-third of OECD countries with available data,
STEM-related fields are more popular among national students than among mobile students. This may imply that these
countries are less attractive for international students wanting to specialise in these fields. However, the difference is small
and does not exceed 6 percentage points in any of these countries except Korea, where the difference is 18 percentage
points (Figure B6.3). Meanwhile, nearly 40% of all foreign students in the Slovak Republic entered a health and welfare
programme, more than double of the share of national students who chose that field. In the field of education, there were only
three countries in which mobile students were more likely to enrol in the field of education than their national peers, and even
in those countries the difference was no more than 1 percentage point (Table B6.3).

On average, the distribution of mobile students across various fields of study did not change substantially between 2015 and
2020 across the OECD. In education and health and welfare, the share of mobile students enrolled remained constant at the
OECD level, and the share of mobile students enrolled in STEM increased by only 2 percentage points, from 29% in 2015 to
31% in 2020 (Table B6.3). In the field of education, there was little variation across OECD countries, with 21 out of 35 countries
with available data recording no change in the share of mobile students enrolled in education. However, there were
considerable cross-country differences in health and welfare and STEM. The share of mobile students enrolled in health and
welfare rose by over 5 percentage points in Lithuania and New Zealand between 2015 and 2020, but fell by 5 percentage
points or more in Ireland, the Slovak Republic and Spain. Meanwhile, the share of mobile students enrolled in STEM rose by
at least 9 percentage points in Latvia, Luxembourg and the Slovak Republic in the same period, but fell by 6 percentage
points in Korea (Table B6.3).

Figure B6.3. Share of tertiary students in STEM fields, by mobility status (2020)
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1. Share of foreign rather than international students.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of mobile students enrolled in STEM fields at tertiary level in 2020.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Education at a Glance Database. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r hitps:/stat.link/asxdjq
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Definitions

Foreign students are those who are not citizens of the country in which they are enrolled and where the data are collected.
Although they are counted as internationally mobile, they may be long-term residents or even be born in the “host” country.
While pragmatic and operational, this classification may be inappropriate for capturing student mobility because of differing
national policies regarding the naturalisation of immigrants. For instance, Australia has a greater propensity than Switzerland
to grant permanent residence to its immigrant populations. This implies that even when the proportion of foreign students in
tertiary enrolment is similar for both countries, the proportion of international students in tertiary education will be smaller in
Switzerland than in Australia. Therefore, for student mobility and bilateral comparisons, interpretations of data based on the
concept of foreign students should be made with caution. In general, international students are a subset of foreign students.

International students are those who left their country of origin and moved to another country for the purpose of study. The
country of origin of a tertiary student is defined according to the criteria of “country of upper secondary education”, “country
of prior education” or “country of usual residence” (see below). Depending on country-specific immigration legislation, mobility
arrangements (such as the free mobility of individuals within the European Union and the European Economic Area) and data
availability, international students may be defined as students who are not permanent or usual residents of their country of

study, or alternatively as students who obtained their prior education in a different country.
Mobile students are students who are either international or foreign.

National students are students who are not internationally mobile. Their number is computed as the difference between the
total number of students in each destination country and the number of international or foreign students.

The country of prior education is the country in which students obtained their upper secondary qualification (upper
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary completion with access to tertiary education programmes) or the qualification
required to enrol in their current level of education. Where countries are unable to operationalise this definition, it is
recommended that they use the country of usual or permanent residence to determine the country of origin. Where this too is
not possible and no other suitable measure exists, the country of citizenship may be used.

Permanent or usual residence in the reporting country is defined according to national legislation. In practice, this means
holding a student visa or permit, or electing a foreign country of domicile in the year prior to entering the education system of
the country reporting the data.

Country-specific operational definitions of international students are indicated in the tables as well as in Annex 3
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

Methodology

Defining and identifying mobile students, as well as their types of learning mobility, are a key challenge for developing
international education statistics, since current international and national statistical systems only report domestic educational
activities undertaken within national boundaries (OECD, 201830)).

Data on international and foreign students are therefore obtained from enrolments in their countries of destination. This is the
same method used for collecting data on total enrolments, i.e. records of regularly enrolled students in an education
programme. Students enrolled in countries that did not report to the OECD or to the UNESCO Institute for Statistics are not
included and, for their countries of origin, the total number of national students enrolled abroad may be underestimated.

The total number of students enrolled abroad refers to the count of international students, unless data are not available, in
which case the count of foreign students is used instead. Enrolment numbers are computed using a snapshot method,
i.e. counting enrolled students at a specific day or period of the year.

This methodology has some limits. OECD international statistics on education tend to overlook the impact of distance and
e-learning, especially fast-developing massively online open courses (MOOCs), students who commute from one country to
another on a daily basis, and short-term exchange programmes that take place within an academic year and are therefore
under the radar. Other concerns arise from the classification of students enrolled in foreign campuses and European schools
in host countries’ student cohorts.
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Current data for international students can only help track student flows involving OECD and partner countries as receiving
countries. It is not possible to assess extra-OECD flows and, in particular, the contribution of South-South exchanges to global
brain circulation.

For more information, please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018 (OECD,
2018301)) and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

Source

Data refer to the 2019/20 academic year and are based on the UNESCO-UIS/OECD/Eurostat data collection on education
statistics administered by the OECD in 2021 (for details, see Annex 3 at: (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance/EAG2022 X3-B.pdf).

The UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS) provided data 1) for Argentina, China, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and
South Africa; 2) for all countries beyond the OECD and partner countries; and 3) for OECD countries for the period not
covered by OECD statistics (2005 and 2010-20).
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Indicator B6 tables

Tables Indicator B6. What is the profile of internationally mobile students?

Table B6.1 International and foreign student mobility in tertiary education (2015 and 2020)

Table B6.2 Profile of international and foreign students (2020)

Table B6.3 Share of tertiary students enrolled in selected broad fields of study, by mobility status (2015 and 2020)
WEB Table B6.4 Distribution of international and foreign students by country of origin (2020)

WEB Table B6.5 Distribution of international and foreign students by country of destination (2020)

StatLink Si=m https://stat.link/o37kmb

Cut-off date for the data: 13 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table B6.1. International and foreign student mobility in tertiary education (2015 and 2020)
International or foreign student enrolment as a percentage of total tertiary enrolment

Reading the eighth column of the upper section of the table (international26% of all students in tertiary education in Australia are international students
and 18% of all students in tertiary education in Switzerland are international students.

Reading the eighth column of the lower section of the table (foreign)t8% of all students in tertiary education in Canada are not Canadian citizens, and 4%
of all students in tertiary education in Korea are not Korean citizens.

Number of
Numberof | international | Percentage of
Percentage | international | orforeign | international
of national or foreign | students for | orforeign
tertiary students |every hundred students
students per national national coming from | International
International or foreign student enrolment enrolled student [students homd neighbouring| education
Number as a percentage of total tertiary enrolment abroad abroad and abroad | countries | market share
. Of . w w
international | 5 | , | 5 | 5 | @ =
orforeign | 5| 5| 9| 8 5
students S| 2|8 | S| ® S
(inthousands) @ | = | & | @ | = | & | Alltertiary All tertiary
2020 2015 2010 | 2015 2020
3) 8) (10 (M) (12) )
International students
=] Countries
2 Australia 458 15 | 50 | 33 | 13 | 43 34 26 15 1 34 35 3 7
O Austria 76 19 |23 |37 | 18] 19 27 18 16 7 3 20 59 1
Belgium' 53 712 |33 9 | 18 42 10 1 4 3 il 48 1
Chile 13 1 4 119 0 1 8 1 0 2 1 1 30 0
Czech Republic 48 12 | 18 | 22 9 | 12 15 15 11 4 4 17 48 1
Denmark 31 6 | 20 | 36 6 | 18 32 10 10 2 5 1 37 0
Estonia 6 8 | 18 | 26 4 7 1 12 5 8 2 13 34 0
Finland 24 6 |10 | 25 5| 12 20 8 8 4 2 8 1 0
France 252 7113 |38 7113 40 9 10 4 2 10 13 4
Germany 369 7017 |23 5|13 9 1 8 4 3 12 14 6
Greece 22 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 3 5 1 3 70 0
Iceland 2 5| 1 | 42 6 9 32 9 8 14 1 8 6 0
Ireland 24 7123 |36 6 | 13 25 10 7 7 2 1 7 0
Israel 13 3 5 9 3 4 6 3 3 5 1 3 8 0
Italy 59 2 4 116 5 5 13 3 5 4 1 3 18 1
Japan 223 3110 | 21 2 7 18 6 3 1 7 6 52 3
Latvia 10 " |27 | 12 5| 13 9 13 6 7 2 14 13 0
Lithuania 7 4 112 7 3 7 4 6 4 9 1 6 21 0
Luxembourg 4 24 | 75 189 | 26 | T 87 48 46 77 0 22 48 0
Mexico 43 1 2 8 0 1 3 1 0 1 1 1 46 1
Netherlands 125 1119 | 48 9 | 15 36 13 10 2 6 15 25 2
New Zealand 44 14 134 149 | 16 | 4 46 17 21 2 9 21 7 1
Norway 13 2 7123 2 7 21 4 4 5 1 4 17 0
Poland 62 4 5 8 2 3 2 4 3 2 2 5 63 1
Portugal 44 8 | 14 |33 3 6 21 12 5 6 2 12 2 1
Slovenia 6 7 9 |20 2 4 9 8 3 5 2 8 47 0
Spain 82 2 1119 1 7 m 4 3 2 2 4 27 1
Sweden 32 3112 |36 2 110 33 7 6 3 2 7 18 1
Switzerland 58 129 | 57|10 |28 54 18 17 7 3 21 54 1
United Kingdom 551 16 | 40 | 4 14 | 37 43 20 18 2 14 25 9 9
Canada 323 14 120 |36 | 10 | 14 30 18 1 3 6 22 3 5
Colombia 5 0 1 2 m|m m 0 0 2 0 0 61 0
Costa Rica 8] m m|m|m m m m m m m m 56 0
Hungary 38 10 |21 | 25 5 | 14 7 13 7 5 3 15 21 1
Korea 112 3N |17 1 6 9 4 2 3 1 4 54 2
Slovak Republic 14 9 | 12 | 12 4 8 9 10 6 20 0 9 60 0
Tiirkiye 185 3 8 7 1 4 6 2 1 1 4 2 49 3
United States 957 5112 |26 4 9 38 5 5 1 9 5 5 15
OECD total ‘ 4390 ‘ 5| 14 |24 ‘ 4 |1 ‘ 25 ‘ 7 ‘ 5 ‘ 2 ‘ 4 ‘ 7 ‘ 18 ‘ 69
EU22 total 1388 6 | 13 |24 5] 10 17 8 7 4 2 9 25 22
Foreign students
¢ Argentina? 116 m m m m m m m m m m m 47 2
2 Brazil 22 0 1 2 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 38 0
E China 225 m|m|m|m|m m 0 0 m m m 30 4
o India 49 m m m m m m 0 0 m m m 49 1
Indonesia® 8 m m m m m m m 0 m m m 73 0
Saudi Arabia 69 m m m m m m 4 5 m m m 43 1
South Africa? 41 m|/ m|m|m|m m m 4 m m m 47 1

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data on short-cycle tertiary (Columns 2 and 6) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Data on short-cycle tertiary programmes are based on nationality and refer to the Flemish community only.

2. Year of reference 2019.

3. Year of reference 2018.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=Pe https://statlink/jacuéb
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Table B6.2. Profile of international and foreign students (2020)

Share of international or foreign students | Share of international or foreign students Distribution of international or foreign students

among female students among male students by region of origin

g | 8¢

3 o > | 8 o > s | 53
»| 58 |2 |3 | & |55 58 2| = £ g | E% o | &
5 | 2 k2 S s |5 | 2 2 S 5 i £ =O = 5
2t | ¢ 8 g | = | 2% | ¢ E g | = | £ 5 | 82| @ 5 3
n 2 o = a < w2 o = a < < = a4 < i} o
() 2) 3) @ (] 7) 8) 9) 10 1 12 3) 6)

9 Countries
w Australia 27 13 45 28 22 43 19 56 39 31 2 1 5 85 3 1
Austria 2 19 24 40 18 1 19 23 34 18 1 1 2 9 84 0
Belgium' 2 8 19 32 1" 2 6 20 33 10 13 1 3 8 57 0
Chile 1 1 3 22 1 1 1 4 17 1 0 0 91 1 2 0
Czech Republic 7 12 17 22 14 8 13 20 22 16 2 1 1 17 79 0
Denmark 1 5 19 33 10 9 6 21 40 1 2 3 2 13 80 1
Estonia a 6 13 18 9 a 1 28 35 17 10 3 3 33 51 0
Finland a 5 8 21 7 a 6 14 30 9 7 2 3 38 28 0
France 3 6 12 38 8 3 8 14 38 10 50 2 6 23 16 0
Germany 0 7 15 23 1 0 7 20 23 12 10 3 5 41 33 0
Greece a 3 1 1 3 a 3 1 2 3 3 1 0 67 20 0
Iceland 24 5 10 33 8 21 5 15 54 9 4 14 3 23 55 1
Ireland 2 7 21 32 10 3 7 25 39 10 5 16 2 51 23 1
Israel 2 3 4 8 3 2 3 6 1 4 3 18 5 19 37 1
Italy 0 2 3 15 3 0 2 4 17 B 9 2 8 49 32 0
Japan 7 3 14 27 5 17 3 8 18 6 1 1 1 94 3 0
Latvia 0 5 18 7 7 2 17 39 18 20 1 1 0 57 41 0
Lithuania a 3 9 4 5 a 5 18 10 8 7 1 1 40 46 0
Luxembourg 8 26 74 88 48 9 23 75 89 49 8 1 3 14 74 0
Mexico m m m m m m m m m m 1 51 43 1 3 0
Netherlands 2 12 20 45 14 3 10 19 51 13 2 2 2 16 57 0
New Zealand 9 12 31 45 14 21 18 38 55 22 2 5 2 80 4 8
Norway 1 2 6 18 4 1 3 9 28 5 8 5 4 38 42 0
Poland 0 3 4 7 4 0 5 7 9 5 4 2 1 23 70 0
Portugal 15 8 14 29 il 12 8 14 37 12 35 1 44 6 14 0
Slovenia 4 7 9 20 8 3 8 10 20 8 2 1 1 5 92 0
Spain 2 2 9 18 4 1 2 12 20 4 6 3 46 10 36 0
Sweden 0 3 1 31 6 0 3 15 40 9 4 3 3 32 37 0
Switzerland 0 10 30 56 18 0 10 29 58 18 4 3 4 13 70 0
United Kingdom 5 15 37 40 19 5 17 45 42 22 6 5 2 59 28 1
Canada 21 13 15 29 15 29 17 27 43 22 9 3 6 71 9 0
Colombia 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 84 2 11 0
CostaRica m m m m m m m m m 0 2 90 2 6 0
Hungary 1 10 19 22 13 1 1 23 29 15 9 2 2 42 45 0
Korea 1 4 12 20 5 1 2 9 14 B 2 1 1 95 1 0
Slovak Republic 1 9 1 8 9 1 10 14 15 1 1 0 0 9 89 0
Tiirkiye 0 2 6 5 2 1 3 9 9 B 15 1 0 72 12 0
United States 1 4 9 17 4 2 6 17 34 7 5 3 8 76 7 1
OECD total ‘ ‘ 5 ‘ 12 ‘ 2 ‘ 6 ‘ 4 ‘ 5 ‘ 17 26 ‘ 7 ‘ 8 ‘ 3 ‘ 6 ‘ 58 ‘ 21 ‘ 1
EU22 total 3 6 1 23 8 6 14 25 9 15 2 8 28 41 0
Foreign students

g Argentina? m m m m m m m m m m 0 3 91 1 3 0
£ Brazil 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 3 0 23 4 50 1 1 0
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m 22 5 0 70 1 0
Indonesia® m m m m m m m m m m 4 0 3 86 3 4
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m 23 1 0 69 3 0
South Africa? m m m m m m m m m m 83 2 0 3 5 0

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

1. Data on short-cycle tertiary programmes are based on nationality and refer to the Flemish community only.

2. Year of reference 2019.

3. Year of reference 2018.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sa=ra https://stat.link/t8uinz
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Table B6.3. Share of tertiary students enrolled in selected broad fields of study, by mobility status (2015

and 2020)

8 Countries
w Australia
Austria
Belgium
Chile
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Iceland
Ireland

Israel

Italy

Japan

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Slovenia
Spain

Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom

Canada
Colombia
CostaRica
Hungary

Korea

Slovak Republic
Tiirkiye

United States

OECD total
EU22 total

2 Argentina

‘E Brazil

s China
India
Indonesia
Saudi Arabia
South Africa

2020 2015
Education STEM Health and welfare Education STEM Health and welfare
Mobile National | Mobile National | Mobile National | Mobile | National | Mobile | National | Mobile | National
(U] (1) (12)
International students

4 1" 30 19 1 24 2 1" 27 17 9 20
5 14 32 30 9 9 6 15 30 29 8 7
3 10 20 19 32 26 4 13 19 17 34 26
5 1" 29 27 17 22 6 10 28 26 13 22
2 14 32 25 18 13 2 1" 31 27 18 12
2 8 37 21 9 25 2 9 31 18 9 23
3 8 29 31 4 14 0 7 21 31 4 1
3 6 43 33 11 19 2 5 43 33 1 19
1 3 35 25 7 15 2 4 32 25 6 17
2 9 50 35 7 9 2 8 44 37 7 7
5 4 32 35 12 8 4 4 31 34 11 9
8 15 25 19 4 17 8 12 23 21 4 14
1 8 33 27 24 17 1 6 30 28 29 16
13 20 32 32 1 9 8 18 24 31 13 8
1 8 28 25 9 14 m m m m m m
m m m m m m m m m m m m
1 8 21 26 25 15 2 7 13 25 26 12
1 4 22 27 26 19 3 6 15 25 17 13
5 19 30 22 2 12 6 21 21 18 3 9
m m m m m m m m m m m m
m m m m m m m m m m m m
5 8 33 24 8 18 m 9 m 22 m 17
4 17 33 19 1 18 5 15 36 21 1 18
2 9 19 24 17 14 2 10 15 27 17 10
4 3 27 30 12 16 7 4 30 30 10 16
4 10 37 30 7 14 6 9 35 29 10 12
4 12 20 25 22 16 4 12 21 26 27 14
3 14 46 27 11 18 3 13 47 26 12 19
5 1" 40 25 9 18 5 10 37 24 7 16
2 6 28 23 7 17 2 8 30 28 7 17
1 5 4 26 5 17 1 6 36 22 5 15
6 8 22 28 16 7 m m m m m m
m m m m m m m m m m m m
m 14 m 26 m 9 m 11 m 27 m 8
3 6 16 34 4 14 3 6 22 33 5 13
9 13 18 23 42 18 8 12 8 24 56 16
5 4 3 14 14 13 6 6 kil 17 11 7
m m m m m m m m m m m m
‘ 3 7 3 ‘ 23 10 14 ‘ 3 ‘ 8 29 ‘ 2 ‘ 10 13
2 8 35 27 12 14 3 8 3 29 13 13
m m m m m m m m m m m m
12 19 31 18 17 19 9 18 35 22 12 15
m m m m m m m m m m m m
m m m m m m m m m m m m
m m m m m m m m m m m m
m m m m m m m m m m m m
m m m m m m m m m m m m

Note: STEM refers to the fields of science, technology, engineering and mathematics. Mobile students refer to students who are either international or foreign. See Definitions
and Methodology sections for more information
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-B.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sa=r hitps:/statlink/n2507u
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Introduction

Educational expenditure indicators help to show what, how and where financial resources are directed to education. Every
year, governments, private companies, students and their families make decisions about the financial resources invested in
education. These investments are made with the well-established idea that expenditure on education enhances labour
productivity by improving the skills of the workforce (Mallick, Das and Pradhan, 2016(1;) which might affect economic growth
and social development. Therefore, analysing various aspects of educational finance helps clarify the efforts made by
countries in education as well as its possible impact on future national economic and social perspectives. In addition, the
search for effective financial policies in education requires evaluating educational expenditure of a country’s education system
in light of other countries.

The framework for international educational finance indicators

At the national level, educational institutions are the most common defining unit of analysis for analysing expenditure on
education. This approach reflects the traditional interest in knowing how much schools, colleges and universities cost, and
how much of that is paid by the government or by students, for instance. However, this does not take into account that
educational systems around the world might spend their resources differently. For instance, the goods and services provided
by educational institutions in one country may be provided outside educational institutions in another. Another example arises
when comparing the educational goods and services associated with educational institutions. There are some goods and
services they provide that are not associated with education or instruction, so considering them might affect comparability
across countries. Finally, educational systems are funded differently; in some countries public sources might be more relevant,
in others private sources might be an important source of funding. Therefore, a framework for international educational
expenditure is needed to make comparisons across countries.

The framework for international educational expenditure is built around three dimensions:

e The location of service providers (within or outside of educational institutions). Spending on educational
institutions includes spending on teaching institutions such as schools and universities, and non-teaching institutions
such as education ministries and other agencies directly involved in providing and supporting education. Spending
on education outside these institutions covers expenditure on educational good and services purchased outside
institutions, such as books, computers and fees for private tutoring. It also covers student living costs and the cost of
student transport not provided by educational institutions.

e The type of goods and services provided or purchased (core or peripheral goods and services). Educational
core goods and services include all expenditure directly related to instruction and education. It covers all expenditure
on teachers, maintenance of school buildings, teaching materials, books, tuition outside schools and administration
of schools. However, not all expenditure on educational institutions can be classified as direct educational or
instructional expenditure. Educational institutions in many OECD countries offer various ancillary services — such as
meals, transport and housing — in addition to teaching services to support students and their families. At the tertiary
level, spending on research and development can be significant. Additionally, not all spending on educational goods
and services occurs within educational institutions. For example, families may purchase textbooks and materials
themselves or seek private tutoring for their children. In this sense, "non-instruction” expenditure covers all
expenditure broadly related to student living costs or services provided by institutions for the general public.
Differentiating the spending devoted to educational and non-educational goods and services offered by institutions
also provides for an analysis of the expenditure devoted to core educational purposes.

 The source of funds that finance the provision or purchase of these goods and services (from public, private
and international sources). Considering the source of funds dedicated to education spending assesses who the
major contributors are and the impact this may have on the access and provision of education. Public expenditure
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refers to spending by public authorities (central, regional and local governments). Private expenditure refers to
expenditure by households and other private entities. International funds consist of funds from public multilateral
organisations for development aid to education. These sources of funds can be analysed from the perspective of
either the initial or the final payer, depending on when the transaction is made. The initial source of funds is the
original source of the funds before transfers have taken place, while the final source of funds is after transfers have
taken place. Public transfers of funds to private entities fall into two distinct categories: public subsidies to households
(e.g. scholarships and grants), and public subsidies to other private entities (e.g. subsidies to private companies for
the provision of training at the workplace as part of combined school and work-based programmes, including
apprenticeship programmes). Other type of transactions are the intergovernmental transfers of funds.

International classification of educational expenditure in this chapter

[ ] Public and international funds
[T private funds
O Publicly subsidised private funds

Location of service providers

Spending on educational institutions Spending on education outside
Types of goods and services (e.g. sghools, un_ivgrsitigs, _ educational institutions.
educational administration (e.g. private purchases of educational goods
and student welfare services) and services, including private tutoring)
Public and international funds Publicly subsidised private funds
e.g. public spending on instructional services in | e.g. subsidised private spending on books,
educational institutions materials or fees for private tutoring
Spending on core educational | Publicly subsidised private funds Private funds
goods and services | e.g. subsidised private spending on instructional | e.g. private spending on books and other
services in educational institutions school materials or private tutoring

Private funds
e.g. private spending on tuition fees

Public and international funds
Spending on | €-9- public spending on university research

research and | private funds
development ¢ o funds from private industry for research and
development in educational institutions

Public and international funds Publicly subsidised private funds
Educational e.g. public spending on ancillary services such | e.g. subsidised private spending on student
peripheral as meals, transport to schools, or housing on the | living costs or reduced prices for transport
goods and : campus
services Spending

on educational | Publicly subsidised private funds
services | e.g. public subsidies for lodging, meals, health
other than | services, or other welfare services furnished to
instruction | students by the educational institutions

Private funds Private funds
e.g. private spending on fees for ancillary e.g. private spending on student living costs or
services transport

Classification of educational expenditure

According to the international framework for educational expenditure presented above, educational expenditure in this chapter
is also classified into three dimensions:

e The first dimension — represented by the horizontal axis in the diagram below — relates to the location where spending
occurs (within or outside educational institutions).
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e The second dimension — represented by the vertical axis in the diagram below — classifies the type of goods and
services that are purchased (core or peripheral goods and services).

e The third dimension — represented by the colours in the diagram below — distinguishes the sources from which funding
originates. These include the funds from the public sector and international agencies (indicated by light blue), and
the private funds such as funds from households and other private entities (indicated by medium blue). Where private
expenditure on education is subsidised by public funds, this is indicated by grey cells. The uncoloured cells indicate
the parts of the framework that are excluded from the coverage of the finance indicators in Education at a Glance.

Accounting principle

In keeping with the system used by many countries to record government expenditures and revenues, educational
expenditure data are compiled on a cash accounting rather than an accrual accounting basis. That is to say that expenditure
(both capital and current) is recorded in the year in which the payments occurred. This means in particular that:

e Capital acquisitions are counted fully in the year in which the expenditure occurs.

o Depreciation of capital assets is not recorded as expenditure, although expenditure on repairs and maintenance is
recorded in the year it occurs. This can result in sharp fluctuations in expenditure from year to year owing to the onset
or completion of school building projects which, by their nature, are sporadic.

o Expenditure on student loans is recorded as the gross loan outlay in the year in which the loans are made, without
subtracting repayments or interest payments from existing borrowers.

A notable exception to the cash accounting rules is the treatment of the retirement costs of educational personnel in situations
where there are no (or only partial) ongoing employer contributions towards the future retirement benefits of the personnel.
In these cases, countries are asked to impute these expenditures in order to arrive at a more internationally comparable cost
of employing the personnel.

International educational finance indicators

This chapter provides a comprehensive and comparative analysis on education expenditure across OECD and partner
countries, focusing on six aspects of educational spending:

e Financial resources invested in educational institutions, relative to the number of students (Indicator C1), and relative
to national output (Indicator C2).
e The source of funds devoted to educational institutions (Indicator C3).

e Total public resources invested in education, both inside and outside educational institutions, relative to total
government spending (Indicator C4).

e Students' costs and the financial support for tertiary studies (Indicator C5).
e The distribution of educational expenditure across resource categories (Indicator C6).

Reference

Mallick, L., P. Das and K. Pradhan (2016), “Impact of educational expenditure on economic growth in major Asian (1]
countries: Evidence from econometric analysis”, Theoretical and Applied Economics, Vol. XXII/2, pp. 173-186.
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HOW MUCH IS SPENT PER STUDENT ON EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS?
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student on educational institutions?
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Figure

In 2019, OECD countries spent an average of USD 17 560 per student per year at the tertiary level. However,
this average is driven up by high values in a few countries, reaching over USD 25 000 in Luxembourg, Norway,
Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States.

On average across OECD countries, 63% of total expenditure on tertiary educational institutions goes to core
services (e.g. teachers’ salaries, school buildings, teaching materials and administration), 33% on research and
development (R&D) activities, and 4% on ancillary services (e.g. meals and transport).

Between 2012 and 2019, expenditure on tertiary educational institutions grew by an average of 1.4% per year in
real terms across OECD countries, while the number of students increased only by 0.3% per year. This resulted
in an average increase in expenditure per student in tertiary education of 1.0% per year.

C1.1. Total expenditure per full-time equivalent student by level of education (2019)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP; direct expenditure within educational institutions
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Context

The willingness of policy makers to expand access to educational opportunities and to provide high-quality education can
translate into higher costs and must be balanced against other demands on public expenditure and the overall tax burden.
As a result, the question of whether the resources devoted to education yield adequate returns features prominently in
public debate. Although it is difficult to assess the optimal resources needed to prepare each student for life and work in
modern societies, international comparisons of spending on educational institutions per student can provide useful
reference points.

This indicator provides an assessment of the investment in each student. Expenditure per student on educational
institutions is influenced by teachers’ salaries (see Indicator D3), pension systems, instructional and teaching hours (see
Indicators D4), the cost of teaching materials and facilities (see Indicator C6), the programme provided (e.g. general or
vocational), and the number of students enrolled in the education system (see Indicator B1). Policies to attract new
teachers, reduce average class sizes or change staffing patterns have also affected per-student expenditure. In some
countries expenditure for ancillary services and R&D can also have great influence on the expenditure per student.

In general, at primary and secondary levels, educational expenditure is dominated by spending on teaching. At the tertiary
level, other services, particularly those related to ancillary services or R&D activities, can account for a significant
proportion of educational spending.

Other findings

e On average, the expenditure per student on short-cycle tertiary programmes each year is about two-thirds that of
at bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral levels combined.

o The total resources devoted to private educational institutions are similar to those devoted to public institutions
on average across all education levels. Across OECD countries, the average total expenditure on primary to
tertiary public institutions amounts to about USD 11 900 per student, compared to just under USD 12 100 in
private institutions.

o Expenditure on tertiary academic programmes is higher than on professional programmes for almost all of the
eight countries with available data. In Chile, the Czech Republic, Germany and Greece, expenditure per student
on academic programmes is at least twice as high as on professional programmes.

e On average across the OECD, countries spend a cumulative total of USD 105 500 to educate a student from the
age of 6 to the age of 15. Austria, Luxembourg, and Norway spend over USD 150 000 per student over these
years, while the figure is less than USD 50 000 in Colombia and Turkiye.
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Analysis

Overall expenditure per student on educational institutions

Annual expenditure per student on primary to tertiary educational institutions provides an assessment of the investment made
in each student. In 2019, the average annual spending per student from primary to tertiary education in OECD countries as a
whole was around USD 12 000. But this average masks a broad range of spending across OECD countries. Annual spending
per student at these levels ranged from around USD 3 600 in Mexico to around USD 17 500 in Austria and Norway, around
USD 19 500 in the United States and over USD 25 400 in Luxembourg (Table C1.1). The drivers of expenditure per student
vary across countries and by level of education: in Luxembourg, for example high teachers’ salaries at primary and secondary
levels (see Indicator D3) are reflected in high levels of expenditure per student. In contrast, Colombia has one of the highest
ratios of students to teaching staff (see Indicator D8 and Education at a Glance Database), which tends to drive costs down
(OECD, 20211)).

Expenditure per student on educational institutions by level of education

The way resources are allocated across the different levels of education varies widely from level to level and largely reflects
the mode of educational provision. Education still essentially takes place in settings with generally similar organisations,
curricula, teaching styles and management. These shared features have tended to result in similar patterns of expenditure
per student from primary to post-secondary non-tertiary levels. OECD countries as a whole spend on average around
USD 9 900 per student at the primary level and USD 11 400 per student at secondary level (Figure C1.1). At the secondary
level, and particularly at upper secondary, the level of expenditure is strongly influenced by the programme orientation.
Vocational education and training (VET) programmes, which may require specific equipment and infrastructure, typically cost
more per student than general programmes (Table C1.1).

Figure C1.2. Total expenditure per full-time equivalent student, by level of tertiary education (2019)
In equivalent USD converted using PPPs; direct expenditure within educational institutions
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Countries are ranked in descending order of total expenditure per full-time equivalent student for bachelor's, master's and doctoral students.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C1.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf).
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In 2019, expenditure per student averaged USD 17 560 at the tertiary level across OECD countries. However, this figure is
driven up by high values in a few countries, reaching over USD 25 000 in Luxembourg, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom
and the United States (Figure C1.1 and Table C1.1). The available data also show annual expenditure per student varies
widely depending on the tertiary education level. On average, expenditure on short-cycle tertiary programmes is about two-
thirds of combined bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral or equivalent levels (or long-cycle tertiary), but again, this masks wide
variation across countries. Expenditure on short-cycle tertiary programmes ranges from less than 25% of bachelor’s, master’'s
and doctoral or equivalent levels in Hungary, Luxembourg and Sweden to roughly equal levels of spending in Denmark and
Iceland, and greater expenditure per student at short-cycle tertiary level in the Czech Republic where, in 2019 expenditure at
this level was 52% higher (Figure C1.2).

Annual expenditure per student can also vary substantially within countries, particularly in those where a large share of
education expenditure is provided by local governments (Box C1.1).

Box C1.1. Subnational variation in annual expenditure per student on educational institutions

Decentralisation of government services in OECD countries often results in subnational governments being responsible
for the delivery of key government services such as education (Dougherty and Phillips, 2019y2)). Evidence shows that
educational performance (Kim and Dougherty, 20183) and human capital levels (Bléchliger, Egert and Bonesmo
Fredriksen, 2013p4) might increase as a result of fiscal decentralisation and increased budget devoted to education. Annual
expenditure per student can be quite heterogeneous across countries with large differences between regions, due to their
economic circumstances and geographic challenges. Among the eight countries with available data at subnational level,
Canada and the United States have the highest variation in annual expenditure per student on educational institutions at
primary and secondary levels combined: in the United States, the region with the highest value (around USD 28 200)
spends over three times as much per student as the region with the lowest value (around USD 9 100). Smaller regional
differences are found in Colombia and Germany, while in Belgium and Lithuania, expenditure per student on primary and
secondary educational institutions is almost identical across the regions (OECD, 2022;s)).

Expenditure per student on core education services, ancillary services and R&D

On average across OECD countries, expenditure on core education services (such as teaching costs and other expenditure
related to education) represents 86% of total expenditure per student from primary to tertiary educational institutions, and this
share reaches the highest values in Chile, Latvia, Luxembourg and Tirkiye. In less than half of OECD countries with available
data, annual expenditure on R&D and ancillary services per student accounts for around 15% or more at primary to tertiary
level. In Denmark, Finland, and Sweden, this reaches 20% or more (Table C1.4).

However, this overall picture masks large variations across levels of education. At non-tertiary levels (primary, secondary and
post-secondary non-tertiary education), expenditure is dominated by spending on core education services. On average,
OECD countries spend about 95% of their total per-student expenditure (about USD 10 360) on core educational services at
these levels. However, in Finland, France, the Slovak Republic, Sweden and the United Kingdom, ancillary services account
for 10% or slightly more of the total (Table C1.4).

The breakdown of total expenditure on educational institutions per student devoted to core services differs more widely at
tertiary level, as R&D expenditure can account for a significant proportion of educational spending. OECD countries in which
R&D is mostly conducted in tertiary educational institutions tend to report higher levels of expenditure per student than those
where a large proportion of R&D is performed in other public institutions or in research institutes. On average across OECD
countries, 63% of total expenditure on educational institutions at tertiary level goes to core services while expenditure on R&D
and ancillary services together average 37%, with ancillary services accounting for less than 5%. In six of the OECD countries
for which data are available, expenditure on R&D and ancillary services in tertiary institutions is at least 40% of total
expenditure on educational institutions per student, with Denmark and Sweden recording the highest shares, at 50% or more
(Table C1.4).

Expenditure per student on core services across OECD countries averages about USD 12 000, ranging from less than
USD 7 000 in Lithuania to over USD 26 000 in Luxembourg and the United States. Expenditure per student on R&D activities
averages around USD 6 200 across the OECD and ranges from less than USD 1 000 in Chile to around USD 11 800 in
Denmark, around USD 14 000 in Sweden and over USD 17 000 in Luxembourg and Switzerland (Figure C1.3). Expenditure
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on ancillary services is negligible (below USD 100 per student) in the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Israel and Sweden.
The United States spends the most in ancillary services per student at tertiary level among OECD countries, at over
USD 4 400 per student (Table C1.4).

Figure C1.3. Total expenditure per full-time equivalent student on tertiary educational institutions for
R&D and core educational services (2019)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP; direct expenditure within educational institutions
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1. Year of reference differs from 2019. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of total expenditure per full-time equivalent student on educational institutions for R&D.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C1.4. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).

StatLink = https://stat.link/2hye5c

Expenditure per student varies less between different tertiary programme categories, but is generally higher for academic
programmes than for professional programmes. This is probably due to a higher incidence of R&D funding in academic
programmes. However, only a few countries collect the data needed to carry out this type of analysis (Box C1.2).

Box C1.2. Expenditure on tertiary educational institutions for academic and professional programmes

Tertiary education builds on secondary education, providing learning activities in specialised fields of education. It aims at
learning at a high level of complexity and specialisation and includes programmes with very different design features and
functions. Tertiary education has not just expanded over the last decades, it has also diversified. Programmes are now
offered by a wider range of institutions and it is now common in many countries to have universities of applied sciences
alongside more traditional universities (OECD, 2022)). Therefore, tertiary education is not just what is commonly
understood as academic education but also includes advanced vocational or professional education (UNESCO-UIS,
20127)).

Tertiary professional programmes can range from free-standing professional examinations designed to upskill existing
practitioners to full professional bachelor's degrees. In general, they are designed to give learners the knowledge, skills
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and competencies specific to a particular occupation, trade, or class of occupations or trades. Programmes may have
work-based components (e.g. apprenticeships, traineeship and dual-system education programmes) and their successful
completion may lead to specific labour market-relevant qualifications. Academic programmes are designed to develop
learners’ general knowledge, skills and competencies to prepare participants for more advanced education programmes.
Academic education does not normally prepare for employment in a particular occupation, trade or class of occupations
or trades, nor lead directly to a labour market-relevant qualification (UNESCO-UIS, 20127). In some cases the scale of
enrolment in professional tertiary education rivals that of regular universities, in other cases practically oriented
programmes are taught in multi-purpose institutions alongside programmes like history or physics. For example, France
applies a broad definition of “professional” and includes five-year business schools and long first degree programmes in
law, medicine, pharmacy and odontology in this category (OECD, 2022j)).

At tertiary education levels, the terms “academic” and “professional” are used in place of general and vocational
respectively. ISCED 2011 does not define academic and professional more precisely for higher ISCED levels, but allows
programme orientations to be distinguished based on national definitions and criteria. Among the countries that report
data by orientation in this way, expenditure per student on academic tertiary programmes is higher than on professional
ones for almost all the countries with available data. In Chile, the Czech Republic, Germany and Greece, expenditure per
student for academic programmes is at least twice as high as for professional programmes. This could generally be
explained by the greater focus on research and development in traditional universities where academic programmes are
delivered. However, this explanation may not hold in all instances, in particular in Austria, Norway and the United Kingdom,
where the difference is relatively low, and in Luxembourg, where expenditure per student is slightly higher for professional
programmes (Figure C1.4).

Figure C1.4. Total expenditure on tertiary educational institutions per full-time equivalent student, by
programme orientation (2019)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP; direct expenditure within educational institutions
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Countries are ranked in descending order of total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent tertiary student in academic programmes.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Education at a Glance Database. See Source section for more informaton and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).
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Cumulative expenditure over the expected duration of studies

Policy makers are interested in the relationship between the resources devoted to education and the outcomes of education
systems (OECD, 2017g)). In order to compare the cost of education across countries, it is important to consider not only the
annual expenditure per student, but also cumulative expenditure over the total period students are expected to spend at a
given educational level. High expenditure per student, for example, might be offset by short programmes or fewer students
accessing education at certain levels. On the other hand, a seemingly inexpensive education system per student might prove
more costly overall if enrolment is high and students spend longer in school.

Primary and secondary education are usually compulsory across the OECD, and adding up the expenditure per student for
the years between 6 and 15 at these levels gives the theoretical cumulative expenditure per student for compulsory education.
On average across OECD countries, the cumulative spending on each student between the age of 6 and the age of 15 adds
up to a total of around USD 105 500. This total varies considerably across countries: Austria, Luxembourg and Norway spend
over USD 150 000 per student over these years, while the figure is less than USD 50 000 in Colombia and Turkiye (Table
C1.7, available on line).

Total and public expenditure on educational institutions per student, by type of institution

The way resources are allocated to public and private institutions varies widely across educational levels, although both types
of institutions have similar average levels of expenditure per student. On average across OECD countries, total expenditure
on primary to tertiary public institutions amounts to about USD 11 900 per student, compared to just under USD 12 100 in
private ones. However, the differences are more substantial in countries such as Israel, the Netherlands, and Turkiye, where
expenditure per student on private institutions is at least 70% higher than expenditure on public ones. In contrast, in countries
such as the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, and New Zealand, expenditure on private institutions is at least 40% lower than
on public institutions (Table C1.2).

Government funding for education is generally spent on public institutions but some countries spend a large part of the public
budget on private educational institutions. On average across OECD countries, public expenditure per student on primary to
tertiary public educational instructions (about USD 11 000) is nearly twice the public expenditure per student on private
institutions (about USD 5 900). However, the gap varies at different levels of education. At non-tertiary levels, average public
expenditure per student on public institutions is about USD 10 300, about 50% more than public expenditure on private
institutions (about USD 6 500), whereas at tertiary level it averages about USD 14 100 on public institutions, more than three
times the expenditure on private institutions (USD 4 500) (Table C1.2).

Change in expenditure per student on educational institutions between 2012 and 2019

Changes in expenditure on educational institutions largely reflect changes in the size of the school-age population and the
expenditure allocated to teachers’ compensation, one of the main drivers of education expenditure. The size of the school-
age population influences both enrolment levels and the amount of resources and organisational effort a country must invest
in its education system. The larger this population, the greater the potential demand for education services. Changes in
expenditure per student over the years may also vary between levels of education within countries, as both enrolment and
expenditure may follow different trends at different levels of education.

Between 2012 and 2019, expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions in OECD countries grew by an average
of 1.6% per year in real terms, while the number of students remained relatively stable. This meant expenditure per student
grew at an average annual rate of 1.7%. Spending per student grew in all countries with available data in the period 2012-19,
with the exception of Finland, Greece and Mexico, where spending per student fell by 0.3-0.5% per year on average.
Expenditure per student fell in Finland and Greece due to the combination of stagnating funding for educational institutions
and a slight increase in the number of students, whereas in Mexico the fall was due to student numbers growing faster than
educational expenditure. In some countries in the European Union, such as Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Poland and
the Slovak Republic, the strong annual growth rates in expenditure per student (over 3%) can be explained by a large increase
in expenditure accompanied by a reduction in the number of students during the period under analysis. Outside the European
Union, Colombia, Iceland and Tirkiye also report increases in spending per student of around or above 2.5% per year in real
terms since 2012 (Figure C1.5).
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Figure C1.5. Average annual growth in total expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions
per full-time equivalent student (2012 to 2019)

In per cent, constant prices
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1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the average annual growth in total expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions per full-time equivalent student.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C1.3 and Education at a Glance Database. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes

(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf).

StatLink Sa=ra https:/stat.link/m9f6vd

Box C1.3. Provisional data on the change in expenditure per student in 2020

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, global education funding was growing steadily and low- and middle-income countries were
experiencing the fastest growth rates. Since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic started, education budgets declined in
the majority of these countries (UNESCO and World Bank, 2021g). In contrast, while education budgets were growing at
much more moderate pace before the pandemic among high-income countries, including many OECD countries, education
budgets did not decrease and their share of total government expenditure did not change very much post-COVID (see
Indicator C4). As schools were closed for extended periods in 2020, it was important to ensure that adequate resources were
made available for remote learning and to maintain and expand student support programs; once schools reopened, it was
critical to allocate additional funding to educational institutions (Al-Samarrai, Gangwar and Gala, 2020;10)).

As the OECD reported in 2021, half of the OECD countries with available data increased funding for primary to post-secondary
non-tertiary educational institutions between 2019 and 2020 (OECD, 202111). In five of the eight countries with provisional
data available at this level, expenditure per student grew by 1-7.6% between 2019 and 2020 despite the number of students
remaining rather stable (1.1%). In the remaining three countries, a decrease in expenditure translated into a decline in
expenditure per student, regardless of the small changes in the number of students. At the tertiary level, according to
provisional data on educational finance, only in New Zealand and Slovenia did expenditure per student increase in 2020,
while it decreased in all other countries and reached -4.8% in the Netherlands and -8.9% in Norway. In Luxembourg, the
Netherlands and Norway, the fall in expenditure per student was due also to an increase in the number of students by 4% or

more (Figure C1.6).
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Figure C1.6. Provisional data on the change in total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time
equivalent student between 2019 and 2020
In per cent, constant prices
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Countries are ranked in descending order of the average annual growth in total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student.
Source: OECD/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).
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The number of students in non-tertiary education remained fairly stable on average across OECD countries between 2012
and 2019. During this period, expenditure on non-tertiary educational institutions grew by an annual average of 1.6%. As a
result, expenditure per student at these levels increased by 1.7% per year on average between 2012 and 2019. Most OECD
countries spent more per student in 2019 than they did in 2012, with the exception of Greece, Mexico, and Slovenia.
Expenditure per student on non-tertiary institutions increased by at least 4% per year in Colombia, the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Iceland, Lithuania, the Slovak Republic and Turkiye. This growth was due to stable or slight annual reductions in
student numbers, combined with large annual increases (above 4%) in total spending (Table C1.3).

Expenditure at tertiary level increased slightly more slowly than at lower levels of education, growing by 1.4% per year on
average between 2012 and 2019 in OECD countries. However, it grew faster than the number of students enrolled over this
period (0.3% per year on average). This resulted in a 1.0% increase per year on average. There are stark differences across
countries: among OECD countries with available data, there were reductions in expenditure per student on tertiary education
in Canada, Colombia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Israel, ltaly, Mexico, the Netherlands and Tirkiye. In most of these
countries, the decline was mainly the result of a rapid increase in the number of tertiary students. In contrast, expenditure per
tertiary student increased by more than 4% in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Poland and the Slovak Republic due to
an increase in total expenditure and a reduction in the number of students (Table C1.3).

Provisional data on education expenditure in 2020 are available for a small number of countries. These figures are useful to
take a first comparative look at the overall trends in expenditure per student during the first year of the COVID-19 health crisis
(Box C1.3).

Definitions

Ancillary services are services provided by educational institutions that are peripheral to their main educational mission.
The main component of ancillary services is student welfare. In primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary
education, student welfare services include meals, school health services, and transportation to and from school. At the
tertiary level, they include residence halls (dormitories), dining halls and health care.

Core educational services include all expenditure that is directly related to instruction in educational institutions, including
teachers’ salaries, construction and maintenance of school buildings, teaching materials, books, and school administration.

Research and development includes research performed at universities and other tertiary educational institutions,
regardless of whether the research is financed from general institutional funds or through separate grants or contracts from
public or private sponsors.

Methodology

The annual average growth rate is calculated using the compound annual growth rate which shows the geometric progression
ratio that provides a constant rate of return over the time period under analysis.

Expenditure per student on educational institutions at a particular level of education is calculated by dividing total expenditure
on educational institutions at that level by the corresponding full-time equivalent enrolment. Only educational institutions and
programmes for which both enrolment and expenditure data are available are taken into account. Expenditure in national
currencies is converted into equivalent USD by dividing the national currency figure by the purchasing power parity (PPP)
index for GDP. The PPP conversion factor is used because the market exchange rate is affected by many factors (interest
rates, trade policies, expectations of economic growth, etc.) that have little to do with current relative domestic purchasing
power in different OECD countries (see Annex 2 for further details).

Data on subnational regions on how much is spent per student are adjusted using national PPPs. Future work on the cost of
living at subnational level would be required to fully adjust the expenditure per student used in this section.

Expenditure per student on educational institutions relative to GDP per capita is calculated by dividing expenditure per student
on educational institutions by GDP per capita. In cases where the educational expenditure data and the GDP data pertain to
different reference periods, the expenditure data are adjusted to the same reference period as the GDP data, using inflation
rates for the OECD country in question (see Annex 2).

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022



248 | C1. HOW MUCH IS SPENT PER STUDENT ON EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS?

Full-time equivalent student: The ranking of OECD countries by annual expenditure on educational services per student is
affected by differences in how countries define full-time, part-time and full-time equivalent enrolment. Some OECD countries
count every participant at the tertiary level as a full-time student, while others determine students’ intensity of participation by
the credits that they obtain for the successful completion of specific course units during a specified reference period. OECD
countries that can accurately account for part-time enrolment have higher apparent expenditure per full-time equivalent
student on educational institutions than OECD countries that cannot differentiate between the different types of student
attendance.

Vocational education and training expenditure: Expenditure on workplace training provided by private companies is only
included when it is part of combined school- and work-based programmes, provided that the school-based component
represents at least 10% of the study over the whole programme duration. Other types of employer-provided workplace training
(e.g. entirely work-based training or employee training that takes place 95% at work) are excluded. Expenditure on VET
programmes include the expenditure on training (e.g. salaries and other compensation of instructors and other personnel, as
well as the cost of instructional materials and equipment). However, it excludes apprentices’ wages and other compensations
to students or apprentices.

For more information please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2019 (OECD,
2018y121) and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).

Source

Data refer to the financial year 2019 (unless otherwise specified) and are based on the UNESCO, OECD and Eurostat (UOE)
data collection on education statistics administered by the OECD in 2021 (for details see Annex 3 at
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf). Data from Argentina, China, India, Indonesia,
Saudi Arabia and South Africa are from the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS).

The data on expenditure for 2012 to 2019 were updated based on a survey in 2021-22, and expenditure figures for 2012
to 2019 were adjusted to the methods and definitions used in the current UOE data collection. Provisional data on educational
expenditure in 2020 are based on an ad-hoc data collection administered by the OECD and Eurostat in 2022.

Data on subnational regions are currently available for six countries: Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Germany, Lithuania and
the United States. Subnational estimates were provided by countries using national data sources. Subnational data are based
on a special survey administrated by the OECD in 2021.
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Tables Indicator C1. How much is spent per student on educational institutions?

Table C1.1 Total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student (2019)

Table C1.2 Public and total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student, by type of institution (2019)

Table C1.3 Average annual growth in total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student (2012 to 2019)

Table C1.4 Total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student for core educational services, ancillary services and

R&D (2019)

WEB Table C1.5 Total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student relative to GDP per capita (2019)

WEB Table C1.6 Total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student, by source of funds (2019)

WEB Table C1.7 Cumulative expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student between the age of 6 and 15 (2019)

StatLink = https://stat.link/kbzdco

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-

en. More breakdowns can also be found at: http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table C1.1. Total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student (2019)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP, direct expenditure within educational institutions, by level of education
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1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 8) (9) (10) (1) (12) 13) (1

2 Countries

w Australia 11340 14494 | 15243 | 9769 | 13487 | 14120 8451 | 12496 | 10199 | 23035 | 20625 | 13981 | 14278 | 12822
Austria 13299 16594 | 14513 | 19111 | 17248 | 16883 5164 | 15375 | 19534 | 21653 | 21329 | 15533 | 17167 | 15423
Belgium 11720 15005 | 14648 | 152844 | 15007¢ | 15 007° X(3,4,5,6) | 13567 | 14328 | 21316 | 21082 | 13760 | 15024 | 13605
Canada’? 10 570¢ x(1) x(5) x(5) | 14564 | 14564 m | 11806 | 16881 | 25765 | 22335 | 22335 | 14391 | 14391
Chile 6018 6509 | 5208 | 8362 | 579 | 5997 a | 6008 | 5412 | 12058 | 10253 | 9872 | 7239 | 7128
Colombia? 3729 3708 X(5) x(5) | 3836 | 3744 m | 3737 x(11) x(1) | 4601 m | 3916 m
CostaRica m m m m m m a m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 7520 12856 | 10050 | 12509 | 11810 | 12357 2385 | 10293 | 26489 | 17382 | 17411 | 11329 | 11605 | 10484
Denmark 12273 14924 | 10574 | 10601 | 10584 | 12594 a | 12444 | 22127 | 21602 | 21658 | 9841 | 14547 | 1850
Estonia 9384 9684 551 9899 | 7314 | 8462 1067 | 8980 a | 16752 | 16752 | 10222 | 10522 | 9226
Finland 10576 16869 | 8937 | 9440¢ | 9292¢ | 11894¢ X(4,5,6) | 11356 a | 18129 | 18129 | 9635 | 12732 | 11006
France 9312 11825 | 15020 | 17068 | 15725 | 13475 1720 | 11728 | 15922 | 18808 | 18136 | 12731 | 13049 | 11934
Germany 10622 13096 | 14462 | 18648 | 16624 | 14390 12938 | 13227 | 7459 | 19636 | 19608 | 11148 | 14632 | 12770
Greece? 7279 7179 | 5604 | 7923 | 6296 | 6728 m | 6995 a | 4192 | 4192 | 2538 | 5992 | 5399
Hungary 8262 7293 | 8773 | 7914 | 8373 | 7827 10051 | 8051 2726 | 12492 | 12107 | 9269 | 8738 | 8257
Iceland 14304 16502 | 12397 | 19216 | 14004 | 15091 19130 | 14734 | 16610 | 16610 | 16610 m | 15107 m
Ireland 8687 10634 x(5) x(5) | 10145 | 10383 39283 | 9942 x(11) x(11) | 16997 | 11541 | 11158 | 10215
Israel 9452 X(3,4,5)| 7262 | 17629¢ | 9410¢ | 9410 721 | 9369 | 5893 | 16127 | 12683 | 9008 | 9972 | 9303
Italy 10570 10623 X(5) x(5) | 10519¢ | 10 558¢ x(5,6) | 10562 | 4472 | 12248 | 12177 | 8101 | 10902 | 10045
Japan 9379 11083 x(5) x(5) | 118789 | 11493¢ | x(5,6,9,10,11) | 10462 | 13 944¢ | 20 944¢ | 19 504 m | 12474 m
Korea 13341 15216 x(5) x(5) | 18790 | 17078 a | 15200 | 6468 | 12541 | 11287 8876 | 13819 | 12968
Latvia 6865 6986 | 7900 | 10068 | 8770 | 7889 10873 | 7414 | 9598 | 12599 | 12186 | 9268 | 8461 7821
Lithuania 7095 7079 | 6896 | 9672 | 7622 | 7227 9800 | 7270 a | 11039 | 11039 7851 8135 | 7403
Luxembourg 22203 25141 | 24232 | 24474 | 24381 | 24736 3238 | 23516 | 6602 | 58665 | 51978 | 30063 | 25433 | 23957
Mexico 29771 2546 | 3177 | 3837 | 3406 | 2890 a | 2933 x(11) x(11) | 7341 6272 | 3577 | 3421
Netherlands 10150 14438 | 12346 | 16924 | 15372 | 14902 a | 12871 | 11993 | 20997 | 20889 | 13299 | 14720 | 12970
New Zealand 7578 8521 | 10918 8716 | 10289 | 9336 6721 | 8449 | 10881 | 19988 | 18641 | 14742 | 10230 | 9548
Norway 15334 15334 | 16515 | 17238 | 16884 | 16192 26202 | 15816 | 22794 | 25085 | 25019 | 15558 | 17757 | 15762
Poland 8949 8856 | 7610 | 9224 8519 | 8689 5695 | 8733 | 12463 | 12912 | 12912 8978 961 8784
Portugal 8992 11347 X(5) x(5) | 10991 | 11162¢ x(5,6) | 10182 | 5850 | 12135 | 11858 | 8838 | 10535 | 9898
Slovak Republic 7972 7082 | 7574 8215 | 8003 | 7458 9895 | 7662 | 9256 | 12807 | 12749 | 10033 | 8478 | 8042
Slovenia 9562 12037 | 10261 8197 | 8853 | 10160 a | 9867 | 4360 | 16815 | 15267 | 11873 | 10829 | 10224
Spain 8580 10093 | 10128 | 13897¢ | 11334¢ | 10706¢ x(4,5,6) | 9682 | 10368 | 15278 | 14237 | 10681 | 10694 | 9904
Sweden 13234 13158 | 11897 | 16012 | 13437 | 13311 7356 | 13199 | 6857 | 28039 | 26046 | 12084 | 15337 | 13014
Switzerland? m m x(5) x(5) | 18 929¢ m x(5) m m m m m m m
Tiirkiye 4400 4330 | 5095 | 7062 | 5894 | 5110 a | 4884 x(11) X(11) | 9455 | 7641 5743 | 5402
United Kingdom 11936 12329 | 14296 | 12125 | 13657 | 13041 a | 12516 | 28667 | 29766 | 29688 | 23884 | 15453 | 14460
United States 13780 14798 x(5) x(5) | 16311 | 15538 16021 | 14671 x(11) X(11) | 35347 | 31254 | 19382 | 18450
OECD average 9923 11417 | 10609 | 12465 | 11711 | 11400 m | 10722 | 12154 | 18949 | 17559 | 12486 | 11990 | 11087
EU22 average 10 141 11945 | 10891 | 12899 | 11646 | 11673 m | 11042 | 11200 | 18357 | 17670 | 11301 | 12195 | 11010
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average | m | m| m|] m|] m| m]| m| m| m|] m|] m|] m] m| m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http:/stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.
2. Post-secondary non-tertiary figures are treated as negligible.

3. Year of reference 2018.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sa=r hitps:/stat.link/i94mw0

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf
https://stat.link/i94mw0

C1. HOW MUCH IS SPENT PER STUDENT ON EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS? | 251

Table C1.2. Public and total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student, by
type of institution (2019)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP, direct expenditure within educational institutions (final source of funds),
by level of education

Primary, secondary
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary
Total expenditure Total expenditure Total expenditure
(public and private (public and private (public and private
Public sources sources) Public sources sources) Public sources sources)
Public Private Public Private Public Private Public Private Public Private Public Private
institutions institutions institutionsinstitutions/institutionsjinstitutionsinstitutionsjinstitutions|institutions|institutions institutions institutions
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) () (10) (1) (12)
=] Countries

bl Australia 11530 8165 12150 13099 8366 282 24297 3383 10685 7227 15394 11943
Austria 15524 7783 15787 11920 21463 9664 22439 17 166 17161 8647 17 621 14330
Belgium 14730 11839 15123 12476 20280 15935 23469 19394 15809 12631 16 747 13813

Canada’ 11.302¢ 24819 11994¢ 9569 11990 a 22335 a 114819 2481¢ 14 691¢ 9569
Chile 6693 3755 6693 5595 9715 2891 16 406 9073 7143 3449 8139 6828
Colombia 3588 445 3593 4306 2923 0 7876 1216 3493 272 4204 3105
Costa Rica? 5399 3932 m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 1001 3929 10554 6931 14 804 584 18919 4942 10 867 3083 12047 6428
Denmark 12169 9545 12182 13797 18 370 2778 21617 33308 13783 9502 14637 13921
Estonia 8730 5928 8895 10503 12713 36 17776 3241 9508 4461 10631 8 695
Finland 11361 10480 11427 10711 24189 8766 26927 9514 12937 951 13331 10035
France m m m m m m m m m m m m
Germany m m m m m m m m m m m m
Greece 6845 13 6846 9654 3130 a 4192 a 5468 13 5862 9654
Hungary 6665 6920 6967 12246 8947 5132 12467 9838 7079 6706 7965 11958
Iceland 14621 10 143 15048 11038 16 249 9669 18449 10505 14900 9942 15632 10813
Ireland 9038 a 9959 6409 11931 a 16 830 23659 9528 a 1124 15232
Israel 8066 9579 8253 13924 2998 7384 3107 14 583 7844 8513 8027 14244
Italy 10509 161 10892 6040 8622 1217 12543 10276 10 144 1459 121 7681
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea 14103 11843 15228 15050 12717 2232 19465 9256 13945 4784 15711 10794
Latvia 7013 401 7293 10930 7623 6952 8897 12485 7028 6616 7331 12308
Lithuania 6974 4462 7202 8867 8033 1568 11535 6457 7206 3257 8150 7864
Luxembourg 24917 8094 24917 16243 47310 a 51978 a 26693 8094 27063 16243
Mexico 2693 17 2803 3956 6380 0 6911 8117 3100 1 3256 5414
Netherlands 11340 a 11764 61492 15904 a 20623 23211 12325 a 13676 39288
New Zealand 7759 3778 8850 5205 10764 3082 19663 9358 8290 3667 10759 5870
Norway 15339 22257 15339 23822 26023 7894 27101 14320 17 386 15991 17593 19677
Poland 7816 5673 8572 10294 13065 2233 15301 5977 8756 4222 9777 8473
Portugal 10450 1322 10786 6719 8731 109 1217 10734 10 101 1016 11057 7731
Slovak Republic 7153 5884 7733 7069 9759 559 13290 7136 7578 5159 8640 7078
Slovenia 8963 5276 9916 7574 13695 4813 16 274 6412 9747 5038 10970 6977
Spain 10189 4439 10645 7550 1745 912 14934 1877 10 566 3829 11685 8298
Sweden 13398 12071 13404 12207 22764 14718 27140 18684 15021 12419 15784 13057
Switzerland? 16 350 16771 m m 30085 9727 m m 18960 15286 m m
Tiirkiye 3914 223 4030 16 035 7716 1 8602 13935 4572 147 4821 15316
United Kingdom 11261 9921 11932 13015 a 7035 a 29688 11261 9122 11932 17630
United States 14664 1539 14902 1241 15392 5747 31094 45850 14801 3552 17 946 28413
OECD average 10316 6492 10657 12020 14073 4549 17955 13453 1034 5944 11922 12081
EU22 average 10690 6077 11043 12 482 15 154 4748 18463 13017 11365 5876 12265 11953
g Argentina 4192 1667 m m X(9) x(10) m m 5583 1798 m m
£ Brazil 3873 a m m 15 365 a m m 4647 a m m
& China m m m m m m m m m m m m
India? 1554 450 m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia® m m m m 1811 105 m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa® 2548 m m m x(9) m m m 2946 m m m
G20 average \ 7910 \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http:/stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes. Post-secondary non-tertiary figures are treated as negligible.

2. Year of reference 2020.

3. Year of reference 2018.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table C1.3. Average annual growth in total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time
equivalent student (2012 to 2019)
GDP deflator 2015 = 100, 2015 constant prices and constant PPPs, by level of education

Primary, secondary
and post-secondary nontertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary
Total expenditure Total expenditure Total expenditure
per student in per studentin per studentin
constant prices constant prices constant prices
and constant Average annual growth and constant Average annual growth and constant Average annual growth
PPPs between 2012 and 2019 (%) PPPs between 2012 and 2019 (%) PPPs between 2012 and 2019 (%)
) 2 ] %) < (<] < 2=
£ 2| Zs £ 2| 28 0 2| 28
88| _F|_E3 58 _3 |_IS 5 £ _F| %3
EZ | 5% m3: EZ | 52 T8 E.3| T2 T8
2012 | 2019 | 25 | @5 |[RF&| 2012 | 2019 | 25 | °F |°F&| 2012 | 2019 [2°F| °F 252
(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (1) (12) (13) (14) (15)
3 Countries
g Australia m | 11306 0.9 m m m | 18660 &3 m m m | 12917 14 m m
Austria 13504 | 13940 0.0 0.5 0.5 17826 | 19339 0.3 14 1.2 14790 | 15565 01 0.8 07
Belgium 1924 | 12131 0.5 07 0.2 17779 | 18850 12 21 0.8 13013 | 13433 06 11 0.5
Canada’ 10.470° | 11.032¢ 0.8¢ 1.5¢ 0.8% | 21430 | 2087 1.9 15 -04 | 13.006° | 13.447¢ 1.0¢ 1.5¢ 0.5¢
Chile 4562 | 5486 0.0 27 27 8406 | 9362 2.0 36 1.6 5570 6610 0.6 31 25
Colombia 2.257 | 3237 -0.7 4.5 5.3 5244 | 3986 29 1.0 -3.8 2.761 3392 0.0 2.9 3.0
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 6997 | 9227 11 5.2 40 11248 | 15608 | -4.0 0.6 48 8040 | 10404 0.0 37 3.8
Denmark m | 11236 -0.5 m m m | 19556 0.6 m m m | 13135 -0.3 m m
Estonia 6851 8118 0.9 34 25 8902 | 15143 -5.3 22 79 7421 9512 -0.6 3.0 36
Finland 10015 | 10337 -01 0.4 0.5 19129 | 16502 0.5 1.6 21 11812 | 1590 0.0 -0.2 -0.3
France 9967 | 10364 0.4 1.0 0.6 16474 | 16028 2.2 1.8 -04 11185 | 11532 0.8 1.2 0.4
Germany 10531 | 11928 -0.7 1.2 1.8 18351 | 17683 2.8 2.2 -05 | 11958 | 13195 0.0 1.5 14
Greece 6498 | 6480 -0.3 -04 0.0 4103 | 3884 1.3 0.5 -0.8 5703 5551 0.3 -01 -04
Hungary 4623 7614 1.6 5.6 74 9388 | 11450 -37 -0.9 29 5534 | 8264 2.0 3.8 5.9
Iceland 10055 | 13580 -0.2 4.2 44 11858 | 15309 -01 36 37 10413 | 13924 -0.2 41 4.2
Ireland m 9517 5 m m m | 16270 17 m m m | 10681 1.5 m m
Israel 7484 | 9046 2.0 4.8 27 13311 | 12246 31 1.8 1.2 8482 | 9629 2.2 4.0 1.8
Italy 8978 | 9328 -01 04 0.5 11126 | 10754 0.4 0.0 -0.5 9416 9628 0.0 0.3 0.3
Japan 9972 | 10444 -0.9 -0.2 07 19.452° | 19.470¢ 0.1¢ 0.1¢ 0.0° | 11.969 | 12452 -07 -01 0.6
Korea m | 14754 2.9 m m m | 10957 1.5 m m m | 13414 -24 m m
Latvia 5383 | 6763 -01 3.2 33 7825 | 11116 24 2.6 5.1 5990 | 7718 -0.7 3.0 37
Lithuania 4983 6574 2.7 1.3 40 9300 | 9983 | -4.3 -3.3 1.0 6066 | 7357 -3.0 -0.3 2.8
Luxembourg 22054 | 22253 14 1.6 041 m | 49186 m 5.0 m m | 24067 m 2.0 m
Mexico 2908 | 2760 04 -0.3 -0.7 8426 | 6907 5.9 29 2.8 3491 3365 11 0.5 -05
Netherlands 10767 | 11758 -0.6 0.7 13 19535 | 19083 2.2 1.9 -0.3 | 12505 | 13448 0.0 1.0 1.0
New Zealand 7168 | 7455 05 11 06 14232 | 16449 | -0.2 1.9 241 8453 | 9027 0.4 14 0.9
Norway 13208 | 14546 0.5 1.9 1.4 19608 | 23010 2.6 5.0 2.3 | 14409 | 16331 0.9 27 1.8
Poland 6591 8286 -0.6 27 33 8010 | 12251 -3.0 31 6.3 6931 9119 11 2.8 4.0
Portugal 8950 | 9376 A7 14 0.7 10653 | 10919 | -0.8 -0.5 0.4 9291 9701 1.5 -0.9 0.6
Slovak Republic 5529 | 7984 -0.7 46 54 9536 | 13286 | -3.0 17 49 6264 | 8835 -1 3.9 5.0
Slovenia 9287 8841 1.2 0.5 -0.7 10523 | 13680 2.9 0.8 3.8 9565 | 9703 04 0.6 0.2
Spain 8385 | 8848 0.9 17 0.8 12724 | 13010 1.8 22 0.3 9301 9772 11 1.8 07
Sweden 1263 | 12319 2.2 36 1.3 23721 | 24308 11 14 0.4 13475 | 14313 20 2.9 0.9
Switzerland 18 142 m m m m 26734 m m m m 19680 m m m m
Tiirkiye 3762 | 5085 17 6.1 44 12124 9845 5.9 2.8 2.9 5002 | 5980 24 5.0 2.6
United Kingdom 10541 | 11518 -0.3 1.0 1.3 25502 | 27320 29 3.9 1.0 12665 | 14220 0.2 1.8 17
United States 12281 | 13678 0.3 1.9 1.6 28818 | 32954 -1.0 0.9 1.9 16332 | 18070 0.0 1.5 1.5
OECD average 8966 | 9921 01 21 1.9 14416 | 16257 0.4 1.6 12 9703 | 11092 01 1.9 1.8
?ECD avte[age
or countries
with data available 9330 | 10126 -01 1.6 17 15265 | 17013 0.3 14 1.0 10291 | 11579 -01 16 17
for the reference years
OECD average 9154 | 10147 0.0 1.8 1.9 12955 | 16268 | -0.6 1.2 18 9382 | 11206 -0.2 16 1.8
g Argentina m m 0.3 m m m m 29 m m m m 1.0 m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
5 China m m m m m m m 54 m m m m m m m
India m m -0.4 m m m m 3.0 m m m m 01 m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
SaudiArabia m m m m m m m 4.6 m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ 0.0 \ m \ m \ m \ m \ 2.4 \ m \ m \ m \ m \ 0.3 \ m \ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http:/stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes. Post-secondary non-tertiary figures are treated as negligible.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/g2359r

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf
https://stat.link/g2359r

C1. HOW MUCH IS SPENT PER STUDENT ON EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS? | 253

Table C1.4. Total expenditure on educational institutions per full-time equivalent student for core
educational services, ancillary services and R&D (2019)
In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP, direct expenditure within educational institutions, by level of education

Primary, secondary
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary
All All
services services
Core | Ancillary All Core | Ancillary All excluding| Core | Ancillary All excluding
services | services | services | services | services R&D services | R&D services | services | R&D services R&D
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (U] (8) () (10 (11) (12) (13)
[=] Countries
ol Australia 12348 148 12496 13158 823 6644 20625 13981 12526 296 1456 14278 12822
Austria m m 15375 X(7) x(7) 5796 21329 15533 x(12) x(12) 1744 17167 15423
Belgium 13119 448 13 567 12811 949 7322 21082 13760 13060 545 1419 15024 13605
Canada’ 11.279¢ 527° 11.806¢ X(7) X(7) x(7) | 22335 m x(12) x(12) x(12) 14.391¢ m
Chile 5578 430 6008 9567 304 382 10253 9872 6734 394 m 7239 7128
Colombia 3600 137 3737 x(7) X(7) m 4601 m x(12) x(12) m 3916 m
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 9682 61 10293 11230 99 6082 17411 1329 9967 517 1121 11605 10484
Denmark 12259 185 12444 9839 2 11817 21658 9841 1707 143 2697 14 547 11850
Estonia 8881 99 8980 9289 933 6530 16 752 10222 8962 264 1296 10522 9226
Finland 10 222 1134 11356 9635 0 8493 18129 9635 10102 904 1726 12732 11006
France 10299 1429 11728 11889 842 5405 18 136 12731 10627 1308 1114 13049 11934
Germany 12.895¢ 3327 | 13227¢ | 10166 982 8460 19608 11148 12.294° 4759 1862 | 14.632¢ | 12.770¢
Greece x(3) x(3) 6995 X(7) X(7) 1655 4192 2538 x(12) x(12) 592 5992 5399
Hungary 7334 i 8051 8643 626 2839 12107 9269 7556 702 481 8738 8257
Iceland x(3) X(3) | 14734 x(7) x(7) x(7) | 16610 m x(12) x(12) x(12) 15107 m
Ireland x(3) x(3) 9942 10885 656 5455 16 997 11541 x(12) x(12) 943 11158 10215
Israel 8839 530 9369 8945 63 3675 12683 9008 8859 444 669 9972 9303
Italy 10120 443 10562 7654 447 4076 12177 8101 9601 444 858 10902 10045
Japan X(3.7) X(3.7) | 10462 x(7) X(7) x(7) | 19.504¢ m x(12) x(12) x(12) 12474 m
Korea 13862 1337 15200 X(7) x(7) 241 11287 8876 x(12) x(12) 851 13819 12968
Latvia 7299 15 7414 9132 136 2918 12186 9268 7701 19 640 8461 7821
Lithuania 6937 333 7270 6775 1076 3188 11039 7851 6900 503 732 8135 7403
Luxembourg 22463 1053 23516 29013 1050 21916 51978 30063 22904 1053 1476 25433 23957
Mexico x(3) x(3) 2933 x(7) X(7) 1069 7341 6272 x(12) x(12) 156 3577 3421
Netherlands 12871 a 12871 13299 a 7589 20889 13299 12970 a 1751 14720 12970
New Zealand x(3) X(3) 8449 X(7) x(7) 3899 18641 14742 x(12) x(12) 681 10 230 9548
Norway 15297 519 15816 15239 318 9462 25019 15558 15285 477 1995 17757 15762
Poland 8479 253 8733 8747 231 3934 12912 8978 8536 249 827 961 8784
Portugal 9532 650 10182 8432 405 3020 11858 8838 9300 599 637 10535 9898
Slovak Republic 6700 962 7662 8013 2020 2716 12749 10033 6910 1132 436 8478 8042
Slovenia x(3) X(3) 9867 X(7) X(7) 3393 15267 1873 x(12) x(12) 605 10829 10224
Spain 8991 691 9682 10037 644 3556 14237 10681 9224 680 790 10694 9904
Sweden 11844 1355 13199 12084 0 13962 26046 12084 11884 1130 2323 15337 13014
Switzerland 2 m m m m m 17 528 m m m m 3366 m m
Tiirkiye 4678 206 4884 7479 162 1814 9455 7641 5204 198 341 5743 5402
United Kingdom 1178 1337 12516 22565 1319 5804 29688 23884 13126 1334 993 15453 14 460
United States 13572 1099 14671 26809 4445 4093 35347 31254 16 588 1861 933 19382 18450
OECD average 10363 610 10973 11975 713 6198 18885 12687 10 741 631 1147 12519 11372
EU22 average 10551 601 11152 10925 584 6804 18313 11509 10567 598 1233 12397 11165
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m
& China m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: The average expenditure per student on all services and on all services excluding R&D only includes countries with a full breakdown by service and might differ from
the values reported in Table C1.1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to "x" code in Table C1.1 for details. The average expenditure per student on
all services and on all services excluding R&D only includes countries with a full breakdown by service and might differ from the values reported in Table C1.1. See
Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes. Post-secondary non-tertiary figures are treated as negligible.

2. Year of reference 2018.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Indicator C2. What proportion of national
output is spent on educational
institutions?

Highlights

e Expenditure on tertiary education accounts for 1.5% of gross domestic product (GDP) on average across OECD
countries or 30% of all education funding allocated to educational institutions.

e Education funding does not respond strongly to short-term fluctuations in GDP, but is influenced by long-term
trends in GDP growth. Declines in GDP in 2008-09 only affected education budgets to a limited extent and only
in some countries. The same might be expected for 2020, when most countries experienced a drop in GDP.

e Wealthier countries can afford to invest more resources on education than less wealthy ones. A USD 1 000
increase in GDP per capita is on average associated with a USD 200 increase in expenditure per student.

Figure C2.1. Total expenditure on educational institutions as a share of GDP (2019)
From all sources, by level of education, in per cent
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1. Primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education includes pre-primary programmes.
Countries are ranked in descending order of total expenditure on tertiary educational institutions as a percentage of GDP.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C2.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).

StatLink = https://stat.link/jnrvok
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Context

Countries invest in education to help foster economic growth, enhance productivity, contribute to personal and social
development, and reduce social inequality, among other reasons. The level of expenditure on educational institutions is
affected by the size of a country’s school-age population, enrolment rates, the levels of teachers’ salaries, and the
organisation of education systems. At primary and lower secondary levels (which correspond broadly to the population
aged 6 to 14), enrolment rates are close to 100% in most OECD countries. Changes in the number of students are therefore
closely related to demographic changes. This is less the case in upper secondary and tertiary education, when part of the
relevant population will have left the education system (see Indicator B1).

In order to account for these issues, this indicator measures the proportion of a nation’s output that is invested in
educational institutions. This measure demonstrates the priority given to educational institutions relative to a country’s
overall resources. National output is based on GDP, while expenditure on educational institutions includes spending by
governments, enterprises, and individual students and their families. This indicator covers expenditure on schools,
universities (including on research and development), and other public and private institutions involved in delivering or
supporting educational services.

Public budgets are heavily scrutinised by governments and during economic downturns even core sectors like education
can be subject to budget cuts. This indicator provides a point of reference, by showing how the volume of spending on
educational institutions, relative to national GDP, has evolved over time in OECD countries. In deciding how much to
allocate to educational institutions, governments must balance demands for increased spending in areas such as teachers’
salaries and educational facilities with other areas of investment.

Other findings

e On average across OECD countries, expenditure on primary education amounts to 30% of the funding for
educational institutions, while secondary education accounts for 39%. However, the share of expenditure on
educational institutions is strongly influenced by the demographic composition in each country, as well as the
duration of each level of education.

 In OECD countries, average expenditure per student on educational institutions from primary to tertiary levels is
equivalent to 26% of GDP per capita. The relationship between GDP per capita and expenditure per student on
educational institutions is clearly positive and reflects the fact that countries with low levels of expenditure per
student may still be investing relatively large amounts relative to GDP per capita.
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Analysis

Overall investment relative to GDP

All OECD countries devote a substantial share of national output to educational institutions. In 2019, OECD countries spent
on average of 4.9% of their GDP on educational institutions from primary to tertiary levels (Table C2.1).

Expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions as a share of GDP varies from 6% or more in Australia, Chile, Israel,
Norway, the United Kingdom and the United States to 3.5% or less in Ireland, Lithuania and Luxembourg (Figure C2.1 and
Table C2.1). Many factors influence the relative expenditure of countries on this measure, including the number of students
enrolled, the duration of studies and the effective allocation of funds. At the tertiary level, spending may be influenced by the
criteria for accessing higher levels of education, the number of students enrolled across sectors and fields of study, and the
scale of investment in research activities.

Expenditure on educational institutions by level of education

Funding for tertiary education accounts for 1.5% of GDP on average or 30% of all expenditure on educational institutions
(Figure C2.1 and Figure C2.2). At this level, the various pathways and programmes available to students, the duration of
programmes, the organisation of teaching, and research and development (R&D) activity all influence the level of expenditure.
In 2019, among OECD countries, Austria, Canada, Chile, Japan, and the United States had the highest percentage of tertiary
education spending (35% or more ), with Canada, Chile, and the United States allocating the largest share of education
funding to tertiary educational institutions. Some of these countries also have some of the highest levels of expenditure from
private sources after public-to-private transfers have been accounted for (Table C2.3).

R&D spending in tertiary educational institutions can represent a substantial share of the total spending at this level and
depends on the organisation of publicly funded research as well as the infrastructure and facilities available. Expenditure
levels tend to be higher in Denmark, Sweden and other OECD countries where most publicly funded R&D is performed by
tertiary educational institutions compared to those countries where R&D is mostly performed in other institutions. If R&D
activities are excluded, expenditure on tertiary educational institutions as a share of GDP falls by 0.5 percentage points on
average across OECD countries, although the difference is at least 0.7 percentage points in Denmark, Finland, Norway and
Sweden (Table C2.1).

In all OECD countries with available data, the share of national resources devoted to educational institutions in non-tertiary
education (primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels) is much larger than the share devoted to tertiary
education (Table C2.1). This is partly because tertiary education has lower enrolment rates (see Indicator B1) and require
fewer years of studies. On average across OECD countries, 3.4% of GDP or 70% of total expenditure on educational
institutions is directed to non-tertiary levels. The share of resources devoted to non-tertiary educational institutions ranges
from 58% in the United States to 86% in Luxembourg (Figure C2.2).

On average across OECD countries, expenditure on primary education amounts to 30% of the funding for educational
institutions, while secondary education accounts for 39%. The share of funding devoted to primary educational institutions
ranges from less than 20% in Austria and Germany (due to the short duration of primary education) to 40% in Israel. At
secondary level, it ranges from less than 25% in Canada to 50% in the Czech Republic, Germany and Luxembourg. These
figures vary widely between countries and depend on the demographic structure of the population (see Indicator C1 for the
analysis of expenditure per student by level of education) as well as on the relative size of primary, secondary and tertiary
education (Figure C2.2). One factor that influences demographic structure is the fertility rate, with research showing that
countries with relatively low fertility rates are more likely to spend a smaller share of their wealth on primary and lower
secondary education (OECD, 2020¢1)).
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Figure C2.2. Total expenditure on educational institutions by level of education (2019)

Primary to tertiary education, after transfers, in per cent
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1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.

2. Post-secondary non-tertiary figures are treated as negligible.

Countries are ranked in descending order of their share of total expenditure on tertiary educational institutions.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C2.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/75hotw

Changes in educational expenditure in the last decade

In 2019, the OECD average expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions as a share of GDP was only
0.2 percentage points lower than in 2008 and at the same level as that of 2015 (4.9%) (OECD, 2022j2;), although the variation
over time differs across education levels and countries. This slight decline reflects the variation of this share at the primary,
secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels, while it remained rather stable at the tertiary level. Between 2008 and
2009, education expenditure on primary to post-secondary non-tertiary educational institutions as a share of GDP increased
by 0.3 percentage points, while it declined by 0.5 percentage points between 2009 and 2015 and remained constant in the
period 2015-19. This is also due to the general trend that saw GDP values declining in the period 2008-09 and recovering in
the years after, while education expenditure remained relatively stable. Over the whole period between 2008 and 2019, Chile,
the Czech Republic and Israel experienced the largest increase, of 0.8 percentage points or more. While the increase in
Chile’s education expenditure as a share of GDP was mostly observed at the tertiary level, those in the Czech Republic and
Israel occurred mostly at the non-tertiary levels. On the other hand, Ireland and New Zealand experienced the largest declines
in the period considered, of more than 1 percentage point (OECD, 20222).

On average, total expenditure from all sources on primary to tertiary educational institutions increased by 18% between 2008
and 2019, slightly below the increase in GDP (21%). Almost all countries with data available experienced an increase in the
total expenditure on primary to tertiary institutions during this period, reaching 60% or more in Chile and Israel. Only ltaly,
Latvia and Slovenia experienced slight decreases in total expenditure on primary to tertiary institutions between 2008 and
2019 (Table C2.2). In a number of countries, GDP grew much faster than education expenditure, resulting in education
expenditure falling as a share of GDP; this was particularly evident in New Zealand and Poland where the growth rate of GDP
was at least 18 percentage points higher than the growth rate of total expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions.

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022


https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf
https://stat.link/75hotw
https://www.compareyourcountry.org/snaps/education-at-a-glance-2022/en/4364/2019/OAVG

258 | C2. WHAT PROPORTION OF NATIONAL OUTPUT IS SPENT ON EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS?

Figure C2.3. Average annual change in total expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions
and in GDP (2008 to 2020)
Compound annual growth rate, constant prices, in per cent
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© 2008-09 4 2009-19 W 2019-20

15
10
5
98 SLAE 20 AP ? 1 ’

* [ |

-5
|

-10
-15
-20

o} k) = ° = ° 3 = o c = £ ko > o © o = ° =

£ % 0§ 7 £ 5 £ &£ % =z 8 £ T 5§ 5 % % % %

] a oz e g 3 2 ] & 2 c 3 = 8 ] - 5 S g

o & & - g N o 1) [ o L w g 3 g

- S 2 3 c o £

™ @ 4 H a 5 o

g < 2 [a} (4}

[<} [5}
> z
Change in gross domestic product
© 2008-09 4 200919 M 2019-20

15
10

on o
o

ik
o

& 3
o——H——

Canada

Slovak Republic
Netherlands (1)
Ireland

Norway (1)
New Zealand
Mexico

Spain (1)
Poland
Sweden
Slovenia (1)
Belgium

Israel

Italy

Iceland

Estonia

Latvia
Denmark (1)
Colombia
Germany (1)

Please note that this chart compares the average annual growth rate over periods of different lengths. Overall, a positive growth rate has a higher impact over a longer time period.

1. Provisional data on the 2019-20 change in expenditure on educational institutions.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage change in total expenditure on educational institutions over the period 2008 to 2009.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C2.4, available on line. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf).

StatLink Si=r hitps:/stat.link/bd20mu
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In most countries, the increase in education expenditure was rather similar across educational levels, but Chile, Estonia,
Mexico and Norway experienced a much larger increase at tertiary level, at least 30 percentage points more, while Israel and
Portugal witnessed a much larger increase in funding for primary to post-secondary non-tertiary institutions (Table C2.2).

Expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions and GDP growth rates seem to be correlated only to a limited extent
in the short run. Education budgets did not grow steadily between 2008 and 2019 in most countries, but alternated between
periods of increased and decreased funding. For example, in Estonia, education expenditure fell by more than 10% in the
period 2008-09 but grew after that, while falls in Iceland and Latvia took place over the period 2008-2011. In comparison,
GDP growth rates seem to be steadier over time with the exceptions of the 2008-09 financial crisis and the 2019-20 health
crisis (Table C2.2 and Figure C2.3).

Education funding does not respond strongly to short-term fluctuations in GDP, but is more influenced by long-term trends in
GDP growth. In 2009, GDP figures fell in the large majority of OECD countries, reaching troughs of 14-15% in Estonia and
Latvia compared to the previous year and, similarly, most countries’ GDP dropped in 2020 in the aftermath of the COVID-19
health crisis, by -9% in Italy and -11% in Spain. However, the 2009 falls in GDP only affected education budgets to a limited
extent and only in some countries can the same might be expected for 2020, although education expenditure data are mostly
provisional and only available for a limited number of countries (Figure C2.3).

Expenditure per student on educational institutions relative to GDP per capita

Expenditure on educational institutions per student relative to GDP per capita is a measure of spending that takes income
levels into account. Since access to education in most OECD countries is universal (and usually compulsory) at lower levels
of schooling, the amount spent per student as a share of GDP per capita can indicate whether the resources spent per student
are proportionate to a country’s ability to pay.

Figure C2.4. Total expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions per student relative to GDP
per capita (2019)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs, log scales
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Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C1.1 and Annex 2 (Chapter C). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf).

StatLink Sz https:/stat.link/ocl6vn
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In OECD countries, total expenditure per student on educational institutions from primary to tertiary levels averages 26% of
annual GDP per capita. Countries with low levels of expenditure per student may still be investing relatively large amounts as
a share of GDP per capita. For example, Portugal’s expenditure per student for most educational levels and its GDP per
capita are both below the OECD average, but it spends a more than proportionate share of its GDP per capita on education
(above the OECD average) (Figure C2.4 and Indicator C1).

The relationship between GDP per capita and expenditure per student on educational institutions is clearly positive but difficult
to interpret. In other words, wealthier countries can afford to invest more resources on education than less wealthy countries.
According to this correlation, an increase in GDP per capita of USD 1 000 generates, on average, an increase in expenditure
per student of USD 200. Although the relationship is generally positive at these levels, there are variations even between
countries with similar levels of GDP per capita. Estonia and Lithuania, for example, both have a GDP per capita of around
USD 38 000, but they allocate different shares of their output to education. Per student, Estonia spends 28% of its GDP per
capita on educational institutions (above the OECD average of 26%), while Lithuania spends 21% (Figure C2.4 and
Indicator C1).

Expenditure on educational institutions by source of funds

Public spending remains the main source of educational funding in OECD countries. On average, public expenditure on
educational institutions from primary to tertiary educational levels (after transfers to the private sector) accounts for 4.1% of
GDP. However, large differences are observed across countries with available data. In Ireland, Japan and Lithuania, public
expenditure represents 3% or less of GDP, while Norway and South Africa devote over 6% of GDP to direct public expenditure
on educational institutions (Table C2.3).

Public transfers to households (such as scholarships and loans to students for tuition and other fees) and subsidies to other
private entities for education (such as to firms or labour organisations operating apprenticeship programmes) comprise about
0.2% of GDP on average across OECD countries from primary to tertiary level. They account for 0.3% of GDP or more in
Australia, Chile, Korea and New Zealand and reach almost 0.6% in the United Kingdom, mainly driven by public transfers at
tertiary level (Table C2.3).

With public budgets tightening, many educational systems are turning increasingly to the private sector for additional
investment, particularly at tertiary level. After transfers, private expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions
accounts for 0.8% of GDP on average. Countries nevertheless differ considerably in the contribution of private expenditure
on educational institutions, ranging from 0.1% of GDP or less in Finland, Luxembourg and Norway to 2% or more in Australia,
Chile and the United Kingdom (Table C2.3).

At non-tertiary levels of education, private investment is low and accounts for 0.3% of GDP on average across OECD countries
after public-to-private transfers. However, it amounts to at least 0.7% of GDP in Australia, Chile, Colombia, and Turkiye, the
countries with the largest relative shares of private funding of non-tertiary education. At the tertiary level, private investment
plays a more prominent role, accounting for an average of 0.5% of GDP after transfers. In some countries, private sources
contribute a larger share of GDP even before public transfers to households are taken into account. Countries such as
Australia, Chile, Korea, Mexico and the United Kingdom devote 0.6% of GDP or more in private spending before transfers.
After public transfers are taken into account, private investment in tertiary education represents 1.4% of GDP or more in Chile,
the United Kingdom and the United States, the highest among OECD countries (Table C2.3).

Definitions

Expenditure on educational institutions refers to public, private and international expenditure on entities that provide
instructional services to individuals or education-related services to individuals and other educational institutions (schools,
universities, and other public and private institutions).

Initial public spending includes both direct public expenditure on educational institutions and transfers to the private sector
and excludes transfers from the international sector. Initial private spending includes tuition fees and other student or
household payments to educational institutions, minus the portion of such payments offset by public subsidies. Initial
international spending includes both direct international expenditure for educational institutions (for example a research
grant from a foreign corporation to a public university) and international transfers to governments.
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Final public spending includes direct public purchases of educational resources and payments to educational institutions.
Final private spending includes all direct expenditure on educational institutions (tuition fees and other private payments to
educational institutions), whether partially covered by public subsidies or not. Private spending also includes expenditure by
private companies on the work-based element of school- and work-based training of apprentices and students. Final
international spending includes direct international payments to educational institutions such as research grants or other
funds from international sources paid directly to educational institutions.

Public transfers to households and other private entities for educational institutions include scholarships and other
financial aid to students, plus certain subsidies to other private entities. Therefore, they are composed of government transfers
and certain other payments to households, insofar as these translate into payments to educational institutions for educational
services (for example fellowships, financial aid or student loans for tuition). They also include government transfers and some
other payments (mainly subsidies) to other private entities, including subsidies to firms or labour organisations that operate
apprenticeship programmes and interest subsidies to private financial institutions that provide student loans, etc.

Direct public expenditure on educational institutions can take the form of either purchases by the government agency
itself of educational resources to be used by educational institutions or payments by the government agency to educational
institutions that have responsibility for purchasing educational resources.

Direct private (from households and other private entities) expenditure on educational institutions includes tuition
fees and other private payments to educational institutions, whether partially covered by public subsidies or not.

Methodology

Expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP at a particular level of education is calculated by dividing total
expenditure on educational institutions at that level by GDP. Expenditure and GDP values in national currency are converted
into equivalent USD by dividing the national currency figure by the purchasing power parity (PPP) index for GDP. The PPP
conversion factor is used because the market exchange rate is affected by many factors (interest rates, trade policies,
expectations of economic growth, etc.) that have little to do with current relative domestic purchasing power in different OECD
countries (see Annex 2 for further details).

Expenditure per student on educational institutions relative to GDP per capita is calculated by dividing expenditure per student
on educational institutions (see indicator C1) by GDP per capita. In cases where the educational expenditure data and the
GDP data pertain to different reference periods, the expenditure data are adjusted to the same reference period as the GDP
data, using inflation rates for the OECD country in question (see Annex 2).

All entities that provide funds for education are classified as either governmental (public) sources, non-governmental (private)
sources or international sources, such as international agencies and other foreign sources. The figures presented here group
together public and international expenditure for display purposes. As the share of international expenditure is relatively small
compared to other sources, its integration into public sources does not affect the analysis of the share of public spending.

Not all spending on instructional goods and services occurs within educational institutions. For example, families may
purchase commercial textbooks and materials or seek private tutoring for their children outside educational institutions. At the
tertiary level, students’ living expenses and foregone earnings can also account for a significant proportion of the costs of
education. All expenditure outside educational institutions, even if publicly subsidised, is excluded from this indicator. Public
subsidies for educational expenditure outside institutions are discussed in Indicators C4 and C5.

A portion of educational institutions’ budgets is related to ancillary services offered to students, including student welfare
services (student meals, housing and transport). Part of the cost of these services is covered by fees collected from students
and is included in the indicator.

Expenditure on educational institutions is calculated on a cash-accounting basis and, as such, represents a snapshot of
expenditure in the reference year. Many countries operate a loan payment/repayment system at the tertiary level. While public
loan payments are taken into account, loan repayments from private individuals are not, and so the private contribution to
education costs may be under-represented.

For more information please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018 (OECD,
201831) and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).
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Source

Data refer to the financial year 2019 (unless otherwise specified) and are based on the UNESCO, OECD and Eurostat (UOE)
data collection on education statistics administered by the OECD in 2021 (for details see Annex 3 at
https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf.Data from Argentina, China, India, Indonesia,
Saudi Arabia and South Africa are from the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS).

The data on expenditure for 2008 to 2020 were updated based on a survey in 2021-22, and expenditure figures for 2008 to
2020 were adjusted to the methods and definitions used in the current UOE data collection.

References
OECD (2022), Educational Finance Indicators, https://stats.oecd.org/ (accessed on 20 July 2022). [2]
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Indicator C2 tables

Tables Indicator C2. What proportion of national wealth is spent on educational institutions?

Table C2.1 Total expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP (2019)

Table C2.2 Index of change in total expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP (2008, 2009, 2011 and 2019)
Table C2.3 Total expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP, by source of funds (2019)

WEB Table C2.4 Index of change in public expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP (2008, 2009, 2011 and 2019)

StatLink Si=r https:/stat.link/1d5fmn

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at: http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table C2.1. Total expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP (2019)
Direct expenditure within educational institutions, by level of education
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1) 2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (U] 8) 9) 10) 1) ) (13) (14)

3 Countries

g Australia 1.9 14 0.6 0.2 0.8 24 01 41 0.2 17 19 1.3 6.1 55
Austria 0.9 14 0.3 0.6 0.9 2.0 0.0 29 0.2 1.5 17 1.3 47 4.2
Belgium 15 0.9 0.7¢ 0.9¢ 1.6¢ 2.5¢ x(3,4,5,6) 41 0.0 1.5 1.5 1.0 5.6 51
Canada'? 2.2¢ x(1) x(5) x(5) 1.4 1.4 m 3.5¢ 0.6 1.6 2.2 m 5.7 m
Chile 1.9 0.7 0.9 0.3 1.2 1.9 a 39 0.4 2.3 27 2.6 6.5 6.4
Colombia? 2.0 17 x(5) x(5) 07 2.3 m 4.3 x(11) x(11) 14 m 57 m
CostaRica m m m m m m a m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 1.0 1.2 0.2 0.8 1.0 2.2 0.0 31 0.0 1.2 1.2 0.8 43 39
Denmark 16 11 0.5 0.3 0.9 1.9 a 3.6 0.2 1.6 1.8 0.8 54 44
Estonia 17 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.6 14 01 3.2 a 1.5 1.5 0.9 47 41
Finland 14 11 0.3 0.8¢ 1.2 2.3¢ X(4,5, 6) &Ly a 1.5 1.5 0.8 5.2 45
France 1.2 1.2 0.8 0.5 12 24 0.0 37 0.3 1.2 15 1.0 5.2 47
Germany 0.7 1.2 04 0.5 0.9 2.2 0.2 31 0.0 1.3 1.3 07 43 3.8
Greece? 14 0.7 04 0.2 07 14 m 2.8 a 0.9 0.9 0.6 37 34
Hungary 0.9 09 0.5 0.4 1.0 1.9 01 29 0.0 0.9 0.9 07 38 3.6
Iceland 2.2 1.0 0.8 04 11 2.2 01 45 0.0 1.2 13 m 57 57
Ireland 11 0.5 x(5) x(5) 0.5 1.0 0.2 23 x(1) x(11) 0.8 0.6 32 29
Israel 25| x@3,4,5) 1.4¢ 0.9 2.3¢ 2.3 0.0 4.8 0.2 1.2 14 1.0 6.2 5.8
Italy 11 0.7 x(5) x(5) 114 1.8¢ x(5, 6) 29 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.6 3.8 35
Japan? 14 0.7 x(5) x(5) 0.8¢ 1.5¢ | x(5,6,9,10, 11) 26 0.2¢ 1.2¢ 1.4¢ m 4.0 m
Korea 17 0.9 x(5) x(5) 1.2 21 a 37 0.2 1.3 1.5 12 5.3 49
Latvia 14 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.8 1.5 01 29 0.1 1.2 1.3 1.0 43 3.9
Lithuania 0.8 11 0.3 01 0.4 1.5 01 24 a 11 11 0.8 35 3.2
Luxembourg 1.2 0.8 0.3 0.5 0.9 17 0.0 29 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.3 33 341
Mexico 1.6 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.8 1.6 a 3.2 x(1) x(11) 14 1.2 4.6 44
Netherlands 1.2 11 0.3 0.8 1.2 2.3 a 34 0.0 17 17 11 51 45
New Zealand 1.3 1.0 0.8 0.2 1.0 2.0 0.2 35 01 1.5 16 1.3 51 48
Norway 2.2 1.0 0.6 0.7 14 2.3 0.0 4.6 0.1 1.9 1.9 1.2 6.6 5.8
Poland 14 0.9 0.3 0.5 0.9 1.8 0.0 3.2 0.0 1.3 1.3 0.9 45 41
Portugal 1.5 11 x(5) x(5) 11¢ 2.2¢ x(5, 6) 37 0.0 11 11 0.9 48 45
Slovak Republic 11 11 0.3 0.6 0.8 1.9 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.9 0.9 07 39 37
Slovenia 15 0.8 0.3 0.5 0.8 17 a 31 0.0 1.0 11 0.8 4.2 4.0
Spain 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.4¢ 0.9 1.7¢ x(4,5,6) 31 0.2 11 13 1.0 43 40
Sweden 1.9 09 0.6 0.5 14 2.0 0.0 39 0.0 1.5 16 07 5.5 47
Switzerland* m m x(5) x(5) 1.2¢ m x(5) m m m m m m m
Tiirkiye 1.0 11 0.8 0.7 15 2.6 a 3.6 x(11) x(11) 16 1.3 5.2 49
United Kingdom 1.8 1.0 0.9 0.3 1.2 2.2 a 41 01 1.8 20 1.6 6.0 5.6
United States 1.6 0.9 1.0 a 1.0 1.9 0.0 35 x(11) x(11) 25 2.2 6.0 5.7
OECD average 1.5 1.0 06 0.5 1.0 1.9 m 34 01 1.3 1.5 1.0 4.9 45
EU22 average 1.3 0.9 04 0.5 0.9 1.9 m 3.2 01 1.2 1.2 0.8 44 40
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average | m | m| m | m | m | m] m| m | m | m | m | m | m | m

Note: Data on early childhood education and care and all ISCED levels combined are available on line (see StatLink below). See Definitions and Methodology sections for
more information. Data and more breakdowns available at: http:/stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.

2. Post-secondary non-tertiary figures are treated as negligible.

3. Data do not cover day care centres and integrated centres for early childhood education.

4. Year of reference 2018.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
C.pd).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink =P https://stat.link/abpk3s
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Table C2.2. Change in total expenditure on educational institutions and change in GDP (2008, 2009, 2011
and 2019)

Final source of funds, index of change (2015=100, constant prices), by level of education

Change in total expenditure on educational institutions
Primary, secondary Change in gross domestic
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary product

2 Countries
w Australia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Austria m m m 101.7 m m m | 108.8 m m m | 104.2 96.8 93.2 97.7 | 108.5
Belgium 96.7 94.9 977 1041 81.7 87.0 906 | 1M.3 92.8 929 95.9 | 106.0 93.0 911 953 | 1070
Canada’ 89.2 | 96.6° | 94.9° | 1072¢ | 993 | 112.3 | 1087 | 108.7 93.0¢ | 102.6° | 100.1¢ | 107.8¢ | 86.5 90.6 884 | 105.6
Chile 911 95.0 926 | 1316 73.3 775 | 103.4 | 1437 84.2 88.2 96.8 | 136.3 79.3 78.0 877 | 1077
Colombia m 82.0 82.4 171 m 79.2 854 88.9 m 811 83.3 | 108.7 75.3 761 851 | 109.6
CostaRica m m m m m m m m m m m m 79.5 78.8 86.7 | 113.2
Czech Republic 89.9 93.5 96.0 | 1372 88.8 93.3 | 109.8 | 120.0 89.6 934 | 100.2 | 132.0 941 89.8 936 | 1147
Denmark m m m m m m m m m m m m 96.8 921 95.0 | 110.6
Estonia 125.2 | 1159 | 1024 | 1295 | 70.4 535 86.3 99.7 | 1047 925 964 | 18.3 97.0 82.8 910 | 1183
Finland 951 950 | 1000 | 102.0 | 989 | 101.8 | 110.6 96.3 96.2 971 | 103.2 | 100.3 | 105.0 96.5 | 1022 | 108.6
France 97.3 99.7 99.0 | 105.7 91.3 93.9 96.5 | 108.5 95.6 98.0 98.3 | 106.5 96.0 93.2 971 107.3
Germany 96.2 m | 1015 | 1086 | 82.8 m 941 M4 923 m 99.3 | 1094 93.6 88.3 956 | 1072
Greece m m m 102.6 m m m 98.2 m m m | 101.5 | 135.5 | 129.6 1101 10441
Hungary m m m 1211 m m m | 121.2 m m m | 1211 95.7 89.4 920 | 174
Iceland 104.6 974 923 | 1215 91.9 870 773 | 1207 | 101.8 951 89.0 | 121.3 975 90.1 891 | 119.0
Ireland m m m 1151 m m m | 1041 m m m | 112.0 744 706 726 | 1272
Israel 67.6 66.0 813 | 1257 81.6 81.0 985 | 118.0 710 69.7 855 | 123.8 713 781 872 | 177
Italy 1091 | 1051 97.3 | 102.4 | 1077 105.7 | 108.6 | 102.5 | 108.8 | 105.2 99.9 | 1024 | 1074 | 1017 | 1042 | 1045
Japan m m | 100.2 99.5 m m | 100.6° | 102.7¢ m m | 100.3 | 100.6 | 101.0 98.4 987 | 105.3
Korea m m m 118.0 m m m 98.9 m m m | 1118 79.9 80.6 89.2 | M7
Latvia m7 1014 81.6 99.0 | 990 72.2 88.9 | 101.5 | 1078 921 83.9 99.8 | 103.0 88.3 865 | 1127
Lithuania m m | 1076 113.6 85.8 82.4 | 106.4 83.5 m m | 1071 1021 95.9 81.7 83.0 | 116.3
Luxembourg 90.8 975 | 101.2 | 113.8 m m m | 101.6 m m m | 119 89.6 86.7 909 | 1121
Mexico 81.6 83.3 90.5 898 | 739 81.2 79.7 | 104.9 79.6 82.8 876 93.9 86.8 82.2 m | 106.9
Netherlands 93.5 99.8 | 100.3 | 1047 | 82.6 87.2 93.3 | 107.3 90.0 95.7 981 | 105.5 98.7 95.1 97.8 | 109.8
New Zealand 96.8 | 101.2 97.8 1071 84.4 88.7 89.0 | 1035 92.8 971 95.0 | 105.9 83.4 85.1 882 | 115.2
Norway 88.6 94.2 92.7 | 106.5 | 79.6 834 841 | 120.0 86.1 91.2 90.4 | 110.2 89.2 87.6 91.0 | 107.3
Poland 89.9 921 943 | 18.0 87.2 91.0 854 | 109.3 891 97 916 | 1154 81.0 83.3 90.6 | 1193
Portugal 877 99.5 926 | 1044 | 1061 104.0 | 105.9 994 92.2 | 100.6 95.9 | 1031 | 105.8 | 1025 | 1025 | 115
Slovak Republic 79.3 88.6 86.0 176 491 49.6 561 68.0 68.6 74.8 75.4 | 100.0 879 831 907 | 1M.8
Slovenia 115.3 | 1139 | 112.0 1121 | 1125 | 1186 | 1227 | 119.0 | 1146 | 1150 | 146 | 1137 | 1045 96.7 98.8 | 116.6
Spain 101.5 | 105.6 | 1025 | 109.8 | 967 | 100.3 | 100.5 | 1107 | 1001 | 1041 | 101.9 | 1101 | 103.9 | 100.0 99.3 | 110.8
Sweden 93.6 92.5 93.2 | 119.5 82.9 876 94.2 | 105.9 90.3 91.0 935 | 153 88.6 84.8 927 | 108.9
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m 90.4 88.5 932 | 108.0
Tiirkiye m m 745 | 1267 m m 784 | 1046 m m 758 | 118.9 68.9 65.5 790 | 154
United Kingdom 80.2 85.3 89.8 99.0 m m m | 113.2 m m m | 103.3 92.3 92.2 912 | 1075
United States 101.6 | 1017 98.3 | 1097 | 89.9 935 97.3 | 106.4 96.7 98.2 979 | 108.3 90.7 9041 914 | 109.2
OECD average ‘ 95.0 ‘ 95.9 ‘ 94.9 ‘ 1ms ‘ 874 ‘ 88.0 ‘ 945 ‘ 106.5 ‘ 929 ‘ 935 ‘ 947 ‘ 110.0 ‘ 925 ‘ 88.7 ‘ 925 ‘ 1.5
EU22 average 98.3 99.6 98.0 | 1.5 89.0 88.5 96.9 | 104.2 95.5 96.0 972 | 1091 975 91.8 947 | 112.0
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m 89.7 84.4 98.5 96.0
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m 88.0 87.9 98.3 | 100.9
E China m m m m m m m m m m m m 56.4 61.7 748 | 1294
India m m m m m m m m m m m m 60.2 65.4 76.8 | 1281
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m 68.6 7.8 811 121.9
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m 75.6 741 856 | 1037
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m 88.4 87.0 926 | 102.8
G20 average | m | m]| m| m| m | m | m | m | m | m | m | m | 849 | 837 | 904 | 109.8

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
C.pdf).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/rit1k2
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Table C2.3. Total expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP, by source of funds (2019)

By level of education

Primary, secondary
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary
Initial funds Final funds Initial funds Final funds Initial funds Final funds
(before transfers (after transfers (before transfers (after transfers (before transfers (after transfers
between public between public between public between public between public between public

and private sectors) | and private sectors) | and private sectors) | and private sectors) | and private sectors) | and private sectors)

g g E E E E

2 2 2 2 2 2

o 2 s o 2 s o 2 s o 2 s o 2 s o 2 s

s £ 5|3 $ E|5 £ g/35 §|&E|5 £ 8/35 %|¢

T o = T o = T o = T a = a a = a a =

2 @ 5) (6 8 (9 (1) 2) 14) 17) 8)

8 Countries

w Australia 35 0.7 0.0 34 0.7 0.0 1.0 09¢ | x8) | 06 1.3¢ | x(11) 45 169 | x(14) 41 2.0° | x(17)
Austria 28 01 a 28 0.1 a 16 0.2 a 16 0.2 a 44 03 a 44 03 a
Belgium 39 041 0.0 39 041 0.0 1.3 0.1 041 13 0.2 041 53 0.2 041 52 0.3 0.1
Canada’ m m m 320 | 04°| x() m m m 1.2 1.0° | x(11) m m m 4.4° 149 | x(17)
Chile 31 0.7 a 31 0.7 a 13 14 a 1.0 16 a 44 24 a 42 24 a
Colombia 34 0.9 0.0 34 0.9 0.0 m m 0.0 0.5 0.9 0.0 m m 0.0 39 19 0.0
Costa Rica m m m 44 m m m m m 14 m m m m m 5.9 m m
Czech Republic 29 0.2 0.0 29 0.2 0.0 0.9 0.2 041 0.9 0.2 041 38 0.4 01 38 04 0.1
Denmark 34 0.2 0.0 34 0.2 0.0 16 0.2 01 16 0.2 01 49 04 0.1 49 04 0.1
Estonia 29 01 0.2 34 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.2 04 1.0 0.2 0.2 3.8 04 0.5 41 04 0.2
Finland 37 0.0 0.0 37 0.0 0.0 14 0.1 041 14 0.1 041 51 01 01 51 01 0.1
France 34 0.3 0.0 3.3 0.3 0.0 1.2 0.3 0.0 11 03 0.0 4.6 0.5 0.0 4.5 0.7 0.0
Germany m m m 2.7 04 0.0 m m m 1.0 0.2 0.0 m m m 37 0.6 0.0
Greece m m 0.0 26 0.2 0.0 07 0.1 041 07 0.1 01 m m 0.2 33 03 0.1
Hungary m m 0.0 24 0.5 0.0 m m 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.0 m m 0.0 31 0.7 0.0
Iceland 43 0.1 0.0 43 0.1 0.0 11 0.1 0.0 11 0.1 0.0 5.5 0.2 0.0 55 0.2 0.0
Ireland 21 0.2 0.0 24 0.2 0.0 07 0.0 0.0 06 0.2 0.0 29 03 0.0 27 04 0.0
Israel 43 0.5 0.0 43 0.5 0.0 m m 0.0 0.8 07 0.0 m m 0.0 5.0 12 0.0
Italy 28 0.2 0.0 28 0.2 0.0 07 0.2 0.0 0.6 03 0.0 34 04 0.0 33 0.5 0.0
Japan m m 0.0 24 0.2 0.0 m m 0.0¢ 05| 09| 0.0 m m 0.0 28 11 0.0
Korea 34 03| x@2 | 34 04°| x(5) | 08 07| x(8 | 06 0.9° | x(1) 4.2 1.0° | x(14) 4.0 1.3¢ | x(17)
Latvia m m 0.1 27 0.2 0.0 m m 0.3 08 05 0.1 m m 04 35 0.6 0.1
Lithuania 24 0.1 0.2 23 01 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.7 03 01 27 04 0.3 3.0 04 01
Luxembourg 2.7 01 041 27 01 041 04 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 31 0.1 01 31 0.1 01
Mexico 27 0.6 0.0 26 0.6 0.0 0.8 06| x(8) | 08 06 0.0 35 1.2 0.0 34 1.2 0.0
Netherlands m m 0.0 3.0 0.5 0.0 m m 0.1 11 05 0.1 m m 0.1 41 0.9 0.1
New Zealand 34 0.4 0.0 3.0 05 0.0 11 0.5 0.0 0.9 08 0.0 42 0.9 0.0 39 12 0.0
Norway 47 -01 0.0 46 0.0 0.0 18 01 0.0 18 0.1 0.0 6.6 0.0 0.0 6.4 0.1 0.0
Poland 27 0.3 0.2 28 0.3 041 11 0.1 0.0 1.0 0.2 0.0 38 0.5 0.2 3.8 0.6 0.1
Portugal 33 04 0.0 33 04 0.0 07 0.4 01 07 04 0.1 40 07 0.1 4.0 07 0.1
Slovak Republic 27 0.2 041 27 0.3 0.0 07 02 0.0 0.7 03 0.0 34 04 0.2 34 0.5 0.0
Slovenia 28 0.3 0.1 28 0.3 0.0 038 0.1 0.1 0.9 0.1 041 36 04 0.2 37 04 0.1
Spain 26 04 0.0 26 04 0.0 0.9 04 0.0 0.8 04 0.0 35 0.8 0.0 35 0.8 0.0
Sweden 3.9 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 13 0.2 041 13 0.2 01 52 0.2 01 5.2 0.2 0.1
Switzerland 2 m m m m m m 13 m 0.0 1.2 m 0.0 m m m m m m
Tiirkiye 27 0.9 0.0 27 09 0.0 11 0.5 0.0 11 05 0.0 338 14 0.0 38 14 0.0
United Kingdom 35 0.6 0.0 34 0.6 0.0 1.0 0.9 041 05 14 0.1 45 15 0.1 39 21 0.1
United States® m m a 3.2 0.3 a m m a 0.9 16 a m m a 41 1.9 a
OECD average 3.2 0.3 0.0 31 0.3 0.0 1.0 03 0.1 0.9 05 0.0 42 0.6 041 41 0.8 0.1
EU22 average 3.0 0.2 0.0 29 0.2 0.0 1.0 0.2 01 0.9 0.2 01 4.0 04 01 39 0.5 01
g Argentina 33 m a 33 a a 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 a a 4.2 0.0 0.0 43 a a
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
& China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India* m m m 29 m m m m m 15 m m m m m 45 m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa* m m m 53 m m m m m 0.9 m m m m m 6.2 m m
G20 average \ m \ m m \ 3.2 \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ 0.9 \ m m \ m \ m m \ 4.0 \ m \ m

Note: See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.

2. Year of reference 2018.

3. Figures are for net student loans rather than gross, thereby underestimating public transfers.

4. Year of reference 2020.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-
C.pd).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/nxywc
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Indicator C3. How much public and
private investment in educational
institutions is there?

nghllghts

On average across OECD countries, public funds account for 83% of total spending on educational institutions.
Private sources are more important at the tertiary level, where they make up 31% of all expenditure compared to
just 10% at the non-tertiary levels (primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary).

e The share of private spending on tertiary educational institutions depends largely on the tuition fees charged to
students. More than half of total expenditure comes from private sources in Australia, Chile, Colombia, Japan,
Korea, the United Kingdom and the United States, which are mostly countries with comparatively high tuition fees.

o Between 2011 and 2019, the average share of private spending on educational institutions remained stable on
average across OECD countries. However, the variation over time differs widely across countries, especially at
the tertiary level. The largest increases in the share of private expenditure in this period were observed in Poland
and Spain at the non-tertiary levels (4 percentage points) and in Colombia at the tertiary levels (14 percentage

points).
Figure C3.1. Distribution of public and private expenditure on tertiary educational institutions (2019)
In per cent
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Note: International expenditure is aggregated with public expenditure for display purposes.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of expenditure on tertiary educational institutions from public sources.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C3.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf).

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/q4s51u
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Context

Today, more people than ever before are participating in a wide range of educational programmes offered by an increasing
number of providers. In the current economic environment, many governments are finding it difficult to provide the
necessary resources to support this increased demand for education through public funds alone. In addition, some
policy makers argue that those who benefit the most from education — the individuals who receive it — should bear at least
some of the costs. While public funding still represents a large part of countries’ investment in education, private sources
play an increasingly prominent role at some levels of education.

Public sources dominate much of the funding of primary and secondary education, which is compulsory in most countries.
Across OECD countries, the balance between public and private financing varies the most at the pre-primary (see
Indicator C2) and tertiary levels of education, where full or nearly full public funding is less common. At these levels, private
funding comes mainly from households, raising concerns about equity in access to education. The debate is particularly
intense over funding for tertiary education. Some stakeholders are concerned that the balance between public and private
funding might discourage potential students from entering tertiary education. Others believe that countries should
significantly increase public support such as student loans or grants to students, while others support efforts to increase
the funding provided by private enterprises. By shifting the cost of education to a time when students typically start earning
more, student loans help alleviate the burden of private spending and reduce the cost to taxpayers of direct government
spending.

This indicator examines the proportion of public, private and international funding allocated to educational institutions at
different levels of education. It also breaks down private funding into funding from households and other private entities.
It sheds some light on the widely debated issue of how the financing of educational institutions should be shared between
public and private entities, particularly at the tertiary level. Finally, it looks at the relative share of public transfers provided
to private institutions and individual students and their families to meet the costs of tertiary education.

Other findings

e While the share of private spending on primary to post-secondary non-tertiary educational institutions is low
across the OECD, it can reach high levels in countries such as Colombia and Ttrkiye (20%), with comparatively
low per-capita income levels.

e Household spending makes up more than two-thirds of private expenditure on tertiary educational institutions on average
across the OECD. However, in Denmark, Finland and Sweden, other sources of private expenditure make up 90% or
more of all private spending.

e Public-to-private transfers account for 3% or less of education expenditure at the primary, secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary levels in all OECD countries. They are considered to be more important at the tertiary
level, where they constitute 5% of all expenditure on average across the OECD and make up more than 15% of
all expenditure in Australia, Ireland, Korea, New Zealand and the United Kingdom.
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Analysis

Share of public and private expenditure on educational institutions

The largest share of funding on primary to tertiary educational institutions in OECD countries comes from public sources,
although private funding at the tertiary level is substantial. Within this overall OECD average, however, the share of public,
private and international funding varies widely across countries. In 2019, on average across OECD countries, 83% of the
funding for primary to tertiary educational institutions came directly from public sources and 16% from private sources
(Table C3.1). However, in Finland, Iceland, Luxembourg, Norway and Sweden, private sources contribute to less than 5% of
expenditure on educational institutions. In contrast, they make up around one-third of educational expenditure in Australia,
Chile, Colombia, the United Kingdom and the United States. International sources provide a very small share of total
expenditure on educational institutions. On average across OECD countries, they account for 1% of total expenditure,
reaching 5% in Estonia (Table C3.1).

Tertiary educational institutions

The high private returns to tertiary education have led a number of countries to ask individuals to make a greater financial
contribution to their education at the tertiary level, primarily through tuition fees. Some countries have implemented public
financial support mechanisms to ease the burden of these contributions on individuals, although this is not always the case
(see Indicator C5). In all OECD countries, the proportion of private expenditure on education after public-to-private transfers
is far higher at tertiary level than at lower levels of education. In 2019, on average across OECD countries, 31% of total
expenditure on tertiary institutions was sourced from the private sector after transfers (Table C3.1 and Figure C3.2).

Figure C3.2. Proportion of expenditure on tertiary educational institutions from private sources, by
source of funding (2019)
Before transfers, in per cent
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1. Figures are for net student loans rather than gross, thereby underestimating public transfers.

2. Year of reference differ from 2019. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the proportion of private expenditure on tertiary educational institutions.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C3.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf).

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/xgvwr7
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The share of private funding is strongly related to the level of tuition fees charged by tertiary institutions (see also Indicator C5).
In countries where tuition fees tend to be low or negligible, such as Finland, Iceland, Luxembourg and Norway, the share of
expenditure on tertiary institutions sourced through the private sector (including subsidised private payments such as tuition
fee loans) is less than 10%. In contrast, over 60% of funding on tertiary institutions comes from private sources in Australia,
Chile, Colombia, Japan, Korea, the United Kingdom and the United States, which also tend to charge higher tuition fees
(Table C3.1).

On average across OECD countries, households account for 72% of private expenditure on tertiary institutions. While
household expenditure is the biggest source of private funds in the majority of OECD countries, almost all private funding
comes from other private entities in Denmark, Finland and Sweden (Figure C3.2). This private funding mainly consists of
spending by businesses for research and development.

Non-tertiary educational institutions

Public funding dominates non-tertiary education in all countries. In 2019, private funding accounted for only 10% of
expenditure at primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels on average across OECD countries, although it
exceeded 20% in Colombia and Turkiye. In most countries, the largest share of private expenditure at these levels comes
from households and goes mainly towards tuition fees (Table C3.1 and Figure C3.3).

The share of private expenditure on educational institutions varies across countries and according to the level of education.
At the primary level, 7% of expenditure on educational institutions comes from private sources on average across OECD
countries. However, primary institutions are entirely publicly funded in Norway and Sweden, while 15% or more of funds come
from private sources in Chile, Colombia Hungary, Mexico, Spain and Tirkiye (OECD, 2022(1;). The share of private funding at
lower secondary level is similar to the share at primary level, with around 9% of educational expenditure privately sourced on
average across OECD countries. In around two-thirds of OECD countries for which data are available, private expenditure
accounts for less than 10% of total expenditure at this level compared to more than 20% in Australia and Turkiye (OECD,
2022;1)).

Upper secondary education relies more on private funding compared to primary and lower secondary levels, reaching an
average of 13% across OECD countries. Private sources contribute a similar share to the spending on vocational and general
programmes. However, in Germany and the Netherlands, the share of private funding in vocational upper secondary
education is at least 30 percentage points higher than in general education. In Germany, private companies have a long
tradition of being involved in the provision of dual training (combined work- and school-based programmes), helping to improve
the availability of skilled individuals needed in the labour market. On the other hand, in Chile and Tiirkiye, the share of private
funding of general programmes exceeds that of vocational programmes by at least 20 percentage points. In several countries,
the share of public funds currently devoted to vocational programmes is the result of various national policy developments on
vocational education designed to improve the transition from school to work. For example, in the 1990s, France,
the Netherlands, Norway and Spain introduced financial incentives to employers offering apprenticeships to secondary
students. As a result, programmes combining work and learning were introduced more widely in a number of OECD countries
(OECD, 19992)).

Most private expenditure on primary to post-secondary non-tertiary levels of education comes from households. Other private
entities, such as businesses, provide only 2% of all education expenditure at these levels of education (corresponding to
about 20% of all private education expenditure). The only notable exception in this respect is the Netherlands, where private
spending by other private entities is 9% of all educational expenditure, which is more than twice as high as private spending
by households. In Tirkiye, other private entities also spend 9% of all educational expenditure, but the share of private
household spending is even higher, at 16% (Figure C3.3).
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Figure C3.3. Distribution of public and private expenditure on primary to post-secondary non-tertiary
educational institutions (2019)

In per cent
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Note: International expenditure is aggregated with public expenditure for display purposes.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the proportion of public expenditure.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Tables C3.1 and C3.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-

a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://statlink/fymiwh
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Trends in the share of public and private expenditure on educational institutions

The average shares of public and private expenditure on educational institutions have tended to be relatively stable over time
across the OECD. While the importance of private funding is growing, it is at a slow pace (Table C3.3). Increases in the share
of private funding were observed in almost half of OECD countries, with Spain showing the largest rise (6 percentage points,
mostly between 2011 and 2015 and remaining stable between 2015 and 2019). In contrast, Chile experienced the largest
decline in the share of private spending (9 percentage points) between 2011 and 2019, balanced by an equivalent increase
from public sources (Table C3.3).

At the non-tertiary levels, Poland and Spain experienced the largest increases in the share of private expenditure, with a gain
of 4 percentage points between 2011 and 2019. Data for 2011 are missing for Hungary, but between 2015 and 2019, the
share of private spending increased by 9 percentage points. In other countries, there was a moderate decline in the share of
private funds during the same period, notably in the Slovak Republic, where the share of private spending fell by 3 percentage
points (Table C3.3). At the tertiary level, the increase was greatest in Colombia, where private funding rose from an already
high 53% in 2011 to 68% in 2019. In contrast, Chile saw the largest fall in the share of private spending between 2015 and
2019, by 17 percentage points (Table C3.3). However, this might also be due to the statistical effect of the reclassification of
some institutions from private to public.

Figure C3.4. Change in the relative share of private expenditure on tertiary educational institutions (2011
to 2019)

Final source of funds, by education level, in percentage points
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1. Figures are for net student loans rather than gross, thereby underestimating public transfers.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022), Table C3.3. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-C.pdf).

StatLink Sz hitps:/stat.link/taxo80
While the average share of private spending on tertiary educational institutions grew slightly over the whole period since 2011,

individual countries experienced greater fluctuations within that time frame. Figure C3.4 shows the percentage point change
in the share of private expenditure from 2011 to 2015 and from 2015 to 2019. Only in seven countries (those in the upper-
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right quadrant of the figure), did the share increase in both periods. For example, in Spain, the share of private expenditure
increased by 9 percentage points between 2011 and 2015, while the increase was only 1 percentage point between 2015
and 2019. In contrast, in 16 countries (in the top-left and bottom-right quadrants), the share of private expenditure increased
in one of the two periods and decreased in the other. In Latvia, for example, the share of private expenditure dropped sharply
between 2011 and 2015, but increased by nearly the same amount between 2015 and 2019. Finally, in four countries (in the
bottom-left quadrant), the share fell in both periods, although at a low rate (Figure C3.4).

Public transfers to the private sector

A large share of government spending goes directly to educational institutions, but governments also transfer funds to
educational institutions through various other allocation mechanisms (tuition subsidies or direct public funding of institutions
based on student enrolments or credit hours) or by subsidising students, households and other private entities through
scholarships, grants or loans. Transfers are classified as transfers to the private sector if the direct recipients are students,
households or other private entities. Channelling funding for institutions through students increases competition among
institutions for students, which may improve their effectiveness.

At the non-tertiary levels of education, the share of public-to-private transfers is very small, which is partly due to the overall
low share of private expenditure at these levels. In 2019, on average across OECD countries, public-to-private transfers
represented 1% of the total funds devoted to primary to post-secondary non-tertiary educational levels. The highest share
was in the Slovak Republic, where it reached 3% of total educational expenditure (Table C3.2, available on line).

At the tertiary level, however, public transfers to the private sector play an important role in financing tertiary education in
some countries (Figure C3.1). In countries where tertiary education is expanding, and particularly in those with high tuition
fees, public-to-private transfers are often seen as a means of expanding access for lower income students. However, there
is no single allocation model across OECD countries (OECD, 20173;). While private spending is largely covered by public
transfers in some countries, such as Ireland, government and international support cover a relatively small share of private
costs in others. Where public support to students is low, higher needs for private spending may deter some students from
participating in tertiary education, even though higher future earnings would make it financially worthwhile to obtain a degree.

In 2019, on average across OECD countries, public-to-private transfers represented 5% of the total funds devoted to tertiary
institutions. Countries with the highest transfers are also those that tend to have the highest tuition fees (see Indicator C5).
Transfers exceeded 18% of total expenditure on tertiary institutions in Australia, Ireland and the United Kingdom, where
annual tuition fees for a bachelor’s programme exceed USD 5 000. In contrast, the share of public transfers was below 1% in
countries with no or low fees, such as Austria, Denmark, Estonia, Finland and Sweden. However, in some countries, such as
France, Lithuania, Mexico, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Spain and Tirkiye, public transfers to the private sector are low
(4% or less) despite high levels of private spending (at least 20%) (Figure C3.1 and Table C3.2).

Provisional data on education expenditure in 2020 are available for a small number of countries. These figures are useful for
taking a first comparative look at the overall trends in public and private education funding during the first year of the COVID-19
health crisis (Box C1.3).

Box C3.1. Provisional data on changes in private funding for education in 2020

Policy responses to the pandemic are posing challenges to government education budgets (OECD, 2021(;) (OECD,
20215)). Public education funding has not substantially changed in the last decade, but the crisis has brought increasing
pressure to mobilise additional resources for education. Public funds will be needed to protect students and minimise the
learning losses associated with COVID-19 (Al-Samarrai, Gangwar and Gala, 2020)). These funds may also need to
compensate for potential drops in private education funding. However, lower government revenues are limiting the amount
of additional public resources for education that can be mobilised (UNESCO and World Bank, 20217).

Between 2019 and 2020, the share of private funding for primary to post-secondary non-tertiary educational institutions
decreased in all countries with available data, declining by 2 percentage points or more in New Zealand and Slovenia. At
the tertiary level, the picture was more mixed. Most countries recorded only small changes (whether increases or
decreases) of 1 percentage point, but the share of private funding increased by 3 percentage points in Slovenia and
decreased by 2 percentage points or more in New Zealand and Norway (Figure C1.6).
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Figure C3.5. Provisional data on the change in public-to-private transfers and private expenditure on
educational institutions between 2019 and 2020

In percentage points, constant prices
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Countries are ranked in descending order of the 2019-20 variation at the tertiary level.
Source: OECD/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-
C.pdf).

StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/Ohywvs
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In some cases, the fall in the share of private funding for educational institutions in 2020 was associated with reduced
government transfers to households and other private entities (Figure C1.6). This was the case in the Netherlands,
Norway, Slovenia and Turkiye at primary to post-secondary non-tertiary levels and in New Zealand at both tertiary and
non-tertiary levels. In contrast, in Denmark and France the share of private funding for tertiary educational institutions and
of public-to-private transfers at this level both increased slightly between 2019 and 2020, while in Norway increased public
transfers to the private sector at tertiary level did not lead to an increase in the share of private funding for tertiary
educational institutions (Figure C1.6).

In 2020, public funding has helped make up for the drop in the relative share of private funding in all countries with available
provisional data, except for Denmark, France and Slovenia, where the opposite was observed at the tertiary level.
Increased public funding for education at both tertiary and non-tertiary levels for 2021 was reported by a large majority of
countries, nine of which reported a significant increase. Increased public funding during the COVID-19 pandemic has
mostly financed investment in infrastructure to improve sanitary conditions (e.g. installation of air filters in classrooms) and
additional support for teachers and staff (masks, COVID-19 tests, health care, etc.) (see COVID-19 Chapter and
Indicator C4).

Definitions

Initial public, private and international shares of educational expenditure are the percentages of total education spending
originating in, or generated by, the public, private and international sectors before transfers have been taken into account.
Initial public spending includes both direct public expenditure on educational institutions and transfers to the private sector,
and excludes transfers from the international sector. Initial private spending includes tuition fees and other student or
household payments to educational institutions, minus the portion of such payments offset by public subsidies. Initial
international spending includes both direct international expenditure for educational institutions (for example, a research
grant from a foreign corporation to a public university) and international transfers to governments.

Final public, private and international shares are the percentages of educational funds expended directly by public, private
and international purchasers of educational services after the flow of transfers. Final public spending includes direct public
purchases of educational resources and payments to educational institutions. Final private spending includes all direct
expenditure on educational institutions (tuition fees and other private payments to educational institutions), whether partially
covered by public subsidies or not. Private spending also includes expenditure by private companies on the work-based
element of school- and work-based training of apprentices and students. Final international spending includes direct
international payments to educational institutions such as research grants or other funds from international sources paid
directly to educational institutions.

Households refer to students and their families.

Other private entities include private businesses and non-profit organisations (e.g. religious organisations, charitable
organisations, business and labour associations, and other non-profit organisations).

Public subsidies include public and international transfers such as scholarships and other financial aid to students plus
certain subsidies to other private entities.

Methodology

All entities that provide funds for education, either initially or as final payers, are classified as either government (public)
sources, non-government (private) sources, or international sources such as international agencies and other foreign sources.
The figures presented here group together public and international expenditures for display purposes. As the share of
international expenditure is relatively small compared to other sources, its integration into public sources does not affect the
analysis of the share of public spending.

Not all spending on instructional goods and services occurs within educational institutions. For example, families may
purchase commercial textbooks and materials or seek private tutoring for their children outside educational institutions. At the
tertiary level, students’ living expenses and foregone earnings can also account for a significant proportion of the costs of
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education. All expenditure outside educational institutions, even if publicly subsidised, are excluded from this indicator. Public
subsidies for educational expenditure outside institutions are discussed in Indicators C4 and C5.

A portion of educational institutions’ budgets is related to ancillary services offered to students, including student welfare
services (student meals, housing and transport). Part of the cost of these services is covered by fees collected from students
and is included in the indicator.

Expenditure on educational institutions is calculated on a cash-accounting basis and, as such, represents a snapshot of
expenditure in the reference year. Many countries operate a loan payment/repayment system at the tertiary level. While public
loan payments are taken into account, loan repayments from private individuals are not, and so the private contribution to
education costs may be under-represented.

Student loans provided by private financial institutions (rather than directly by a government) are counted as private
expenditure, although any interest rate subsidies or government payments on account of loan defaults are captured as public
funding.

For more information, please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018 (OECD,
2018;5)) and Annex 3 for country-specific notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).

Source

Data refer to the financial year 2019 (unless otherwise specified) and are based on the UNESCO, OECD and Eurostat (UOE)
data collection on education statistics administered by the OECD in 2021 (for details see Annex 3 at
https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf). Data from Argentina, the People’s Republic of
China, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa are from the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS).

The data on expenditure for 2011 to 2019 were updated based on a survey in 2021-22, and expenditure figures for 2011 to
2019 were adjusted to the methods and definitions used in the current UOE data collection. Provisional data on educational
expenditure in 2020 are based on an ad-hoc data collection administered by the OECD and Eurostat in 2022.
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Indicator C3 tables

Tables Indicator C3. How much public and private investment in educational institutions is there?

Table C3.1 Relative share of public, private and international expenditure on educational institutions, by final source of funds (2019)

Table C3.2 Relative share of public, private and international expenditure on educational institutions, by source of funds and public-to-private
transfers (2019)

Table C3.3 Trends in the share of public, private and international expenditure on educational institutions (2011, 2015 and 2019)

StatLink SisPw https://statlink/15q7iy

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table C3.1. Relative share of public, private and international expenditure on educational institutions, by
final source of funds (2019)
After transfers between public and private sectors, by level of education

Primary, secondary
and post-secondary nonrtertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary

Private sources g Private sources § Private sources §

2 2 R 2 2| o P

; @ o g '_é g @ o g E g [ o g E

s | 32|25, ¢, & | 8 32|8= |&, £ | & 3228 8,| ¢

e | 8% 228 28| £ | & | gE 228 & 2 | o | 6% TEg g ¢

3 38 |8%%| 25| & s 38 |8%%| 25| 2 ] 33 |8%%| 25| £

o 3 (LZS| =9 = a 3 (UZS| =9 = a T3 UZS| <3 =

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (1) (12) (13) (14) (15)

8 Countries

w Australia 82 16 2 18 0 34 51 15¢ 66¢ | x(8,9) 67 2 6¢ 339 | x(13, 14)
Austria 96 4 1 4 a 89 3 8 1 a 93 4 3 7 a
Belgium 96 3 0 3 1 84 7 6 13 3 93 4 2 6 1
Canada' 90¢ 44 69 10¢ X(3,4) 54 26 20¢ 46 | x(8,9) 76¢ 13¢ 19 24° | x(13,14)
Chile 81 19 0 19 a 39 57 4 61 a 64 35 2 36 a
Colombia 79 21 0 21 0 32 68 0 68 0 68 32 0 32 0
CostaRica? m m m m m AN 4 5 9 0 m m m m m
Czech Republic 93 5 2 7 0 76 7 10 17 7 88 5 4 10 2
Denmark 94 5 1 6 0 85 0 10 1 5 9 3 4 7 2
Estonia 96 3 1 4 0 7 5 10 15 15 88 3 4 8 5
Finland 99 1 0 1 0 90 0 4 4 5 97 1 1 2 2
France 91 8 1 9 0 75 12 1 23 2 86 9 4 13 1
Germany 88 x(4) x@) 12 0 81 X(9) x(9) 17 2 86 x(14) x(14) 13 1
Greece 93 7 0 7 0 75 13 a 13 12 88 9 0 9 3
Hungary 83 x(4) x@) 17 0 70 X(9) x(9) 28 2 80 x(14) x(14) 19 0
Iceland 97 3 0 3 0 89 7 1 8 4 95 4 0 4 1
Ireland 90 6 3 10 0 68 24 3 27 5 85 1 3 14 1
Israel 89 7 3 1 0 52 25 23 48 0 81 1 8 19 0
Italy 94 6 0 6 0 61 32 4 37 2 86 12 1 13 1
Japan 93 6 2 7 0 33¢ 52° 16 67¢ 0¢ 72 22 7 28 0
Korea 90 8 2¢ 10¢ X(3,4) 38 42 194 62¢ | x(8,9) 75 18 74 259 | x(13, 14)
Latvia 93 4 2 6 1 58 25 10 34 8 82 1 4 15 3
Lithuania 95 4 2 5 0 67 19 8 28 5 86 8 4 12 2
Luxembourg 94 3 0 3 3 AN 2 4 5 4 94 3 1 3 3
Mexico 81 18 0 19 0 56 44 0 44 0 74 26 0 26 0
Netherlands 86 4 9 14 0 68 15 13 28 3 80 8 1 19 1
New Zealand 87 7 6 13 0 54 32 14 46 0 76 15 8 24 0
Norway 99 1 0 1 0 92 4 2 6 2 97 2 1 2 0
Poland 87 10 1 10 3 80 13 5 18 2 85 1 2 13 2
Portugal 89 1 0 1 0 60 27 4 31 9 82 14 1 15 2
Slovak Republic 92 5 8 8 0 70 13 14 27 2 86 7 6 13 1
Slovenia 90 8 1 9 1 84 7 4 1 5 88 8 2 10 2
Spain 87 12 1 13 0 65 30 3 33 2 80 18 1 19 1
Sweden 100 0 0 0 0 83 1 1" 12 5 95 0 3 4 1
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Tiirkiye 75 16 9 25 0 69 14 16 31 1 73 15 1 27 0
United Kingdom 84 9 7 16 0 24 54 19 73 4 64 24 il 34 1
United States® 92 8 0 8 a 36 44 20 64 a 68 23 8 32 a
OECD average 90 7 2 10 0 66 22 9 31 3 83 12 4 16 1
EU22 average 92 5 1 8 0 75 13 7 20 5 87 7 3 1 2
g Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
5 China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
SaudiArabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to "x" code in Table C1.1 for details. Private expenditure figures include tuition fee loans and scholarships
(subsidies attributable to payments to educational institutions received from public sources). Loan repayments from private individuals are not taken into account, and so
the private contribution to education costs may be under-represented. Public expenditure figures presented here exclude undistributed programmes. See Definitions and
Methodology sections for more information. Data and more breakdowns available at: http://stats.oecd.org, Education at a Glance Database.

1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.

2. Year of reference 2020.

3. Figures are for net student loans rather than gross, thereby underestimating public transfers.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2022). See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.orgleducation/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf).
Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/8e6y0g
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Table C3.2. Relative share of public, private and international expenditure on educational institutions, by
source of funds and public-to-private transfers (2019)
By level of education and source of funding

Primary, secondary and post-secondary
non-tertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary
Initial funds Final funds Initial funds Final funds Initial funds Final funds
(before transfers (after transfers (before transfers (after transfers (before transfers (after transfers
between public between public between public between public between public between public
and private sectors) | and private sectors) | and private sectors) | and private sectors) | and private sectors) | and private sectors)

2 2 2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2 2 2

e | ¢ E e | g8 & 2| E 2|2 E|le g Ele g8

sz &8z | &8 |/8 || &8 8| g 8 |z|&8|2|z]|s¢s

a o £ a o £ a o £ a o £ a o £ a o =
2) 3) 5) 6) 8) (9) 1) 2) 14) (15) 17) (18)

8 Countries

w Australia 84 16 0 82 18 0 52 48 | x(8) 34 66¢ | x(11) 74 269 | x(14) 67 33¢ | x(17)
Austria 97 3 a 96 4 a 89 1 a 89 1 a 94 6 a 93 7 El
Belgium 96 3 1 96 3 1 88 8 4 84 13 3 94 4 2 93 6 1
Canada' m m m 90¢ 109 x(5) m m m 54 46° | x(11) m m m 76¢ 244 | x(17)
Chile 81 19 a 81 19 a 49 51 a 39 61 a 68 32 a 64 36 a
Colombia 79 21 0 79 21 0 m m 0 32 68 0 m m 0 68 32 0
CostaRica? m m m m m m m m m 91 9 0 m m m m m m
Czech Republic 93 7 0 93 7 0 76 17 7 76 17 7 88 10 2 88 10 2
Denmark 94 6 0 94 6 0 85 1" 5 85 1 5 i 7 2 9 7 2
Estonia 9 4 5 96 4 0 60 15 25 71 15 15 81 8 1 88 8 5
Finland 99 1 0 99 1 0 9 4 5 90 4 5 97 2 2 97 2 2
France 93 7 0 91 9 0 78 20 2 75 23 2 89 11 1 86 13 1
Germany m m m 88 12 0 m m m 81 17 2 m m m 86 13 1
Greece m m 2 93 7 0 ul 13 16 75 13 12 m m 5 88 9 3
Hungary m m 0 83 17 0 m m 2 70 28 2 m m 0 80 19 0
Iceland 97 3 0 97 3 0 89 8 4 89 8 4 95 4 1 95 4 1
Ireland 90 10 0 90 10 0 89 6 5 68 27 5 90 9 1 85 14 1
Israel 90 10 0 89 1 0 m m 0 52 48 0 m m 0 81 19 0
Italy 94 6 0 94 6 0 73 25 2 61 37 2 89 10 1 86 13 1
Japan m m 0 93 7 0 m m 0¢ 33¢ 67° 0¢ m m 0 72 28 0
Korea 9 9° | x(2 90 10¢ x(5) 54 467 | x(8) 38 62° | x(11) 80 204 | x(14) 75 25 | x(17)
Latvia m m 4 93 6 1 m m 21 58 34 8 m m 9 82 15 3
Lithuania 89 5 6 95 5 0 56 27 17 67 28 5 79 12 10 86 12 2
Luxembourg 94 3 3 94 3 3 92 4 4 9 5 4 94 3 3 94 3 3
Mexico 82 17 0 81 19 0 57 437 | x(8) 56 44 0 75 259 | x(14) A 26 0
Netherlands m m 0 86 14 0 m m 3 68 28 3 m m 1 80