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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 e�ciency 
in schooling, and help to mobilise resources to meet rising demands. �e OECD Directorate for Education and Skills 
contributes to these e�orts 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 e�ective 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 to the general public wanting to monitor how schools are progressing 
in producing world-class students. �e 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 e�ort between OECD governments, the 
experts and institutions working within the framework of the OECD Indicators of Education Systems (INES) 
programme and the OECD Secretariat. �e publication was prepared by the sta� of the Innovation and Measuring 
Progress Division of the OECD Directorate for Education and Skills, under the responsibility of Dirk Van Damme 
and Corinne Heckmann and in co-operation with Étienne Albiser, Diogo Amaro de Paula, Esther Carvalhaes, 
Rodrigo Castañeda Valle, Éric Charbonnier, Karinne Logez, Soumaya Maghnouj, Gabriele Marconi, Ignacio Marín, 
Camila de Moraes, Simon Normandeau, David Potrel, Joris Ranchin, Cuauhtémoc Rebolledo Gómez, Wida Rogh, 
Gara Rojas González, Markus Schwabe, David Valenciano and Jean Yip. Administrative support was provided by 
Laetitia Dehelle, and additional advice as well as analytical support were provided by Francesco Avvisati, João Collet, 
Youna Lanos, William Herrera Penagos, Giannina Rech, Aurélie Rigaud and Antje �iemann. Marilyn Achiron, 
Louise Binns, Marika Boiron, Célia Braga-Schich, Jennifer Cannon, Cassandra Davis, Lynda Hawe, Sophie Limoges, 
Camilla Lorentzen and Eric Magnusson provided valuable support in the editorial and production process. �e 
development of the publication was steered by member countries through the INES Working Party and facilitated 
by the INES Networks. �e members of the various bodies as well as the individual experts who have contributed to 
this publication and to OECD INES more generally are listed at the end of the book.

While much progress has been accomplished 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. �is presents 
various challenges and trade-o�s. First, the indicators need to respond to education issues that are high on 
national policy agendas, and where the international comparative perspective can o�er 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-speci�c as is necessary to allow for historical, systemic and cultural 
di�erences between countries. �ird, the indicators need to be presented in as straightforward a manner as possible, 
while remaining su�ciently complex to re�ect multi-faceted realities. Fourth, there is a general desire to keep the 
indicator set as small as possible, but large enough to be useful to policy makers across countries that face di�erent 
challenges in education.

�e OECD will continue not only to address these challenges vigorously and develop indicators in areas where it is 
feasible and promising to develop data, but also to advance in areas where a considerable investment still needs to 
be made in conceptual work. �e OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) and its extension 
through the Survey of Adult Skills, a product of the Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies 
(PIAAC), and the OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS), are major e�orts to this end.
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�e world of education has changed enormously over the past two decades. Around the globe, more children than 
ever can go to school and have the opportunity to acquire the skills needed for the workplace, for their community 
and for life. Since 1992, the �rst year that Education at a Glance was published, this publication has rigorously 
documented such transformation as the world moves closer to achieving the goal of providing education for all. 

�ese changes have been accompanied by an expansion of internationally comparable data on education. Only 
25 years ago, many people considered education to be too local, too tied to its speci�c context to be measured 
against comparative statistical metrics. But enormous progress in statistical techniques, data collection and 
processing procedures have enabled policy makers, researchers and the public at large to see how education has 
expanded around the world, and to benchmark performance and draw lessons from other countries. �e OECD 
has been at the forefront of this movement by pushing the measurement agenda forward. Building on the progress 
in ensuring universal access to, participation in and completion of education, the OECD has developed reliable 
metrics on student learning outcomes and equity in education, including those used in the OECD Programme 
for International Student Assessment (PISA) and the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of 
Adult Competencies (PIAAC).

�is new edition of Education at a Glance is published only a few weeks after world leaders de�ned the global 
ambitions for the next 15 years by adopting 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) at the United Nations 
Summit in New York. Education is a cornerstone of the sustainable development agenda, and the education-related 
goal aims to “ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all” 
by 2030. �e goal is composed of ten targets that, together, represent an ambitious commitment to develop better 
skills for better lives. What is new about this Education 2030 agenda is its focus on expanded access, inclusion and 
equity, quality and learning outcomes at all levels of education – and for people of all ages. Five of the ten targets are 
concerned with improving the quality of education for individual children, young people and adults, to ensure that 
they acquire better and more relevant knowledge and skills.

To achieve all of these targets, it is essential that every child has access to and completes a quality education of 
at least 12 years. E�orts to achieve universal access to education must go hand-in-hand with a renewed focus on 
education quality and equity. Data from PISA, the global metric used to measure the quality of learning outcomes, 
show why: many countries can boast that all of their children are enrolled in school, but not all of these children 
achieve even minimum levels of pro�ciency in the core subjects of reading, mathematics and science by the 
end of their lower secondary education. �at is why the aim of achieving universal basic skills is at the heart of 
the SDG education agenda. �is shift in focus towards quality in education for all means that the 17 SDGs and 
the 169 targets are universally relevant: no country, no region in the world can claim in 2015 that all of its youth 
have attained at least a minimum pro�ciency in foundation skills.

Now that the global community has de�ned its goal and targets for education, it needs to develop indicators on 
access, equity and quality that can be measured and tracked over time. �ese indicators will provide the basis for 
international accountability and for targeting policies and resources on where they can make the greatest di�erence. 
Together with other international organisations, such as UNESCO and its Institute for Statistics (UIS), UNICEF and 
the World Bank, the OECD stands ready to move this agenda forward. �e proposed global indicators for measuring 
progress towards the education SDG include adaptations of existing international large-scale assessments of 
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learning outcomes and skills, such as PISA and PIAAC. �e indicators reported in Education at a Glance will continue 
to provide a strong evidence base for international comparisons of education systems. Indeed, more than two-thirds 
of the  indicators proposed by the UN system for tracking the education SDG are already covered by existing 
OECD policy and data-collection instruments.

In the years to come, the education SDG targets and indicators will be fully integrated into OECD data-collection 
mechanisms, reporting and analyses, including Education at a Glance. By doing so, we will ensure that this �agship 
publication, used as a reference by many people all over the world, will continue to set the standard for measuring 
and monitoring global progress in education.

Angel Gurría
OECD Secretary-General



Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 15

INTRODUCTION:
THE INDICATORS AND THEIR FRAMEWORK

 The organising framework
Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators o�ers a rich, comparable and up-to-date array of indicators that re�ects 
a consensus among professionals on how to measure the current state of education internationally. �e indicators 
provide information on the human and �nancial resources invested in education, how education and learning systems 
operate and evolve, and the returns to investments in education. �e indicators are organised thematically, and each 
is accompanied by information on the policy context and an interpretation of the data. �e education indicators are 
presented within an organising framework that:    

• distinguishes between the actors in education systems: individual learners and teachers, instructional settings 
and learning environments, education service providers, and the education system as a whole;

• groups the indicators according to whether they address learning outcomes for individuals or countries, policy 
levers or circumstances that shape these outcomes, or to antecedents or constraints that put policy choices into 
context; and

• identi�es the policy issues to which the indicators relate, with three major categories distinguishing between 
the quality of education outcomes and education opportunities, issues of equity in education outcomes and 
opportunities, and the adequacy and e�ectiveness of resource management.

�e following matrix describes the �rst two dimensions:

1. Education and 
learning outputs 
and outcomes

2. Policy levers and 
contexts shaping 
education outcomes

3. Antecedents or 
constraints that 
contextualise policy

I. Individual 
participants  
in education  
and learning 

1.I. �e quality  
and distribution  
of individual 
education  
outcomes

2.I. Individual 
attitudes towards, 
engagement in, 
and behaviour 
in teaching and 
learning

3.I. Background 
characteristics  
of the individual 
learners and 
teachers

II. Instructional 
settings

1.II. �e quality  
of instructional 
delivery

2.II. Pedagogy, learning 
practices and  
classroom climate

3.II. Student learning 
conditions and 
teacher working 
conditions

III. Providers of 
educational services

1.III. �e output of 
educational 
institutions  
and institutional 
performance

2.III. School environment 
and organisation  

3.III. Characteristics  
of the service  
providers and  
their communities

IV. �e education 
system as a whole

1.IV. �e overall 
performance of  
the education 
system

2.IV. System-wide 
institutional 
settings,  
resource allocations,  
and policies

3.IV. �e national 
educational, 
social, economic, 
and demographic 
contexts
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 Actors in education systems
�e 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 sub-national 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 indicator framework distinguishes 
between a macro level, two meso-levels and a micro-level of education systems. �ese relate to:

• the education system as a whole; 

• the educational institutions and providers of educational services; 

• the instructional setting and the learning environment within the institutions; and

• the individual participants in education and learning. 

To some extent, these levels correspond to the entities from which data are being collected, but their importance 
mainly centres on the fact that many features of the education system play out quite di�erently at di�erent levels 
of the system, which needs to be taken into account when interpreting the indicators. For example, at the level 
of students within a classroom, the relationship between student achievement and class size may be negative, 
if students in small classes bene�t from improved contact with teachers. At the class or school level, however, 
students are often intentionally grouped such that weaker or disadvantaged students are placed in smaller classes 
so that they receive more individual attention. At the school level, therefore, the observed relationship between 
class size and student achievement is often positive, suggesting that students in larger classes perform better than 
students in smaller classes. At higher aggregated levels of education systems, the relationship between student 
achievement and class size is further confounded, e.g. by the socio-economic intake of schools or by factors relating 
to the learning culture in di�erent countries. �erefore, past analyses that have relied on macro-level data alone 
have sometimes led to misleading conclusions.

 Outcomes, policy levers and antecedents
�e second dimension in the organising framework further groups the indicators at each of the above levels:

• indicators on observed outputs of education systems, as well as indicators related to the impact of knowledge and 
skills for individuals, societies and economies, are grouped under the sub-heading output and outcomes of education 
and learning;  

• the sub-heading policy levers and contexts groups activities seeking information on the policy levers or circumstances 
that shape the outputs and outcomes at each level; and

• these policy levers and contexts typically have antecedents – factors that define or constrain policy. These are 
represented by the sub-heading antecedents and constraints. The antecedents or constraints are usually specific for a 
given level of the education system; antecedents at a lower level of the system may well be policy levers at a higher 
level. For teachers and students in a school, for example, teacher qualifications are a given constraint while, at the 
level of the education system, professional development of teachers is a key policy lever.

 Policy issues
Each of the resulting cells in the framework can then be used to address a variety of issues from di�erent policy 
perspectives. For the purpose of this framework, policy perspectives are grouped into three classes that constitute 
the third dimension in the organising framework for INES:

• quality of education outcomes and education opportunities;

• equality of education outcomes and equity in education opportunities; and

• adequacy, e�ectiveness and e�ciency of resource management.

In addition to the dimensions mentioned above, the time perspective in the framework allows for dynamic aspects of 
the development of education systems to be modelled as well.

�e indicators that are published in Education at a Glance 2015 �t within this framework, though often they speak to 
more than one cell. 
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Most of the indicators in Chapter A, �e output of educational institutions and the impact of learning, relate to the �rst 
column of the matrix describing outputs and outcomes of education. Even so, indicators in Chapter A measuring 
educational attainment for di�erent generations, for instance, not only provide a measure of the output of the 
education system, but also provide context for current education policies, helping to shape polices on, for example, 
lifelong learning. 

Chapter B, Financial and human resources invested in education, provides indicators that are either policy levers or 
antecedents to policy, or sometimes both. For example, expenditure per student is a key policy measure that most 
directly a�ects the individual learner, as it acts as a constraint on the learning environment in schools and learning 
conditions in the classroom.

Chapter C, Access to education, participation and progression, provides indicators that are a mixture of outcome 
indicators, policy levers and context indicators. Internationalisation of education and progression rates are, for 
instance, outcome measures to the extent that they indicate the results of policies and practices at the classroom, 
school and system levels. But they can also provide contexts for establishing policy by identifying areas where policy 
intervention is necessary to address issues of inequity, for example.

Chapter D, �e learning environment and organisation of schools, provides indicators on instruction time, teachers’ 
working time and teachers’ salaries that not only represent policy levers that can be manipulated but also provide 
contexts for the quality of instruction in instructional settings and for the outcomes of individual learners. It also 
presents data on the pro�le of teachers, the levels of government at which decisions about education are taken, and 
pathways and gateways to gain access to secondary and tertiary education.

�e reader should note that this edition of Education at a Glance covers a signi�cant amount of data from partner 
countries as well (please refer to the Reader’s Guide for details).
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READER’S GUIDE
 Coverage of the statistics 

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 open-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, with the exception of combined school- and work-based programmes 
that are explicitly deemed to be part of the education system, is not included in the basic education expenditure 
and enrolment data.

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.

 Country coverage
This publication features data on education from the 34 OECD countries, two partner countries that participate 
in the OECD Indicators of Education Systems programme (INES), namely Brazil and the Russian Federation, 
and other partner countries that do not participate in INES (Argentina, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, India, 
Indonesia, Latvia, Lithuania, Saudi Arabia and South Africa). Data sources for these latter ten countries are 
specified below the tables.

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.

 Calculation of international means 
�e main purpose of Education at a Glance is to provide an authoritative compilation of key international 
comparisons of education statistics. While countries attain speci�c values in these comparisons, readers 
should not assume that countries themselves are homogeneous. �e country averages include signi�cant 
variations among sub-national jurisdictions, much as the OECD average encompasses a variety of national 
experiences (see Box A1.1 in Education at a Glance 2014).

For many indicators, an OECD average is presented; for some, an OECD total is shown. �e 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. �e 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.

�e 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 re�ects the value for a given indicator when the OECD area is considered as 
a whole. �is approach is taken for the purpose of comparing, for example, expenditure charts for individual 
countries with those of the entire OECD area for which valid data are available, with this area considered as 
a single entity.

…
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Both the OECD average and the OECD total can be signi�cantly a�ected by missing data. Given the relatively 
small number of countries surveyed, no statistical methods are used to compensate for this. In the case 
of some countries, data may not be available for speci�c indicators, or speci�c categories may not apply. 
�erefore, readers should keep in mind that the term “OECD average” refers to the OECD countries included 
in the respective comparisons. Averages are sometimes not calculated if too many countries have missing 
information or have information included in other columns.

For �nancial tables using  trend series over 1995-2012, the OECD average is also calculated for countries 
providing data for all reference years used. �is allows for a comparison of the OECD average over time with 
no distortion due to the exclusion of certain countries in the di�erent years.

For many indicators, an EU21 average is also presented. It is calculated as the unweighted mean of the 
data values of the 21 countries that are members of both the European Union and the OECD for which data 
are available or can be estimated. �ese 21 countries are Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, 
Portugal, Slovenia, the Slovak Republic, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom. 

For some indicators, a G20 average is presented. �e 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, Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States; the European Union is the 
20th member of the G20 but is not included in the calculation). �e G20 average is not computed if data for 
China or India are not available.

For some indicators, an average is presented. �is average is included in tables with data from the 2012 Survey 
of Adult Skills, a product of the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies 
(PIAAC). �e average corresponds to the arithmetic mean of the estimates included in the table or chart from 
both the national and the sub-national entities (which include Flanders [Belgium] and England/Northern 
Ireland [UK]). Partner countries are not included in the average presented in any of the tables or charts.

 Standard error (S.E.) 
�e 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. 
�erefore, each estimate has a degree of uncertainty associated with sampling and measurement error, which 
can be expressed as a standard error. �e use of con�dence intervals provides a way to make inferences 
about the population means and proportions in a manner that re�ects the uncertainty associated with the 
sample estimates. In this report, con�dence intervals are stated at a 95% level. In other words, the result for 
the corresponding population would lie within the con�dence interval in 95 out of 100 replications of the 
measurement on di�erent samples drawn from the same population.

In tables showing standard errors, there is one column with the heading “%”, which indicates the average 
percentage, and a column with the heading “S.E.”, which 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 an uncertainty zone of twice (1.96) the standard error of 2.6, 
assuming an error risk of 5%. �us, the true percentage would probably (error risk of 5%) be somewhere 
between 5% and 15% (“con�dence interval”). �e con�dence interval is calculated as: % +/– 1.96 * S.E., 
i.e. for the previous example, 5% = 10% – 1.96 * 2.6 and 15% = 10% + 1.96 * 2.6.

 Classification of levels of education 

�e classi�cation of levels of education is based on the International Standard Classi�cation of Education 
(ISCED). ISCED is an instrument for compiling statistics on education internationally. ISCED-97 was 
recently revised, and the new International Standard Classi�cation of Education (ISCED 2011) was formally 
adopted in November 2011. �is new classi�cation is used for the �rst time in this edition of Education at 
a Glance. �e major changes between ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97 are described in the section “About the new 
ISCED 2011 classi�cation”.

…
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 Symbols for missing data and abbreviations

�ese symbols and abbreviations are used in the tables and charts: 
a Data are not applicable because the category does not apply. 
b �ere is a break in the series when data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 and data for previous 

years refer to ISCED-97.
c �ere are too few observations to provide reliable estimates (e.g. in PISA, there are fewer than 

30 students or fewer than �ve schools with valid data; in the Survey of Adult Skills, there are fewer 
than 30 individuals).  

d  Includes data from another category.
m  Data are not available. 
0  Magnitude is either negligible or zero. 
r  Values are below a certain reliability threshold and should be interpreted with caution.
q  Data have been withdrawn at the request of the country concerned. 
x  Data included in another category or column of the table (e.g. x(2) means that data are included in 

column 2 of the table). 
~  Average is not comparable with other levels of education.

 Further resources 
�e website www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm 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. �e website also provides access to the data underlying the 
indicators and to a comprehensive glossary for technical terms used in this publication.

All post-production changes to this publication are listed at www.oecd.org/publishing/corrigenda (corrections) 
and http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en (updates).

Education at a Glance uses the OECD’s StatLinks service. Below each table and chart in Education at Glance 2015 
is a URL that leads to a corresponding Excel �le containing the underlying data for the indicator. �ese URLs 
are stable and will remain unchanged over time. 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.

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

 Codes used for territorial entities 
These codes are used in certain charts. Country or territorial entity names are used in the text. Note that 
throughout the publication, the Flemish Community of Belgium and the French Community of Belgium may 
be referred to as “Belgium (Fl.)” and “Belgium (Fr.)”, respectively.

ARG Argentina CZE Czech Republic ISL Iceland PRT Portugal 
AUS Australia DEU Germany ISR Israel RUS Russian Federation 
AUT Austria DNK Denmark ITA Italy SAU Saudi Arabia 
BEL Belgium ENG England JPN Japan SCO Scotland 
BFL Belgium (Flemish Community) ESP Spain KOR Korea SVK Slovak Republic 
BFR Belgium (French Community) EST Estonia LUX Luxembourg SVN Slovenia 
BRA Brazil FIN Finland LVA Latvia SWE Sweden
CAN Canada FRA France LTU Lithuania TUR Turkey
CHE Switzerland GRC Greece NZL New Zealand UKM United Kingdom
CHL Chile HUN Hungary MEX Mexico USA United States
CHN China IDN Indonesia NLD Netherlands ZAF South Africa
COL Colombia IND India NOR Norway
CRI Costa Rica IRL Ireland POL Poland 
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More details can be found in the publication ISCED 2011 Operational Manual: Guidelines for Classifying National 
Education Programmes and Related Quali�cations (OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2015), 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264228368-en.

The need to revise ISCED
�e structure of education systems varies widely between countries. In order to produce internationally comparable 
education statistics and indicators, it is necessary to have a framework to collect and report data on education 
programmes with a similar level of educational content. UNESCO’s International Standard Classi�cation of 
Education (ISCED) is the reference classi�cation for organising education programmes and related quali�cations by 
education levels and �elds. �e basic concepts and de�nitions of ISCED are intended to be internationally valid and 
comprehensive of the full range of education systems.

�e ISCED classi�cation was initially developed by UNESCO in the mid-1970s, and was �rst revised in 1997. Due 
to subsequent changes in education and learning systems throughout the start of the 21st century, a further review 
of ISCED was undertaken between 2009 and 2011 involving extensive global consultation with countries, regional 
experts and international organisations. �e revision took into account important shifts in the structure of higher 
education, such as the Bologna process in Europe, expansion of education programmes for very young children, and 
increasing interest in statistics on the outcomes of education, such as educational attainment. �e revised ISCED 
2011 classi�cation was adopted by the UNESCO General Conference at its 36th session in November 2011.

Major changes between ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97

�e ISCED 2011 classi�cation is an important step forward in a long-term consultative process designed to improve 
the comparability of international statistics on education. �e classi�cation is used for the �rst time in this edition 
of Education at a Glance. �e major changes between ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97 are the following:

• ISCED 2011 classification presents a revision of the ISCED-97 levels of education programmes (ISCED-P) 
and introduces for the first time a related classification of educational attainment levels (ISCED-A) based on 
recognised education qualifications (see Indicator A1).

• ISCED 2011 classification includes improved definitions of formal and non-formal education, educational 
activities and programmes. 

• Compared to ISCED-97 which had seven levels of education, ISCED 2011 now has nine levels of education. In fact, 
higher education has been restructured taking into account changes in tertiary education, such as the Bologna 
structure, and now comprises four levels of education compared with two levels in ISCED-97. Programmes 
previously classified in level 5 of ISCED-97 will now be allocated to level 5, 6 or 7 in ISCED 2011. Moreover, while 
the position in the national degree structure of tertiary programmes was mentioned in ISCED-97, specific coding 
for this dimension has been introduced in ISCED 2011 for levels 6 and 7 (bachelor’s or equivalent and master’s or 
equivalent levels, respectively).

• ISCED level 0 has been expanded to include a new category covering early childhood educational development 
programmes designed for children under the age of 3 (see Indicator C2). 

• Each education level within ISCED has also been more clearly delineated, which may result in some changes of 
classification for programmes that previously sat on the border between ISCED levels (for example, between 
ISCED levels 3 and 4).

ABOUT THE NEW 
ISCED 2011 CLASSIFICATION

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264228368-en
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• The complementary dimensions within ISCED levels have also been revised. There are now only two categories 
of orientation: general and vocational. Programmes previously classified as pre-vocational (in ISCED-97) do not 
provide labour-market relevant qualifications and are now mainly classified as general education. 

• ISCED-97 differentiated access to education at higher ISCED levels in two categories depending on the type of 
subsequent education, while ISCED 2011 identifies only one group of programmes that provide access to higher 
education levels. The ISCED 2011 sub-category “level completion with access to higher ISCED levels” corresponds 
to the combined destination categories A and B in ISCED-97. ISCED 2011 further sub-classifies programmes 
that do not provide access to higher ISCED levels into the sub-categories “no level completion”, “partial level 
completion” and “level completion”. These three sub-categories in ISCED 2011 correspond to destination 
category C in ISCED-97. 

Fields of education and training

Within ISCED, programmes and related quali�cations can be classi�ed by �elds of education and training as well as 
by levels. �e ISCED 2011 revision focused on the ISCED levels and complementary dimensions related to ISCED 
levels. Following the adoption of ISCED 2011, a separate review and global consultation process took place on 
the ISCED �elds of education. �e ISCED �elds were revised, and the UNESCO General Conference adopted the 
ISCED 2013 Fields of Education and Training classi�cation (ISCED-F 2013) in November 2013 at its 37th session. �e 
ISCED 2013 Fields of Education and Training classi�cation (UNESCO-UIS, 2014) is available at www.uis.unesco.org/
Education/Documents/isced-�elds-of-education-training-2013.pdf and will be used for the �rst time in Education 
at a Glance 2017.

Correspondence tables between ISCED versions

�e correspondence between the levels in ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97 is shown in Table 1. For more details on the 
correspondence between ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97 levels, see Part I of the “Isced 2011 Operational Manual: Guidelines 
for Classifying National Education Programmes and Related Quali�cations”.

Table 1. Comparison of levels of education between ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97
ISCED 2011 ISCED-97
01 Early childhood educational development -
02 Pre-primary education 0 Pre-primary education
1 Primary education 1 Primary education or �rst stage of basic education
2 Lower secondary education 2 Lower secondary education or second stage of basic education
3 Upper secondary education 3 (Upper) secondary education
4 Post-secondary non-tertiary education 4 Post-secondary non-tertiary education
5 Short-cycle tertiary education

5
First stage of tertiary education (not leading directly to  
an advanced research quali�cation) (5A, 5B)6 Bachelor’s or equivalent level

7 Master’s or equivalent level
8 Doctoral or equivalent level 6 Second stage of tertiary education (leading to an advanced research 

quali�cation)

Definition of ISCED levels 

Early childhood education (ISCED level 0)

ISCED level 0 refers to early childhood programmes that have an intentional education component. ISCED level 0 
programmes target children below the age of entry into primary education (ISCED level 1). �ese programmes aim 
to develop cognitive, physical and socio-emotional skills necessary for participation in school and society. 

Programmes o�ered at ISCED level 0 are often di�erentiated by age. �ere are two categories of ISCED level 0 
programmes: ISCED 010 – early childhood educational development, and ISCED 020 – pre-primary education. 
ISCED 010 has intentional educational content designed for younger children (typically in the age range of 0 to 
2 years), while ISCED 020 is typically designed for children from the age of 3 years to the start of primary education 
(ISCED level 1). For international comparability purposes, the term “early childhood education” is used to label 
ISCED level 0 (for more details, see Indicator C2 in Education at a Glance 2015).

Programmes classi�ed at ISCED level 0 may be referred to in many ways, for example: early childhood education 
and development, play school, reception, pre-primary, pre-school or educación inicial. For programmes provided 

www.uis.unesco.org/Education/Documents/isced-fields-of-education-training-2013.pdf
www.uis.unesco.org/Education/Documents/isced-fields-of-education-training-2013.pdf


About the new ISCED 2011 classification

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 25

in crèches, daycare centres, nurseries or guarderías, it is important to ensure that they meet the ISCED level 0 
classi�cation criteria speci�ed. 

Primary education (ISCED level 1)

Primary education usually begins at age 5, 6 or 7, and has a typical duration of six years. Programmes at ISCED level 1 
are normally designed to give pupils a sound basic education in reading, writing and mathematics, along with an 
elementary understanding of other subjects, such as history, geography, natural science, social sciences, art and 
music. �e beginning of reading activities alone is not a su�cient criterion to classify an education programme at 
ISCED level 1.

Programmes classi�ed at ISCED level 1 may be referred to in many ways, for example: primary education, 
elementary education or basic education (stage 1 or lower grades if an education system has one programme that 
spans ISCED levels 1 and 2). For international comparability purposes, the term “primary education” is used to label 
ISCED level 1.

Lower secondary education (ISCED level 2)

Programmes at the lower secondary education level are designed to lay the foundation across a wide range of 
subjects and to prepare children and young people for more specialised study at upper secondary and higher levels 
of education. �e beginning – or the end – of lower secondary education often involves a change of school for young 
students and also a change in the style of instruction. 

In some education systems, programmes may be di�erentiated by orientation, although this is more common at 
upper secondary level. Vocational programmes, where they exist at this level, generally o�er options for young people 
wishing to prepare for direct entry into the labour market in low- or semi-skilled jobs. �ey may also be the �rst step in 
vocational education, giving access to more advanced vocational programmes at the upper secondary level.

Programmes classi�ed at ISCED level 2 may be referred to in many ways, for example: secondary school (stage one/
lower grades), junior secondary school, middle school or junior high school. If a programme spans ISCED levels 1 
and 2, the terms elementary education or basic school (second stage/upper grades) are often used. For international 
comparability purposes, the term “lower secondary education” is used to label ISCED level 2.

Upper secondary education (ISCED level 3)

Programmes at the upper secondary education level are more specialised than those at the lower secondary level and 
o�er students more choices and diverse pathways for completing their secondary education. �e range of subjects 
studied by a single student tends to be narrower than at lower levels of education, but the content is more complex 
and the study more in-depth. 

Programmes o�ered are di�erentiated by orientation and often by broad subject groups. General programmes are 
usually designed for students planning to continue to academic or professional studies at the tertiary level. Students 
will often begin to specialise in speci�c �elds, such as the sciences, humanities or social sciences, even if they are 
expected to continue to take some courses in basic subjects like the national language, mathematics and, perhaps, 
a foreign language. �ere can also be general programmes at ISCED level 3 that do not provide access to tertiary 
education, but these are comparatively rare. Vocational programmes exist both to o�er options to young people who 
might otherwise leave school without any quali�cations from an upper secondary programme and for those wishing 
to prepare for skilled worker and/or technician jobs.

Second chance or re-integration programmes that either review material already covered in upper secondary 
programmes or provide opportunities for young people to change streams or enter an occupation requiring an 
upper secondary quali�cation that they did not earn during their previous studies, are also classi�ed at this level.

Programmes classi�ed at ISCED level 3 may be referred to in many ways, for example: secondary school (stage two/
upper grades), senior secondary school or (senior) high school. For international comparability purposes, the term 
“upper secondary education” is used to label ISCED level 3.

Post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED level 4)

Programmes at the post-secondary non-tertiary education level are not signi�cantly more complex than those at the 
upper secondary level. �ey generally serve to broaden rather than deepen the knowledge, skills and competencies 
already gained through successful (full) level completion of upper secondary education. �ey may be designed to 
increase options for participants in the labour market, for further studies at the tertiary level, or both. 
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Usually, programmes at ISCED level 4 are vocationally oriented. �ey may be referred to in many ways, for example: 
technician diploma, primary professional education or préparation aux carrières administratives. For international 
comparability purposes, the term “post-secondary non-tertiary education” is used to label ISCED level 4.

ISCED 2011 tertiary education levels (ISCED levels 5-8)

Tertiary education builds on secondary education, providing learning activities at a high level of complexity in 
specialised �elds of study. Tertiary education includes what is commonly understood as academic education but also 
includes advanced vocational or professional education. 

�ere is usually a clear hierarchy between quali�cations granted by tertiary education programmes. It comprises 
ISCED levels 5 (short-cycle tertiary education), 6 (bachelor’s or equivalent level), 7 (master’s or equivalent level) 
and 8 (doctoral or equivalent level). �e content of programmes at the tertiary level is more complex and advanced 
than in lower ISCED levels.

• Short-cycle tertiary education (ISCED level 5)

�e content of ISCED level 5 programmes is noticeably more complex than in upper secondary programmes giving 
access to this level. ISCED level 5 programmes serve to deepen knowledge by imparting new techniques, concepts 
and ideas not generally covered in upper secondary education. By comparison, ISCED level 4 programmes serve to 
broaden knowledge and are typically not signi�cantly more advanced than programmes at ISCED level 3. 

Programmes classi�ed at ISCED level 5 may be referred to in many ways, for example: higher technical education, 
community college education, technician or advanced/higher vocational training, associate degree, bac+2. For 
international comparability purposes, the term “short-cycle tertiary education” is used to label ISCED level 5.

• Bachelor’s or equivalent level (ISCED level 6)

Programmes at ISCED level 6, or bachelor’s or equivalent level, are longer and usually more theoretically oriented 
than ISCED level 5 programmes. �ey are often designed to provide participants with intermediate academic 
and/or professional knowledge, skills and competencies, leading to a �rst degree or equivalent quali�cation.

�ey typically have a duration of three to four years of full-time study at the tertiary level. �ey may include 
practical components and/or involve periods of work experience as well as theoretically based studies. �ey are 
traditionally o�ered by universities and equivalent tertiary educational institutions.

Programmes classi�ed at ISCED level 6 may be referred to in many ways, for example: bachelor’s programme, 
licence or �rst university cycle. For international comparability purposes, the term “bachelor’s or equivalent level” 
is used to label ISCED level 6.

• Master’s or equivalent level (ISCED level 7)

Programmes at ISCED level 7, or master’s or equivalent level, have a signi�cantly more complex content than 
programmes at ISCED level 6 and are usually more specialised. �e content of ISCED level 7 programmes is often 
designed to provide participants with advanced academic and/or professional knowledge, skills and competencies, 
leading to a second degree or equivalent quali�cation. Programmes at this level may have a substantial research 
component but do not yet lead to the award of a doctoral quali�cation. �e cumulative duration of studies at the 
tertiary level is usually �ve to eight years or even longer. 

Programmes classi�ed at ISCED level 7 may be referred to in many ways, for example: master’s programmes or 
magister studies. For international comparability purposes, the term “master’s or equivalent level” is used to label 
ISCED level 7.

• Doctoral or equivalent level (ISCED level 8)

Programmes at ISCED level 8, or doctoral or equivalent level, are designed primarily to lead to an advanced 
research quali�cation. Programmes at this ISCED level are devoted to advanced study and original research and 
are typically o�ered only by research-oriented tertiary educational institutions, such as universities. Doctoral 
programmes exist in both academic and professional �elds.

�e theoretical duration of these programmes is three years full-time in most countries, although the actual time 
that students take to complete the programmes is typically longer. 

Programmes classi�ed at ISCED level 8 may be referred to in many ways, for example: PhD, DPhil, D.Lit, D.Sc, 
LL.D, Doctorate or similar terms. For international comparability purposes the term, “doctoral or equivalent 
level” is used to label ISCED level 8.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In the labour market and in life, education is worth the effort…
On average, over 80% of tertiary-educated adults are employed, compared with over 70% of people with upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education, and less than 60% of adults without upper secondary 
education. Tertiary-educated adults also earn about 60% more, on average, than adults with upper secondary as 
their highest level of educational attainment. In general, employment rates and earnings increase as an adult’s level 
of education and skills increases; but the labour market still regards a diploma or degree as the primary indication 
of a worker’s skills.

No doubt with these advantages in mind, increasing numbers of young adults in OECD countries are pursuing 
tertiary education. On average across the OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey 
of Adult Skills, a product of the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC), 
in 2012, 22% of 25-34 year-old non-students – and in Korea, 47% of this group – have attained tertiary education 
even though their parents had not.  �ese “�rst generation tertiary-educated adults” and the tertiary-educated 
adults whose parents had also completed tertiary education share similar employment rates and pursue similar 
�elds of study. �is suggests that being the �rst in a family to attain tertiary education is in no way a disadvantage.

Data also show that although the entry rate into bachelor’s degree programmes is much higher than the entry rate 
into master’s or doctoral programmes, there are more opportunities in the labour market – and higher earnings – 
for adults with a master’s degree than for those with only a bachelor’s degree. Employed adults with a bachelor’s or 
equivalent degree earn about 60% more than employed adults with upper secondary education, but those with a 
master’s, doctoral or equivalent degree earn more than twice as much. 

But the bene�ts of education are not only �nancial. Adults with higher educational attainment are more likely to 
report that they are in good health, that they participate in volunteer activities, that they trust others, and that 
they feel they have a say in government. In other words, more highly educated adults tend to be more engaged in 
the world around them.

…although inequities persist
Despite narrowing – or even inverted – gender gaps in educational attainment, women are still under-represented 
in certain �elds of education, such as science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM). Young women are 
also less likely than young men to be employed, although the gender gap in employment is much narrower among 
tertiary-educated young adults than among those with lower educational attainment.

�e data also show that the strongest in�uence on earnings is an adult’s own educational attainment. Adults with 
tertiary education are 23 percentage points more likely to be among the 25% highest paid adults (in monthly 
earnings) compared with adults whose highest level of attainment is upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary education.

Between 2010 and 2012, public spending on education fell in many OECD countries
�e education sector felt a delayed reaction to the global economic crisis of 2008. Between 2010 and 2012, as GDP 
began to rise following the slowdown, public expenditure on educational institutions fell in more than one in three 
OECD countries.

�e economic downturn of 2008 also had a direct impact on primary and secondary teachers’ salaries. In the years 
immediately following the crisis, even though some countries had already begun a slow recovery, teachers’ salaries 
were frozen or cut, such that the number of countries showing an increase in salaries, in real terms, between 
2008 and 2013 shrank to about one in two OECD countries. �ese trends did nothing to narrow the considerable 
pay gap between teachers and other similarly educated workers. On average across OECD countries, pre-primary 
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and primary teachers earn 78% of the salary of a similarly educated, full-time, full-year worker, lower secondary 
teachers are paid 80% and upper secondary teachers are paid 82% of that benchmark salary. These uncompetitive 
salaries will make it that much harder to attract the best candidates to the teaching profession.

Cuts in funding could also threaten professional development activities for teachers. PISA data reveal that, despite 
increasing investment in information and communication technologies (ICT) for schools, teachers are not using 
these tools systematically. Indeed, teachers who participated in the 2013 OECD Teaching and Learning International 
Survey (TALIS) reported that one of the areas in which they most need professional development is developing 
ICT skills for teaching. 

Other findings
•	In 2012, OECD countries spent an average of 5.3% of their GDP on educational institutions from primary to 

tertiary education; 11 countries with available data spent more than 6% of their GDP.

•	Education is mostly publicly funded, but tertiary institutions obtain the largest proportion of funds from private 
sources. Between 2000 and 2012, the average share of public funding for tertiary institutions decreased from 
69% in 2000, to 64% in 2012.

•	Early childhood education is particularly beneficial for students with an immigrant background. 

•	In all countries and economies that participated in the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment 
(PISA) in 2012, the gender gap in reading performance is narrower in digital reading than in print reading. Girls 
outperform boys in digital reading by an average of 26 score points, compared to an average of 38 score points – 
the equivalent of nearly one year of schooling – in print reading. 

•	Some 77% of adults with a vocational upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary qualification are employed – 
a rate that is 7 percentage points higher than that among adults with a general upper secondary education as their 
highest qualification.

•	One in five 20-24 year-olds is neither employed nor in education or training.

•	About 57% of employed adults with good skills in information and communication technology and in problem 
solving participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education; only 9% of adults who cannot 
use a computer and lack problem-solving skills participate in such programmes.

•	Larger classes are correlated with less time spent on teaching and learning, and more time spent on keeping order 
in the classroom. One additional student added to an average-size class is associated with a 0.5 percentage-point 
decrease in time spent on teaching and learning activities.

•	The teaching force across OECD countries is ageing: in 2013, 36% of secondary school teachers were at least 
50 years old. This proportion rose by 3 percentage points between 2005 and 2013, on average among countries 
with comparable data. 
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THE OUTPUT OF
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

AND THE IMPACT OF LEARNING

A
Chapter
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TO WHAT LEVEL HAVE ADULTS STUDIED? 

• On average across OECD countries, about one in five younger adults (17%) has not finished 
upper secondary education. Between 30% and 40% of younger adults (25-34 year-olds) in Brazil, 
Colombia, Portugal, Saudi Arabia and Spain, and over 50% of younger adults in China, Costa Rica, 
Indonesia, Mexico and Turkey do not have an upper secondary education. 

• Upper secondary education is the most commonly attained level of education in most OECD countries. 
On average, 43% of 25-64 year-olds have attained upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education as their highest level of education.

• In two out of five OECD countries, and Latvia, Lithuania and the Russian Federation, at least one 
in two younger women (25-34 year-olds) has a tertiary education, while only in Canada, Korea, 
Luxembourg, the Russian Federation and the United Kingdom is one in two men similarly educated.

 Context
�e level of educational attainment shows the percentage of a population that has reached a certain 
level of education and holds a quali�cation at that level. Educational attainment is frequently used as 
a proxy measure of human capital and the level of an individual’s skills – in other words, a measure of 
the skills associated with a given level of education and available in the population, and to the labour 
force. In this sense, quali�cations certify and o�er information on the type of knowledge and skills 
that graduates have acquired in formal schooling.

Higher levels of educational attainment are associated with several positive individual and social 
outcomes. Data in previous editions of Education at a Glance have shown that individuals with 
high educational attainment generally have better health, are more socially engaged, have higher 
employment rates and have higher relative earnings. Higher pro�ciency in skills, such as literacy and 
numeracy, is also strongly associated with higher levels of formal education. 

Chart A1.1. Percentage of 25-34 year-olds with attainment  
below upper secondary education (2014)

1. China: Year of reference 2010.          
2. Indonesia: Year of reference 2011.         
3. Brazil, Chile, France, Korea, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Year of reference 2013.
4. South Africa: Year of reference 2012.
5. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of 
programmes that would be classi�ed individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults 
are under this group).
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of 25-34 year-olds with attainment below upper secondary education.
Source: OECD. Table A1.4a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283386
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Individuals thus have incentives to pursue more education, and governments have incentives to provide 
appropriate infrastructure and organisation to support the expansion of higher educational attainment 
across the population. Over the past decades, almost all OECD countries have seen signi�cant increases 
in the educational attainment of their populations, especially among the younger generations.

�is indicator includes information on both educational attainment and on individuals’ skills and 
readiness to use information and communication technologies (ICT) for problem solving.

 Other findings
• Across OECD countries, 37% of 55-64 year-old women have below upper secondary education as 

their highest level of attainment, but only 15% of 25-34 year-olds do.

• In China, the percentage of 25-34 year-olds with below upper secondary education as their highest 
level of attainment decreased by 30 percentage points in just one decade – from 94% in 2000 to 
64% in 2010. 

• In most OECD countries, most adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education as their highest level of attainment have vocational qualifications. In Canada, Chile, 
Costa Rica, Greece, Israel, Portugal and Spain, general qualifications are more common: more than 
60% at this level of attainment of adults hold such qualifications. In Australia, Turkey and the 
United Kingdom, both programme orientations are equally represented. 

• Skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving increase as the level of education increases, but 
decrease with age. On average, 34% of men and 29% of women have good ICT and problem-solving 
skills. 

 Note
Several indicators in this publication show the level of education among individuals. Indicator A1 
shows the level of attainment, i.e. the percentage of a population that has successfully completed a 
given level of education, and the relationship between level of attainment and the acquisition of basic 
skills. Graduation rates in Indicators A2 and A3 measure the estimated percentage of younger adults 
who are expected to graduate from a particular level of education during their lifetimes. Completion 
rates from upper secondary programmes in Indicator A2 estimate the proportion of students who 
enter a programme and complete it successfully within a certain period of time.
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Analysis
Attainment levels 

Levels of educational attainment vary greatly not only among countries, but also among generations within 
countries. This section examines the distribution of adults across the different aggregated levels of educational 
attainment: those without upper secondary education, those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education as their highest level of attainment, and for those with a tertiary degree.

Below upper secondary 
Chart A1.1 shows that there are still many young adults (25-34 year-olds) who are not benefiting from the expansion 
of education. Between 30% and 40% of younger adults (25-34 year-olds) in Brazil, Colombia, Portugal, Saudi Arabia 
and Spain, and over 50% of younger adults in China, Costa Rica, Indonesia, Mexico and Turkey do not have an upper 
secondary education. On average across OECD countries, about one in six younger adults (17%) has not finished 
upper secondary education (Table A1.4a).

The difference in attainment rates between generations is remarkable: across OECD countries, 34% of 55-64 year-olds 
have not attained upper secondary education, while only 17% of 25-34 year-olds have not attained that level of 
education. In Brazil, China, Indonesia, Mexico, Portugal, Saudi Arabia and Turkey, more than 70% of 55-64 year-olds 
have below upper secondary as their highest level of attainment, but far smaller proportions of younger adults have 
only this level of education (Table A1.4a). 

More than one in two younger adults in China, Costa Rica, Indonesia, Mexico and Turkey have not attained upper 
secondary education. China is the only country where education is only just beginning to expand: in 2000, 94% of 
25-34 year-olds in China had not attained upper secondary education; by 2010, that proportion had shrunk 
30 percentage points to 64% (Table A1.4a).

On average, the percentage of younger men without an upper secondary qualification (18%) is higher than that of 
younger women (15%). In Latvia, Portugal and Spain, this difference is about 10 or more percentage points, while in 
Austria, Indonesia, Mexico and Turkey, the difference is reversed (Table A1.4b, available on line).

Tertiary 
As shown in Chart A1.2, the expansion in tertiary attainment over the generations has been significant. In all OECD and 
partner countries except Israel and South Africa, the share of younger adults with tertiary qualifications is larger than 
that of older adults with that level of qualification. On average, the difference between the generations (55-64 year-olds 
compared with 25-34 year-olds) in tertiary attainment is about 16 percentage points. The speed of the expansion varies 
considerably. In Brazil, Costa Rica, Estonia, Finland, Indonesia, Israel, Germany, the Russian Federation, South Africa 
and the United States, the difference in tertiary attainment between the two age groups is less than 10 percentage 
points, while in France, Ireland, Korea, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Poland, Slovenia and Spain, the difference ranges 
from 20% to 50%. In most of the latter countries, the proportions of 55-64 year-olds with tertiary education is below 
the OECD average. Among the countries with the highest tertiary attainment rates, small differences between the 
generations, such as those observed in Israel, the Russian Federation and the United States, could reflect the fact that 
these countries also have the highest tertiary attainment rates among 55-64 year-olds (Table A1.4a).

On average, a larger proportion of 25-34 year-old women has attained tertiary education than men of the same 
age (46% and 35%, respectively), while the opposite is true for 55-64 year-old women and men (24% and 26%, 
respectively) (Table A1.4b, available on line).

In two out of five OECD countries as well as in Latvia, Lithuania and the Russian Federation, at least one in 
two younger women (25-34 year-olds) has a tertiary education. Two in three younger women in Canada and the 
Russian Federation have a tertiary degree. In most countries, fewer than one in two men hold a tertiary degree; in 
Canada, Korea, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the United Kingdom and the Russian Federation roughly one in two men 
have attained tertiary education (Table A1.4b, available on line).

Behind the expansion of tertiary education there are large differences in the levels of tertiary education most of people 
have attained. For instance, in Austria and Canada, about half of all tertiary-educated adults have a qualification from 
a short-cycle tertiary programme, while less than 1% of tertiary-educated adults in the Czech Republic and Poland hold 
such a qualification. Across OECD countries, 27% of 25-64 year-olds have at least a bachelor’s degree or equivalent. In 
Belgium and Luxembourg, over 35% of adults hold this degree, but in Austria, Chile, France, Italy, Mexico and Turkey, 
less than 20% of adults do. On average across OECD countries, 16% of 25-64 year-olds have earned a bachelor’s degree 
or equivalent, 11% have earned a master’s degree, and about 1% have earned a doctoral degree or equivalent. 
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Excluding tertiary-educated adults who have completed a short-cycle programme, the majority of tertiary-educated 
adults in OECD countries have a bachelor’s degree or equivalent as their highest level of tertiary education. But in 
Austria, the Czech Republic, Italy, Poland, Portugal and the Slovak Republic, about 75% or more of tertiary-educated 
adults have a master’s or equivalent degree as their highest tertiary qualification (Table A1.1a).

Tertiary systems have expanded at different rates across countries. For example, the proportion of people with at 
least a bachelor’s degree is at least 20 percentages points higher among 25-34 year-olds than among 55-64 year-olds 
in Finland, Ireland, Korea, Lithuania, Poland and Slovenia, but is nearly the same (5 percentage points or less 
difference) in Brazil, Costa Rica, Germany, Israel, South Africa and the United States (Table A1.3a).

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary
Despite the expansion of tertiary education, upper secondary education is still the most commonly attained 
level of education in most OECD countries. More adults (25-64 year-olds) have attained upper secondary or 
post-secondary non-tertiary education as their highest level of education than have attained any other level 
of education (on average, about 43%). Among 25-34 year-olds across OECD countries, 42% have attained 
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. In the Czech Republic, the Slovak Republic and 
South Africa, more than 60% of younger adults have attained this level of education as their highest level of 
attainment (Table A1.4a). 

Countries with relatively low upper secondary attainment rates can fall into one of two categories: either most 
individuals leave education before earning an upper secondary qualification (i.e. they have below upper secondary 
education), or they continue in education beyond this level until they earn a higher degree (i.e. they have attained 
tertiary education). The latter path is followed by most young adults in Canada, Iceland, Korea, Luxembourg and 
Spain, where tertiary attainment rates are higher than below upper secondary attainment rates. In China, Costa Rica, 
Indonesia, Mexico and Turkey, 50% and younger adults do not reach upper secondary education, thus fewer of them 
attain higher levels of education (Table A1.4a).

Chart A1.2. Percentage of younger and older tertiary-educated adults (2014)
25-34 and 55-64 year-olds, and percentage-point difference between these two groups

1. South Africa: Year of reference 2012.          
2. Brazil, Chile, France, Korea, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Year of reference 2013.
3. Indonesia: Year of reference 2011.
4. China: Year of reference 2010.
5. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of programmes that would be 
classi�ed individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage-point di�erence between the 25-34 and 55-64 year-old population with tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table A1.4a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283393
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Proportion of the 25-34 year-old population with tertiary education (left axis)

Proportion of the 55-64 year-old population with tertiary education (left axis)



chapter A THE OUTPUT OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND THE IMPACT OF LEARNING

A1

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 201534

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary vocational education and training (VET) 
Upper secondary education across OECD countries is mainly divided into two types of programmes: those defined as 
“general”, which are often designed to prepare students for further education, and those geared towards vocational 
education and training (VET). 

There are substantial differences across OECD countries in the attainment of vocational qualifications. While at least 
one in two adults in the Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Poland and the Slovak Republic have vocational upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary qualifications as their highest level of attainment, in Chile, Costa Rica, 
Israel, Portugal, Spain and Turkey fewer than one in ten does (Table A1.5a). 

Chart A1.3 shows how the shares of adults with vocational qualifications and those with general qualifications among 
adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education vary across countries. In most OECD countries, 
most adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as their highest level of education have 
vocational qualifications. By contrast, in Canada, Chile, Greece, Israel, Portugal and Spain, more than 60% of adults at 
this level of attainment have general qualifications. In Australia, Turkey and the United Kingdom, both programme 
orientations are equally represented (Table A1.5a).

Note: Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Slovenia: Data for the breakdown by programme orientation are only available 
for 15-34 year-olds and 35-64 year-olds if those individuals had completed their highest level of education 15 years, at most, before the date of the 
interview.
1. South Africa: Year of reference 2012.
2. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Year of reference 2013.
3. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of programmes that would be 
classi�ed individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
4. Indonesia: Year of reference 2011.
5. China: Year of reference 2010.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of 25-64 year-olds with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as highest level of 
attainment, regardless of the orientation of the programmes.
Source: OECD. Table A5.1a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283406

Chart A1.3. Percentage of 25-64 year-olds whose highest level of education 
 is upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary, by programme orientation (2014)

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

%

Cz
ec

h 
R

ep
ub

lic
Sl

ov
ak

 R
ep

ub
lic

Po
la

nd
G

er
m

an
y

H
un

ga
ry

La
tv

ia
So

ut
h 

A
fr

ic
a1

Sl
ov

en
ia

Li
th

ua
ni

a
A

us
tr

ia
Es

to
ni

a
Sw

it
ze

rl
an

d
U

ni
te

d 
St

at
es

Fi
nl

an
d

D
en

m
ar

k
Sw

ed
en

Fr
an

ce
2

O
EC

D
 a

ve
ra

ge
It

al
y

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

K
or

ea
Ru

ss
ia

n 
Fe

de
ra

ti
on

2

C
hi

le
2

N
or

w
ay

G
re

ec
e

N
ew

 Z
ea

la
nd

Ir
el

an
d

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

3

Is
ra

el
Be

lg
iu

m
Ca

na
da

Ic
el

an
d

Lu
xe

m
bo

ur
g

A
us

tr
al

ia
Br

az
il2

Co
lo

m
bi

a
Sa

ud
i A

ra
bi

a2

In
do

ne
si

a4

Sp
ai

n
Co

st
a 

R
ic

a
Po

rt
ug

al
Tu

rk
ey

M
ex

ic
o

C
hi

na
5

General orientation Vocational orientation No distinction by orientation

Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies 
for problem solving
The 2012 Survey of Adult Skills, a product of the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult 
Competencies (PIAAC), measured problem-solving skills in technology-rich environments and estimated the 
frequency with which adults use those skills at work and at home. Greater proficiency in problem solving in 
technology-rich environments reflects both better problem-solving skills and better skills in using digital technology, 
communication tools and networks to acquire and evaluate information, communicate with others and perform 
practical tasks (PIAAC Expert Group in Problem Solving in Technology-Rich Environments, 2009).
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The information gathered through the Survey of Adult Skills allows for the creation of an indicator that measures 
skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. This indicator combines data about performance in the problem-
solving assessment and information about why some adults did not participate in the computer-based assessment 
and thus do not have a score in problem solving (see the Definitions section at the end of this chapter).

By educational attainment

Chart A1.4 shows that skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving in technology-rich environments are 
greatly related to educational attainment. In all countries with relevant data, the results show that the proportion of 
the population with good ICT and problem solving-skills increases with educational attainment. On average, 7% of 
adults who have not attained upper secondary education have good ICT and problem solving-skills. This proportion 
increases to 25% among those who have attained upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education, and 
to 52% among adults with tertiary education. The highest rates of good ICT and problem-solving skills among 
tertiary-educated adults are observed in the Netherlands (64%), Sweden (62%) and the Czech Republic (60%); 
the lowest rates are observed in Poland (37%), Estonia (35%) and the Russian Federation (27%). In all countries, 
education seems to play a central role in developing the skills that are now considered essential in modern societies 
(Table A1.6a).

Chart A1.4. Percentage of adults with good information and communication technologies  
and problem-solving skills, by educational attainment (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-olds

Note: Data on educational attainment are based on ISCED-97.  
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of adults with tertiary education and with good ICT and problem-solving skills (Group 4).
Source: OECD. Table 1.6a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283415
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By age group 

In all countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, the younger generation 
(25-34  year-olds) shows higher levels of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving in technology-
rich environments than older generations. On average, 50% of 25-34 year-olds, 39% of 35-44 year-olds, 24% of 
45-54 year-olds and 12% of 55-64 year-olds demonstrate good ICT and problem-solving skills. Finland has the largest 
proportion (67%) of 25-34 year-olds with good ICT and problem-solving skills – much larger than the proportion 
of 55-64 year-olds (9%) who demonstrate good ICT and problem-solving skills. In fact, Finland shows the widest 
gap between the older and the younger generations – 58 percentage points – in this area. The United States has the 
smallest generation gap: 20 percentage points. In the United States, more than 20% of 55-64 year-olds have good 
ICT and problem-solving skills (the highest percentage among participating countries and sub-national entities) 
while 40% of 25-34 year-olds do (a below-average percentage for this age group). Poland has the smallest proportion 
of adults, in all age groups, with good ICT and problem solving-skills (Table A1.6b, available on line).
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By gender
Among 25-64 year-olds in all countries and sub-national entities, a larger proportion of men than women have 
good ICT and problem-solving skills. On average, 34% of men and 29% of women have good ICT and problem-
solving skills. The largest proportions of men with these skills are found in the Netherlands, Norway (both 44%) 
and Sweden (43%); the largest proportions of women with these skills are found in Sweden (39%), Finland (38%) 
and Australia (36%). The gender gap is at least 10 percentage points wide only in Japan (40% for men and 27% for 
women) (Table A1.6c, available on line).

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

Completion of intermediate programmes for educational attainment (ISCED 2011) corresponds to recognised 
qualification from an ISCED  2011 level programme which is not considered as sufficient for ISCED  2011 level 
completion and is classified at a lower ISCED 2011 level. In addition, this recognised qualification does not give 
direct access to an upper ISCED 2011 level programme.

Levels of education: In this Indicator two ISCED (International Standard Classification of Education) classifications 
are used: ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97. 

• When it is specified that ISCED 2011 is used, the levels of education are defined as: below upper secondary 
corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 0, 1 and 2, and includes recognised qualifications from ISCED 2011 Level 
3 programmes, which are not considered as sufficient for ISCED 2011 Level 3 completion, and without direct 
access to post-secondary non-tertiary education or tertiary education; upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 3 and 4; and tertiary corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 5, 6, 7 
and 8 (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012). 

• When it is specified that ISCED-97 is used, the levels of education are defined as: below upper secondary 
corresponds to ISCED-97 Levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programmes; 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. 

See the section About the new ISCED 2011 classification, at the beginning of this publication, for a presentation of all 
ISCED 2011 levels and Annex 3 for a presentation of all ISCED-97 levels. 

Skill groups refer to skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies (ICT) for problem 
solving in technology-rich environments. Each group is described in terms of the characteristics of the types of 
tasks that can be successfully completed by adults, and the related scores in the assessment of problem solving in 
technology-rich environments in the Survey of Adult Skills.

• Group 0 (no computer experience)

• Group 1 (refused the computer-based assessment)

• Group 2 (failed ICT core stage 1 or minimal problem-solving skills – scored below Level 1 in the problem solving 
in technology-rich environments assessment)

• Group 3 (moderate ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 1 in the problem solving in technology-rich 
environments assessment)

• Group 4 (good ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 2 or Level 3 in the problem solving in technology-rich 
environments assessment)

VET: The International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED 2011) defines VET as “education programmes 
that are designed for learners to acquire the knowledge, skills and competencies specific to a particular occupation, 
trade, or class of occupations or trades. Such programmes may have work-based components (e.g. apprenticeships, 
dual-system education programmes). Successful completion of such programmes leads to labour market-relevant, 
vocational qualifications acknowledged as occupationally-oriented by the relevant national authorities and/or the 
labour market” (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012).
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Methodology 
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 LSO (Labour Market and Social Outcomes of 
Learning) Network. Data on educational attainment for China, Colombia, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa 
are taken from the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS) database on educational attainment of the population 
aged  25 and older. Data on proficiency levels and mean scores are based on the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 
(2012). PIAAC is the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies. See Annex 3 for 
additional information (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 

Attainment profiles are based on the percentage of the population aged 25-64 that has 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. Where countries have been 
able to demonstrate equivalencies in the labour market value of attainment formally classified as “completion of 
intermediate upper secondary programmes” (e.g. achieving 5 good GCSEs or equivalent in the United Kingdom) and 
“full upper secondary attainment”, attainment of these programmes are reported as ISCED 2011 Level 3 completion 
in the tables showing three aggregate levels of educational attainment (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012).

Most OECD countries include people without education (i.e. illiterate adults or people whose educational attainment 
does not fit national classifications) under the international classification ISCED 0; therefore averages for the 
category “less than primary educational attainment” are likely to be influenced.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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 regarding data from the Russian Federation in the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 

Readers should note that the sample for the Russian Federation does not include the population of the Moscow municipal 
area. The data published, therefore, do not represent the entire resident population aged 16-65 in Russia but rather the 
population of Russia excluding the population residing in the Moscow municipal area. More detailed information regarding 
the data from the Russian Federation as well as that of other countries can be found in the Technical Report of the Survey 
of Adult Skills (OECD, 2014).
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WEB Table A1.2b Percentage of adults who have attained at least upper secondary education, by age group 
and gender (2014)

Table A1.3a Percentage of adults who have attained tertiary education, by type of programme  
and age group (2014)

WEB Table A1.3b Percentage of adults who have attained tertiary education, by type of programme, age group  
and gender (2014)

Table A1.4a Trends in educational attainment, by age group (2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

WEB Table A1.4b Trends in educational attainment, by age group and gender (2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

Table A1.5a Adults whose highest level of education is upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education, by programme orientation and gender (2014)

WEB Table A1.5b Adults whose highest level of education is upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education, by programme orientation, age group and gender (2014)

Table A1.6a Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies  
for problem solving among 25-64 year-olds, by educational attainment (2012)

WEB Table A1.6b Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies 
for problem solving among 25-64 year-olds, by age group (2012)

WEB Table A1.6c Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies  
for problem solving among 25-64 year-olds, by gender (2012)
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Table A1.1a. Educational attainment of 25-64 year-olds (2014)
Percentage of adults with a given level of education as the highest level attained
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Australia x(2) 6d a 17 a 30 5 11 24 6 1 100

Austria x(2) 1d a 15 a 52 2 15 2 11 1 100
Belgium 4 7 a 16 a 35 1 0 20 16 1 100
Canada x(2) 3d a 7 a 25 11 25 19 9d x(10) 100
Chile1 9 6 a 23 a 40 a 7 13 1d x(10) 100
Czech Republic 0 c a 7 a 72d x(6) 0 5 16 0 100
Denmark x(2) 4d a 16 a 43 0 4 19 11 1 100
Estonia 0 0 a 8 a 45 8 7 10 20 1 100
Finland x(2) 4 a 9 a 44 1 12 15 13 1 100
France1 1 8 a 16 a 43 0 14 9 8 1 100
Germany x(2) 3d a 10 a 49 11 1 14 11 1 100
Greece 1 17 0 13 0 32 9 2 23 2 1 100
Hungary 0 1 a 16 a 51 8 1 13 9 1 100
Iceland x(2) 1d a 26 a 33 4 4 20 12 1 100
Ireland 0 8 a 13 a 24 14 12 21 8 1 100
Israel 2 5 a 7 a 37 a 14 22 11 1 100
Italy 1 7 a 33 a 42 1 c 3 13 0 100
Japan x(6) x(6) a x(6) a 52d x(6) 21d 28d x(9) x(9) 100
Korea x(2) 6d a 9 a 40 m 13 31d x(9) x(9) 100
Luxembourg c 7 a 11 a 34 2 9 15 20 1 100
Mexico 15 19 3 25 5 15 a 1 18d x(9) x(9) 100
Netherlands 1 6 a 16 a 41 0 2 20 12 1 100
New Zealand x(2) x(4) a 26d a 22 16 5 26 4 1 100
Norway 0 0 a 17 a 38 2 12 19 10 1 100
Poland 0 9 a 0 a 60 3 0 6 21 1 100
Portugal 3 33 a 21 a 21 1 x(9) 5d 17 1 100
Slovak Republic 0 0 1 7 0 69 1 0 3 16 1 100
Slovenia 0 1 a 13 a 57 a 7 6 13 2 100
Spain 3 10 a 30 a 22 0 11 9 14 1 100
Sweden x(2) 3d a 13 2 36 7 10 15 12 1 100
Switzerland 0 2 a 10 a 48d x(6) x(9, 10, 11) 20d 17d 3d 100
Turkey 5 46 a 13 a 19 a 5 10 1 0 100
United Kingdom 0 1 a 20 18 19 a 11 22 8 1 100
United States 1 3 a 7 a 45d x(6) 11 22 10 2 100

OECD average 2 7 m 15 m 39 5 8 16 11 1 100

EU21 average 1 6 m 14 m 42 4 6 12 13 1 100

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1 x(4) x(4) a 54d a 33d x(6) x(9) 14d x(9) x(9) 100
China2 3 25 a 47 a 15d x(6) 6 3 0d x(10) 100
Colombia x(4) x(4) a 48d a 30d x(6) x(9) 22d x(9) x(9) 100
Costa Rica 2 37 8 7 2 16 5 1 15 2d x(10) 100
India m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia3 22 31 a 17 a 23 a x(9) 8d x(9) x(9) 100
Latvia c 0 a 10 a 51 8 2 17 10 0 100
Lithuania c c a 6 2 34 21 x(9) 22d 14 c 100
Russian Federation1 x(4) x(4) a 5d a 40d x(6) x(9) 54d x(9) x(9) 100
Saudi Arabia1 16 15 a 18 a 24 5 x(9) 22d x(9) x(9) 100
South Africa4 16 6 a 14 a 51 7 x(9) 7d x(9) x(9) 100

G20 average 8 13 m 19 11 33 m 10 18 7 m 100

Note: In most countries, the data refer to ISCED 2011. The countries with data that refer to ISCED-97 are: Brazil, Indonesia, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia 
and South Africa. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section.
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Year of reference 2013.
2. China: Year of reference 2010.
3. Indonesia: Year of reference 2011.
4. South Africa: Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. China, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: 
Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284736
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Table A1.2a. Percentage of adults who have attained at least upper secondary education, 
by age group (2014)

25-64 year-olds 30-34 year-olds 25-34 year-olds 35-44 year-olds 45-54 year-olds 55-64 year-olds

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 77 86 87 82 71 65

Austria 84 90 90 86 83 75

Belgium 74 82 82 80 72 59

Canada 90 93 93 93 89 85

Chile1 61 77 80 66 53 42

Czech Republic 93 95 95 96 94 88

Denmark 80 84 82 84 80 72

Estonia 91 89 89 89 94 92

Finland 87 91 90 90 89 77

France1 75 85 85 81 72 61

Germany 87 87 87 87 87 86

Greece 68 80 82 75 65 50

Hungary 83 88 87 86 83 77

Iceland 73 75 74 78 73 68

Ireland 79 90 90 86 74 59

Israel 85 90 91 87 82 78

Italy 59 71 74 65 54 46

Japan m m m m m m

Korea 85 98 98 97 84 54

Luxembourg 82 85 87 86 79 73

Mexico 34 41 46 33 28 20

Netherlands 76 85 85 80 74 65

New Zealand 74 80 81 78 71 66

Norway 82 82 81 86 80 80

Poland 91 94 94 93 91 84

Portugal 43 63 65 52 34 23

Slovak Republic 91 93 92 94 92 84

Slovenia 86 94 94 91 84 75

Spain 57 67 66 65 53 39

Sweden 82 81 82 86 84 74

Switzerland 88 91 91 89 87 84

Turkey 36 46 50 35 25 21

United Kingdom2 79 86 86 82 77 71

United States 90 89 90 89 89 90

OECD average 76 83 83 80 74 66

EU21 average 78 85 85 83 77 68

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m

Brazil1 46 59 61 48 40 28

China 3 24 33 36 23 24 12

Colombia 52 65 67 53 42 33

Costa Rica 40 46 47 37 36 35

India m m m m m m

Indonesia 4 31 38 40 34 22 15

Latvia 90 85 86 88 95 90

Lithuania 91 87 88 88 96 91

Russian Federation1 95 94 95 95 96 92

Saudi Arabia1 51 60 65 49 40 28

South Africa5 65 78 77 69 52 38

G20 average 64 72 73 66 60 51

Note: In most countries, the data refer to ISCED 2011. The countries with data that refer to ISCED-97 are: Brazil, Indonesia, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia 
and South Africa. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section.
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Year of reference 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. China: Year of reference 2010.
4. Indonesia: Year of reference 2011.
5. South Africa: Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. China, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: 
Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).     
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284742
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Table A1.3a. Percentage of adults who have attained tertiary education,  
by type of programme and age group (2014)

Short cycle tertiary
Bachelor’s  

or equivalent
Master’s  

or equivalent
Doctoral  

or equivalent Total tertiary
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25
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ye
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s

55
-6

4 
ye

ar
-o

ld
s 25-64  

year-olds  
(in 

thousands)
(1) (3) (6) (7) (9) (12) (13) (15) (18) (19) (21) (24) (25) (27) (30) (31)

O
E
C
D Australia 11 10 11 24 30 18 6 7 4 1 1 1 42 48 33 5 012

Austria 15 17 13 2 5 0 11 15 7 1 1 1 30 38 21 1 405
Belgium 0 0 c 20 23 15 16 20 10 1 1 0 37 44 26 2 191
Canada 25 24 23 19 24 14 9d 9d 8d x(13) x(15) x(18) 54 58 45 10 293
Chile1 7 9 4 13 18 9 1d 1d 1d x(13) x(15) x(18) 21 27 14 1 815
Czech Republic 0 0 c 5 11 2 16 19 13 0 0 1 22 30 15 1 285
Denmark 4 4 4 19 22 18 11 15 7 1 1 0r 36 42 29 987
Estonia 7 1 12 10 23 1 20 16 22 1 c c 38 40 36 270
Finland 12 0 17 15 26 7 13 14 9 1 0 1 42 40 34 1 186
France 14 18 9 9 12 6 8 14 5 1 1 1 32 44 20 10 432
Germany 1 0 1 14 14 14 11 13 10 1 1 1 27 28 25 11 956
Greece 2 1 2 23 34 17 2 3 1 1 0 1 28 39 21 1 672
Hungary 1 3 c 13 16 10 9 13 6 1 1 1 23 32 17 1 276
Iceland 4 3 4 20 26 15 12 12 9 1 c 2 37 41 29 122
Ireland 12 12 8 21 29 11 8 9 4 1 1 0 41 51 24 982
Israel 14 11 16 22 27 16 11 7 13 1 0 2 49 46 47 1 830
Italy c c c 3 9 1 13 15 11 0 0 0 17 24 12 5 612
Japan m m m x(25) x(27) x(30) x(25) x(27) x(30) x(25) x(27) x(30) 28 37 21 17 720
Korea 13 23 3 31d 45d 14d x(7) x(9) x(12) x(7) x(9) x(12) 45 68 17 13320
Luxembourg 9 10 8 15 17 11 20 25 10 1 1 2 46 53 32 138
Mexico 1 1 0 18d 24d 13d x(7) x(9) x(12) x(7) x(9) x(12) 19 25 13 10 435
Netherlands 2 2 2 20 26 16 12 16 8 1 0 1 34 44 27 3 034
New Zealand 5 4 7 26 32 18 4 4 3 1 0 1 36 40 29 808
Norway 12 14 9 19 22 16 10 12 6 1 0 1 42 49 32 1 129
Poland 0 0 0 6 11 2 21 31 11 1 0 0 27 43 14 5665
Portugal a a a 5 10 3 17 21 9 1 c 0 22 31 13 1 236
Slovak Republic 0 0r c 3 6 1 16 23 12 1 1 0 20 30 14 646
Slovenia 7 6 7 6 12 2 13 18 8 2 2 1 29 38 18 340
Spain 11 13 5 9 11 7 14 17 8 1 0 1 35 41 21 9 111
Sweden 10 10 11 15 22 9 12 13 9 1 1 1 39 46 30 1 905
Switzerland x(7, 13, 19) x(9, 15, 21) x(12, 18, 24) 20d 24d 15d 17d 19d 13d 3d 2d 3d 40 46 31 1 820
Turkey 5 7 4 10 15 5 1 2 1 0 0 0 17 25 10 5 984
United Kingdom 11 8 11 22 31 16 8 10 7 1 1 1 42 49 35 14 090
United States 11 10 11 22 25 18 10 9 11 2 1 2 44 46 41 72 873

OECD average 8 7 8 15 21 10 11 14 8 1 1 1 33 41 25 6 429

EU21 average 6 6 7 12 18 8 13 16 9 1 1 1 32 39 23 3 591

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil2 x(7) x(9) x(12) 14d 15d 11d x(7) x(9) x(12) x(7) x(9) x(12) 14 15 11 14 422
China3 6 x(27) x(30) 3 x(27) x(30) 0d x(27) x(30) x(13) x(27) x(30) 10 18 4 74 086
Colombia x(7) x(9) x(12) 22d 28d 16d x(7) x(9) x(12) x(7) x(9) x(12) 22 28 16 4 683
Costa Rica 1 1 1 15 18 12 2d 1d 3d x(13) x(15) x(18) 18 20 16 441
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia4 x(7) x(9) x(12) 8d 10d 4d x(7) x(9) x(12) x(7) x(9) x(12) 8 10 4 10 067
Latvia 2 5 1r 17 23 12 10 11 10 0 c c 30 39 23 327
Lithuania x(7) x(9) x(12) 22d 38d 12d 14 14 15 c c c 37 53 28 578
Russian Federation1 x(7) x(9) x(12) 54d 58d 50d x(7) x(9) x(12) x(7) x(9) x(12) 54 58 50 45 262
Saudi Arabia1 x(7) x(9) x(12) 22d 26d 14d x(7) x(9) x(12) x(7) x(9) x(12) 22 26 14 3 291
South Africa5 x(7) x(9) x(12) 7d 5d 7d x(7) x(9) x(12) x(7) x(9) x(12) 7 5 7 1 572

G20 average 10 m m 18 m m 7 m m   m   m   m   28 34 21 19 202

Notes: In most countries, the data refer to ISCED 2011. The countries with data that refer to ISCED-97 are: Brazil, Indonesia, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia 
and South Africa. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section. Columns showing data for other age groups are available for consultation 
on line (see StatLink below).
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Year of reference 2013.
2. Japan: Data for tertiary education exclude short-cycle tertiary education.
3. China: Year of reference 2010.
4. Indonesia: Year of reference 2011.
5. South Africa: Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. China, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: 
Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284758
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Table A1.4a. [1/3] Trends in educational attainment, by age group (2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)
Below upper secondary

25-64 year-olds 25-34 year-olds 55-64 year-olds

2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 41b   35b   27b   23   32b   21b   15b   13   54b   50b   42b   35   

Austria m   23   18   16   m   14b   12   10   m   36   27   25   

Belgium 41b   34b   30b   26   25b   19b   18b   18   62b   52b   46b   41   

Canada 19   15   12   10   12   9   8   7   36   25   18   15   

Chile1 m   m   29b   39   m   m   13b   20   m   m   47b   58   

Czech Republic 14b   10b   8b   7   8b   6b   6b   5   24b   17b   14b   12   

Denmark 20b   19b   24b   20   13b   13b   20b   18   31b   25b   32b   28   

Estonia 15   11   11   9   9   13   13   11   33   20   15   8   

Finland 27b   21b   17b   13   14b   11b   9b   10   50b   39b   30b   23   

France1 38b   33b   29b   25   24b   19b   16b   15   56b   49b   44b   39   

Germany 18b   17b   14b   13   15b   16b   14b   13   26b   21b   17b   14   

Greece 51b   43b   35b   32   31b   26b   21b   18   75b   68b   56b   50   

Hungary 31b   24b   19b   17   19b   15b   14b   13   60b   39b   26b   23   

Iceland m   32   29   27   m   29b   26   26   m   42   38   32   

Ireland 43b   35b   27b   21   27b   19b   14b   10   64b   60b   50b   41   

Israel m   21b   18b   15   m   15b   12b   9   m   32b   26b   22   

Italy 58b   50b   45b   41   44b   34b   29b   26   79b   70b   62b   54   

Japan m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Korea 32   24   20   15   7   3   2   2   71b   65   57   46   

Luxembourg 39b   34b   22b   18   32b   23b   16b   13   51b   45b   31b   27   

Mexico 71b   68b   65b   66   63b   62b   57b   54   87b   84b   78b   80   

Netherlands 35b   28b   27b   24   26b   19b   17b   15   49b   41b   39b   35   

New Zealand 37b   32b   27b   26   31b   24b   21b   19   49b   44b   38b   34   

Norway 15   23   19   18   7   17   17   19   30   27   21   20   

Poland 20b   15b   11b   9   11b   8b   6b   6   43b   30b   21b   16   

Portugal 81b   74b   68b   57   68b   57b   48b   35   92b   87b   84b   77   

Slovak Republic 16b   12b   9b   9   6b   7b   6b   8   38b   23b   17b   16   

Slovenia 25b   20b   17b   14   15b   9b   7b   6   39b   31b   28b   25   

Spain 62b   51b   47b   43   45b   35b   34b   34   85b   74b   68b   61   

Sweden 22b   16b   14b   18   13b   9b   9b   18   37b   28b   23b   26   

Switzerland 16b   15b   14b   12   10b   10b   11b   9   26b   21b   19b   16   

Turkey 77   72   69   64   72   63   58   50   87   84   81   79   

United Kingdom2 37b   33b   25b   21   33b   27b   17b   14   45b   40b   35b   29   

United States 13   12   11   10   12   13   12   10   18   14   10   10   

OECD average 35b 30b 26b 24 25b 21b 18b 17 52b 43b 38b 34
EU21 average 35b 29b 25b 22 24b 19b 17b 15 52b 43b 36b 32

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Brazil1, 3 m   m   59   54   m   m   47   39   m   m   75   72   
China 95   m   76   m   94   m   64   m   97   m   88   m   
Colombia m   m   m   48   m   m   m   33   m   m   m   67   
Costa Rica m   m   61   58   m   m   53   50   m   m   69   63   
India m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   
Indonesia4 m   m   74   69   m   m   63   60   m   m   92   85   
Latvia 17   15   12   10   11   19   17   14   34   26   15   10   
Lithuania 16b   12b   8b   9   8b   13b   12b   12   45b   29b   13b   9   
Russian Federation1 m   m   m   5   m   m   m   5   m   m   m   8   
Saudi Arabia1, 5 c   64   m   49   c   56   m   35   c   85   m   72   
South Africa6 m   42   m   35   m   28   m   23   m   66   m   62   

G20 average 45b   m   40b   m   37b      m   31b      m   60b         m   54b         m   

Note: In most countries, there is a break in the series, represented by the code “b”, as data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 while data for previous years refer 
to ISCED-97. For China and Korea data refer to ISCED-97 for all years. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section.
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Brazil: Data for year 2010 refer to year 2009.
4. Indonesia: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2011, data for 2010 refer to year 2006.
5. Saudi Arabia: Data for year 2005 refer to year 2004.
6. South Africa: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2012.
Source: OECD. China, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: 
Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284763
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Table A1.4a. [2/3] Trends in educational attainment, by age group (2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)
Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary

25-64 year-olds 25-34 year-olds 55-64 year-olds

2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014

(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 31b   33b   36b   35   37b   41b   40b   39   27b   26b   29b   32   
Austria m   52   55   54   m   55   54   52   m   47   52   54   
Belgium 31b   35b   36b   37   39b   40b   38b   38   22b   26b   29b   32   
Canada 41   39   38   36   40   37   36   35   36   39   40   40   
Chile1 m   m   45b   40   m   m   48b   53   m   m   34b   27   
Czech Republic 75b   77b   75b   72   81b   80b   72b   65   67b   73b   75b   72   
Denmark 54b   47b   42b   44   58b   48b   42b   40   51b   48b   41b   43   
Estonia 56   56   54   54   60   55   49   49   39   51   54   57   
Finland 41b   44b   45b   45   48b   52b   52b   50   27b   34b   40b   43   
France1 41b   41b   42b   43   45b   42b   41b   41   31b   35b   37b   41   
Germany 58b   59b   59b   60   63b   62b   60b   59   54b   56b   58b   60   
Greece 32b   36b   41b   40   45b   49b   48b   43   17b   20b   27b   29   
Hungary 55b   59b   61b   60   67b   65b   60b   55   28b   46b   58b   60   
Iceland m   39   38   36   m   36   37   33   m   38   40   39   
Ireland 36b   35b   35b   38   43b   40b   37b   39   22b   23b   29b   35   
Israel m   36b   37b   37   m   43b   44b   45   m   26b   29b   31   
Italy 33b   38b   40b   42   46b   50b   50b   50   15b   22b   28b   34   
Japan m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   
Korea 44   44   41   40   56   46   33   31   20   25   30   37   
Luxembourg 43b   39b   42b   36   45b   40b   40b   34   36b   37b   44b   41   
Mexico 14b   17b   18b   15   20b   20b   21b   21   6b   8b   10b   7   
Netherlands 41b   42   41b   41   48b   46b   42b   41   34b   35   35b   38   
New Zealand m   m   m   38   m   m   m   41   m   m   m   37   
Norway 57   45   43   40   59   43   36   32   50   49   51   49   
Poland 69b   68b   66b   64   75b   66b   57b   52   47b   58b   66b   70   
Portugal 11b   14b   16b   22   19b   24b   27b   33   3b   5b   7b   10   
Slovak Republic 73b   74b   74b   70   82b   77b   70b   63   54b   65b   71b   71   
Slovenia 59b   60b   60b   57   66b   67b   62b   56   49b   53b   56b   57   
Spain 16b   21b   22b   22   21b   24b   25b   24   6b   11b   14b   17   
Sweden 47b   54b   52b   43   54b   53b   49b   36   40b   47b   50b   44   
Switzerland 60b   56b   51b   48   64b   59b   49b   45   55b   57b   53b   53   
Turkey 15   18   18   19   19   24   25   25   7   8   9   11   
United Kingdom2 37b   37b   37b   37   38b   38b   37b   37   37b   36b   35b   36   
United States 51   49   47   45   50   47   46   44   52   49   49   49   

OECD average 44b 44b 44b 43 50b 47b 45b 42 33b 37b 40b 41

EU21 average 45b 47b 47b 47 52b 51b 48b 45 34b 39b 43b 45

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Brazil1, 3 m   m   30   33   m   m   41   45   m   m   16   18   

China 5   m   15   m   6   m   18   m   3   m   8   m   

Colombia m   m   m   30   m   m   m   40   m   m   m   17   

Costa Rica m   m   21   22   m   m   27   27   m   m   15   19   

India m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Indonesia4 m   m   19   23   m   m   29   30   m   m   6   10   

Latvia 65   64   62   59   72   59   49   47   51   54   63   67   

Lithuania 42b   61b   59b   55   52b   50b   42b   36   21b   52b   64b   64   

Russian Federation1 m   m   m   40   m   m   m   37   m   m   m   43   

Saudi Arabia1, 5 c   20   m   29   c   26   m   39   c   8   m   14   

South Africa6 m   52   m   58   m   67   m   72   m   28   m   31   

G20 average 34b      m   34b         m   38b         m   37b         m   26b         m   27b         m   

Note: In most countries, there is a break in the series, represented by the code “b”, as data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 while data for previous years refer 
to ISCED-97. For China and Korea data refer to ISCED-97 for all years. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section.
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Brazil: Data for year 2010 refer to year 2009.
4. Indonesia: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2011, data for 2010 refer to year 2006.
5. Saudi Arabia: Data for year 2005 refer to year 2004.
6. South Africa: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2012.
Source: OECD. China, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: 
Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284763
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Table A1.4a. [3/3] Trends in educational attainment, by age group (2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)
Tertiary

25-64 year-olds 25-34 year-olds 55-64 year-olds

2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014

(25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 27b   32b   38b   42   31b   38b   44b   48   19b   24b   30b   33   

Austria m   25   28   30   m   31   34   38   m   18   20   21   

Belgium 27b   31b   35b   37   36b   41b   44b   44   17b   22b   26b   26   

Canada 40   46   50   54   48   54   56   58   28   36   42   45   

Chile1 m   m   27b   21   m   m   38b   27   m   m   19b   14   

Czech Republic 11b   13b   17b   22   11b   14b   23b   30   9b   11b   12b   15   

Denmark 26b   34b   33b   36   29b   40b   38b   42   18b   27b   28b   29   

Estonia 29   33   35   38   31   33   38   40   27   29   31   36   

Finland 33b   35b   38b   42   39b   38b   39b   40   23b   27b   30b   34   

France1 22b   25b   29b   32   31b   40b   43b   44   13b   16b   18b   20   

Germany 23b   25b   27b   27   22b   22b   26b   28   20b   23b   25b   25w   

Greece 18b   21b   25b   28   24b   26b   31b   39   8b   12b   17b   21   

Hungary 14b   17b   20b   23   15b   20b   26b   32   12b   15b   16b   17   

Iceland m   29   33   37   m   35   36   41   m   20   23   29   

Ireland 22b   29b   38b   41   30b   41b   48b   51   13b   17b   22b   24   

Israel m   43b   46b   49   m   43b   44b   46   m   42b   45b   47   

Italy 9b   12b   15b   17   10b   16b   21b   24   6b   8b   11b   12   

Japan m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Korea 24   32   40   45   37   51   65   68   9   10   13   17   

Luxembourg 18b   27b   35b   46   23b   37b   44b   53   13b   19b   25b   32   

Mexico 15b   15b   17b   19   17b   18b   21b   25   7b   8b   12b   13   

Netherlands 23b   30b   32b   34   27b   35b   41b   44   18b   24b  26b   27   

New Zealand m   m   m   36   m   m   m   40   m   m   m   29   

Norway 28   33   37   42   35   41   47   49   20   24   27   32   

Poland 11b   17b   22b   27   14b   26b   37b   43   10b   13b   13b   14   

Portugal 9b   13b   15b   22   13b   19b   25b   31   5b   7b   9b   13   

Slovak Republic 10b   14b   17b   20   11b   16b   24b   30   8b   12b   13b   14   

Slovenia 16b   20b   24b   29   19b   25b   31b   38   12b   16b   16b   18   

Spain 23b   29b   31b   35   34b   41b   40b   41   10b   14b   18b   21   

Sweden 30b   30b   34b   39   34b   37b   42b   46   23b   25b   27b   30   

Switzerland 24b   29b   35b   40   26b   31b   40b   46   18b   22b   28b   31   

Turkey 8   10   13   17   9   13   17   25   6   8   9   10   

United Kingdom2 26b   30b   38b   42   29b   35b   46b   49   19b   24b   30b   35   

United States 36   39   42   44   38   39   42   46   30   37   41   41   

OECD average 22b 26b 30b 34 26b 32b 37b 41 15b 20b 22b 25

EU21 average 20b 24b 28b 32 24b 30b 35b 39 14b 18b 21b 23

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Brazil1, 3 m   m   11   14   m   m   12   15   m   m   9   11   

China x(13)   m   10   m   x(17)   m   18   m   x(21)   m   4   m   

Colombia m   m   m   22   m   m   m   28   m   m   m   16   

Costa Rica m   m   15   18   m   m   17   20   m   m   14   16   

India m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Indonesia4 m   m   7   8   m   m   9   10   m   m   2   4   

Latvia 18   21   27   30   17   22   34   39   15   19   22   23   

Lithuania 42b   27b   32b   37   40b   37b   46b   53   34b   19b   23b   28   

Russian Federation1 m   m   m   54   m   m   m   58   m   m   m   50   

Saudi Arabia1, 5 c   16   m   22   c   19   m   26   c   7   m   14   

South Africa6 m   5   m   7   m   4   m   5   m   6   m   7   

G20 average m   m   26b   m   m   m   32b   m   m   m   19b      m   

Note: In most countries, there is a break in the series, represented by the code “b”, as data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 while data for previous years refer 
to ISCED-97. For China and Korea data refer to ISCED-97 for all years. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section.
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Brazil: Data for year 2010 refer to year 2009.
4. Indonesia: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2011, data for 2010 refer to year 2006.
5. Saudi Arabia: Data for year 2005 refer to year 2004.
6. South Africa: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2012.
Source: OECD. China, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: 
Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284763
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Table A1.5a. Adults whose highest level of education is upper secondary or post-secondary  
non-tertiary education, by programme orientation and gender (2014)

25-64 year-olds

 Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary

Vocational General Vocational and general

M+W Men Women M+W Men Women M+W Men Women

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

O
E
C
D

 Australia 20 26 15 15 14 16 35 40 30
Austria 48 51 45 6 6 6 54 57 51
Belgium 26 29 24 10 9 11 37 39 35
Canada 11 15 7 25 26 25 36 41 32
Chile1 9 9 8 32 32 32 40 41 40
Czech Republic 37 43 30 35 31 39 72 74 69
Denmark 14 14 14 1 1 1 44 47 40
Estonia 33 x(1) x(1) 21 x(4) x(4) 54 60 47
Finland 16 16 17 3 4 3 45 49 41
France1 32 36 27 11 10 13 43 46 40
Germany 57 55 59 3 3 3 60 58 61
Greece 13 14 12 27 25 29 40 39 41
Hungary 51 56 47 8 9 8 60 65 55
Iceland 25 34 15 12 9 14 36 43 29
Ireland 7 6 7 7 8 7 38 38 37
Israel 8 10 6 28 30 27 37 41 33
Italy 32 37 28 10 6 13 42 43 42
Japan m m m m m m m m m
Korea x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 40 40 41
Luxembourg 8 9 8 1 1 1r 36 36 36
Mexico x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 15 17 14
Netherlands 35 36 34 6 6 6 41 42 41
New Zealand 26 31 21 13 12 14 38 43 35
Norway 29 33 25 11 11 11 40 44 36
Poland 55 62 49 8 6 10 64 68 59
Portugal 6 6 5 16 16 16 22 22 22
Slovak Republic 67 71 62 4 3 5 70 74 67
Slovenia 13 16 10 0r c 0r 57 64 50
Spain 9 8 9 13 14 13 22 22 22
Sweden 26 32 21 16 16 16 43 48 37
Switzerland 39 37 41 8 6 10 48 44 52
Turkey 9 10 6 10 11 9 19 22 16
United Kingdom2 21 24 19 16 16 16 37 39 35
United States x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 45 47 44

OECD average 26 28 23 13 12 13 43 45 40

EU21 average 29 31 26 11 10 11 47 49 44

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1 x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 33 32 34

China3 x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 15 17 13

Colombia x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 30 30 29

Costa Rica 3 2 3 19 19 19 22 21 22

India m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia4 x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 23 26 19

Latvia 6 7 5 7 8 6 59 64 55

Lithuania 4 5 3 4 4 3 55 58 51

Russian Federation1 x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 40 47 35

Saudi Arabia1 x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 29 31 26

South Africa5 x(7) x(8) x(9) x(7) x(8) x(9) 58 59 58

G20 average m m m m m m 36   38   34   

Notes: In most countries, data refer to ISCED 2011. The countries with data that refer to ISCED-97 are: Brazil, Indonesia, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, 
South Africa. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section. Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Slovenia: Data for 
the breakdown by programme orientation cover only 15-34 year-olds and 35-64 year-olds if those individuals have completed their highest level of education 15 years, 
at most, before the data of the interview; the category “Vocational and General” covers all adults.
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Year of reference 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. China: Year of reference 2010.
4. Indonesia: Year of reference 2011.
5. South Africa: Year of reference 2012.
Sources: OECD. China, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: 
Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284773
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Table A1.6a. [1/2] Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies  
for problem solving among 25-64 year-olds, by educational attainment (2012)

Below upper secondary Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary

Group 0 
(No 

computer 
experience)

Group 1 
(Refused  

the 
computer-

based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT 

core test  
or minimal  
problem-
solving 
skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate 

ICT  
and 

problem-
solving 
skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT  

and 
problem-
solving 
skills)

Group 0 
(No 

computer 
experience)

Group 1 
(Refused  

the 
computer-

based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT 

core test 
or minimal 
problem-
solving 
skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate 

ICT  
and  

problem-
solving 
skills)

Group 4
(Good ICT 

and  
problem-
solving 
skills)

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 12 (1.1) 25 (1.6) 21 (1.5) 28 (1.7) 15 (1.3) 4 (0.5) 16 (1.1) 14 (1.2) 34 (1.5) 33 (1.6)

Austria 33 (1.9) 20 (1.7) 22 (1.8) 17 (1.9) 7 (1.3) 8 (0.5) 12 (0.7) 15 (0.9) 35 (1.4) 30 (1.1)

Canada 25 (1.2) 16 (1.3) 37 (1.6) 18 (1.7) 5 (0.9) 5 (0.4) 9 (0.6) 26 (1.0) 33 (1.2) 26 (1.0)

Czech Republic 39 (4.0) 22 (2.9) 15 (2.5) 16 (3.3) 8 (2.1) 10 (0.7) 15 (1.2) 19 (1.4) 31 (1.6) 24 (1.4)

Denmark 10 (1.0) 17 (1.3) 35 (1.9) 26 (1.9) 13 (1.6) 2 (0.3) 7 (0.5) 24 (1.2) 37 (1.3) 30 (1.3)

Estonia 32 (1.5) 19 (1.3) 25 (1.8) 19 (1.8) 6 (1.0) 14 (0.7) 22 (0.7) 21 (0.9) 27 (0.9) 16 (0.9)

Finland 18 (1.8) 23 (1.8) 29 (2.0) 22 (2.3) 9 (1.5) 3 (0.4) 15 (0.8) 22 (1.2) 31 (1.2) 29 (1.2)

France m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany 29 (2.8) 13 (2.0) 31 (3.3) 20 (2.7) 7 (1.7) 10 (0.8) 8 (0.7) 23 (1.2) 34 (1.3) 26 (1.0)

Ireland 34 (1.5) 29 (1.5) 24 (1.7) 11 (1.2) 1 (0.5) 6 (0.5) 22 (1.3) 20 (1.6) 34 (1.5) 18 (1.3)

Italy m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Japan 44 (2.6) 20 (2.0) 18 (2.1) 10 (2.0) 8 (1.6) 12 (0.8) 21 (1.4) 23 (1.4) 20 (1.3) 24 (1.2)

Korea 62 (1.7) 11 (1.0) 20 (1.5) 6 (1.1) 1 (0.5) 14 (0.8) 8 (0.7) 29 (1.4) 34 (1.5) 15 (1.2)

Netherlands 11 (0.9) 10 (0.9) 33 (1.7) 34 (1.8) 13 (1.2) 1 (0.3) 4 (0.6) 17 (1.1) 40 (1.6) 38 (1.6)

Norway 6 (0.9) 17 (1.4) 30 (2.0) 32 (2.0) 15 (1.7) 1 (0.3) 8 (0.7) 21 (1.4) 38 (1.7) 32 (1.2)

Poland 65 (2.4) 17 (1.9) 11 (1.7) 5 (1.4) 2 (1.0) 26 (0.9) 31 (1.0) 21 (1.1) 14 (0.9) 7 (0.8)

Slovak Republic 72 (1.9) 10 (1.3) 8 (1.4) 8 (1.4) 2 (0.7) 22 (0.8) 16 (0.7) 13 (0.8) 30 (1.2) 19 (1.2)

Spain m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Sweden 6 (1.1) 15 (1.7) 42 (2.6) 27 (2.6) 10 (1.7) 1 (0.3) 6 (0.6) 18 (1.1) 37 (1.3) 38 (1.4)

United States 36 (2.7) 17 (2.1) 32 (2.4) 13 (2.1) 3 (0.9) 5 (0.4) 9 (1.1) 29 (1.6) 36 (1.7) 21 (1.5)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 29 (1.6) 10 (1.1) 35 (1.9) 20 (1.9) 5 (1.2) 8 (0.6) 6 (0.5) 26 (1.1) 36 (1.2) 23 (1.3)

England (UK) 13 (1.2) 9 (1.1) 38 (2.0) 30 (2.0) 10 (1.2) 3 (0.5) 5 (0.8) 24 (1.7) 37 (2.0) 30 (1.7)

Northern Ireland (UK) 28 (1.8) 6 (0.8) 36 (2.7) 25 (2.5) 6 (1.1) 7 (0.9) 2 (0.5) 27 (2.2) 40 (2.3) 24 (2.1)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 13 (1.1) 9 (1.0) 38 (1.9) 30 (1.9) 10 (1.1) 3 (0.5) 5 (0.7) 24 (1.6) 37 (1.9) 30 (1.6)

OECD average 30 (0.4) 17 (0.4) 27 (0.5) 19 (0.5) 7 (0.3) 8 (0.1) 13 (0.2) 21 (0.3) 32 (0.3) 25 (0.3)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 45 (7.5) c c 22 (5.5) 18 (4.8) 13 (3.3) 39 (3.2) 13 (1.8) 15 (2.6) 17 (1.9) 16 (3.1)

Notes: Data on educational attainment are based on ISCED-97. Columns showing data for total population not broken down by level of education are available for 
consultation on line (see StatLink below).
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284780
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Table A1.6a. [2/2] Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies  
for problem solving among 25-64 year-olds, by educational attainment (2012)

Tertiary

Group 0 
(No computer 

experience)

Group 1 
(Refused the  

computer-based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core test  

or minimal  
problem-solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT and  

problem-solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT and  

problem-solving skills)

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 1 (0.2) 7 (0.7) 10 (0.9) 26 (1.2) 56 (1.4)

Austria 1 (0.4) 7 (0.8) 9 (1.2) 33 (2.0) 50 (2.2)

Canada 1 (0.1) 4 (0.3) 17 (0.7) 31 (1.0) 47 (1.0)

Czech Republic 0 (0.2) 6 (1.4) 7 (1.4) 27 (3.5) 60 (3.2)

Denmark c c 3 (0.3) 11 (0.6) 31 (1.1) 55 (1.2)

Estonia 3 (0.3) 14 (0.8) 15 (0.9) 33 (1.0) 35 (1.3)

Finland c c 4 (0.4) 10 (0.7) 29 (1.1) 57 (1.1)

France m m m m m m m m m m

Germany 2 (0.5) 4 (0.5) 11 (1.1) 29 (1.5) 53 (1.6)

Ireland 1 (0.2) 9 (0.6) 11 (1.0) 35 (1.6) 45 (1.5)

Italy m m m m m m m m m m

Japan 3 (0.4) 12 (0.9) 15 (1.1) 22 (1.2) 49 (1.3)

Korea 1 (0.2) 2 (0.3) 14 (1.0) 39 (1.6) 44 (1.6)

Netherlands 0 (0.2) 2 (0.4) 7 (0.9) 27 (1.4) 64 (1.6)

Norway c c 2 (0.4) 10 (0.8) 28 (1.5) 59 (1.6)

Poland 1 (0.3) 19 (1.2) 16 (1.2) 27 (1.8) 37 (1.9)

Slovak Republic 1 (0.3) 9 (1.1) 9 (1.2) 33 (2.2) 48 (2.4)

Spain m m m m m m m m m m

Sweden c c 3 (0.4) 9 (0.8) 26 (1.5) 62 (1.3)

United States 1 (0.2) 2 (0.3) 11 (1.2) 35 (1.6) 51 (1.8)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 1 (0.2) 3 (0.4) 10 (0.9) 32 (1.3) 55 (1.4)

England (UK) 1 (0.3) 3 (0.5) 11 (1.1) 32 (1.6) 53 (1.7)

Northern Ireland (UK) 1 (0.4) 1 (0.2) 12 (1.8) 38 (1.9) 48 (2.4)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 1 (0.3) 3 (0.5) 12 (1.0) 32 (1.6) 53 (1.6)

OECD average 1 (0.1) 6 (0.2) 11 (0.2) 30 (0.4) 52 (0.4)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 12 (1.5) 15 (2.4) 18 (2.4) 27 (1.7) 27 (2.5)

Notes: Data on educational attainment are based on ISCED-97. Columns showing data for total population not broken down by level of education are available for 
consultation on line (see StatLink below).
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284780
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HOW MANY STUDENTS ARE EXPECTED TO COMPLETE 
UPPER SECONDARY EDUCATION?
• Based on current patterns, it is estimated that an average of 85% of today’s young people in OECD 

countries will complete upper secondary education over their lifetimes.

• Some 47% of men and 44% of women are expected to graduate from an upper secondary vocational 
programme during their lifetime, on average across OECD countries. 

• Of those who graduated from an upper secondary general programme, 97% did so before they were 
25 years old.

 Context
Upper secondary education, which consolidates students’ basic skills and knowledge through either an 
academic or a vocational pathway, aims to prepare students for entry into further levels of education 
or the labour market, and to become engaged citizens. In many countries, this level of education is 
not compulsory and can last from two to �ve years. What is crucial, however, is providing education 
of good quality that meets the needs of the society and the economy.

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 
progressively required to adapt to the uncertainties of a rapidly changing global economy. However, 
while graduation rates give an indication of the extent to which education systems are succeeding 
in preparing students to meet the labour market’s minimum requirements, they do not capture the 
quality of education outcomes.

One of the challenges facing education systems in many OECD countries is students’ disengagement 
and consequent dropout from the education system, meaning that they leave school without an upper 
secondary quali�cation. �ese young people tend to face severe di�culties entering – and remaining 
in – the labour market. Leaving school early is a problem, both for individuals and society. Policy 
makers are examining ways to reduce the number of early school-leavers, de�ned as those students 
who do not complete their upper secondary education. Internationally comparable measures of how 
many students successfully complete upper secondary programmes – which also imply how many 
students do not complete those programmes – can assist e�orts to this end.

Chart A2.1. Upper secondary graduation rates (2013)

1. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of �rst time upper secondary graduation rates.
Source: OECD. Tables A2.1 and A2.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283420
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 Other findings
• In 21 of 25 OECD countries with available data, more than 75% of young people have graduated 

from upper secondary education. In nine countries the first-time graduation rate exceeds 90%.

• On average across OECD countries, 83% of those graduating from an upper secondary vocational 
programme are younger than 25 and 46% are women.

• Most young men in upper secondary vocational programmes study engineering, manufacturing 
and construction, while young women form the majority in all other �elds of study in vocational 
programmes.

• Some 13% of young people are expected to graduate from a post-secondary non-tertiary vocational 
programme; 54% of them are women. 

 Trends
Analysing countries for which comparable trends data are available for 2005 and 2013, the �rst-time 
graduation rate at the upper secondary level increased from 80% to 85%. �is increase was striking 
in several European countries, namely Poland (from 41% to 86%) and Portugal (from 54% to 100%). 
By  contrast, in some countries graduation rates declined during the period, including in Norway, 
where these rates dropped from 90% in 2005 to 83% in 2013.

Graduation rates from general upper secondary programmes increased slightly, on average, from 49% 
in 2005 to 52% in 2013, while graduation rates from vocational programmes more than compensated 
by increasing from 43% to 46%. A few countries developed vocational education systems that grew 
quickly during the period. Graduation rates from vocational programmes in New Zealand and Portugal, 
for example, increased by more than forty percentage points. 

�e prevalence of post-secondary non-tertiary vocational education remained constant over the same 
period, with graduation rates around 10-12%. In Australia, graduation rates from post-secondary non-
tertiary vocational education increased by 23 percentage points, so that 41% of students in Australia 
are now expected to graduate from one of these programmes.

 Note
Graduation rates represent the estimated percentage of people from a given age cohort that is expected 
to graduate at some point during their lifetime. �is estimate is based on the number of graduates in 
2013 and the age distribution of this group. Graduation rates are based on both the population and 
the current pattern of graduation, and are thus sensitive to any changes in the education system, such 
as the introduction of new programmes, and changes in the duration of programmes. Graduation 
rates can be very high – even above 100% – during a period when an unexpected number of people 
goes back to school. 

When the age breakdown is not available, the gross graduation rate is calculated instead. �is refers 
to the total number of graduates divided by the average cohort of the population at the typical age 
provided by the country. 

In this indicator, age refers generally to the age of students at the beginning of the calendar year. 
Students could be one year older than the age indicated when they graduate at the end of the school 
year. Twenty-�ve is regarded as the upper age limit for completing secondary education. Across 
OECD countries, more than 90% of �rst-time graduates from upper secondary programmes in 2013 
were younger than 25. People who graduate from this level at age 25 or older are usually enrolled in 
second-chance programmes. 
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Analysis

Graduation from upper secondary programmes

A snapshot of upper secondary graduation rates
Current estimates indicate that, on average, 85% of people across OECD countries will complete upper secondary 
education over their lifetime (Table A2.1). Attaining an upper secondary education is often considered to be the 
minimum credential for successful entry into the labour market and necessary for continuing to further education. 
The costs, to both individuals and society, of not completing this level of education on time can be considerable (see 
Indicators A6 and A7). 

Graduation rates offer an indication of whether government initiatives have been successful in increasing the 
number of people who graduate from upper secondary education. The great differences in graduation rates among 
countries reflect the variety of systems and programmes available.

In nine countries among those with data available, more than 90% of people are expected to graduate from 
upper secondary school during their lifetime, but just over 50% of young people in Mexico are expected to do so 
(Table A2.1). In all countries, women are more likely than men to complete upper secondary education. The largest 
gender gap is observed in Slovenia, where 95% of young women are expected to graduate at least once from upper 
secondary education, while only 76% of young men will do so.

Women are more likely than men to graduate from general programmes in all countries, while men are more likely 
to graduate from vocational programmes in 26 of the 35 countries with available data. Vocational education and 
training (VET) is an important part of upper secondary education in many OECD countries, and it can play a 
central role in preparing young people for work, developing adults’ skills and responding to labour market needs 
(see Indicator A1). But in some countries, VET has been neglected and marginalised in policy discussions, often 
overshadowed by the increasing emphasis on general academic education. Nevertheless, an increasing number of 
countries are recognising that good initial vocational education and training have a major contribution to make to 
economic competitiveness. This is one of the explanations for the increase in graduation rates from upper secondary 
vocational programmes between 2005 and 2013.

Chart A2.2. Trends in vocational upper secondary graduation rates (2005 and 2013)

1. Year of reference 2012 intead of 2013.
Countries are ranked in descending order of vocational upper secondary graduation rates in 2013.
Source: OECD. Table A2.4. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283430
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On average across OECD countries, 46% of young people will graduate from an upper secondary vocational 
programme. In Finland, many graduates enter the labour market immediately after completing upper secondary 
vocational training. Some 93% of young people in Finland are expected to be awarded a vocational degree during 
their lifetime. By contrast, only 5% or fewer young people in Brazil and Canada will graduate from upper secondary 
vocational education. 
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Although many countries developed extensive vocational programmes at the secondary level, in other countries, 
most students prefer general programmes. As shown in Chart A2.3, large proportions of students in Austria, 
Finland and the Netherlands are expected to graduate from an upper secondary vocational programme. But in 
Canada, the proportion of young people expected to graduate from a vocational programme is considerably smaller. 
Vocational programmes in Canada are often offered within the post-secondary system, and vocational training at 
the secondary level is largely a second-chance programme for older students. In fact, 65% of graduates from upper 
secondary vocational programmes in Canada are older than 25 (Table A2.2). 

Graduation rates, however, do not imply that all graduates will pursue a tertiary degree or enter the labour force 
immediately. Indeed, the number of graduates who wind up neither employed nor in education or training (NEET) 
has been growing throughout OECD countries (see Indicator C5). For this reason, it is important to have high-quality 
upper secondary programmes that provide individuals with the right mix of guidance and education opportunities 
to ensure there are no dead ends once students have graduated.

1. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the upper secondary graduation rates in vocational programmes.
Source: OECD. Table A2.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283443

Chart A2.3. Upper secondary graduation rates, 
by programme orientation and gender (2013)
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Graduation rates, vocational programmes, men
Graduation rates, vocational programmes, women
Graduation rates, general programmes

Profile of an upper secondary graduate 
Graduation rates also vary according to the age of the students. Students’ age at graduation can be related to changes 
in the education system, such as when opportunities become available to complete upper secondary education later 
on in life or when the duration of general and vocational programmes are altered. On average, 97% of students 
graduating from general upper secondary programmes are younger than 25, although in Portugal, 80% of such 
students are younger than 25.

The share of older students in vocational programmes is considerably larger. On average, only 83% of graduates are 
younger than 25. In Australia, Canada and New Zealand, more than one in two graduates are 25 or older. 

Most graduates in vocational programmes earned a degree in sciences and engineering (37%) and education, humanities 
and social sciences (30%). In two countries, Denmark (29%) and the Netherlands (27%), the largest proportions of 
graduates studied health and welfare. Gender differences are also apparent in young people’s choice of field of study 
when pursuing vocational education. 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. On average across 
OECD countries, 88% of the graduates from sciences and engineering programmes are men. The countries with the 
largest proportions of women in science and engineering at this level of education are Brazil (38%) and Colombia 
(39%). Women are, however, over-represented in all other fields of education (Table A2.2).
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As Chart A2.4 shows, across most countries, the percentage of women pursuing sciences and engineering 
programmes is low, averaging only 11% of all women graduating from an upper secondary vocational programme. 
In the fields of services, health and agriculture, there is greater gender diversity. In one-quarter of the countries, 
58% or more of female graduates from upper secondary vocational training programmes choose these fields, while 
in another one-quarter of the countries, only 36% of women graduate from these fields of study. Conversely, across 
most countries, women are under-represented in sciences and engineering. In three-quarters of the countries, less 
than 13% of all female graduates are in these fields. 

Chart A2.4. Percentage of graduates from upper secondary vocational programmes  
in OECD countries, by field of education and gender (2013)

Source: OECD Database. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283458
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Vocational and educational training
Vocational education and training (VET) is mainly designed to help participants acquire the practical skills, know-
how and understanding necessary for employment in a particular occupation or trade. Across OECD countries, 
46% of students are expected to graduate from a vocational programme at the upper secondary level. However, the 
importance of VET systems varies widely across countries. In some, VET plays a central role in the initial education 
of young people, whereas in other systems, most students go into general education.

Vocational programmes can be offered in combined school- and work-based programmes, where only up to 75% of 
the curriculum is presented in the school environment or through distance education. These programmes include 
apprenticeship programmes that involve concurrent school-based and work-based training, and programmes that 
involve alternating periods of attendance at educational institutions and participation in work-based training. This 
type of “dual system” can be found in Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, 
the Slovak Republic and Switzerland (OECD, 2015). Through work-based learning, students acquire the skills that are 
valued in the workplace. Work-based learning is also a way to develop public-private partnerships and to allow social 
partners and employers to get involved in developing VET programmes, often by defining curricular frameworks.

Moreover, high-quality VET programmes tend to be effective in developing skills among those who would otherwise 
lack the qualifications to ensure a smooth and successful transition into the labour market. Employment rates are 
higher and inactivity rates are lower among people who graduated from vocational training than among those who 
pursued an upper secondary general programme as their highest level of educational attainment (see Indicator A5). 
However, it is important to ensure that graduates of upper secondary VET programmes have good employment 
opportunities since VET can be more expensive than other education programmes (see Indicator B1). 

A snapshot of post-secondary non-tertiary graduation rates
Various kinds of post-secondary non-tertiary programmes are offered in OECD countries. These programmes 
straddle upper secondary and post-secondary education and may be considered either as upper secondary or post-
secondary programmes, depending on the country concerned. 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. 
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First-time graduation rates from post-secondary non-tertiary education are low compared with those from upper 
secondary programmes. On average, it is estimated that 13% of today’s young people in OECD countries will 
complete vocational post-secondary non-tertiary programmes over their lifetime. The first-time graduation rate 
among women (15%) is higher than that among men (10%). In almost all countries, except Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Portugal and the Slovak Republic, women’s first-time graduation rates at the post-secondary non-tertiary level are 
higher than those of men. The highest first-time graduation rates for these programmes are observed in Australia 
(37%) and New Zealand (29%) (Table A2.1). Six countries do not offer this level of education (Chile, Indonesia, 
Mexico, Slovenia, Turkey and the United Kingdom). 

These programmes, which usually offer trade and vocational certificates, include nursery-teacher training in Austria 
and vocational training in dual systems for those who have attained upper secondary general qualifications in 
Germany. Apprenticeships designed for students who have already graduated from an upper secondary programme 
are also included.

Profile of a post-secondary non-tertiary graduate from vocational programmes
Post-secondary non-tertiary education vocational programmes is offered by 27 of the 34 OECD countries and by 
eight of the ten partner countries. Some countries that do not offer programmes at this level (ISCED 4) have high 
graduation rates from vocational programmes at a lower level of education (ISCED 3), such as 67% in Slovenia and 
71% in Switzerland (Table A2.1).

In comparison to upper secondary education, post-secondary non-tertiary education is fairly common among older 
students. On average, 41% of all graduates are older than 30, meaning that many of them took time off education 
after they graduated from the previous education level. In many countries, these programmes are second-chance 
programmes designed to encourage adults to re-enter education.  In other countries, most graduates from a post-
secondary non-tertiary programme are young; for example more than 90% of all graduates are younger than 30 in 
Belgium (97%) and Hungary (92%). 

The share of female graduates from post-secondary non-tertiary vocational programmes varies widely, from 73% 
in Austria to 24% in Luxembourg. This is partially explained by the fields of study offered at this level of education. 
In Austria, for instance, 62% of graduates pursued a degree in health and welfare, whereas in Luxembourg, 64% of 
graduates studied engineering, manufacturing and construction.

On average, most students graduate from post-secondary non-tertiary vocational programmes with degrees in 
social sciences, business and law (23%) or engineering, manufacturing and construction (21%). The least popular 
fields are education (5%), sciences (4%) and agriculture (3%). For some countries, one single field dominates 
post-secondary non-tertiary education. For instance, in Denmark, 97% of students graduate with a degree in 
social sciences, business and law, while in the Netherlands, 66% of graduates earn a degree in engineering, 
manufacturing and construction. 

Definitions
Graduates in the reference period can be either first-time graduates or repeat graduates. A first-time graduate is a 
student who has graduated for the first time at a given level of education in the reference period. Thus, if a student 
has graduated multiple times over the years, he or she is counted as a graduate each year, but as a first-time graduate 
only once.

Gross graduation rates refer to the total number of graduates (the graduates themselves may be of any age) at the 
specified level of education divided by the population at the typical graduation age from the specified level.

Net graduation rates represent the estimated percentage of an age group that will complete upper secondary 
education, based on current patterns of graduation.

Typical age is the age at the beginning of the last school/academic year of the corresponding education level and 
programme when the degree is obtained.

Methodology
Data refer to the academic year 2012/13 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2014 (for details, see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).



chapter A THE OUTPUT OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND THE IMPACT OF LEARNING

A2

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 201554

Unless otherwise indicated, graduation rates are calculated as net graduation rates (i.e. as the sum of age-specific 
graduation rates). Gross graduation rates are presented for countries that are unable to provide such detailed 
data. In order to calculate gross graduation rates, countries identify the age at which graduation typically occurs 
(see Annex 1). The number of graduates, regardless of their age, is divided by the population at the typical graduation 
age. In many countries, defining a typical age of graduation is difficult, however, because graduates are dispersed 
over a wide range of ages.

Graduates by programme orientation at ISCED 3 and ISCED 4 are not counted as first-time graduates given that many 
students graduate from more than one upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary programme. Therefore, 
graduation rates cannot be added, as some individuals would be counted twice. In addition, the typical graduation 
ages are not necessarily the same for the different types of programmes (see Annex 1). Vocational programmes 
include both school-based programmes and combined school- and work-based programmes that are recognised as 
part of the education system. Entirely work-based education and training programmes that are not overseen by a 
formal education authority are not included.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table A2.1. Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary graduation rates (2013)
Sum of age-specific graduation rates, by gender and programme orientation

Upper secondary Post-secondary non-tertiary

First-time 
graduation rates Graduation rates

First-time 
graduation rates Graduation rates

All programmes General programmes Vocational programmes All programmes Vocational programmes

M + W Men Women M + W Men Women M + W Men Women M + W Men Women M + W Men Women
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia m m m 75 71 80 67 64 69 37 32 42 41 36 46

Austria    87 87 88 19 16 24 79 82 75 9 5 13 10 5 14

Belgium m m m 37 32 43 53 54 53 m m m 7 6 7

Canada1 86 83 89 82 79 86 4 4 3 m m m m m m

Chile    86 83 90 57 54 60 29 29 30 a a a a a a

Czech Republic    78 77 79 23 18 28 61 65 56 25 19 32 9 8 10

Denmark    95 90 100 66 60 73 48 47 49 1 1 1 1 1 1

Estonia    m m m 68 56 79 20 26 14 m m m 23 16 29

Finland    96 93 100 46 38 53 93 86 99 7 6 8 8 6 9

France    m m m 55 48 62 73 75 71 m m m 0 0 0

Germany    m m m 51 46 57 40 46 34 24 19 29 21 16 26

Greece    m m m 69 63 75 32 37 28 m m m 4 3 5

Hungary    83 82 85 63 58 68 22 25 18 18 18 17 21 21 21

Iceland    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Ireland    98 97 99 m m m a a a m m m 15 21 8

Israel    91 86 96 54 49 59 37 38 37 m m m a a a

Italy    78 74 82 37 27 47 41 48 35 3 3 4 3 3 4

Japan    97 96 98 75 71 78 22 25 20 m m m m m m

Korea    92 93 92 72 71 72 21 21 20 m m m m m m

Luxembourg    73 69 77 31 28 35 43 44 43 2 3 1 2 3 1

Mexico    51 49 54 33 30 35 19 18 19 a a a a a a

Netherlands    m m m 42 39 46 77 77 78 m m m 0 0 0

New Zealand    100 96 100 78 74 82 65 52 78 29 23 34 33 26 40

Norway    83 78 89 63 52 75 35 42 27 3 2 4 3 2 5

Poland    86 82 91 53 41 66 40 48 31 16 9 24 16 9 24

Portugal    100 98 100 46 40 52 55 58 52 5 6 4 5 6 4

Slovak Republic    85 83 88 28 22 34 59 62 55 10 10 9 10 10 9

Slovenia    86 76 95 38 29 47 67 72 61 a a a a a a

Spain    71 65 78 52 46 59 27 25 29 m m m m m m

Sweden    79 77 82 44 40 50 36 39 33 3 3 4 3 3 4

Switzerland    95 94 97 40 34 47 71 76 66 1 1 1 a a a

Turkey    64 61 66 35 32 38 29 29 28 a a a a a a

United Kingdom    m m m m m m m m m a a a a a a

United States    80 77 83 80d 77d 83d x(4) x(5) x(6) 21 16 27 21 16 27

OECD average 85 82 88 52 46 58 46 47 44 13 10 15 12 10 13

EU21 average 85 82 89 46 39 53 51 53 48 10 9 12 9 8 10

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m 61 51 71 5 4 7 m m m 7 6 8

China    m m m 44 42 46 37 38 36 6 6 6 3 4 2

Colombia    75 67 83 57 51 64 17 15 20 1 0 1 a a a

India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    63 62 64 36 32 41 27 30 23 a a a a a a

Latvia    85 81 89 67 59 75 23 28 18 6 5 7 6 5 7

Russian Federation2 m m m 51 44 58 27 39 14 6 6 6 6 6 6

Saudi Arabia 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 56 52 61 32 34 29 16 14 19 m m m

1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Post-secondary non-tertiary includes some upper secondary graduates.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284806
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Table A2.2. Profile of upper secondary graduates from general and vocational programmes (2013)
General programmes Vocational programmes
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 100 51 43 51 27 33 22 19 70 10 88 53

Austria    99 59 89 46 33 37 3 28 69 11 82 61

Belgium    100 56 100 48 26 30 27 17 55 8 82 61

Canada1 97 51 35 42 m m m m m m m m

Chile    94 52 99 50 42 36 5 17 71 16 84 58

Czech Republic    100 60 92 45 30 40 6 24 68 10 91 64

Denmark    96 54 55 51 26 25 29 19 61 10 86 37

Estonia    95 58 97 34 14 60 1 25 93 33 94 56

Finland    99 57 55 53 22 33 18 27 67 16 86 63

France    100 55 89 48 24 35 16 25 66 10 90 58

Germany    100 54 m 41 38 37 9 17 63 9 78 44

Greece    99 53 89 43 16 50 19 16 75 11 78 69

Hungary    94 53 90 41 17 46 9 28 76 8 94 54

Iceland    m m m m m m m m m m m m

Ireland    m m a a a a a a a a a a

Israel    100 53 100 48 m m m m m m m m

Italy    100 62 100 41 m m m m m m m m

Japan    m 51 m 44 32 41 6 21 64 11 85 58

Korea    m 47 m 45 42 50 1 6 66 26 87 49

Luxembourg    100 55 94 48 49 28 13 10 62 11 79 43

Mexico    98 54 98 51 m m m m m m m m

Netherlands    100 53 77 50 26 22 27 25 54 6 89 41

New Zealand    100 51 45 60 54 15 7 24 72 16 64 56

Norway    97 58 63 38 8 48 21 24 79 7 88 43

Poland    90 60 99 38 18 51 0 31 71 10 85 66

Portugal    80 55 86 47 30 31 17 22 56 15 89 48

Slovak Republic    99 60 96 46 29 36 7 28 69 9 82 60

Slovenia    100 61 92 45 31 36 12 20 73 7 77 52

Spain    98 55 61 54 47 21 19 13 65 7 80 50

Sweden    100 54 100 45 23 39 16 22 70 9 75 62

Switzerland    97 57 90 46 37 37 13 14 62 12 90 50

Turkey    94 53 98 47 21 54 17 8 59 22 90 56

United Kingdom    m m m m 40 20 14 27 61 14 73 55

United States    100d 51d x(1) x(2) m m m m m m m m

OECD average 97 55 83 46 30 37 13 21 68 12 84 54

EU21 average 97 57 87 45 28 36 14 22 67 11 84 55

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    90 57 83 62 41 32 9 17 81 38 82 53

China    m 49 m 46 m m m m m m m m

Colombia    91 54 100 55 52 24 0 24 63 39 a 51

India m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    100 55 100 42 m m m m m m m m

Latvia    100 54 93 38 19 53 2 26 76 10 94 63

Russian Federation    m 56 m 26 m m m m m m m m

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 53 m 45 m m m m m m m m

Note: The field category other includes: agriculture, services and other.
1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284810
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Table A2.3. Profile of post-secondary non-tertiary graduates from vocational programmes (2013)

Percentage 
of females 
graduates

Percentage 
of graduates 

younger  
than 30 years

Percentage of graduates by field of education

 Education
 Humanities 

and arts 

 Social 
sciences, 
business 
and law Sciences

 Engineering, 
manufacturing 

and 
construction  Agriculture 

 Health  
and welfare  Services 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 56 37 19 4 37 3 10 2 17 8

Austria    73 48 18 2 13 1 1 2 62 1

Belgium 53 97 0 7 12 1 22 2 34 22

Canada    m m m m m m m m m m

Chile    a a a a a a a a a a

Czech Republic    52 m m m m m m m m m

Denmark    61 31 0 0 97 1 0 0 3 0

Estonia    63 68 0 18 12 20 18 5 5 22

Finland    58 10 2 2 51 0 25 2 5 13

France    68 m 0 55 13 11 1 0 0 20

Germany    61 m 0 3 27 3 18 2 39 10

Greece    58 86 14 4 13 7 22 1 19 20

Hungary    49 92 1 8 19 8 24 3 15 22

Iceland    m m m m m m m m m m

Ireland    28 57 0 9 13 5 34 18 11 10

Israel    a a a a a a a a a a

Italy    52 m m m m m m m m m

Japan    m m m m m m m m m m

Korea    m m m m m m m m m m

Luxembourg    24 65 4 8 0 0 64 2 5 18

Mexico    a a a a a a a a a a

Netherlands    26 44 27 0 5 0 66 0 0 2

New Zealand    60 58 2 27 24 6 10 3 13 14

Norway    70 41 0 14 37 0 1 2 34 11

Poland    71 73 0 6 21 5 6 5 28 29

Portugal    36 82 0 5 13 8 33 5 5 30

Slovak Republic    45 69 6 1 15 0 20 2 14 42

Slovenia    a a a a a a a a a a

Spain    m m m m m m m m m m

Sweden    58 51 7 3 24 7 20 4 23 12

Switzerland    a a a a a a a a a a

Turkey    a a a a a a a a a a

United Kingdom    a a a a a a a a a a

United States    61 m 1 6 9 3 18 1 40 23

OECD average 54 59 5 9 23 4 21 3 19 17

EU21 average 52 62 5 8 22 5 23 3 17 17

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    57 70 0 2 20 10 21 3 29 15

China    27 m m m m m m m m m

Colombia    a a a a a a a a a a

India m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    a a a a a a a a a a

Latvia    59 78 0 2 11 1 18 6 24 38

Russian Federation1 50 m 0d 1d 6d 3d 47d 9d 0d 33d

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

1. Data for post-secondary non-tertiary includes some upper secondary graduates.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284828
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Table A2.4. Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary graduation rates (2005 and 2013)
Sum of age-specific graduation rates, by gender and programme orientation

Upper secondary Post-secondary non-tertiary

First-time 
graduation rates Graduation rates

First-time 
graduation rates Graduation rates

All programmes
General 

programmes
Vocational 

programmes All programmes
Vocational 

programmes

2005 2013 2005 2013 2005 2013 2005 2013 2005 2013
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia m m m 75 35 67 m 37 18 41

Austria    m 87 16 19 m 79 m 9 28 10

Belgium m m m 37 m 53 m 5 m 7

Canada1 m 86 78 82 3 4 m m m m

Chile    81 86 48 57 33 29 a a a a

Czech Republic    100 78 28 23 88 61 m 25 m 9

Denmark    83 95 59 66 50 48 1 1 1 1

Estonia    m m 60 68 19 20 m m 19 23

Finland    94 96 52 46 79 93 6 7 6 8

France    m m 50 55 62 73 m m 0 0

Germany    m m m 51 m 40 m 24 m 21

Greece    95 m 59 69 37 32 9 m 9 4

Hungary    m 83 68 63 19 22 20 18 26 21

Iceland    79 m 56 m 53 m 8 m 8 m

Ireland    92 98 m m a a 14 m 14 15

Israel    m 91 58 54 32 37 m m m a

Italy    85 78 31 37 69 41 6 3 6 3

Japan    95 97 71 75 24 22 m m m m

Korea    92 92 65 72 28 21 a m a m

Luxembourg    74 73 27 31 47 43 m 2 2 2

Mexico    40 51 36 33 4 19 a a a a

Netherlands    m m 34 42 66 77 m m 1 0

New Zealand    88 100 m 78 20 65 12 29 13 33

Norway    90 83 62 63 40 35 5 3 2 3

Poland    41 86 55 53 44 40 9 16 13 16

Portugal    54 100 41 46 13 55 m 5 m 5

Slovak Republic    86 85 23 28 63 59 12 10 12 10

Slovenia    85 86 34 38 81 67 a a a a

Spain    69 71 m 52 m 27 a m a m

Sweden    m 79 m 44 m 36 m 3 m 3

Switzerland    m 95 35 40 65 71 m 1 1 a

Turkey    m 64 m 35 m 29 a a a a

United Kingdom    m m m m m m a a a a

United States    74 80 74d 80d x(3) x(4) 17 21 17 21

OECD average 80 85 49 52 43 46 10 12 10 12

EU21 average 80 85 42 46 52 51 10 10 11 9

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m 61 m 5 m m m 7

China    m m m 44 m 37 m 6 m 3

Colombia    m 75 m 57 m 17 m 1 m a

India m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    m 63 m 36 m 27 m a m a

Latvia    m 85 m 67 m 23 m 6 m 6

Russian Federation2    m m m 51 m 27 m 6 m 6

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 56 m 32 m 16 m m

Note: Graduation rates for 2005 were calculated using typical ages of 2013 if necessary.
1. Year of reference 2012 instead of 2013.
2. Post-secondary non-tertiary graduates includes some upper secondary graduates.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284839
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HOW MANY YOUNG PEOPLE ARE EXPECTED TO COMPLETE 
TERTIARY EDUCATION AND WHAT IS THEIR PROFILE? 
• Based on current patterns of graduation, an average of 35% of today’s young people across 

OECD countries are expected to graduate from tertiary education at least once before the age of 30.

• Women represented over half of all tertiary graduates in 2013 but are still under-represented in the 
fields of science and engineering. 

• Graduates in fields of science and engineering combined represent less than a quarter of total 
tertiary graduates, but they represent 44% of graduates at the doctoral level.

 Context
Tertiary graduation rates illustrate a country’s capacity to provide future workers with advanced and 
specialised knowledge and skills. Incentives to earn a tertiary degree, including higher salaries and 
better employment prospects, remain strong across OECD countries (see Indicators A5, A6 and A7 for 
further reading on these themes). Tertiary education varies in structure and scope among countries, 
and graduation rates seem to be in�uenced by the ease of access to and �exibility in programmes, and 
labour market demand for higher skills. 

In recent decades, access to tertiary education has expanded remarkably, involving new types of 
institutions that o�er more choice and new modes of delivery (OECD, 2014a). In parallel, the student 
population is becoming increasingly diverse in gender and in study pathways chosen. Students are 
also becoming more likely to seek a tertiary degree outside their country of origin.

Policy makers are exploring ways to help ease the transition from tertiary education into the labour 
market (OECD, 2015a). Understanding current graduation patterns would help to address the needs 
of recent graduates and anticipate the �ow of new tertiary-educated workers into the labour force.

Chart A3.1. First-time tertiary graduation rates (2013)

Note: Mismatches between the coverage of the population data and �rst-time graduates data mean that the graduation rates for 
those countries that are net exporters of students may be underestimated and those that are net importers may be overestimated. 
�e �rst-time tertiary graduation rate excluding international students accounts for this. 
1. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the �rst time tertiary graduation rates.
Source: OECD. Table A3.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283460
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 Other findings
• In 2013, a majority of first-time tertiary graduates (69%) earned a bachelor’s degree, 14% earned a 

master’s degree and 18% earned a short-cycle tertiary diploma, on average across OECD countries.

• Advanced tertiary degrees attract more international students than bachelor’s or equivalent 
degrees. Some 27% of students in OECD countries who graduated for the first time from a doctoral 
programme in 2013 were international students as were 18% of students who were awarded a 
master’s degree or the equivalent, and 7% of graduates who earned a bachelor’s degree for the first 
time.

• One in three tertiary graduates in 2013 graduated with a degree in social sciences, business and 
law. In almost all OECD countries, the largest share of graduates pursued this �eld of study. 

 Note
Graduation rates represent the estimated percentage of an age cohort that is expected to graduate 
over their lifetime. �is estimate is based on the total number of graduates in 2013 and the age-
speci�c distribution of graduates. �erefore, graduation rates are based on the current pattern of 
graduation and thus are sensitive to any changes in education systems, such as the introduction of 
new programmes or any variations in a programme’s duration, like those seen in many EU countries 
as a result of the implementation of the Bologna Process. 
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Analysis 
Graduation rates from tertiary education 

Thanks to the new ISCED 2011 classification, statistical information on first-time graduates from tertiary education 
is used for the first time in this edition of Education at a Glance. First-time graduates from tertiary education are 
defined as students who receive a tertiary degree for the first time in their life in a given country. Based on current 
patterns of graduation, 50% of  today’s young people can be expected to graduate from tertiary education at least 
once during their lifetime, on average among the 22 OECD countries with comparable data for 2013. The proportion 
ranges from 16% in Luxembourg, where many citizens choose to study abroad, to 70% or more in Australia, Japan 
and New Zealand (Chart A3.1). 

Graduation rates, by levels of education
More young people are expected to graduate from a bachelor’s-degree programme over their lifetime than from 
any other level of tertiary education. Based on patterns of graduation prevailing in 2013, on average across 
OECD countries, 36% of young people in a given country are expected to graduate with a bachelor’s degree over 
their lifetime, 17% are expected to earn a master’s degree, 11% are expected to graduate from a short-cycle tertiary 
programme, and 2% are expected to graduate from a doctoral programme over their lifetime. 

Although bachelor’s degrees remain the most common tertiary diploma to be held by graduates in OECD countries, 
countries are promoting other levels of tertiary education too. In an effort to improve employability and the transition 
into the labour market, some countries are promoting short-cycle tertiary programmes. The probability of a person in 
Australia, Austria, Japan, New Zealand and the Russian Federation graduating from a short-cycle tertiary programme 
over his or her lifetime is 25% or more. Other ways of boosting employability and easing the transition into the labour 
market include promoting professional programmes at the bachelor’s and master’s levels of education. 

Graduation rates from doctoral programmes have also increased over the past decade. In every country for which 
comparable data are available, the graduation rate from doctoral programmes increased between 2005 and 
2013, except Austria, Finland and Slovenia, where the graduation rate decreased. Slovenia, Switzerland and the 
United Kingdom have the highest graduation rates at this level among all OECD countries, with 3% or more of young 
people – including international students – in these countries expected to graduate from doctoral programmes if 
2013 patterns are maintained (Table A3.1, and Table A3.6, available on line). 

Graduation rates, excluding international students 
In some countries, a large proportion of graduates from tertiary education are international students. The term 
“international students” refers to students who have crossed borders expressly with the intent to study. For 
various reasons, international students have a marked impact on estimated graduation rates. By definition, they 
are considered first-time graduates, regardless of their previous education in other countries (i.e. an international 
student who graduates from a second-degree programme will be considered a first-time graduate in the country of 
destination). In some countries with a high proportion of international students, such as Australia and New Zealand, 
graduation rates are thus inflated. When international students are excluded, first-time tertiary graduation rates 
for Australia and New Zealand drop by 30 and 16 percentage points, respectively (Table A3.1).

Graduation rates among people under the age of 30 or 35
The first-time graduation rate from tertiary education among people under the age of 30 is an indicator of how many 
young people are expected to enter the labour force for the first time with a tertiary qualification. On average across 
the 16 countries with available data, 35% of young people (excluding international students) are expected to obtain a 
tertiary diploma for the first time before the age of 30. This rate varies between 49% in Slovenia and 9% in Luxembourg.

In addition, some education systems accommodate a wider range of ages among their students than others. In 
Finland, Israel, New Zealand, the Slovak Republic and Switzerland, graduation rates at the bachelor’s or equivalent 
level drops by 10 percentage points or more when restricted to young people under 30 (excluding international 
students). This may suggest that these education systems are more flexible in terms of access to and duration of 
programmes, and are more suitable for students outside the typical age of study. Finland, Israel and Switzerland also 
have mandatory military or civilian service that increases the length of tertiary studies (Table A3.1). 

Profile of graduates from tertiary education 

Over the past two decades, tertiary education in OECD countries has changed significantly: the student body is 
more international, more women are graduating from this level of education and, in some countries, more students 
are pursuing studies in science and engineering. These changes might reflect concerns about competitiveness in the 
global economy and the labour market.   
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A majority of graduates holds a bachelor’s degree or the equivalent
The new data on first-time graduates at the tertiary level allows for a more precise description of the young graduates 
who are entering the labour market with a tertiary diploma. They also make it easier to compare among countries by 
disregarding system-specific tertiary pathways. 

In 2013, most first-time tertiary graduates were awarded a bachelor’s degree. In fact, on average across OECD 
countries, 69% of first-time tertiary graduates earned a bachelor’s degree, 14% earned a master’s degree and 18% 
earned a short-cycle tertiary diploma (Table A3.2). 

However, there are considerable differences across countries. In Austria, the largest share of first-time graduates 
(47%) graduated from short-cycle tertiary programmes, while in Spain, the shares of first-time graduates are similar 
across three levels of tertiary education: short-cycle, bachelor’s or the equivalent and master’s or the equivalent. 
These differences may result from the structure of the tertiary system or because certain programmes, such as 
short-cycle programmes, are more vigorously promoted in some countries (Chart A3.2). 

In addition, the great majority (82% on average across OECD countries) of first-time graduates in 2013 were 30 years 
old or younger, with large differences among countries. In Chile, Latvia, New Zealand, Sweden and Switzerland, at 
least 25% of graduates were older than 30, whereas only 8% of first-time tertiary graduates in the Netherlands were 
that age (Table A3.2). 

Chart A3.2. Distribution of first-time graduates by level of education (2013)

1. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of �rst time graduates at bachelor’s level or equivalent.
Source: OECD. Table A3.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283475
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More than half of all first-time graduates are women 
Recognising the impact that education has on participation in the labour market, occupational mobility and 
quality of life, policy makers and educators are emphasising the importance of reducing differences in education 
opportunities and outcomes between men and women. In 2013, an average of 57% of first-time graduates from 
tertiary education in OECD countries were women, ranging from 47% in Turkey to 69% in Latvia (Table A3.2). In 
addition, more than one in two first-time graduates from all levels of tertiary education – except the doctoral level 
– were women. On average, 58% of first-time graduates from bachelor’s programmes or the equivalent were women 
while 47% of doctoral-level graduates were. The largest difference between the shares of women who graduated with 
a bachelor’s degree or the equivalent and those who graduated with a doctorate (20 percentage points or more) were 
observed in the Czech Republic, Saudi Arabia and Sweden (Chart A3.3). 

Although most tertiary graduates in 2013 were women, men still have better labour market outcomes. Earnings for 
tertiary-educated men are higher, on average, than those for tertiary-educated women, and tertiary-educated men 
tend to have higher employment rates than women with the same level of education (Indicators A5 and A6). 
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In addition, even though women are over-represented among tertiary graduates, they remain under-represented in 
certain fields of study, such as science and engineering (see Education at a Glance online database). These results are 
partially explained by gender differences in young people’s attitudes and aspirations.  The OECD Programme for 
International Student Assessment (PISA) has consistently found that 15-year-old girls have higher expectations for 
their careers than boys, but that, on average across OECD countries, less than 5% of girls that age contemplate a 
career in engineering or computing (OECD, 2015b).

Chart A3.3. Percentage of female graduates in tertiary levels of education (2013)
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Note: �e black line shows the 50% mark.  
1. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of women graduating with bachelor’s or equivalent.
Source: OECD. Table A3.4. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283486

Students choose to enrol abroad, mainly for advanced degrees 
The internationalisation of tertiary education has been more pronounced in advanced degrees, such as master’s 
and doctoral programmes. In 2013, 27% of doctoral graduates in OECD countries were international students as 
were 18% of graduates from master’s programmes or the equivalent, and 7% of graduates at the bachelor’s level. 
In Belgium, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Switzerland and the United Kingdom, 40% or more of graduates 
from doctoral programmes were international students. In Luxembourg, eight out of ten doctoral graduates were 
international students. In Australia, master’s programmes attract more international students (57%) than doctoral 
programmes (36%).  

For more details on the internationalisation of tertiary education, please refer to Chapter C (Indicator C4) of this 
publication.

Science and engineering are more popular fields of study in advanced tertiary degrees 
The distribution of graduates by field of study is related to the relative popularity of these fields among students, 
the relative number of positions offered in universities and equivalent institutions, and the degree structure of the 
various disciplines in a particular country. 

One in three tertiary graduates in 2013 earned a degree from the field of social sciences, business and law. In all 
OECD countries but Korea, the largest share of graduates pursued this field of study. More than 45% of tertiary 
graduates in Colombia, Luxembourg, Turkey, Russian Federation and South Africa earned a degree in this field. The 
fields of science and engineering lag behind, with 14% of graduates in engineering, manufacturing and construction, 
and 9% of graduates in science (Table A3.3).

Many countries are pushing for a better balance in the distribution of graduates across fields of education. For 
instance, the United States recently took measures to increase the number of graduates with tertiary science and 
engineering qualifications by one million by 2022. Similarly, the European Union recently launched the Science 
with and for Society programme to build co-operation between science and society, recruit new talent for science, 
and pair scientific excellence with social awareness and responsibility. The programme aims to make science more 
attractive, particularly to young people, and to open further research and innovation activities across Europe.
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But the small share of graduates in science and engineering at the tertiary level hides large differences by level of 
tertiary education. In science, the higher the degree, the larger the share of students graduating from this field. 
While 5% of graduates from short-cycle tertiary programmes, 8% of graduates from bachelor’s or the equivalent 
programmes, and 9% of graduates from master’s or the equivalent programmes earned a degree in science in 2013, 
more than 27% of graduates from doctoral programmes did, on average across OECD countries. In Canada, Chile and 
France, 55% or more of doctoral students graduated from the field of sciences or engineering in 2013 (Table A3.5). 

This pattern is even clearer among international students. More than one in two international students who 
graduated with a doctorate earned a degree in either sciences or engineering (32% earned a doctorate in sciences 
and 23% earned a doctorate in engineering), compared with one in five international students who graduated at the 
bachelor’s level or from a short-cycle tertiary programme (Chart A3.4). 

The popularity of science and engineering in doctoral programmes may be the result of policies that encourage 
academic research in these fields. Recent OECD work highlighted that while innovation draws on a wide set of skills, 
excellence in scientific research is the basis of science-based innovation, and research competence is essential for 
building co-operation among the scientific community, business and society. Thus, developing scientific research 
skills through doctoral training has become an important aim of education policy in many countries (OECD, 2014b). 

Box A3.1. Do tertiary graduates perceive their workplace as innovative? 

Figuring out how to capture the value added from innovation is neither a simple nor a new problem. �e 
OECD Innovation Strategy called for new perspectives on the measurement of innovation (OECD, 2010a, 
2010b). In particular, it called for measures of innovation in the public sector, including in the education 
sector. �e following charts are derived from Measuring Innovation in Education (OECD, 2014), responding 
to this call, o�ering new perspectives, based on REFLEX (2005) and HEGESCO (2008) surveys covering 
19 European countries. In those surveys, innovation is de�ned as the introduction of “new or signi�cantly 
improved products, processes, organisation or marketing methods”. �e surveys asked tertiary graduates, 
�ve years after they graduated: “How would you characterise the extent of innovation in your organisation 
or your workplace?” in reference to three types of innovation identi�ed in the Oslo Manual (OECD and 
Eurostat, 2005): “products or services”, e.g. new syllabi, textbooks or educational resources; “technology, 

…

Chart A3.4. Percentage of students (all students and international students) who graduate 
from sciences and engineering at doctoral level (2013)

1. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of sciences and engineering graduates at doctoral level.
Source: OECD. Table A3.5. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283490

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

%

Fr
an

ce
C

hi
le

Ca
na

da
1

Lu
xe

m
bo

ur
g

Is
ra

el
Sw

ed
en

Es
to

ni
a

Cz
ec

h 
R

ep
ub

lic
Co

lo
m

bi
a

A
us

tr
ia

Be
lg

iu
m

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

N
ew

 Z
ea

la
nd

It
al

y
EU

21
 a

ve
ra

ge
Sp

ai
n

Ir
el

an
d

O
EC

D
 a

ve
ra

ge
G

er
m

an
y

D
en

m
ar

k
Po

rt
ug

al
Sw

it
ze

rl
an

d
N

or
w

ay
Fi

nl
an

d
U

ni
te

d 
St

at
es

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
R

us
si

an
 F

ed
er

at
io

n
Sl

ov
en

ia
La

tv
ia

G
re

ec
e

A
us

tr
al

ia
K

or
ea

Ja
pa

n
So

ut
h 

A
fr

ic
a1

H
un

ga
ry

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

M
ex

ic
o

Tu
rk

ey
1

Sa
ud

i A
ra

bi
a

Engineering, manufacturing and construction (all students)
Sciences (all students)
Sciences and  engineering, manufacturing and construction (international students)



chapter A THE OUTPUT OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND THE IMPACT OF LEARNING

A3

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 201566

tools or instruments”, new processes for delivering their services, e.g. use of ICT in e-learning services, new 
learning-management system, new online courses, new pedagogic tools, such as maps, anatomy models, 
e-labs, etc.; and “knowledge or methods”, e.g. new pedagogies, new administrative management systems 
regarding admissions or other formalities, ICT to communicate with students and parents, etc.. “High 
innovation” corresponds to values 4 and 5 in the scale from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high). �e indicators 
presented below capture innovation as a signi�cant change in key practices.  

Data are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of graduates who perceive their workplace as highly innovative for knowledge or methods innovation.
Source: Figures 1.4, 1.6 and 1.8 from OECD (2014), Measuring Innovation in Education: A New Perspective, Educational Research and Innovation, 
OECD Publishing, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264215696-en. 
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283508

Chart A3.a. Professionals in highly innovative workplaces, by sector and innovation type 
Percentage of graduates who perceive their workplace as highly innovative, 2005 or 2008
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On average, more than two out of three tertiary graduates (69%) across all sectors perceived their workplace 
as highly innovative for at least one type of innovation. Interestingly, about the same proportion (70%) of 
tertiary graduates employed in the education sector, both public and private, considered their workplace 
as highly innovative for at least one type of innovation. Contrary to common belief, there is a fair level 
of innovation in the education sector, both relative to other sectors and in absolute terms. Some 60% 
of tertiary graduates employed in the education sector considered their workplace as highly innovative 
regarding knowledge or methods (compared to 49%, on average, across all sectors); 38% considered their 
workplace as highly innovative regarding products or services (compared with 47%, on average); and 36% 
considered their workplace as highly innovative regarding technology, tools or instruments (compared with 
41%, on average). Given these results, it appears that most innovation in the education sector focuses on 
teaching methods and knowledge (Chart A3.a).

Finland, Italy, the Netherlands, Slovenia and the United Kingdom have the largest share of graduates 
who considered their workplace in the education sector as highly innovative regarding at least one type of 
innovation. But graduates in these countries di�er in how they perceive innovation in education as compared 
with innovation in other sectors. In Finland, graduates consider the education sector as innovative as the 
average across other sectors. Graduates in the Netherlands, Slovenia and the United Kingdom consider the 
education sector more innovative than the average across all sectors of the economy, while the opposite 
is observed in Italy. Interestingly, the standard deviation varies considerably across countries. Italy, the 
Netherlands and Slovenia show the smallest deviation across sectors.

…
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In contrast, the share of graduates who consider the education sector as highly innovative regarding at least 
one type of innovation is the smallest in the Czech Republic, France, Hungary and Portugal. Graduates working 
in the education sector in these four countries consider their own sector as less innovative than graduates 
working in other sectors of the economy. In the Czech Republic and Portugal, the shares of graduates who 
perceived the education sector as being highly innovative are far smaller than those who perceived other 
sectors of the economy as being innovative (Chart A3.b). 

Interestingly, some of the countries covered by the survey reformed their education systems signi�cantly since 
the release of this survey. 

…

Note: Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Slovenia and Turkey refer to HEGESCO (2008). Austria, the Belgium Flemish Community, the Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom refer to REFLEX (2005).
Data are ranked in ascending order of  the percentage of graduates who perceive their workplace in education sector to be highly innovative regarding at 
least one type of innovation.
Source: Figure 1.5 from OECD (2014), Measuring Innovation in Education: A New Perspective, Educational Research and Innovation, OECD Publishing, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264215696-en. 
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283515

Chart A3.b. Professionals in innovative workplaces  
regarding at least one type of innovation, by sector and country

 Percentage of graduates who perceive their workplace as highly innovative  
in at least one type of innovation, 2005 or 2008
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In education sector more speci�cally, graduates in all countries reported innovations in “knowledge and 
methods” as the most common in 2008. On average across countries, 59% of the graduates working in the 
education sector considered that their workplace is highly innovative in this respect. By contrast, 38% of 
graduates working in the education sector considered their workplace as highly innovative for “products or 
services”; and 36% consider their workplace highly innovative for “technology, tools or instruments”.

�e Netherlands, Slovenia and the United Kingdom have the largest share of graduates who considered 
their workplace to be highly innovative regarding knowledge and methods. It is worth noting that the 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom are also among the countries that reported the highest level of 
school autonomy, as measured by the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA). 
Although there is no evidence of a strong correlation between school autonomy and degree of innovation in 
knowledge and methods across all countries, it is an interesting coincidence in some countries, suggesting 
that autonomous schools with control over sta�ng, budget, curriculum and assessments may be better 
equipped to introduce innovations in education.
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Turkey and the United Kingdom reported the largest share of graduates (more than 50%) who considered 
their workplace in the education sector to be highly innovative considering the two other types of innovation:  
“products and services” and in “technology, tools or instruments”. By contrast, in 2008, French and Hungarian 
graduates perceived the education sector as less innovative than other sectors. �e share of graduates who were 
employed in the educator sector in highly innovative workplaces regarding “at least one type of innovation” 
and “all three types of innovation” was below the European average in these two countries, and each country 
ranked below average for all three types of innovation.

Note: Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Slovenia and Turkey refer to HEGESCO (2008). Austria, the Belgium Flemish Community, the Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom refer to REFLEX 
(2005).
Data are ranked in ascending order of  the percentage of graduates who perceive their workplace in education sector to be highly innovative for knowledge 
or methods innovation.
Source: Figures 1.3, 1.5 and 1.7 from OECD (2014), Measuring Innovation in Education: A New Perspective, Educational Research and Innovation, 
OECD Publishing, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264215696-en. 
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283520

Chart A3.c. Education professionals in highly innovative workplaces,  
by innovation type and country 

Percentage of graduates working in the education sector who perceive their workplace  
as highly innovative, 2005 or 2008
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How can perceived innovation, or lack thereof, be explained? Education science is relatively new so there is a 
comparatively small number of teaching practices that have been evaluated through research. One explanation 
may come from sociologists, particularly Max Weber, who have sought, since the 19th century, to explain 
the e�orts of bureaucracies, both government and private, to rationalise and make more e�cient the work 
and accountability of large organisations. Among the practices of public service organisations, including 
educational institutions that make innovation di�cult are professional associations that control entry and 
advancement, labour agreements, expectations for transparency, and consultation outside the organisation. 
�is may explain why France ranks low in innovation in its education and health sectors, both of which are large 
public service organisations with strong professional associations. In education, the traditional “decoupling” 
or “loose coupling” of the technical core (i.e. classroom teaching) from the formal organisation and from the 
policy environment hampers innovation (Dumont, Istance and Benavides [2010]). 

�e survey also analyses the education sector by level of education. Although no country-by-country analysis 
is possible, the survey found that 80% of graduates employed in tertiary education consider their workplace 
as highly innovative, compared to 65% of graduates employed in primary education, and 63% employed in 
secondary education.

…
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Among European countries, the increase in educational attainment over the past decades, particularly in 
tertiary education, may explain why that segment is considered more innovative than other segments. Despite 
some funding problems, tertiary education remains a hugely successful enterprise, facing rising demand 
worldwide as students and parents know (or believe) that life chances, and economic and social returns will 
be enhanced with a tertiary education. Shifting the cost of tertiary education to students/parents through 
rising tuition fees and, consequently, greater indebtedness among students, is unsustainable. While the more 
selective institutions may not be threatened, these conditions may increase the competitive advantage of 
for-pro�t providers, creating incentives to develop low-cost faculty, standardised curricula, distance-learning 
methods, such as MOOCs, and minimal overhead costs, etc. (Kaufmann, 2012).

Methodology
Measuring innovation and its e�ectiveness in the public sector, and in education in particular, is in its infancy. 
Measuring innovation in education is a pioneering attempt to present indicators based on existing international 
datasets. It aims to provide education policy makers with an estimated order of magnitude of innovation and 
change in education.  

Measuring innovation in education presents two broad approaches to measuring innovation in education: 
adapting innovation surveys to the public sector (including education), and analysing organisational changes 
through teacher-student surveys. �is indicator is based on the �rst approach. While such an approach – 
asking graduates to assess the “level” of innovation – is subjective, it provides information regarding the 
perceived level of innovation by sector.

�e REFLEX (2005) and HEGESCO (2008) surveys asked graduates of higher education �ve years after they 
graduated: “How would you characterise the extent of innovation in your organisation or your work?” regarding 
“products or services”, “technology, tools or instruments” and “knowledge or methods”. “High innovation” 
corresponds to values 4 and 5 in the scale from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high). �e education sector includes 
primary, secondary and higher education as well as other non-speci�ed education activities.

�is approach is complementary to other measurement approaches. In fact, measuring innovation through 
several approaches would enrich the stock of knowledge, and improve the understanding of the bene�ts of 
innovation in the education sector. Measuring Innovation in Education suggests that developing an international 
survey on innovation in education would have several advantages, including larger country coverage (on a 
comparable basis) and a wider array of respondent stakeholders, targeting three levels of stakeholders: school 
principal/president, teachers/faculty, and students (in primary, secondary and tertiary education). Such a 
survey would help to identify the main areas of innovation – and even speci�c innovations – in the education 
sector and avoid the ambiguities of the “innovation” concept.

…

Data are ranked  by level of education.
Source: Figure 1.12 from OECD (2014), Measuring Innovation in Education: A New Perspective, Educational Research and Innovation, 
OECD Publishing, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264215696-en. 
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283539

Chart A3.d. Education professionals working in innovative workplace,  
by type of education taught

Percentage of graduates who perceive their workplace as highly innovative regarding  
at least one type of innovation, 2005 or 2008
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Definitions
First-time graduate is a student who has graduated for the first time at a given level of education during the reference 
period. Therefore, if a student has graduated multiple times over the years, he or she is counted as a graduate each 
year, but as a first-time graduate only once. 

First-time tertiary graduate is a student who graduates for the first time with a tertiary diploma, regardless of the 
education programme in which he or she is enrolled. This definition is applied in Table A3.1 (columns 13 to 15) and 
Table A3.2.

First-time graduate from a given programme or level of tertiary education is a first-time graduate from the given 
programme, but may have a diploma from another programme. For example, a first-time graduate at the master’s 
level has earned a master’s degree for the first time, but may have graduated with a bachelor’s degree previously. 
This definition is applied  in Table A3.1 (columns 1 to 12), Table A3.4 and Table A3.5.

International students are those students who left their country of origin and moved to another country for the 
purpose of study. In the majority of countries, international students are considered first-time graduates, regardless 
of their previous education in other countries. In the calculations described here, when countries could not report 
the number of international students, foreign students have been used as an approximation. Foreign students are 
students who do not have the citizenship of the country in which they studied (for more details, please refer to 
Annex 3, www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Net graduation rates represent the estimated percentage of people from a specific age cohort who will complete 
tertiary education over their lifetime, based on current patterns of graduation.

Methodology
Data refer to the academic year 2012/13 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2014 (for details, see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Unless otherwise indicated, graduation rates are calculated as net graduation rates (i.e. as the sum of age-specific 
graduation rates). Net tertiary graduation rates represent the expected probability of graduating from tertiary 
education over a lifetime if current patterns are maintained. The current cohort of graduates by ages (cross-section 
data) is used in the calculation.  
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Gross graduation rates are used when data by age are missing. In order to calculate gross graduation rates, countries 
identify the age at which graduation typically occurs (see Annex 1). The typical age of graduation for a given education 
level is defined in Education at a Glance as the age range comprising at least half of the graduate population. The 
number of graduates of which the age is unknown is divided by the population at the typical graduation age. In 
many countries, defining a typical age at graduation is difficult, however, because graduates are dispersed over a 
wide range of ages.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table A3.1 First-time graduation rates, by tertiary ISCED level (2013)

Table A3.2 Profile of a first-time tertiary graduate (2013)

Table A3.3 Distribution of all tertiary graduates, by field of education (2013)

Table A3.4 Percentage of female and international first-time graduates, by tertiary ISCED level (2013)

Table A3.5 Percentage of all students and international students who graduate from sciences and engineering 
programmes, by tertiary ISCED level (2013)

WEB Table A3.6 Trends in first time graduation rates, by tertiary ISCED level (2005-13)

WEB Table A3.7 Share of tertiary gradutates by field of education and gender (2013)

Cut-off date for the data: 23 October 2015. Updates can be found on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en.
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Table A3.1. First-time graduation rates, by tertiary ISCED level (2013)
Sum of age-specific graduation rates, by demographic group

Short tertiary (2-3 years)
ISCED 5

Bachelor’s or equivalent
ISCED 6

Master’s or equivalent
ISCED 7

Doctorate or equivalent
ISCED 8 First-time tertiary

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total
Younger 
than 30 Total

Younger 
than 30 Total

Younger 
than 35 Total

Younger 
than 35 Total

Younger 
than 30

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 28 26 12 61 43 34 18 8 5 2.5 1.6 0.8 74 44 36

Austria    26 26 25 25 21 18 22 18 15 1.9 1.4 1.0 53 45 40

Belgium    m m m 42 39 m 11 8 m 0.5 0.3 m m m m

Canada1 22 19 15 33 30 28 11 9 7 1.3 1.1 0.7 m m m

Chile    20 m m 31 m m 9 m m 0.2 m m 52 m m

Czech Republic    0 0 0 41 38 31 27 24 21 1.6 1.4 1.0 46 42 34

Denmark    12 10 8 52 48 40 26 21 19 2.8 1.9 1.3 62 54 45

Estonia    a a a m m m m m m 1.3 m m m m m

Finland    a a a 46 44 34 23 21 16 2.5 2.0 0.9 49 45 37

France    m m m m m m m m m 1.7 m m m m m

Germany    0 0 0 27 27 19 16 15 14 2.7 2.3 1.9 36 35 26

Greece    a a a m m m m m m 0.9 m m m m m

Hungary    7 7 7 22 21 15 15 14 12 0.7 0.7 0.5 m m m

Iceland    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Ireland    m m m m m m m m m 2.2 m m m m m

Israel    m m m 42 40 30 19 18 11 1.5 1.4 0.6 m m m

Italy    0 m m 28 m m 20 m m 1.4 m m 34 m m

Japan    25 24 m 45 44 m 8 8 m 1.2 1.0 m 71 68 m

Korea    m m m m m m m m m 1.6 m m m m m

Luxembourg    2 1 1 9 7 7 5 1 1 0.8 0.1 0.1 16 10 9

Mexico    2 m m 22 m m 4 m m 0.3 m m m m m

Netherlands    1 1 0 41 37 35 m m m 2.1 1.3 1.1 45 38 35

New Zealand    25 19 11 54 44 32 7 5 3 2.2 1.1 0.6 72 56 40

Norway    4 4 3 37 36 30 17 15 12 1.9 1.3 0.6 45 44 36

Poland    1 m m m m m m m m 0.6 m m m m m

Portugal    a a a 36 36 30 20 19 16 1.7 1.5 0.7 43 42 36

Slovak Republic    1 1 1 42 41 22 40 38 31 2.5 2.3 1.8 45 43 m

Slovenia    8 8 5 37 36 31 21 20 18 3.6 3.5 2.4 58 58 49

Spain    20 m m 18 18 15 22 21 19 1.5 m m 52 m m

Sweden    7 7 5 26 25 18 20 15 12 2.7 1.9 1.0 41 35 26

Switzerland    2 2 2 46 43 33 17 13 11 3.2 1.6 1.2 48 45 34

Turkey1 19 19 16 27 27 23 3 3 3 0.7 0.7 0.5 47 47 40

United Kingdom    8 8 5 45 38 33 27 15 10 3.0 1.7 1.1 47 43 37

United States    22 22 m 38 37 m 20 18 m 1.5 1.1 m 54 52 m

OECD average 11 11 7 36 34 27 17 15 13 1.7 1.4 1.0 50 45 35

EU21 average 7 6 5 34 32 26 21 18 15 1.8 1.6 1.1 45 41 34

P
a
rt

n
e
rs 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

China    19 19 m 17 17 m 2 2 m 0.2 0.2 m m m m

Colombia    13 m m 19 m m 9 m m 0.0 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 23 m m 1 m m 0.1 m m m m m

Latvia    15 m m 42 m m 14 m m 1.1 m m 58 m m

Russian Federation    29 m m 6 m m 52 m m 1.4 m m m m m

Saudi Arabia 6 m m 22 m m 1 m m 0.1 m m m m m

South Africa1 6 m m 11 m m 1 m m 0.2 m m m m m

G20 average 14 17 m 29 33 m 13 10 m 1.2 1.2 m m m m

1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284850
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Table A3.2. Profile of a first-time tertiary graduate (2013)

Share  
of female graduates

Share of graduates 
below the typical 

age of 30

Share  
of International 

graduates

Share of first-time graduates by level of education

Short tertiary  
(2-3 years)

Bachelor’s 
or equivalent

Master’s  
or equivalent

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 57 84 42 6 77 17

Austria    57 85 14 47 29 24

Belgium    m m m m m m

Canada m m m m m m

Chile    58 74 m 39 56 5

Czech Republic    63 81 9 1 88 11

Denmark    58 84 14 18 75 7

Estonia    m m m m m m

Finland    57 81 8 a 89 11

France    m m m m m m

Germany    51 87 4 0 76 24

Greece    m m m m m m

Hungary    m m m m m m

Iceland    m m m m m m

Ireland    m m m m m m

Israel    m m m m m a

Italy    59 86 m 2 80 18

Japan    51 m 4 34 63 2

Korea    m m m m m m

Luxembourg    55 86 40 11 55 34

Mexico    m m m m m m

Netherlands    57 92 15 1 91 8

New Zealand    58 75 22 31 67 3

Norway    60 81 2 9 81 10

Poland    m m m m m m

Portugal    59 82 2 a 85 15

Slovak Republic    64 82 5 2 93 5

Slovenia    61 81 1 15 58 27

Spain    55 82 m 35 31 34

Sweden    62 75 13 4 61 35

Switzerland    49 75 7 4 95 1

Turkey1 47 87 0 41 57 2

United Kingdom    56 87 9 18 80 2

United States    58 m 3 42 58 a

OECD average 57 82 11 18 69 14

EU21 average 58 84 11 13 70 18

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m m m m

China    m m m m m m

Colombia    m m m m m a

India m m m m m m

Indonesia    m m m m m m

Latvia    69 74 m 25 73 2

Russian Federation    59 m m 27 7 66

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m

South Africa m m m m m a

G20 average m m m m m m

1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284866
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Table A3.3. Distribution of all tertiary graduates, by field of education (2013)

 Education
 Humanities  

and arts 

 Social sciences, 
business  
and law Sciences

 Engineering, 
manufacturing 

and  
construction  Agriculture 

 Health  
and welfare  Services 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 8 10 44 8 8 1 18 3

Austria    11 11 33 9 19 2 7 9

Belgium    10 11 32 5 12 2 25 2

Canada1 8 11 39 10 10 1 15 5

Chile    16 4 28 5 14 2 22 9

Czech Republic    12 8 36 11 13 4 10 5

Denmark    7 12 35 8 12 1 21 3

Estonia    8 13 31 11 13 2 12 8

Finland    6 13 25 7 21 2 20 6

France    3 9 43 9 15 1 16 4

Germany    11 13 29 14 20 2 8 4

Greece    10 12 31 12 18 5 8 3

Hungary    14 9 43 6 11 2 8 8

Iceland    m m m m m m m m

Ireland    9 13 31 11 12 1 16 6

Israel    m m m m m m m m

Italy    5 17 33 8 16 2 16 3

Japan    8 15 29 3 18 3 15 9

Korea    7 18 22 7 24 1 14 7

Luxembourg    24 8 48 10 6 0 4 0

Mexico    12 4 44 5 22 2 9 1

Netherlands    12 9 40 6 8 1 19 5

New Zealand    12 14 33 12 7 1 15 5

Norway    17 10 25 7 13 1 21 6

Poland    m m m m m m m m

Portugal    9 9 31 8 18 1 17 6

Slovak Republic    13 7 32 7 13 2 19 7

Slovenia    10 10 36 10 16 3 8 8

Spain    14 9 28 9 16 1 15 8

Sweden    13 6 29 8 18 1 23 3

Switzerland    10 9 37 8 14 2 13 8

Turkey1 10 8 47 9 12 3 6 5

United Kingdom    10 16 30 16 9 1 16 2

United States    8 21 32 8 6 1 16 7

OECD average 10 11 34 9 14 2 15 5

EU21 average 10 11 34 9 14 2 14 5

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m m m m m m

China    m m m m m m m m

Colombia    8 3 53 4 17 2 7 4

India m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    m m m m m m m m

Latvia    7 8 40 6 12 1 18 7

Russian Federation    8 4 50 6 21 1 5 5

Saudi Arabia 8 28 26 18 9 0 7 2

South Africa1 20 5 47 11 8 2 7 0

G20 average m m m m m m m m

Note: Tertiary graduates include short-cycle tertiary, bachelor’s or equivalent, master’s or equivalent and doctorate.
1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284873



A3

How many young people are expected to complete tertiary education and what is their pro�le? – INDICATOR A3 chapter A

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 75

Table A3.4. Percentage of female and international first-time graduates, by tertiary ISCED level (2013)
Percentage of female graduates Percentage of international graduates

Short tertiary 
(2-3 years)

Bachelor’s 
or equivalent

Master’s 
or equivalent

Doctoral 
or equivalent

Short tertiary 
(2-3 years)

Bachelor’s 
or equivalent

Master’s 
or equivalent

Doctoral 
or equivalent

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 58 58 54 50 9 30 57 36

Austria    54 60 55 44 1 14 18 29

Belgium    m 60 56 42 m 6 26 46

Canada1 56 60 56 46 13 9 17 16

Chile    61 54 55 45 m m m m

Czech Republic    66 63 61 43 3 7 10 13

Denmark    48 60 56 45 16 8 18 31

Estonia    a m m 60 a m m m

Finland    a 59 60 51 a 5 9 21

France    m m m 44 m m m m

Germany    75 49 53 44 0 3 10 15

Greece    a m m 45 a m m m

Hungary    69 61 61 46 0 3 4 7

Iceland    m m m m m m m m

Ireland    m m m 49 m m m m

Israel    m 59 60 52 m 3 3 3

Italy    24 59 60 52 m m m m

Japan    62 45 33 30 4 2 9 19

Korea    m m m 34 m m m m

Luxembourg    59 56 51 39 46 21 71 81

Mexico    42 53 55 48 m m m m

Netherlands    51 57 m 46 a 10 m 40

New Zealand    54 61 55 50 23 18 29 46

Norway    24 64 58 48 0 2 11 30

Poland    84 m m 55 m m m m

Portugal    a 60 61 55 a 2 5 11

Slovak Republic    70 63 64 51 1 4 4 6

Slovenia    48 63 65 55 0 1 2 4

Spain    52 58 56 50 m 1 5 m

Sweden    55 69 55 46 0 3 25 32

Switzerland    59 49 49 44 a 7 23 51

Turkey1 45 49 48 45 0 1 2 3

United Kingdom    57 56 58 46 6 15 45 44

United States    61 57 58 49 2 3 11 27

OECD average 56 58 56 47 m 7 18 27

EU21 average 58 60 58 48 m 7 18 27

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m m m m m m

China    52 50 49 37 0 0 1 2

Colombia    51 58 57 40 m m m m

India m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    m 51 48 41 m m m m

Latvia    71 68 69 57 m m m m

Russian Federation    53 59 61 44 m m m m

Saudi Arabia 23 60 40 24 m m m m

South Africa1 62 60 47 42 m m m m

G20 average 52 55 51 42 4 8 19 20

1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284886
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Table A3.5. Percentage of all students and international students who graduate from sciences  
and engineering programmes, by tertiary ISCED level (2013)

Percentage of students who graduate from sciences  
and engineering programmes

Percentage of international students who graduate from sciences  
and engineering programmes

Sciences
 Engineering, manufacturing  

and construction Sciences
 Engineering, manufacturing  

and construction
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 5 9 7 24 9 7 9 15 7 9 10 27 11 9 10 22

Austria    4 12 10 28 31 14 12 20 0 11 8 34 30 11 10 20

Belgium    0 4 7 21 0 11 14 26 m 2 10 22 m 8 13 30

Canada1 5 13 10 37 13 8 9 19 6 13 10 37 16 9 11 21

Chile    4 5 3 40 15 17 3 19 3 6 7 42 16 18 8 33

Czech Republic    0 10 10 29 0 12 15 19 0 15 13 37 0 10 11 20

Denmark    6 6 13 18 23 10 10 26 7 8 13 19 19 24 15 42

Estonia    a 10 12 35 a 11 18 16 a 1 14 25 a 0 17 33

Finland    a 5 9 18 a 22 18 24 a 4 15 23 a 29 33 34

France    3 12 10 48 22 8 17 13 m m m m m m m m

Germany    0 11 17 33 31 24 15 11 a 12 13 46 a 28 25 15

Greece    a 11 17 21 a 19 15 18 a m m m a m m m

Hungary    9 5 6 28 3 12 12 9 3 6 3 35 13 9 4 8

Iceland    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Ireland    12 11 9 31 20 12 4 13 m m m m m m m m

Israel    m 8 7 43 m 13 5 9 m 8 8 41 m 11 4 18

Italy    10 8 7 26 69 15 18 20 m m m m m m m m

Japan    0 4 10 15 15 17 33 23 m m m m m m m m

Korea    2 10 6 13 28 23 17 26 1 4 5 25 37 12 16 30

Luxembourg    1 6 12 39 10 7 4 14 0 5 15 44 0 2 4 13

Mexico    1 6 4 15 52 22 7 13 m m m m m m m m

Netherlands    2 6 6 15 6 8 8 19 a 3 9 m a 5 11 m

New Zealand    12 12 13 33 6 6 15 14 15 16 16 37 6 7 19 17

Norway    3 5 10 32 55 8 14 10 0 6 18 52 50 5 19 20

Poland    0 7 6 m 0 11 12 m a 4d x(10) m a 6d x(14) m

Portugal    a 6 8 22 a 18 18 21 a 6 8 26 a 21 16 20

Slovak Republic    2 8 7 16 3 13 13 25 0 2 2 7 0 9 3 15

Slovenia    6 10 8 22 24 15 15 18 0 10 8 41 17 16 14 18

Spain    7 7 10 36 19 20 12 9 m 5 7 m m 9 9 m

Sweden    9 6 8 24 28 10 24 27 14 12 20 32 21 15 37 38

Switzerland    1 6 10 30 2 16 12 13 a 10 12 37 a 17 14 18

Turkey1 7 9 10 13 19 8 9 7 2 10 12 16 9 16 17 5

United Kingdom    12 20 11 33 8 9 10 14 9 14 11 29 10 15 13 19

United States    5 11 6 26 7 6 6 15 6 13 18 35 4 12 21 31

OECD average 5 8 9 27 19 13 13 17 4 8 11 32 15 12 14 23

EU21 average 5 9 10 27 19 13 13 18 4 7 10 30 12 13 15 23

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    2 6 m m 0 8 m m 0 6 m m 0 14 m m

China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia    8 2 2 24 18 22 6 23 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

Latvia    4 5 9 22 9 12 14 18 0 2 2 0 14 3 4 0

Russian Federation    6 10 5 25 32 14 17 16 m m m m m m m m

Saudi Arabia 21 18 6 6 26 5 2 4 m m m m m m m m

South Africa1 10 11 13 30 9 7 11 8 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

1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284899
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TO WHAT EXTENT DOES PARENTS’ EDUCATION INFLUENCE 
THEIR CHILDREN’S EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT?

• On average across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of 
Adult Skills (PIAAC) in 2012, 22% of 25-34 year-old non-students – and in Korea, 47% of this 
group – have attained tertiary education even though their parents have not (upward mobility). 

• First generation tertiary-educated adults and tertiary-educated adults whose parents also hold a 
tertiary degree share similar employment rates and pursue similar fields of study. 

• When parents’ education is taken into account, adults with tertiary education are 23 percentage 
points more likely than those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as 
their highest level of education to be among the top 25% in monthly earnings, on average.

 Context
Because of its strong links to employment, earnings, overall wealth and the well-being of individuals, 
education can reduce inequalities in societies – but it can also perpetuate them. Giving all young people 
a fair chance to obtain a quality education is a fundamental part of the social contract. It is critically 
important to address inequalities in education opportunities in order to maintain social mobility and 
broaden the pool of candidates for higher education and high-skilled jobs. �is indicator draws from 
the Survey of Adult Skills, a product of the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of 
Adult Competencies (PIAAC) (2012), to analyse the incidence of tertiary education among adults 
whose parents had not attained that level of education (�rst generation tertiary-educated adults) and 
intergenerational social mobility.

In today’s fast-changing labour markets, the gap in returns to low- and high-quali�ed workers is 
growing. On average, less-educated adults have the highest unemployment and inactivity rates and 
have the lowest wages over their working lives (see Indicators A5 and A6). Having a large population 
of low-quali�ed workers may thus lead to a heavier social burden and deepening inequalities that are 
both di�cult and costly to address once people have left initial education.

Chart A4.1. Intergenerational mobility in education (2012)
Survey of Adult Skills, educational attainment of 25-34 year-old non-students  

compared with their parents

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of upward mobility to tertiary education among tertiary-educated 25-34 year-old non-students.
Source: OECD. Table A4.1a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283540
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PISA 2012 results show that in several countries that have designed and implemented policies with a 
stronger focus on equity, students from disadvantaged backgrounds have improved their performance 
at school. A signi�cant number of countries that underperformed in 2003 improved their PISA 
scores markedly by 2012. In several of these countries, the improvement was mainly due to giving 
more students higher-quality education (OECD, 2013). Various policy options, such as maintaining 
reasonable costs for higher education and funding student support systems can help disadvantaged 
students. Ensuring access to and success in tertiary education for all is important, but so is addressing 
inequalities at the earliest stages of schooling.

 Other findings
• The opportunity for individuals to attain tertiary education and surpass their parents’ education has 

stayed the same or increased over time in most countries. Among individuals whose parents’ highest 
level of education was upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary, 38% of 25-34 year-olds 
attained tertiary education, on average, as did 37% of 35-44 year-olds, 36% of 45-54 year-olds, and 
34% of 55-64 year-olds.

• In some countries, it is natural that a large proportion of younger adults appears unlikely to surpass 
their parents in educational attainment because many of those parents have already attained 
tertiary education, leaving no room for upward mobility for their children. This kind of status quo 
in educational attainment is a positive outcome.

• On average, 88% of �rst generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-old non-students are employed. 
In Flanders (Belgium), 98% of this group are employed.
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Analysis

First generation tertiary-educated adults

Intergenerational mobility in education, as measured by the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of 
Adult Competencies (PIAAC) (2012), refers to the proportion of individuals whose highest level of qualification is 
different from that of their parents: higher in the case of upward mobility, and lower in the case of downward mobility 
across generations. Status quo in education is when children attain the same level of education as their parents. 

Chart A4.1. summarises the findings of educational mobility among 25-34 year-old non-students presented in 
Indicator A4 in Education at a Glance 2014, with an additional breakdown by level of upward mobility (Table A4.4 in 
OECD, 2014a). It shows that, across the countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult 
Skills, the majority of younger adults attained the same level of education as their parents (52%). Some 16% of 
younger adults attained a lower level of education than their parents (downward mobility) while the remaining 32% 
were upwardly mobile compared to their parents, either attaining upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education (10%) or tertiary education (22%). The latter group is referred to as first generation tertiary-educated 
adults (Table A4.1a). 

In Korea, 47% of young adults surpassed their parents’ educational attainment when they themselves attained 
tertiary education. This contrasts with Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany, Sweden and the United States, where 
15% or less of younger adults are first generation tertiary-educated. In Austria, the Czech Republic and Germany, a 
large share of students choose vocational education, which may explain the low percentage of young adults who are 
first generation tertiary educated. In the United States, the proportion of tertiary-educated older adults is one of 
the highest among OECD countries, which leaves less room for upward mobility to tertiary education (Table A4.1a 
and see Table A1.3a).

As Indicator A1 shows, the level of education rose significantly in recent years, especially among younger adults. 
Over the past 30 years, almost all OECD countries have seen significant increases in the educational attainment 
of their populations, this can be observed by comparing the educational attainment of younger and older adults. 
By 2014, about one in three adults in OECD countries held a tertiary qualification, including qualifications from 
more technical tertiary programmes as well as from universities (see Table A1.4a). 

As the share of adults whose parents have a tertiary education increases, fewer younger adults show upward 
educational mobility. This is why, on average across the countries and sub-national entities that participated in 
the Survey of Adult Skills, the proportion of younger adults with a higher level of education than their parents is 
shrinking. At the same time, when looking at the data in light of parents’ educational attainment, opportunities to 
attain higher levels of education are growing (see Table A4.2 in OECD, 2014a). 

As Chart A4.2 shows, there is a clear progression of educational attainment and a continuous increase in opportunities 
to attain tertiary education. The proportion of younger adults who completed tertiary education is larger than the 
proportion of older adults who did so, regardless of their parents’ level of education (Table A4.2 in OECD, 2014a). 

The results also show an increasing proportion of children of tertiary-educated parents who also attained tertiary 
education. On average, 60% of older adults attained tertiary education as their parents did, as did 65% of younger 
adults (see Table A4.2 in OECD, 2014a). 

Chart A4.2 not only shows an increase in tertiary attainment across younger age groups, it also confirms the impact 
of parents’ education on children’s own attainment. The share of younger adults who complete tertiary education 
and whose parents completed below upper secondary as their highest level of education is increasing among younger 
adults, but remains small – 23% among younger adults – compared to the proportion of younger adults of the same 
age who complete tertiary education and whose parents also completed that level of education (65%) (see Table A4.2 
in OECD, 2014a). 

The differences, related to parents’ educational attainment, in the proportions of individuals who completed 
tertiary education is stable across the generations. Some 23% of younger adults whose parents did not attain 
upper secondary education attained tertiary education themselves, compared with 65% of adults of the same age 
whose parents also attained tertiary education (a difference of 42 percentage points). Among 35-44 year-olds, this 
difference is 44 percentage points (24% and 68%, respectively), it is 43 percentage points among 45-54 year-olds 
(19% and 63%, respectively) and 43 percentage points among older adults (17% and 60%, respectively). These 
trends show that there is room for reducing inequities to allow a greater proportion of individuals whose parents 
have low educational attainment to complete tertiary education (see Table A4.2 in OECD, 2014a).
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Gender

Chart A4.3 shows that in most countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills in 
2012, a larger proportion of women than men are first generation tertiary-educated, both among younger adults and 
among 35-44 year-olds. But the gap in favour of women is larger among 25-34 year-olds than among 35-44 year-olds – 
confirming conclusions drawn from Indicator A1 on educational attainment that find a larger proportion of adult 
women than men complete tertiary education, with a particularly wide gender gap among younger adults. The 
Czech Republic is the only country with a difference of more than 15 percentage points in the proportion of first 
generation tertiary-educated women among younger adults (68%) compared to that among 35-44 year-olds (37%). 
The largest proportion of first generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-old women is also found in the Czech Republic: 
a proportion that is 10 percentage points larger than the average (Table A4.2b, available on line).

Chart A4.2. Percentage of non-students who completed tertiary education,  
by age group and parents’ educational attainment (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, average

Source: OECD. Education at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators. Table A4.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 
19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283558
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Chart A4.3. First generation tertiary-educated women, by age group (2012)
Survey of Adult Skills, 25-34 and 35-44 year-old first generation tertiary-educated non-student women

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the proportion of �rst generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-old non-student women.
Source: OECD. Table A4.2b, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283569
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Field of education

Chart A4.4 shows that in most countries, first generation tertiary-educated individuals pursued fields of education 
similar to those chosen by individuals who were not first generation tertiary-educated. On average, the largest 
proportion of all tertiary-educated younger adults holds a degree in social sciences, business and law (28%, on 
average). The second most popular field of education is engineering, manufacturing and construction (17%). 
In the Czech Republic, 41% of first generation tertiary-educated younger adults completed their degree in social 
sciences, business and law, the largest proportion among participating countries and sub-national entities. By 
contrast, in the Russian Federation, 18% of first generation tertiary-educated younger adults completed their 
degree in social sciences, business and law, and 34% completed their degree in engineering, manufacturing and 
construction. In England/Northern Ireland (UK), the Netherlands and the United States, among both first generation 
tertiary-educated adults and tertiary-educated adults whose parents also hold a tertiary degree, there is a difference 
of more than 20 percentage points between the proportions of adults who studied social sciences, business and law 
and those who studied engineering, manufacturing and construction (Table A4.2c, available on line).

Chart A4.4. First generation/not first generation tertiary-educated adults,  
by selected field of education (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-34 year-old non-students

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of �rst generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-old non-student from social sciences, business and law.
Source: OECD. Table A4.2c, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283575
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Labour status of first generation tertiary-educated adults

Indicator A5 shows that employment rates are the highest among tertiary-educated adults. Similar conclusions can 
be drawn from Chart A4.5, which shows that, on average, 88% of first generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-old 
non-students are employed, as are 90% of those who attained tertiary education and whose parents hold a tertiary 
degree. The difference in employment rates between those who are first generation tertiary-educated and those 
who are not is not statistically significant in most countries. Thus, in general, first generation tertiary-educated 
adults do not have a better or worse chance of being employed compared to tertiary-educated adults whose parents 
had also attained that level of education (Table A4.2d and see Table A5.3a).

When comparing age groups among first generation tertiary-educated adults, the difference in the proportion of 
employed first generation tertiary-educated adults is less than 3 percentage points between 25-34 year-olds and 
35-44 year-olds in 16 of the 24 countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills. 



A4

To what extent does parents’ education in�uence their children’s educational attainment? – INDICATOR A4 chapter A

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 83

In Austria, Flanders (Belgium), Ireland, Japan, Northern Ireland (UK) and the Russian Federation, the proportion of 
first generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds who are employed is greater than that among 35-44 year-olds. In 
these countries and sub-national entities, younger cohorts of first generation tertiary-educated adults have better 
employment prospects than older groups (Table A4.2d).

Chart A4.5. Employment rates among first generation/not first generation  
tertiary-educated adults (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-34 year-old non-students

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the employment rate of �rst generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds.
Source: OECD. Table A4.2d. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283588
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Part-time/full-time work

On average across the countries and sub-national entities that participated in the survey, 88% of employed first 
generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-old non-students work 30 hours per week or more (paid or unpaid). This 
means that a large majority of first generation tertiary-educated adults work full time after they finish tertiary 
education. However, there are significant variations among countries. For example, in the Netherlands, 72% of first 
generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds work full time, but only 57% of Dutch women who are of the same age 
and are first generation tertiary-educated do. By contrast, in Denmark, 96% of first generation tertiary-educated 
25-34 year-olds – 98% of men and 94% of women – work full time (Table A4.2e).

Intergenerational social mobility

The findings shown in Chart A4.6 confirm the general conclusions of Indicator A6: higher educational attainment is 
positively associated with earnings. But they also show that parents’ education has less impact on individuals’ earnings 
compared to the effect of one’s own level of education. In fact, when controlling for adults’ own education, parents’ 
education is significant in only 8 of the 22 countries and sub-national entities shown in the chart (Table A4.3a). 

On average, there is a 4 percentage-point increase in the probability of having among the highest 25% in monthly 
earnings when parents’ highest level of education is tertiary compared with those whose parents’ highest level 
of education is upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary. This means that, after accounting for an adult’s 
own educational attainment, having tertiary-educated parents is a positive influence on children’s earnings – 
meaning also that it still has a somewhat enduring (additional) effect on children’s economic situation, even if the 
strongest influence on earnings is through an adult’s own educational attainment. Adults with tertiary education 
are 23 percentage points more likely to have among the highest 25% in monthly earnings compared with adults 
whose highest level of attainment is upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education (Table A4.3a). 

A similar situation, with a significant role of parents’ tertiary education, is present in eight countries, highest in the 
Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic, then in Estonia and England/Northern Ireland (UK). This emphasises the 
importance of bringing up the relationship between parents’ education and own education in an examination of 
intergenerational social mobility (Table A4.3a).
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Other analyses on the likelihood of being in a skilled occupation or being a top performer in literacy and numeracy 
based on educational attainment of parents and own educational attainment are available on line (Tables A4.3b, c 
and d, available on line).

Chart A4.6. Likelihood of being among the top 25% in earnings,  
by parents’ and own educational attainment (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education  
as reference category

How to read this chart
On average, the percentage of individuals with monthly earnings in the highest 25% of the monthly earnings distribution and whose parents 
reached tertiary education increases by 4 percentage points compared with those whose parents have upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary education. However, when the individual’s own highest level of education is tertiary, the increase is 23 percentage points compared 
with one who attained upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education.

Note: Di�erences between the groups that are not statistically signi�cant at 95% are not presented.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage-point di�erence in likelihood of being in the highest 25% of earnings distribution when own highest 
level of education is tertiary (upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education is the reference category).
Source: OECD. Table A4.3a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283590
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Definitions 
Age groups: Adults refers to 25-64 year-olds; younger adults refers to 25-34 year-olds.

Earnings refer to monthly wages, including bonuses for wage and salary earners and self-employed adults.

First generation tertiary-educated adults are indivuals who have attained tertiary education but whose parents 
level of education is lower. The comparison is made only with the adult’s parents, not with earlier generations.

Levels of education: Below upper secondary corresponds to ISCED-97 Levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programmes; 
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. 

Non-student refers to an individual who was not enrolled as a student at the time of the survey. For example, “non-
students who completed tertiary education” refers to individuals who had completed tertiary education and were 
not students when the survey was conducted. 

Parents’ educational attainment: Below upper secondary means that both parents have attained ISCED-97 
Levels 0, 1, 2 or 3C short programmes; upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary means that at least one 
parent (whether mother or father) has attained ISCED-97 Levels 3A, 3B, 3C long programmes, or Level 4; and 
tertiary means that at least one parent (whether mother or father) has attained ISCED-97 Levels 5A, 5B or 6. 

Working hours: Full time refers to individuals who work 30 hours per week or more (paid or unpaid); part time 
refers to individuals who work less than 30 hours per week (paid or unpaid).
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Methodology 
All data are based on the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). PIAAC is the OECD Programme for the International 
Assessment of Adult Competencies. See Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm)  
for additional information. 

Data on first generation tertiary-educated adults are also based on data from the Survey of Adult Skills, which was 
not specifically designed for this population. The sample is smaller than in other indicators that use the whole 
population, explaining why standard errors are slightly higher than usual. Data should, therefore, be interpreted 
with caution.

Note regarding data from the Russian Federation in the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 

Readers should note that the sample for the Russian Federation does not include the population of the Moscow municipal 
area. The data published, therefore, do not represent the entire resident population aged 16-65 in Russia but rather the 
population of Russia excluding the population residing in the Moscow municipal area. More detailed information regarding 
the data from the Russian Federation as well as that of other countries can be found in the Technical Report of the Survey 
of Adult Skills (OECD, 2014b).
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gender and age group (2012)

WEB Table A4.2f First generation tertiary-educated adults, by monthly earnings, gender and age group (2012)

WEB Table A4.2g First generation tertiary-educated adults, by time off/no time off from education,  
gender and age group (2012)
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gender and age group (2012)
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gender and age group (2012)
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Table A4.1a. Intergenerational mobility in education, by age group (2012)
25-34 and 35-44 year-old non-students whose educational attainment is lower than (downward mobility),  

higher than (upward mobility), or the same as (status quo) that of their parents

How to read this table: In Australia, among 25-34 year-olds, 6% completed below upper secondary (a level lower than that attained by their parents), 10% completed 
upper secondary or post-secondary education (a level lower than that attained by their parents), 16% completed upper secondary or post-secondary education 
(a  level higher than that attained by their parents), 20% completed tertiary education (a level higher than that attained by their parents), 8% completed 
below upper secondary (a level equivalent to that attained by their parents), 13% completed upper secondary or post-secondary education (a level equivalent to 
that attained by their parents) and 27% completed tertiary education (a level equivalent to that attained by their parents).

25-34 year-olds

Downward mobility Upward mobility Status quo

Own 
education: 

below upper 
secondary 

Own 
education: 

upper 
secondary 

or post-
secondary 

non-tertiary

Own 
education: 
all levels

Own 
education: 

upper 
secondary 

or post-
secondary 

non-tertiary 

Own 
education: 

tertiary 

Own 
education: 
all levels 

Own 
education: 

below upper 
secondary 

Own 
education: 

upper 
secondary 

or post-
secondary 

non-tertiary 

Own 
education: 

tertiary 

Own 
education: 
all levels 

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 6 (1.0) 10 (1.0) 16 (1.4) 16 (1.5) 20 (1.5) 36 (1.9) 8 (1.0) 13 (1.2) 27 (1.5) 48 (2.0)

Austria 7 (0.9) 14 (1.2) 21 (1.4) 10 (1.2) 11 (0.9) 21 (1.4) 6 (0.6) 44 (1.6) 8 (0.7) 57 (1.8)

Canada 5 (0.6) 14 (1.1) 18 (1.1) 5 (0.5) 23 (1.2) 27 (1.4) 3 (0.5) 16 (1.1) 35 (1.3) 54 (1.5)

Czech Republic 6 (1.0) 6 (1.1) 12 (1.5) 2 (0.5) 15 (1.1) 17 (1.2) 1 (0.3) 57 (2.0) 13 (1.3) 71 (1.8)

Denmark 8 (1.3) 9 (1.2) 18 (1.6) 7 (1.1) 21 (1.3) 28 (1.5) 6 (1.0) 19 (1.6) 29 (1.5) 54 (1.8)

Estonia 11 (0.9) 16 (1.2) 27 (1.4) 4 (0.6) 20 (1.1) 23 (1.3) 3 (0.6) 22 (1.3) 25 (1.3) 50 (1.5)

Finland 6 (1.0) 9 (1.0) 15 (1.4) 9 (1.2) 30 (1.7) 39 (1.9) 1 (0.5) 26 (1.3) 18 (1.2) 46 (1.7)

France 5 (0.7) 5 (0.7) 10 (1.0) 14 (1.1) 26 (1.3) 40 (1.4) 8 (0.8) 23 (1.4) 19 (1.1) 50 (1.5)

Germany 8 (1.2) 17 (1.5) 24 (1.9) 4 (0.9) 14 (1.5) 19 (1.7) 2 (0.7) 34 (2.1) 21 (1.5) 57 (2.0)

Ireland 4 (0.6) 8 (0.9) 12 (1.0) 17 (1.1) 28 (1.2) 45 (1.5) 9 (0.8) 16 (1.3) 19 (1.1) 44 (1.6)

Italy 3 (0.9) 2 (0.7) 5 (1.2) 29 (1.6) 17 (1.2) 45 (1.9) 28 (2.1) 16 (1.4) 5 (1.0) 49 (2.0)

Japan 6 (0.9) 11 (1.3) 18 (1.2) 2 (0.6) 22 (1.5) 24 (1.6) 2 (0.6) 21 (1.4) 35 (1.7) 58 (1.7)

Korea 1 (0.2) 3 (0.6) 3 (0.6) 14 (1.0) 47 (1.2) 61 (1.5) 2 (0.4) 16 (1.1) 17 (1.2) 35 (1.5)

Netherlands 8 (1.0) 9 (1.2) 17 (1.4) 16 (1.5) 22 (1.6) 38 (2.2) 10 (1.3) 15 (1.5) 20 (1.5) 45 (2.1)

Norway 13 (1.4) 14 (1.6) 27 (1.9) 5 (0.7) 18 (1.2) 22 (1.3) 4 (0.9) 18 (1.5) 28 (1.5) 51 (2.3)

Poland 4 (0.7) 3 (0.7) 7 (1.0) 6 (0.8) 30 (1.6) 36 (1.7) 2 (0.4) 41 (1.6) 14 (1.2) 57 (1.8)

Slovak Republic 4 (0.5) 6 (0.7) 10 (0.8) 6 (0.8) 17 (1.5) 23 (1.6) 9 (1.0) 49 (1.5) 10 (1.0) 67 (1.8)

Spain 7 (0.9) 3 (0.6) 10 (1.0) 15 (1.2) 26 (1.3) 41 (1.6) 31 (1.5) 8 (1.1) 10 (0.9) 49 (1.6)

Sweden 9 (1.2) 20 (1.6) 28 (1.7) 9 (1.1) 15 (1.3) 24 (1.8) 5 (1.0) 18 (1.6) 25 (1.5) 47 (2.1)

United States 5 (0.9) 18 (1.7) 23 (1.9) 8 (0.9) 15 (1.4) 24 (1.7) 5 (0.8) 22 (1.4) 27 (1.6) 54 (2.1)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 4 (0.7) 9 (1.1) 13 (1.3) 13 (1.2) 22 (1.5) 35 (1.6) 3 (0.7) 23 (1.3) 26 (1.5) 52 (1.6)

England (UK) 8 (0.9) 7 (1.0) 16 (1.2) 7 (0.9) 26 (1.8) 32 (1.9) 6 (0.9) 19 (1.7) 27 (1.9) 51 (2.2)

Northern Ireland (UK) 8 (1.5) 5 (1.3) 13 (1.7) 9 (1.3) 27 (1.8) 36 (1.9) 11 (1.4) 23 (1.7) 17 (1.8) 51 (2.2)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 8 (0.9) 7 (0.9) 16 (1.1) 7 (0.9) 26 (1.7) 33 (1.9) 6 (0.9) 19 (1.6) 26 (1.8) 51 (2.1)

Average 6 (0.2) 10 (0.2) 16 (0.3) 10 (0.2) 22 (0.3) 32 (0.3) 7 (0.2) 24 (0.3) 21 (0.3) 52 (0.4)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 5 (0.7) 6 (1.6) 11 (2.2) 6 (1.5) 38 (3.0) 44 (4.3) 2 (0.6) 13 (1.3) 31 (3.0) 46 (4.0)

Note: Columns showing data for 35-44 year-olds are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284933
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Table A4.2d. First generation/not first generation tertiary-educated adults, by labour force status,  
gender and age group (2012)

25-34 and 35-44 year-old first generation/not first generation tertiary-educated non-students

How to read this table: In Australia, among 25-34 year-old first generation tertiary-educated men and women, 86% are employed, 4% are unemployed and  
10% are inactive.

First generation tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds

Employed Unemployed Inactive

Men Women M + W Men Women M + W Men Women M + W

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 93 (4.2) 82 (4.1) 86 (3.0) 5 (3.0) 4 (2.1) 4 (1.6) c c 14 (3.9) 10 (2.5)

Austria 98 (1.8) 91 (4.9) 95 (2.5) c c c c c c c c 6 (3.8) 3 (1.9)

Canada 94 (2.5) 84 (3.1) 88 (2.2) 5 (2.3) 4 (1.7) 5 (1.4) 2 (0.9) 11 (2.3) 7 (1.4)

Czech Republic 98 (1.5) 76 (5.1) 83 (3.9) c c 3 (3.3) 3 (2.1) c c 21 (4.5) 14 (3.2)

Denmark 94 (2.9) 90 (3.1) 92 (2.1) 5 (2.8) 5 (2.2) 5 (1.7) c c 4 (2.1) 3 (1.3)

Estonia 96 (2.4) 92 (2.2) 93 (1.6) c c c c 2 (1.0) c c 7 (2.3) 5 (1.4)

Finland 93 (2.8) 94 (2.0) 93 (1.7) c c 2 (1.1) 2 (1.0) 4 (2.3) 4 (1.6) 4 (1.4)

France 86 (2.9) 85 (2.6) 86 (1.9) 9 (2.5) 7 (2.3) 8 (1.7) 5 (2.2) 8 (1.5) 7 (1.4)

Germany 98 (2.5) 87 (5.1) 93 (2.5) c c c c c c c c 11 (4.8) 5 (2.1)

Ireland 91 (2.9) 91 (2.3) 91 (1.7) 7 (2.4) 4 (1.6) 5 (1.5) 2 (1.7) 5 (1.5) 4 (1.1)

Italy 87 (6.0) 72 (7.4) 78 (5.7) c c 21 (7.2) 15 (5.2) 8 (4.8) 7 (3.1) 7 (2.6)

Japan 96 (2.1) 78 (3.7) 87 (2.3) c c c c c c 3 (1.8) 22 (3.7) 13 (2.2)

Korea 89 (2.1) 65 (2.8) 77 (1.7) 3 (1.1) 4 (1.2) 4 (0.8) 8 (2.0) 31 (2.7) 20 (1.6)

Netherlands 98 (2.3) 92 (3.6) 94 (2.4) c c c c 3 (1.9) c c 4 (2.4) 2 (1.4)

Norway 97 (2.2) 91 (3.0) 93 (2.0) c c 4 (2.1) 3 (1.3) c c 5 (2.2) 4 (1.5)

Poland 95 (1.6) 81 (3.0) 87 (1.8) 4 (1.6) 7 (1.5) 6 (1.0) 0 (0.3) 12 (2.6) 7 (1.5)

Slovak Republic 89 (3.5) 73 (4.3) 80 (2.9) 6 (2.6) 4 (1.6) 5 (1.5) 5 (3.0) 23 (4.1) 16 (2.8)

Spain 76 (5.1) 75 (4.2) 75 (3.2) 16 (4.5) 15 (3.2) 16 (2.7) 8 (3.3) 10 (2.7) 9 (2.3)

Sweden 98 (1.8) 96 (1.8) 97 (1.3) c c 3 (1.6) 2 (1.2) c c c c c c

United States 90 (5.2) 83 (4.2) 86 (3.3) c c 8 (3.1) 6 (2.2) c c 10 (2.9) 9 (2.6)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 98 (1.6) 98 (1.2) 98 (1.0) c c c c c c c c c c c c

England (UK) 92 (3.5) 82 (3.5) 87 (2.4) 8 (3.5) 3 (1.6) 6 (2.0) c c 15 (3.2) 8 (1.7)

Northern Ireland (UK) 89 (7.1) 92 (2.9) 91 (3.5) 9 (7.0) c c 6 (3.3) c c 6 (2.3) 4 (1.4)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 92 (3.4) 82 (3.4) 87 (2.3) 8 (3.4) 3 (1.5) 6 (1.9) c c 14 (3.0) 7 (1.6)

Average 93 (0.7) 84 (0.8) 88 (0.6) 7 (0.9) 6 (0.7) 6 (0.5) 5 (0.8) 11 (0.7) 8 (0.4)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 90 (2.4) 67 (3.9) 79 (2.4) 2 (0.9) c c 1 (0.5) 8 (2.2) 32 (3.9) 20 (2.3)

Notes: First generation refers to the comparison with an adult’s parents only, not with earlier generations. Columns showing data for 35-44 year-olds and data for 
not first generation tertiary-educated adults are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284941
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Table A4.2e. First generation tertiary-educated adults, by part-time/full-time 
status, gender and age group (2012)

25-34 and 35-44 year-old first generation tertiary-educated non-students

How to read this table: In Australia, among 25-34 year-old first generation tertiary-educated employed men, 93% work full time and 7% work part time.

Part-time/full-time status among tertiary-educated  
25-34 year-olds

Part-time/full-time status among tertiary-educated  
35-44 year-olds

Full time (30 hours or more) Full time (30 hours or more)

Men Women M + W Men Women M + W

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia1 93 (4.1) 79 (4.2) 85 (3.3) 92 (3.0) 63 (4.3) 79 (2.6)

Austria 100 (0.0) 78 (5.8) 90 (2.9) 98 (1.6) 55 (5.7) 79 (3.0)

Canada 96 (2.0) 85 (3.4) 90 (2.2) 98 (0.7) 81 (2.5) 90 (1.3)

Czech Republic 97 (1.9) 93 (4.7) 94 (3.1) 98 (1.3) 89 (4.6) 95 (1.8)

Denmark 98 (1.9) 94 (2.3) 96 (1.5) 96 (1.9) 91 (2.7) 93 (1.7)

Estonia 94 (2.7) 86 (2.9) 90 (1.9) 99 (1.2) 87 (2.7) 91 (1.9)

Finland 95 (2.3) 89 (2.8) 91 (2.0) 98 (1.4) 94 (1.7) 96 (1.2)

France 96 (2.0) 81 (3.3) 87 (1.9) 95 (1.7) 82 (2.6) 88 (1.8)

Germany 93 (3.2) 72 (8.2) 84 (4.3) 99 (1.0) 65 (6.4) 86 (2.6)

Ireland 92 (2.7) 84 (2.7) 88 (1.9) 93 (3.2) 70 (3.2) 81 (2.1)

Italy 97 (2.8) 86 (4.6) 91 (2.9) 91 (3.7) 70 (4.4) 79 (3.3)

Japan 96 (2.0) 92 (2.6) 94 (1.5) 99 (0.8) 70 (4.2) 86 (2.1)

Korea 94 (1.5) 85 (2.6) 90 (1.5) 95 (1.4) 74 (3.4) 88 (1.6)

Netherlands 89 (4.6) 57 (5.4) 72 (3.7) 96 (2.2) 45 (4.7) 73 (3.0)

Norway 95 (3.5) 79 (4.8) 86 (3.1) 97 (1.8) 86 (2.9) 91 (1.6)

Poland 97 (1.4) 84 (3.2) 89 (2.1) 93 (3.3) 86 (3.5) 89 (2.5)

Slovak Republic 93 (4.6) 85 (4.6) 89 (3.3) 96 (3.2) 97 (1.9) 96 (1.8)

Spain 97 (1.8) 74 (4.5) 83 (2.9) 92 (2.2) 81 (3.1) 86 (1.9)

Sweden 98 (1.8) 89 (3.9) 93 (2.4) 99 (1.0) 94 (2.5) 96 (1.6)

United States 92 (4.4) 92 (4.0) 92 (3.0) 98 (1.6) 83 (4.8) 90 (2.7)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 100 (0.0) 87 (3.3) 92 (2.0) 96 (1.9) 84 (3.8) 90 (2.1)

England (UK) 81 (6.3) 80 (4.1) 81 (3.6) 95 (2.3) 53 (4.7) 74 (3.1)

Northern Ireland (UK) 99 (1.4) 83 (4.3) 90 (2.5) 95 (3.0) 68 (4.3) 80 (2.9)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 82 (6.1) 80 (3.9) 81 (3.5) 95 (2.3) 54 (4.5) 74 (3.0)

Average 95 (0.6) 83 (0.9) 88 (0.6) 96 (0.5) 77 (0.8) 87 (0.5)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 96 (1.6) 89 (4.3) 93 (2.2) 92 (5.8) 84 (4.8) 88 (3.4)

Notes: First generation refers to the comparison with an adult’s parents only, not with earlier generations. Columns showing data for people working part time are 
available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. For Australia, data based on full-time/part-time status use a variable that is capped at 60 hours per week; there is no upper limit for other countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284955
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Table A4.3a. [1/3] Likelihood of being among the top 25% in earnings,  
by parents’ and own educational attainment, gender and age group (2012)

25-64 year-olds, percentage-point difference

The percentages presented in the first eight columns are not related to the regression. They should be used as a reference to better understand the percentage-
point differences presented in the other columns. 
How to read this table: In Model 1, the independent variables used are: parents’ educational attainment, gender and age group. In Model 2, the individual’s own 
educational attainment is included. This approach allows for a comparison of the effect of the individual’s own educational attainment on the percentage-point 
differences for the variables included in the first model. For example, in Australia, the percentage of individuals with monthly earnings in the highest 25% of 
the monthly earnings distribution, and whose parents reached below upper secondary education, decreases by 4 percentage points compared with those whose 
parents have upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. However, when controlling for own educational attainment, the difference between 
an individual whose parents reached below upper secondary education and one whose parents have upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education 
becomes nul and not significant.

Percentage of 25-64 year-olds in the highest 25% of the earnings distribution 
(reference groups used in the regressions)

Parents’ educational attainment Own educational attainment Gender Age

Upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary

Upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary Women 45-54 year-olds

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 29 (2.0) 23 (1.3) 19 (1.2) 34 (1.7)

Austria 32 (1.2) 27 (1.2) 17 (0.9) 33 (1.6)

Canada 28 (0.8) 17 (0.9) 18 (0.7) 33 (1.2)

Czech Republic 26 (1.5) 22 (1.4) 15 (1.7) 22 (2.4)

Denmark 27 (1.1) 21 (1.1) 18 (1.0) 31 (1.6)

Estonia 26 (1.2) 22 (1.1) 15 (0.8) 21 (1.3)

Finland 28 (1.1) 18 (0.9) 17 (0.9) 34 (1.8)

France 28 (1.2) 18 (0.7) 20 (0.9) 32 (1.1)

Germany 27 (1.1) 17 (1.0) 15 (0.9) 32 (1.7)

Ireland 30 (1.7) 18 (1.6) 21 (1.0) 34 (2.1)

Italy 33 (2.1) 26 (1.6) 17 (1.4) 32 (2.3)

Japan 26 (1.4) 21 (1.4) 9 (0.8) 39 (2.0)

Korea 29 (1.7) 21 (1.0) 14 (0.9) 29 (1.6)

Netherlands 31 (1.5) 19 (1.1) 12 (0.8) 33 (1.4)

Norway 30 (1.3) 23 (1.3) 17 (0.9) 34 (1.4)

Poland 29 (1.3) 17 (1.2) 21 (1.5) 27 (2.2)

Slovak Republic 27 (1.1) 21 (1.1) 16 (1.2) 23 (1.5)

Spain 32 (2.4) 20 (1.8) 19 (1.2) 32 (1.8)

Sweden 31 (1.9) 24 (0.9) 18 (1.1) 32 (1.5)

United States 30 (1.4) 19 (1.3) 21 (1.4) 34 (1.7)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 29 (1.4) 18 (1.1) 16 (1.1) 34 (1.7)

England (UK) 30 (1.6) 21 (1.3) 18 (0.9) 29 (1.5)

Northern Ireland (UK) 32 (1.9) 22 (2.1) 21 (1.2) 33 (2.3)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 29 (1.6) 21 (1.2) 18 (0.9) 29 (1.4)

Average 29 (0.3) 21 (0.3) 17 (0.2) 31 (0.4)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 27 (2.8) 23 (2.7) 17 (2.4) 24 (3.0)

1. Model 1 is a linear regression where the dependent variable is “monthly earnings in the highest 25% of monthly earnings distribution” and where the independent variables are 
parents’ educational attainment, gender and age group. The difference with Model 2 is that it doesn’t include “own educational attainment”.
2. Model 2 is a linear regression where the dependent variable is “monthly earnings in the highest 25% of monthly earnings distribution” and where the independent variables are 
parents’ educational attainment, own educational attainment, gender and age group.
3. The reference category is upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education.
4. The reference category is women.
5. The reference category is 45-54 year-olds.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284966
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Table A4.3a. [2/3] Likelihood of being among the top 25% in earnings,  
by parents’ and own educational attainment, gender and age group (2012)

25-64 year-olds, percentage-point difference

The percentages presented in the first eight columns are not related to the regression. They should be used as a reference to better understand the percentage-
point differences presented in the other columns. 
How to read this table: In Model 1, the independent variables used are: parents’ educational attainment, gender and age group. In Model 2, the individual’s own 
educational attainment is included. This approach allows for a comparison of the effect of the individual’s own educational attainment on the percentage-point 
differences for the variables included in the first model. For example, in Australia, the percentage of individuals with monthly earnings in the highest 25% of 
the monthly earnings distribution, and whose parents reached below upper secondary education, decreases by 4 percentage points compared with those whose 
parents have upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. However, when controlling for own educational attainment, the difference between 
an individual whose parents reached below upper secondary education and one whose parents have upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education 
becomes nul and not significant.

Monthly earnings in the highest 25% of monthly earnings distribution, dependent on:

Model 11

Parents’ educational attainment3 Gender4 Age group5

Below upper 
secondary Tertiary Men

25-34 
year-olds

35-44 
year-olds

55-64 
year-olds

pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E.
(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia -4 (0.02) 13 (0.03) 20 (0.02) -14 (0.02) -2 (0.02) -9 (0.03)

Austria -14 (0.02) 3 (0.02) 25 (0.02) -14 (0.02) -4 (0.02) 2 (0.04)

Canada -6 (0.01) 8 (0.01) 21 (0.01) -17 (0.02) -1 (0.02) -4 (0.02)

Czech Republic -13 (0.03) 20 (0.04) 21 (0.03) 4 (0.04) 6 (0.04) -3 (0.04)

Denmark -4 (0.02) 10 (0.02) 21 (0.01) -15 (0.02) 0 (0.02) -4 (0.02)

Estonia -7 (0.02) 12 (0.02) 24 (0.01) 5 (0.02) 5 (0.02) -5 (0.02)

Finland -6 (0.02) 7 (0.02) 22 (0.02) -21 (0.02) -4 (0.03) -9 (0.02)

France -8 (0.02) 17 (0.02) 14 (0.01) -20 (0.02) -6 (0.02) -4 (0.02)

Germany -12 (0.03) 11 (0.02) 25 (0.01) -15 (0.02) -4 (0.02) -4 (0.03)

Ireland -10 (0.02) 8 (0.03) 13 (0.02) -20 (0.03) -2 (0.02) -10 (0.03)

Italy -16 (0.02) 10 (0.05) 17 (0.02) -22 (0.03) -8 (0.03) 6 (0.05)

Japan -6 (0.02) 11 (0.02) 33 (0.01) -31 (0.02) -11 (0.02) -12 (0.03)

Korea -10 (0.02) 7 (0.03) 23 (0.01) -17 (0.02) 4 (0.02) -9 (0.02)

Netherlands -8 (0.02) 8 (0.02) 32 (0.01) -20 (0.02) 0 (0.02) -2 (0.02)

Norway -9 (0.02) 7 (0.02) 25 (0.02) -18 (0.02) -1 (0.02) -5 (0.02)

Poland -15 (0.02) 12 (0.03) 12 (0.02) -5 (0.03) -2 (0.03) -2 (0.04)

Slovak Republic -16 (0.02) 23 (0.04) 19 (0.02) -3 (0.02) 0 (0.02) -1 (0.03)

Spain -15 (0.03) 3 (0.04) 14 (0.02) -20 (0.02) -6 (0.02) 2 (0.04)

Sweden -11 (0.02) 3 (0.03) 19 (0.02) -18 (0.02) -3 (0.02) -3 (0.03)

United States -19 (0.02) 11 (0.02) 16 (0.02) -20 (0.02) -3 (0.03) 0 (0.02)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) -12 (0.02) 7 (0.02) 19 (0.02) -24 (0.02) -10 (0.02) -2 (0.03)

England (UK) -9 (0.03) 15 (0.03) 22 (0.02) -16 (0.03) 2 (0.03) -9 (0.02)

Northern Ireland (UK) -12 (0.03) 15 (0.04) 18 (0.02) -15 (0.03) -3 (0.03) -6 (0.05)

England/N. Ireland (UK) -9 (0.02) 15 (0.03) 21 (0.02) -16 (0.03) 1 (0.03) -9 (0.02)

Average -10 (0.00) 10 (0.01) 21 (0.00) -15 (0.01) -2 (0.01) -4 (0.01)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* -13 (0.03) 5 (0.04) 14 (0.04) 0 (0.04) -5 (0.06) -9 (0.04)

1. Model 1 is a linear regression where the dependent variable is “monthly earnings in the highest 25% of monthly earnings distribution” and where the independent variables are 
parents’ educational attainment, gender and age group. The difference with Model 2 is that it doesn’t include “own educational attainment”.
2. Model 2 is a linear regression where the dependent variable is “monthly earnings in the highest 25% of monthly earnings distribution” and where the independent variables are 
parents’ educational attainment, own educational attainment, gender and age group.
3. The reference category is upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education.
4. The reference category is women.
5. The reference category is 45-54 year-olds.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284966
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Table A4.3a. [3/3] Likelihood of being among the top 25% in earnings,  
by parents’ and own educational attainment, gender and age group (2012)

25-64 year-olds, percentage-point difference

The percentages presented in the first eight columns are not related to the regression. They should be used as a reference to better understand the percentage-
point differences presented in the other columns. 
How to read this table: In Model 1, the independent variables used are: parents’ educational attainment, gender and age group. In Model 2, the individual’s own 
educational attainment is included. This approach allows for a comparison of the effect of the individual’s own educational attainment on the percentage-point 
differences for the variables included in the first model. For example, in Australia, the percentage of individuals with monthly earnings in the highest 25% of 
the monthly earnings distribution, and whose parents reached below upper secondary education, decreases by 4 percentage points compared with those whose 
parents have upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. However, when controlling for own educational attainment, the difference between 
an individual whose parents reached below upper secondary education and one whose parents have upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education 
becomes nul and not significant.

Monthly earnings in the highest 25% of monthly earnings distribution, dependent on:

Model 22

Parents’ educational 
attainment3 Own educational attainment3 Gender4 Age group5

Below upper 
secondary Tertiary

Below upper 
secondary Tertiary Men

25-34 
year-olds

35-44 
year-olds

55-64 
year-olds

pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E.
(21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 0 (0.02) 7 (0.03) -6 (0.02) 23 (0.02) 23 (0.02) -16 (0.02) -4 (0.02) -9 (0.02)

Austria -9 (0.02) -4 (0.02) -18 (0.02) 26 (0.02) 23 (0.02) -14 (0.02) -4 (0.02) 2 (0.03)

Canada -3 (0.01) 4 (0.01) -6 (0.02) 20 (0.01) 22 (0.01) -17 (0.02) -2 (0.02) -3 (0.02)

Czech Republic -9 (0.03) 12 (0.04) -6 (0.03) 19 (0.04) 21 (0.03) 2 (0.04) 5 (0.04) -4 (0.04)

Denmark -2 (0.02) 3 (0.02) -6 (0.02) 23 (0.01) 24 (0.01) -17 (0.02) -2 (0.02) -4 (0.02)

Estonia -4 (0.02) 10 (0.02) -6 (0.02) 13 (0.02) 27 (0.01) 7 (0.02) 6 (0.02) -5 (0.02)

Finland -3 (0.02) 3 (0.02) -5 (0.03) 24 (0.01) 27 (0.02) -20 (0.02) -5 (0.02) -7 (0.02)

France -2 (0.02) 6 (0.02) -10 (0.02) 31 (0.01) 18 (0.01) -25 (0.02) -10 (0.02) -2 (0.02)

Germany -6 (0.02) 2 (0.02) -11 (0.02) 30 (0.02) 24 (0.01) -15 (0.02) -4 (0.02) -7 (0.03)

Ireland -2 (0.02) 1 (0.03) -11 (0.02) 27 (0.02) 17 (0.02) -24 (0.03) -6 (0.02) -5 (0.03)

Italy -8 (0.02) 2 (0.05) -10 (0.02) 21 (0.03) 21 (0.02) -24 (0.03) -9 (0.03) 5 (0.05)

Japan -3 (0.02) 7 (0.02) -5 (0.03) 14 (0.02) 33 (0.01) -31 (0.02) -10 (0.02) -9 (0.03)

Korea -5 (0.02) 3 (0.03) -10 (0.02) 19 (0.02) 21 (0.01) -23 (0.03) 0 (0.02) -4 (0.02)

Netherlands -3 (0.02) 1 (0.02) -7 (0.02) 28 (0.02) 32 (0.01) -20 (0.02) -1 (0.02) -1 (0.02)

Norway -5 (0.02) 2 (0.02) -8 (0.02) 21 (0.02) 28 (0.01) -17 (0.02) -3 (0.02) -6 (0.02)

Poland -9 (0.02) 0 (0.03) -8 (0.03) 31 (0.02) 17 (0.02) -9 (0.03) -3 (0.03) -1 (0.03)

Slovak Republic -11 (0.02) 13 (0.04) -9 (0.02) 23 (0.03) 21 (0.02) -3 (0.02) 0 (0.02) -1 (0.03)

Spain -8 (0.03) -3 (0.03) -12 (0.02) 24 (0.02) 17 (0.02) -20 (0.02) -8 (0.02) 5 (0.03)

Sweden -8 (0.02) -1 (0.03) -13 (0.03) 20 (0.02) 23 (0.02) -19 (0.02) -5 (0.02) -2 (0.02)

United States -10 (0.02) 4 (0.02) -13 (0.02) 25 (0.02) 18 (0.02) -19 (0.02) -3 (0.03) -1 (0.02)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) -6 (0.02) 1 (0.02) -8 (0.02) 25 (0.02) 22 (0.02) -23 (0.02) -9 (0.02) 0 (0.03)

England (UK) -5 (0.02) 10 (0.03) -4 (0.03) 20 (0.02) 23 (0.02) -17 (0.03) 1 (0.03) -7 (0.02)

Northern Ireland (UK) -4 (0.03) 6 (0.04) -15 (0.03) 27 (0.03) 20 (0.02) -18 (0.03) -4 (0.03) -2 (0.04)

England/N. Ireland (UK) -5 (0.02) 10 (0.03) -5 (0.03) 20 (0.02) 22 (0.02) -17 (0.03) 1 (0.03) -7 (0.02)

Average -5 (0.00) 4 (0.01) -9 (0.01) 23 (0.00) 23 (0.00) -17 (0.01) -3 (0.01) -3 (0.01)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* -13 (0.03) 5 (0.04) -2 (0.08) 0 (0.03) 14 (0.04) 0 (0.04) -5 (0.06) -9 (0.04)

1. Model 1 is a linear regression where the dependent variable is “monthly earnings in the highest 25% of monthly earnings distribution” and where the independent variables are 
parents’ educational attainment, gender and age group. The difference with Model 2 is that it doesn’t include “own educational attainment”.
2. Model 2 is a linear regression where the dependent variable is “monthly earnings in the highest 25% of monthly earnings distribution” and where the independent variables are 
parents’ educational attainment, own educational attainment, gender and age group.
3. The reference category is upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education.
4. The reference category is women.
5. The reference category is 45-54 year-olds.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284966
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HOW DOES EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AFFECT 
PARTICIPATION IN THE LABOUR MARKET? 

• On average, over 80% of tertiary-educated people are employed compared with over 70% of people 
with an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education and less than 60% of people 
with below upper secondary education.

• Unemployment rates are higher among younger adults (25-34 year-olds) than among older adults 
(55-64 year-olds), for all levels of education.

• Despite their higher educational attainment, young women still have lower employment rates than 
young men, although the gender gap is much narrower among tertiary-educated young adults than 
among those with lower educational attainment.

 Context
Educational quali�cations are frequently used as a proxy measure of the skills available in the 
population and the labour force. �e economies of OECD countries depend upon a su�cient supply 
of high-skilled workers. In most OECD countries, people with high quali�cations are most likely 
to be employed. At the same time, people with the lowest educational quali�cations are at greater 
risk of being unemployed. Given the technological advances that have been transforming the needs 
of the global labour market, people with higher or speci�c skills are in strong demand. Favourable 
employment prospects con�rm the value of attaining high levels of education: on average, 12.8% of 
adults with low quali�cations are unemployed, while among those with tertiary quali�cations only 
5.1% are unemployed.

Chart A5.1. Unemployment rates, by educational attainment (2014)
25-64 year-olds

1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of 
programmes that would be classi�ed individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults 
are under this group).
Countries are ranked in descending order of the unemployment rate of adults with below upper secondary education.
Source: OECD. Table A5.4a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283600
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 Other findings
• Unemployment rates are slightly lower among individuals with vocational upper secondary or post-

secondary non-tertiary education (8.5%), on average, than among individuals with a general upper 
secondary education (8.9%).

• In Colombia and Mexico, unemployment rates are higher among tertiary-educated adults (7.4% 
and 5.0%, respectively) than among those with below upper secondary education (6.2% and 3.5%, 
respectively).

• Employment rates among adults without an upper secondary quali�cation are below 40% in the 
Slovak Republic (33%) and Poland (39%).
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Analysis

Labour market outcomes

Chart A5.1 shows that, across all countries for which data are available, having a tertiary education reduces the risks 
of being unemployed. Across OECD countries, 5.1% of adults with tertiary education are unemployed compared 
with 7.7% of adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education, and 12.8% of adults with below 
upper secondary education (Table A5.4a). 

The difference in the unemployment rates between high- and low-qualified adults is largest in the Slovak Republic: 
5.8% of tertiary-educated adults are unemployed compared with 39.2% of adults with below upper secondary 
education. More than 20% of adults with below upper secondary education in the Czech Republic and Latvia are 
unemployed, as are 31.4% of adults with that level of education in Spain. In all three countries unemployment rates 
among tertiary-educated adults are around 18 percentage points lower than unemployment rates among adults with 
below upper secondary education. Some other countries show relatively low unemployment rates across all levels of 
education. For instance, in Chile, the unemployment rate for adults with tertiary education (4.9%) is similar to that 
of adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education (5.6%) or with below upper secondary 
education (5.2%) (Table A5.4a).

On average across OECD countries, over 80% of tertiary-educated adults are employed compared with over 70% of 
adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as their highest level of attainment, and less 
than 60% of people with below upper secondary as their highest level of attainment. In some countries, the difference 
in employment rates between people who hold a tertiary qualification and those whose highest qualification is below 
upper secondary education is large. In Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, 
Ireland, Israel, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, the Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic and Slovenia, for example, the 
difference in employment rates between these two groups is at least 30 percentage points (Table A5.3a).

Chart A5.2. Employment rates for younger and older tertiary-educated adults (2014)
25-34 and 55-64 year-olds, and percentage-point difference between these two groups

1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.      
2. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of programmes that would be 
classi�ed individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage-point di�erence between the employment rate of the tertiary-educated 25-34 and 55-64 year-olds. 
Source: OECD. Table A5.3a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283613
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Di�erence in the employment rates of tertiary educated 25-34 and 55-64 year-olds (right axis)
Employment rate for tertiary educated 25-34 year-olds (left axis)
Employment rate for tertiary educated 55-64 year-olds (left axis)

By age group
A larger proportion of older adults (55-64 year-olds) than younger adults (25-34 year-olds) are out of the labour 
force, largely because of retirement. Chart A5.2 shows that employment rates are consistently higher for younger 
tertiary-educated adults. The proportion of 25-34 year-olds with tertiary education who are employed  is, 
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on  average, about 13  percentage points larger than that of 55-64 year-olds who have attained the same level 
of education (82% and 69%, respectively). The Russian Federation and Turkey show the largest difference in 
employment rates between younger and older adults (34 percentage points). In some countries, such as the 
Russian Federation, the large difference in employment rates is due to lower retirement ages (60 years or 
younger). In both countries, employment rates 0f tertiary-educated older adults (54% and 42%, respectively) are 
below the OECD average (69%), but are close to or above the OECD average among younger adults (88% and 76%, 
respectively) (Table A5.3a).

The largest gaps in employment rates between age groups and educational attainment are seen in Austria, Belgium, 
Mexico, the Russian Federation, Slovenia and Turkey among adults with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education. In those countries, the employment rates between younger and older adults with this level 
of attainment differ by more than 35 percentages points (Table A5.3a).

Unemployment hits younger people the hardest, and unemployment rates are higher among younger adults 
(25-34 year-olds) than among older adults (55-64 year-olds), for all levels of education. On average across 
OECD countries, about 9% of older adults who have not attained upper secondary education are unemployed 
compared with about 19% of younger adults with the same level of education. Similarly, 10.2% of younger adults 
with an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education are unemployed, compared to 6.5% of older 
adults with the same level of education. The gap between the two age groups is the smallest among tertiary-
educated adults: about 7% of younger adults in this group are unemployed compared to about 4% of older adults 
(Table A5.4a).

By gender
Across all OECD countries and education levels, only 66% of women are employed compared with 80% of men – 
despite women’s higher educational attainment, in general. On average, employment rates for those with the lowest 
qualifications (below upper secondary education) are significantly higher among younger men than among younger 
women. The gender gap in employment rates is the largest among adults with the least education (Tables A5.1b, 
A5.3b and c, available on line). 

On average across OECD countries, the gender difference in employment rates among 25-64 year-olds with below 
upper secondary education as their highest level of attainment is 20 percentage points (66% for men and 46% for 
women). This difference shrinks to 15 percentage points among individuals with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education (81% for men and 66% for women), and to just 9 percentage points among tertiary-educated 
men and women (88% for men and 79% for women) (Tables A5.3b and c, available on line).

Although the gap between men’s and women’s employment rates narrows as educational attainment increases, 
the employment rate among tertiary-educated women across OECD countries is still considerably lower than that 
of men – despite the fact that a larger proportion of women (36%) than men (31%) in OECD countries now has a 
tertiary education (Tables A1.4b, A5.3b and c, available on line).

In all OECD countries except the Slovak Republic, the gender gap in employment is smaller among 25-64 year-olds 
with tertiary education than among those who have not attained upper secondary education. The difference is 
particularly large in Chile, Mexico and Turkey, where it exceeds 25 percentage points (Tables A5.3b and c, available 
on line).

Gender differences in unemployment rates are, on average, less pronounced than they are in employment rates. 
Among adults with below upper secondary education, unemployment rates are similar for women and men (12.6% 
and 12.9%, respectively). Among adults who have an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education, 
unemployment rates are higher among women (8.6%) than among men (7.1%). This also observed among tertiary-
educated adults, where the unemployment rate is about 6% for women and 5% for men (Tables A5.4b and c, available 
on line). 

Gender differences in unemployment rates are particularly large in Greece and Turkey. In Turkey, 12.0% of tertiary-
educated women were unemployed in 2014 compared to only 5.9% of tertiary-educated men; in Greece, 21.4% 
of tertiary-educated women and 16.8% of tertiary-educated men were unemployed that year. These differences 
were even more pronounced among adults with upper secondary education as their highest level of attainment: 
in Turkey, 16.7% of women were unemployed compared with 7.0% of men; while in Greece, 33.7% of women and 
22.8% of men with this level of education were unemployed in 2014 (Tables A5.4b and c, available on line). 
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Among those with below upper secondary education
While there is still work for adults with low levels of education across OECD labour markets, unemployment among 
these individuals increased in many countries and unemployment rates are higher compared to those seen among 
better better-qualified people. Some 13% of adults with below upper secondary education are unemployed, on 
average. Among this group of adults, unemployment rates exceed the OECD average, and are around 20% or more, 
in the Czech Republic, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, the Slovak Republic and Spain. By contrast, less than 5% of people 
with below upper secondary education in Brazil, Iceland, Korea and Mexico are unemployed (Table A5.4a). 

Across OECD countries, only about one in two adults with below upper secondary education is employed (56%) 
compared with 74% of adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary and 83% of adults with tertiary 
qualifications. The employment rates among adults without an upper secondary qualification drop below 40% in 
the Slovak Republic (33%) and Poland (39%). But in some countries, the employment rates for adults without an 
upper secondary qualification are high: in Brazil, Colombia, Iceland, Korea, New Zealand, Sweden and Switzerland 
at least two in three adults with low educational attainment are employed (Table 5.3a).

Among those with upper secondary education (vocational or general) 
Higher levels of attainment come with a change in labour market outcomes. People with upper secondary education 
have lower unemployment rates (7.5%) and higher employment rates (74%) than people with a lower level of 
education (12.8% and 56%, respectively). In some countries that were hit hard by the economic crisis, like Greece, 
Lithuania and Spain, unemployment rates even among adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education were 20% or higher in 2014, and unemployment rates among those with below upper secondary education 
were even higher (Tables A5.3a and A5.4a).

Note: Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Slovenia: Data for the breakdown by programme orientation are only available 
for 15-34 year-olds and 35-64 year-olds if those individuals had completed their highest level of education 15 years, at most, before the date of the 
interview; the category “Vocational and general” covers all adults. 
1. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of programmes that would be 
classi�ed individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
2. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Year of reference 2013.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the employment rate of 25-64 year-olds with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as highest 
level of attainment, regardless of the orientation of the programmes.
Source: OECD. Table A5.5a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283620

Chart A5.3. Employment rates among adults whose highest level of education  
is upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary, by programme orientation (2014)
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The labour market outcomes of the population with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education 
vary according to the type of programme pursued. Across OECD countries, three out of five adults with an upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education have a vocational qualification, while one in three has a general 
qualification. As shown in Chart A5.3, across OECD countries, 77% of individuals with a vocational upper secondary 
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or post-secondary non-tertiary qualification are employed – a rate that is 7 percentage points higher than that among 
individuals with a general upper secondary education as their highest qualification. In Denmark, Germany and 
Slovenia, employment rates are 18 or more percentage points higher among adults with a vocational qualification 
than among those with a general qualification, whereas in the Czech Republic and France the employment rates 
among adults with a vocational qualification are slightly lower than among those with a general qualification 
(Table A5.5a and see Table A1.1a). 

The difference may be explained by the high-quality vocational education and training (VET) programmes available 
in many countries. In some systems, school-based learning is widely combined with workplace learning. Examples of 
this type of “dual system” can be found in Austria, Germany, the Netherlands and Switzerland. One of the strengths 
of this practice is that it forms a series of public-private partnerships, allowing social partners and employers to get 
involved in the development of VET programmes, often including the definition of curricular frameworks. In many 
of these systems, employers invest significantly in VET programmes by financing apprenticeships, assuming the 
costs of instructors, materials and/or equipment (CEDEFOP, 2011).

Among other positive effects, combining school-based and workplace learning in an integrated formal education 
supports the incorporation of VET students into the labour market. Research has shown that VET can yield good 
economic returns on public investment, and some countries with strong VET systems, like Germany, have been 
relatively successful in tackling the problem of youth unemployment (CEDEFOP, 2011). 

Unemployment rates are generally slightly lower among individuals with vocational upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education (8.5%, on average) compared with adults with a general upper secondary education 
(8.9%, on average). In Denmark the unemployment rate among individuals with vocational upper secondary or 
post-secondary non-tertiary education is about 5 percentage points lower than the unemployment rate among 
individuals with a general upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. The opposite pattern is 
observed in the Czech Republic, Greece and Portugal (Table A5.5a). 

The lower employment rates and higher unemployment rates for people with an upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary general qualification may be also be explained by the fact that adults with a diploma 
in general programmes are more likely to continue education after they graduate from secondary school, while 
those who do not pursue further education seem to lack qualifications to ensure a successful integration into the 
labour market.

Among those with tertiary qualifications
Across OECD countries, tertiary-educated adults have the best outcomes in the labour market. On average, 83% of 
all tertiary-educated adults were employed in 2014 and 5% were unemployed. Employment rates among tertiary-
educated adults are also higher than among adults with upper secondary vocational qualifications in all countries for 
which information is available. Some 77% of adults with a vocational upper secondary qualification were employed 
in 2014 compared with 83% of adults with a tertiary qualification. Only in a couple of countries are the differences 
in rates between the two levels of qualifications small and comparable. Employment rates among adults with upper 
secondary VET qualifications are similar to those among adults with tertiary education by less than three percentage 
points in Australia, Canada and Iceland (Tables A5.3a and A5.5a).

Unemployment rates are generally lower for adults with tertiary education than for adults with less education. 
Some 13% of adults without upper secondary education were unemployed in 2014 compared with 5.1% of adults 
with tertiary education. However, unemployment rates are still high among younger adults (25-34 year-olds) 
with a tertiary qualification in some countries, namely Greece (32.5%), Italy (17.7%), Portugal (14.0%), Slovenia 
(11.9%), Spain (19.4%) and Turkey (11.4%). In addition, in general, younger adults with tertiary education have 
higher unemployment rates than older adults with comparable qualifications: the OECD average is 7.5% among 
25-34 year-olds and 3.8% among 55-64 year-olds (Table A5.4a).

In Colombia and Mexico, unemployment rates are higher among tertiary-educated adults than among those with 
below upper secondary as their highest level of attainment. For example, in Mexico, unemployment rates increase 
as education levels increase. The unemployment rate is higher among tertiary-educated adults than among those 
who have not attained upper secondary education. This is the case among all adults (5.0% and 3.5%, respectively) as 
among older (3.5% and 2.5%, respectively) and younger (7.3% and 4.7%, respectively) adults. In Mexico, the highest 
unemployment rates across all levels of education are those for the tertiary-educated, 25-34 year-old men (7.9%) 
(Table A5.4a).
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In general, the higher the level of educational attainment, the higher the employment rate and the lower the 
unemployment rate. This holds true for the various levels within tertiary education, as well. In OECD countries, the 
employment rate among adults with a short-cycle tertiary qualification or bachelor’s or equivalent degree is about 
10 percentage points lower than the employment rate among adults with a doctoral or equivalent degree (79%, 82% 
and 91%, respectively), while the respective unemployment rates are about two percentage points higher (5.1%, 
5.6% and 3.4%, respectively) (Tables A5.1a and A5.2a). 

In most OECD and partner countries, labour market opportunities are better for adults with a master’s degree or 
equivalent than for adults with a bachelor’s degree. For instance, in Austria, Chile, Costa Rica, Portugal and Turkey, 
the unemployment rates among adults with a master’s degree are half or less of those among adults with a bachelor’s 
degree. In these countries, except for Costa Rica, the employment rates are about 10 percentage points higher for 
those with a master’s degree (Table A5.1a).

Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies 
for problem solving
The 2012 Survey of Adult Skills, a product of the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult 
Competencies (PIAAC), measured problem-solving skills in technology-rich environments and estimated the 
frequency with which adults use those skills at work and at home. Greater proficiency in problem solving in 
technology-rich environments reflects both better problem-solving skills and better skills in using digital technology, 
communication tools and networks to acquire and evaluate information, communicate with others and perform 
practical tasks (PIAAC Expert Group in Problem Solving in Technology-Rich Environments, 2009).

The information gathered through the Survey of Adult Skills allows for the creation of an indicator that measures 
skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. This indicator combines data about performance in the problem-
solving assessment and information about why some adults did not participate in the computer-based assessment 
and thus do not have a score in problem solving (see the Definitions section at the end of this chapter).

For most of today’s workers, ICT skills are key to getting a job and/or a better salary. For economies, they are crucial 
for remaining competitive in the global market. OECD countries anticipate that technology will continue to be a 
key driver of job creation, and have placed the development of ICT skills as the most important policy strategy for 
economic recovery (Chinien and Boutin, 2011; OECD, 2010).

Chart A5.4. Unemployment rates for 25-34 year-olds with tertiary education,  
by gender (2014)

1. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of programmes that would be 
classi�ed individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
2. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the unemployment rate of tertiary-educated 25-34 year-old men.
Source: OECD. Tables A5.4b and c, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283632
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Across all countries, skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving increase with the complexity of ICT skills 
required at work. On average, 66% of adults who reported they are required to complete complex ICT tasks at work 
have good ICT and problem-solving skills. This proportion is the largest in Sweden (77%) and Germany (75%) and 
the smallest in Ireland (60%), Poland (53%) and the Russian Federation (42%). On average, a smaller proportion 
of people who are required to complete moderate-level ICT tasks at work has good ICT and problem-solving skills 
compared to those who are required to complete complex ICT tasks at work. For example, in Estonia 66% of the 
people who reported that they are required to complete complex ICT tasks at work have good ICT and problem-
solving skills, but this proportion decreases to 39% among workers who are required to complete moderate-level ICT 
tasks at work. Across all participating countries and sub-national entities, there is a positive relationship between 
the complexity of ICT skills required at work and the skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving (Table A5.6a).

Chart A5.5. Percentage of adults with good information and communication technologies  
and problem-solving skills, by selected industry (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-olds
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Source: OECD. Table A5.6d, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283646

Chart A5.5 shows the proportion of the survey respondents with the highest skills and readiness to use ICT for 
problem solving among workers in education, manufacturing, wholesale and retail trade, and human health and 
social work activities. Across these industries, the largest proportion of respondents with good ICT and problem-
solving skills was composed of people who work in education. This is especially true in Australia, Canada, England/
Northern Ireland (UK), Finland, Japan and the Netherlands, where at least one in two respondents who work 
in education have good ICT and problem-solving skills. On average, 45% of workers in education have good ICT 
and problem-solving skills, as do 34% of workers in manufacturing, 32% of workers in wholesale and retail trade, 
and 30% of workers in human health and social work activities (Table A5.6d, available on line).

Box A5.1. Labour market outcomes for recent graduates

The difficulties young adults face in entering the labour force are apparent from both international and national 
indicators. For example, unemployment rates among tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds increased 2.0 percentage 
points between 2005 and 2012 to an average of 7.4% across OECD countries. During the same period, 
unemployment rates among similarly educated 55-64 year-olds rose by 0.4 percentage points to 3.9% (Table A5.4a 
in OECD, 2014a). However, the unemployment rates among graduates who had completed their degrees in the 
previous year were appreciably higher than these rates, and graduates in some countries could not find work. 

…
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In 2013, 31% of 15-34 year-olds who had completed an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
programme in the previous year, and who were not enrolled in further education, were unemployed. This 
unemployment rate ranged from 9% in Germany and 10% in Austria and the Netherlands, to 59% in Italy, 62% 
in Spain, and 76% in Greece. The majority of 15-34 year-old-non-students with an upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education were able to find employment in the year following their graduation. Some 
61% of these non-students across the 26 OECD countries with available data were employed in 2013. There 
was a wide range in employment rates among recent graduates from this level of education, ranging from 16% 
in Greece, 26% in Italy and 31% in Spain to 84% in Austria and Iceland, and 85% in Germany.

Chart A5.a. Employment rates of 15-34 year-olds with upper secondary or post-secondary  
non-tertiary education not in education or training, by years since graduation (2013)

Countries are ranked in descending order of the employment rate after one year since graduation.
Source: OECD. Table A5.a, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283658
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Chart A5.b. Employment rates among 20-34 year-olds with tertiary education  
and not in education or training, by years since graduation (2013)

Countries are ranked in descending order of the employment rate after one year since graduation.
Source: OECD. Table A5.b, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283660
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Definitions
Active population (labour force) is the total number of employed and unemployed persons, in accordance with the 
definition in the Labour Force Survey.

Age groups: Adults refers to 25-64 year-olds; younger adults refers to 25-34 year-olds; and older adults refers to 
55-64 year-olds. The working-age population is the total population aged 25-64.

Employed individuals are those who, during the survey reference week: i) work for pay (employees) or profit 
(self-employed and unpaid family workers) for at least one hour; or ii) have a job but are temporarily not at work 
(through injury, illness, holiday, strike or lock-out, educational or training leave, maternity or parental leave, etc.). 

The employment rate refers to the number of persons in employment as a percentage of the working-age population 
(the number of employed people is divided by the number of all working-age people). Employment rates by gender, 
age, educational attainment, programme orientation and age groups are calculated within each of these categories; 
for example the employment rate among women is calculated by dividing the number of employed women by the 
total number of working-age women. 

Inactive individuals are those who are, during the survey reference week, neither employed nor unemployed, 
i.e. individuals who are not looking for a job. The number of inactive individuals is calculated by subtracting the 
number of active people (labour force) from the number of all working-age people.

The inactive rate refers to inactive persons as a percentage of the population (i.e. the number of inactive people is 
divided by the number of all working-age people). Inactive rates by gender, age, educational attainment, programme 

Most countries show higher employment rates among adults with tertiary education compared to adults 
with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. For example, the average employment 
rate one year after completing education among tertiary-educated 20-34 year-olds who were no longer in 
education or training was 74% in 2013, compared to 61% among 15-34 year-olds who had completed only 
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. Some countries, such as Austria and Denmark, 
showed similar employment rates for these two groups of graduates. However, many countries showed 
wide differences, including Spain (64% among those with tertiary education compared to 31% among those 
with an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education) and the United States (73% and 50%, 
respectively). Employment rates among 20-34 year-old non-students with a tertiary education ranged 
from 27% in Greece, 43% in Italy and 51% in Turkey to 91% in the Netherlands and Switzerland, and 93% 
in Germany. 

In 2013, 19% of 20-34 year-old non-students who had completed a tertiary programme in the past year were 
unemployed compared to 31% of 15-34 year-old non-students who had completed an upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary programme. Consistent with other findings, unemployment rates among young adults 
with tertiary education fell in the years following their graduation. Some 19% of tertiary-educated young 
adults were unemployed in the year following graduation, compared to 14% two years after graduation and 
13% three years after graduation. As observed in the unemployment rates among young non-students with 
an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education, there was also a wide range in unemployment 
rates among young tertiary-educated non-students. Unemployment rates among those who had completed a 
tertiary programme in the previous year ranged from 4% in Germany, 7% in Australia, 8% in the Netherlands 
and 9% in Sweden, to 34% in Spain, 37% in Italy and 62% in Greece. While the unemployment rates were 
typically lower two or three years after graduation, the high rates for young non-students in some countries 
underscore the challenges in securing stable employment.

Box A5.1 Tables

WEB  Table A5.a. Employment and unemployment rates among 15-34 year-olds with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education and not in education or training, by years since graduation (2011, 2012, 2013)

WEB  Table A5.b. Employment and unemployment rates among 20-34 year-olds with tertiary education and not in 
education or training, by years since graduation (2011, 2012, 2013)
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orientation and age groups are calculated within each of these categories; for example, the inactive rate among 
individuals with a tertiary education degree is calculated by dividing the number of inactive individuals with tertiary 
education by the total number of working-age people with tertiary education.

Completion of intermediate programmes for educational attainment (ISCED 2011) corresponds to recognised 
qualification from an ISCED  2011 level programme which is not considered as sufficient for ISCED  2011 level 
completion and is classified at a lower ISCED 2011 level. In addition, this recognised qualification does not give 
direct access to an upper ISCED 2011 level programme.

Levels of education: In this Indicator two ISCED (International Standard Classification of Education) classifications 
are used: ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97. 

• When it is specified that ISCED 2011 is used, the levels of education are defined as: below upper secondary 
corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 0, 1 and 2, and includes recognised qualifications from ISCED 2011 Level 3 
programmes, which are not considered as sufficient for ISCED  2011 Level 3 completion, and without direct 
access to post-secondary non-tertiary education or tertiary education; upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 3 and 4; and tertiary corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 5, 6, 7 and 8 
(UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012).

• When it is specified that ISCED-97 is used, the levels of education are defined as: below upper secondary 
corresponds to ISCED-97 Levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programmes; 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. 

See the section About the new ISCED 2011 classification, at the beginning of this publication, for a presentation of all 
ISCED 2011 levels, and Annex 3 for a presentation of all ISCED-97 levels. 

Skill groups refer to skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies (ICT) for problem 
solving in technology-rich environments. Each group is described in terms of the characteristics of the types of 
tasks that can be successfully completed by adults and the related scores in the assessment of problem solving in 
technology-rich environments in the Survey of Adult Skills.

• Group 0 (no computer experience)

• Group 1 (refused the computer-based assessment )

• Group 2 (failed ICT core stage 1 or minimal problem-solving skills – scored below Level 1 in the problem solving 
in technology-rich environments assessment)

• Group 3 (moderate ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 1 in the problem solving in technology-rich 
environments assessment)

• Group 4 (good ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 2 or Level 3 in the problem solving in technology-
rich environments assessment)

Skills required at work refers to the use of computers needed at work. Four levels of use are identified: “ICT 
skills not required at work” corresponds to individuals who reported they do not use a computer in their job; 
“Straightforward” indicates using a computer for routine tasks, such as data entry or sending and receiving e-mails; 
“Moderate” indicates using a computer for word-processing, spreadsheets or database management; and “Complex” 
indicates developing software or modifying computer games, programming using languages like java, sql, php or 
perl, or maintaining a computer network.

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). Unemployment rates by gender, 
age, educational attainment, programme orientation and age groups are calculated within each of these categories; 
for example, the unemployment rate among women is calculated by dividing the number of unemployed women by 
the total number of women who are active in the labour force. 

Unemployed individuals are those who are, during the survey reference week, without work (i.e. neither had a 
job nor were at work for one hour or more in paid employment or self-employment), actively seeking employment 
(i.e. had taken specific steps during the four weeks prior to the reference week to seek paid employment or self-
employment), and currently available to start work (i.e. were available for paid employment or self-employment 
before the end of the two weeks following the reference week).  
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Methodology 
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 LSO (Labour Market and Social Outcomes of 
Learning) Network. Data on educational attainment for China, Colombia, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa are 
taken from the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS) database on educational attainment of the population aged 25 and 
older. Data on proficiency levels and mean scores are based on the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). PIAAC is the 
OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies. See Annex 3 for additional information 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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 regarding data from the Russian Federation in the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 

Readers should note that the sample for the Russian Federation does not include the population of the Moscow municipal 
area. The data published, therefore, do not represent the entire resident population aged 16-65 in Russia but rather the 
population of Russia excluding the population residing in the Moscow municipal area. More detailed information regarding 
the data from the Russian Federation as well as that of other countries can be found in the Technical Report of the Survey 
of Adult Skills (OECD, 2014b).

References
Chinien, C. and F. Boutin (2011), “Defining Essential Digital Skills in the Canadian Workplace: Final Report”, WDM-Consultants.

European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (CEDEFOP) (2011), The Benefits of Vocational Education and 
Training, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg.

OECD (2014a), Education at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2014-en.

OECD (2014b), Technical Report of the Survey of Adult Skills, www.oecd.org/site/piaac/_Technical%20Report_17OCT13.pdf, 
pre-publication copy.

OECD (2013), OECD Skills Outlook 2013: First Results from the Survey of Adult Skills, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1787/9789264204256-en. 

OECD (2010), “Highlights”, in OECD Information Technology Outlook 2010, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/
it_outlook-2010-2-en.

PIAAC Expert Group in Problem Solving in Technology-Rich Environments (2009), “PIAAC Problem Solving in Technology-
Rich Environments: A Conceptual Framework”, OECD Education Working Papers, No. 36, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1787/220262483674.

UNESCO Institute for Statistics (2012), International Standard Classification of Education: ISCED 2011, UNESCO-UIS, 
Montreal, Canada, www.uis.unesco.org/Education/Documents/isced-2011-en.pdf.

Indicator A5 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284979

Table A5.1a Employment rates, by educational attainment (2014)

WEB Table A5.1b Employment rates, by educational attainment and gender (2014)

Table A5.2a Unemployment rates, by educational attainment (2014)

WEB Table A5.2b Unemployment rates, by educational attainment and gender (2014)

Table A5.3a Trends in employment rates, by educational attainment and age group (2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

WEB Table A5.3b Trends in employment rates among men, by educational attainment and age group  
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

WEB Table A5.3c Trends in employment rates among women, by educational attainment and age group  
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)
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Table A5.4a Trends in unemployment rates, by educational attainment and age group  
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

WEB Table A5.4b Trends in unemployment rates among men, by educational attainment and age group  
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)
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or post-secondary non-tertiary, by programme orientation (2014)
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WEB Table A5.5c Employment, unemployment and inactivity rates of adults with upper secondary  
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Table A5.6a Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies for problem solving 
among 25-64 year-olds, by ICT skills required at work (2012)

WEB Table A5.6b Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies for problem solving  
among 25-64 year-olds, by confidence in using computers at work (2012)

WEB Table A5.6c Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies for problem solving  
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Table A5.1a. Employment rates, by educational attainment (2014)
Percentage of employed 25-64 year-olds among all 25-64 year-olds
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or post-secondary 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia x(2) 42d a 66 a 77 81 80 83 85 92 76

Austria x(2) 30d a 55 a 76 80 84 77 89 88 75

Belgium 29 41 a 55 a 72 82 76 84 86 90 71

Canada x(2) 45d a 60 a 72 79 81 82 83d x(10) 76

Chile1 53 55 a 66 a 72 a 81 85 94d x(10) 70

Czech Republic m c a 44 a 78d x(6) 89 79 86 94 77

Denmark m 42 a 67 a 79 93 85 84 90 96 78

Estonia c 40 m 63 m 74 75 78 83 86 95 77

Finland x(2) 38d a 60 a 73 92 81 82 86 91 75

France1 40 43 a 61 a 73 68 84 82 87 87 72

Germany x(2) 47d a 61 a 78 85 90 88 87 93 79

Greece 27 43 48 53 53r 54 57 64 67 79 87 56

Hungary c 25 a 47 a 71 78 82 80 85 88 70

Iceland x(2) 66d a 77 a 86 95 88 89 94 99 86

Ireland c 35 a 55 a 67 69 77 81 86 92 69

Israel 34 42 a 58 a 72 a 82 86 90 92 76

Italy 31 28 a 55 a 70 73 c 69 80 90 63

Japan x(6) x(6) a x(6) a 76d x(8) 76d 86d x(9) x(9) 79

Korea x(2) 63 a 69 a 72 m 76 78d x(9) x(9) 74

Luxembourg c 59 a 62 a 72 75 79 82 89 85 76

Mexico 58 62 68 67 64 73 a 71 79d x(9) x(9) 68

Netherlands 35 51 a 64 a 78 87 84 87 89 94 77

New Zealand x(4) x(4) a 71d a 77 85 86 87 87 91 80

Norway 35 50 a 62 a 82 79 84 91 93 97 81

Poland 6 40 a 44 a 66 70 50 82 87 93 69

Portugal 32 60 a 72 a 78 77 x(9) 72d 85 91 70

Slovak Republic c c 53 31 c 71 75 73 74 81 81 69

Slovenia c 33 a 50 a 69 a 76 81 86 94 70

Spain 25 39 a 55 a 66 64 74 77 79 87 63

Sweden x(2) 44d a 68 82 85 84 84 89 92 94 83

Switzerland 53 67 a 70 a 82 a x(9, 10, 11) 89d 88d 93d 83

Turkey 35 50 a 60 a 62 a 68 78 87 95 57

United Kingdom 41 61 a 60 77 83 a 83 85 86 91 78

United States 57 58 a 53 a 68d x(6) 76 80 84 86 72

OECD average 37 47 m 59 m 74 79 79 82 87 91 73

EU21 average 30 42 m 56 m 73 77 79 80 86 90 72

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1 x(4) x(4) x(4) 67d a 76d x(6) x(9) 85d x(9) x(9) 72

China m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia x(4) x(4) a 72d a 76 a x(9) 84d x(9) x(9) 76

Costa Rica 51 64 70 71 69 73 74 75 84 91d x(10) 71

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

Latvia c c a 53 a 70 74 84 83 86 97 73

Lithuania c c a 46 64 67 73 x(9) 89 90 c 75
Russian Federation1 x(4) x(4) a 49d a 72d x(6) x(9) 83d x(9) x(9) 77

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: In most countries data refer to ISCED 2011. The countries with data that refer to ISCED-97 are: Brazil, Indonesia, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia 
and South Africa. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section.
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Year of reference 2013.
Source: OECD. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284983



chapter A THE OUTPUT OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND THE IMPACT OF LEARNING

A5

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015106

Table A5.2a. Unemployment rates, by educational attainment (2014)
Percentage of unemployed 25-64 year-olds among 25-64 year-olds in the labour force
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia x(2) 11.4d a 7.0 a 4.6 4.2 4.0 2.7 3.9 c 4.5

Austria x(2) 23.1d a 10.2 a 4.6 c 3.5 6.5 3.4 5.7 5.0

Belgium 22.6 14.9 a 12.9 a 7.4 c c 4.0 4.3 c 7.3

Canada x(2) 11.7d a 10.3 a 6.7 6.2 4.8 4.7 4.8d x(10) 5.8

Chile1 4.6 5.1 a 5.4 a 5.6 a 5.7 4.9 1.3d x(10) 5.3

Czech Republic m c a 20.7 a 5.4d x(6) c 3.8 2.3 c 5.5

Denmark x(2) 9.9d a 7.9 a 5.2 c 4.8 4.0 5.0 c 5.4

Estonia c c m 11.5 m 7.8 7.7 5.7 5.0 4.3 0.0 6.8

Finland x(2) 13.9d a 12.1 a 8.2 c 4.5 5.9 4.8 c 7.1

France1 14.1 13.2 a 14.1 a 8.5 c 4.8 6.0 5.3 5.1 8.4

Germany x(2) 16.0d a 11.0 a 5.0 2.9 c 2.4 2.8 1.9 4.8

Greece 40.5 25.7 24.5r 29.0 44.0r 26.9 30.1 2.8r 20.8 15.4 6.7r 24.9

Hungary c 29.2 a 16.2 a 6.7 5.2 c 3.1 2.0 c 6.7

Iceland x(2) c.d a 4.8 a 4.3 c c 3.5 3.8 c 4.1

Ireland c 21.5 a 17.4 a 10.8 13.8 7.1 6.0 5.0 c 10.3

Israel 7.0 7.8 a 7.5 a 6.2 a 4.7 4.1 2.8 2.4 5.1

Italy 21.7 19.9 a 14.5 a 9.1 11.7 c 11.6 6.8 3.9 10.8

Japan x(6) x(6) a x(6) a 4.1d x(8) 3.4d 2.5d x(9) x(9) 3.5

Korea x(2) 2.8 a 2.6 a 3.3 m 3.3 3.1d x(9) x(9) 3.1

Luxembourg c 9.7 a 6.4 a 4.9 c 4.9 3.5 3.2 c 4.7

Mexico 2.3 2.9 5.3 4.2 4.4 4.4 a 5.9 5.0d x(9) x(9) 4.0

Netherlands 18.2 11.1 a 9.4 a 7.1 c 4.6 4.0 3.6 c 6.4

New Zealand x(4) x(4) a 5.2d a 5.3 3.5 3.7 2.4 3.0 c 4.0

Norway 0.0 7.1 6.7 m 2.4 3.0 3.3 1.2 1.8 0.9 2.8

Poland 0.0 16.9 a 27.6 a 8.7 7.8 0.0 6.0 3.7 0.9 7.7

Portugal 23.8 14.5 a 14.5 a 12.5 16.8 x(9) 14.1d 7.7 c 12.8

Slovak Republic c c 16.8 42.7 c 11.4 c c 7.5 5.5 c 11.8

Slovenia c 22.4r a 15.1 a 9.7 a 4.9r 9.4 5.6 2.6r 9.1

Spain 47.7 36.6 a 29.0 a 21.6 c 17.0 12.9 12.4 8.2 22.4

Sweden x(2) 26.2d a 11.7 8.8 4.6 6.1 5.7 3.8 3.3 c 5.8

Switzerland c c a 9.4 a 3.8d x(6) x(9, 10, 11) 2.9d 3.8d cd 4.1

Turkey 11.1 8.0 a 9.5 a 9.1 a 10.0 8.1 4.6 c 8.6

United Kingdom c 9.8 a 7.7 4.8 3.2 a 2.6 2.7 2.1 c 3.9

United States 7.3 7.5 a 12.5 a 7.2d x(6) 4.9 3.9 2.6 2.3 5.8

OECD average 15.8 14.8 m 12.9 m 7.5 9.1 5.1 5.6 4.5 3.4 7.3

EU21 average 23.6 18.6 m 16.3 m 9.0 11.3 5.2 6.8 5.2 3.9 9.0

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1 x(4) x(4) a 4.5d a 5.6d x(6) x(9) 2.9d x(9) x(9) 4.6

China m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia x(4) x(4) a 6.2d a 8.4d x(6) x(9) 7.4d x(9) x(9) 7.2

Costa Rica 7.7 7.0 7.4 7.5 6.1 6.8 6.0 5.3 4.4 1.4d x(10) 6.4

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

Latvia c c a 22.7 a 11.6 9.2 c 6.2 3.5 c 10.3

Lithuania c c a 27 c 15 10 x(9) 5d c c 10

Russian Federation1 x(4) x(4) a 12.5d a 6.2d x(6) x(9) 2.9d x(9) x(9) 4.6

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: In most countries data refer to ISCED 2011. The countries with data that refer to ISCED-97 are: Brazil, Indonesia, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia and 
South Africa. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section.
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Year of reference 2013.
Source: OECD. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284991

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm


A5

How does educational attainment a�ect participation in the labour market?  – INDICATOR A5 chapter A

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 107

Table A5.3a. [1/3] Trends in employment rates, by educational attainment and age group 
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

Percentage of employed adults, by age group among all adults in the same age group

Below upper secondary

Employment rates of 25-64 year-olds Employment rates of 25-34 year-olds Employment rates of 55-64 year-olds

2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (17) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 61b 63b 65b 60 64b 64b 61b 59 39b 46b 53b 50

Austria m 53 55 53 m 61 59 58 m 23 30 30

Belgium 51b 49b 49b 47 64b 57b 56b 52 19b 21b 26b 30

Canada 55 56 55 56 60 62 58 57 37 40 43 48

Chile1 m m 62b 61 m m 59b 61 m m 55b 54

Czech Republic 47b 41b 43b 43 51b 43b 47b 46 17b 20b 26b 29

Denmark 62b 62b 63b 62 70b 64b 65b 57 41b 42b 46b 53

Estonia 42 50 45 60 53 60 51 66 24 36 30 44

Finland 60b 58b 55b 54 69b 63b 59b 52 33b 43b 44b 45

France1 56 59 55 54 61 63 57 55 24 32 32 37

Germany 51b 52b 55b 58 60b 52b 55b 55 26b 32b 40b 48

Greece 58b 59b 57b 47 67b 72b 64b 51 39b 39b 40b 33

Hungary 36b 38b 38b 45 50b 49b 40b 49 12b 16b 20b 25

Iceland m 82 75 77 m 81 67 74 m 81 74 76

Ireland 56b 58b 48b 47 68b 64b 44b 38 39b 45b 41b 42

Israel m 41b 45b 49 m 43b 45b 56 m 32b 38b 43

Italy 49b 52b 50b 50 60b 65b 57b 50 23b 24b 26b 33

Japan m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Korea 68 66 65 66 65 62 57 59 59 58 59 64

Luxembourg 58b 62b 62b 61 78b 79b 78b 73 15b 22b 25b 26

Mexico 61b 62b 63b 63 63b 63b 63b 65 51b 52b 53b 53

Netherlands 58b 60b 61b 59 72b 70b 70b 63 28b 35b 42b 46

New Zealand 65b 70b 68b 71 63b 68b 64b 65 49b 61b 64b 66

Norway 65b 64b 64b 62 67b 66b 64b 61 53b 48b 51b 53

Poland 43b 38b 40b 39 50b 45b 49b 45 24b 21b 22b 25

Portugal 73b 71b 68b 63 83b 81b 75b 71 50b 50b 48b 45

Slovak Republic 31b 26b 30b 33 29b 16b 21b 28 7b 9b 21b 24

Slovenia 53b 56b 51b 49 75b 70b 60b 53 20b 27b 28b 29

Spain 54b 59b 53b 49 65b 72b 59b 55 33b 38b 36b 35

Sweden 68b 66b 63b 66 67b 65b 60b 65 56b 59b 60b 63

Switzerland 64b 65b 69b 69 68b 68b 70b 67 47b 51b 54b 56

Turkey 53 47 49 51 55 49 51 54 38 30 31 33

United Kingdom2 65b 65b 56b 60 66b 64b 56b 57 51b 56b 44b 48

United States 58 57 52 55 64 62 55 58 40 39 40 40

OECD average 56b   56b   55b   56   63b   61b   57b   57   34b   38b   41b   43   

EU21 average 53b   54b   52b   52   63b   61b   56b   54   29b   33b   35b   38   

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1, 3 m m 69b 67 m m 72b 71 m m 52b 52

China m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia m m m 72 m m m 73 m m m 60

Costa Rica m m 64b 65 m m 67b 69 m m 51b 53

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

Latvia 40b 52b 49b 51 50b 60b 58b 59 26b 35b 31b 33

Lithuania 37b 46b 32b 48 52b 62b 41b 57 26b 32b c 28

Russian Federation1 m m m 49 m m m 58 m m m 28

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

Notes: In most countries, there is a break in the series, represented by the code “b”, as data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 while data for previous years refer 
to ISCED-97. For Korea data refer to ISCED-97 for all years. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section. Columns showing data for other 
age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Brazil: Data for year 2010 refer to year 2009.
Source: OECD. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285001

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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Table A5.3a. [2/3] Trends in employment rates, by educational attainment and age group 
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

Percentage of employed adults, by age group among all adults in the same age group

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary

Employment rates of 25-64 year-olds Employment rates of 25-34 year-olds Employment rates of 55-64 year-olds

2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014

(21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (37) (38) (39) (40)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 77b 80b 80b 77 80b 81b 78b 78 53b 62b 71b 67

Austria m 73 76 76 m 83 83 83 m 28 39 44

Belgium 75b 74b 74b 73 84b 81b 80b 79 31b 38b 41b 44

Canada 76 76 74 74 79 80 77 77 52 57 58 59

Chile1 m m 72b 72 m m 74b 70 m m 59b 62

Czech Republic 76b 75b 74b 78 77b 78b 76b 78 39b 47b 46b 53

Denmark 81b 80b 79b 79 85b 83b 82b 79 57b 61b 59b 63

Estonia 70 74 69 74 74 77 70 76 46 53 54 58

Finland 75b 75b 74b 73 76b 77b 76b 74 42b 53b 55b 57

France1 75 76 74 73 80 80 79 76 31 40 41 46

Germany 70b 71b 76b 80 79b 74b 78b 82 37b 43b 56b 64

Greece 65b 69b 67b 54 69b 73b 71b 54 31b 38b 37b 27

Hungary 72b 70b 66b 72 75b 75b 71b 77 29b 39b 35b 43

Iceland m 89 83 87 m 82 73 78 m 87 82 87

Ireland 77b 77b 66b 68 85b 83b 67b 67 48b 56b 55b 59

Israel m 67b 70b 72 m 65b 68b 71 m 53b 62b 65

Italy 71b 74b 73b 70 67b 72b 69b 63 41b 44b 48b 57

Japan m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Korea 69 70 71 72 64 64 64 63 53 59 62 67

Luxembourg 73b 72b 72b 72 85b 82b 83b 84 32b 30b 35b 38

Mexico 71b 71b 72b 73 71b 71b 72b 71 48b 46b 50b 60

Netherlands 79b 78b 80b 78 88b 86b 87b 82 43b 49b 57b 63

New Zealand 80b 84b 82b 80 78b 82b 77b 76 65b 75b 78b 78

Norway 83b 82b 82b 81 84b 84b 85b 84 68b 70b 68b 71

Poland 67b 62b 65b 66 71b 68b 74b 74 28b 28b 34b 42

Portugal 83b 79b 80b 78 83b 78b 80b 78 51b 48b 51b 55

Slovak Republic 71b 71b 70b 71 72b 73b 72b 71 27b 34b 41b 45

Slovenia 74b 75b 73b 69 86b 84b 81b 75 18b 27b 32b 33

Spain 72b 75b 69b 66 73b 78b 69b 65 51b 51b 53b 53

Sweden 82b 81b 81b 85 83b 81b 80b 84 66b 69b 70b 75

Switzerland 81b 80b 81b 82 84b 83b 84b 85 66b 65b 67b 70

Turkey 64 62 60 62 67 64 64 65 20 24 24 29

United Kingdom2 81b 82b 78b 80 83b 81b 79b 81 65b 69b 63b 67

United States 77 73 68 68 80 74 68 68 58 58 57 58

OECD average 75b   75b   74b   74   78b   77b   76b   75   45b   50b   53b   56   

EU21 average 74b   74b   73b   73   79b   78b   77b   75   41b   45b   48b   52   

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1, 3 m m 77b 76 m m 79b 78 m m 55b 54

China m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia m m m 76 m m m 76 m m m 61

Costa Rica m m 75b 73 m m 78b 74 m m 61b 59

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

Latvia 67b 73b 66b 71 74b 77b 72b 77 36b 49b 47b 54

Lithuania 69b 75b 63b 70 71b 80b 65b 75 45b 52b 45 51

Russian Federation1 m m m 72 m m m 79 m m m 43

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

Notes: In most countries, there is a break in the series, represented by the code “b”, as data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 while data for previous years refer 
to ISCED-97. For Korea data refer to ISCED-97 for all years. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section. Columns showing data for other 
age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Brazil: Data for year 2010 refer to year 2009.
Source: OECD. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285001

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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Table A5.3a. [3/3] Trends in employment rates, by educational attainment and age group 
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

Percentage of employed adults, by age group among all adults in the same age group

Tertiary

Employment rates of 25-64 year-olds Employment rates of 25-34 year-olds Employment rates of 55-64 year-olds

2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014

(41) (42) (43) (44) (45) (46) (47) (48) (57) (58) (59) (60)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 83b 84b 84b 83 84b 85b 85b 84 65b 69b 75b 70

Austria m 83 85 85 m 86 86 86 m 48 61 66

Belgium 85b 84b 84b 85 92b 90b 89b 88 46b 49b 53b 61

Canada 83 82 81 82 86 85 84 85 58 62 65 65

Chile1 m m 79b 84 m m 75b 84 m m 74b 74

Czech Republic 87b 86b 83b 84 83b 81b 77b 77 66b 69b 71b 78

Denmark 88b 86b 86b 86 88b 87b 86b 84 73b 73b 71b 75

Estonia 83 84 80 84 85 84 81 81 62 74 66 77

Finland 84b 84b 84b 83 84b 86b 84b 82 60b 66b 70b 71

France1 83 83 84 84 85 86 87 86 50 56 55 61

Germany 83b 83b 87b 88 89b 85b 88b 88 58b 63b 73b 78

Greece 81b 82b 80b 69 79b 79b 77b 63 50b 59b 57b 46

Hungary 82b 83b 79b 82 83b 83b 79b 81 52b 60b 54b 59

Iceland m 94 90 91 m 94 88 87 m 90 89 90

Ireland 88b 87b 81b 81 91b 89b 83b 83 67b 70b 66b 63

Israel m 81b 82b 86 m 82b 82b 86 m 68b 71b 75

Italy 81b 80b 78b 78 73b 69b 67b 62 58b 67b 67b 76

Japan m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Korea 75 77 76 77 74 74 74 76 57 61 64 69

Luxembourg 84b 84b 85b 85 83b 87b 87b 86 65b 60b 67b 62

Mexico 82b 82b 81b 79 80b 79b 80b 78 69b 68b 66b 65

Netherlands 86b 86b 88b 88 93b 92b 93b 90 56b 62b 69b 75

New Zealand 82b 84b 84b 87 82b 81b 81b 86 67b 78b 82b 84

Norway 90b 89b 90b 90 87b 86b 89b 87 86b 85b 84b 86

Poland 85b 83b 85b 86 87b 83b 86b 86 51b 55b 56b 66

Portugal 91b 87b 85b 83 91b 87b 85b 79 69b 61b 58b 61

Slovak Republic 86b 84b 82b 80 83b 84b 78b 75 54b 54b 66b 67

Slovenia 86b 87b 87b 83 92b 91b 88b 80 48b 51b 57b 53

Spain 80b 83b 80b 77 75b 82b 79b 74 64b 65b 64b 65

Sweden 87b 87b 88b 89 82b 84b 85b 87 79b 83b 81b 83

Switzerland 90b 90b 88b 89 91b 91b 87b 88 78b 79b 79b 82

Turkey 78 75 76 76 83 79 77 76 37 34 38 42

United Kingdom2 88b 88b 84b 85 91b 90b 87b 87 66b 72b 65b 66

United States 85 82 80 80 87 83 82 82 70 72 70 69

OECD average 84b   84b   83b   83   85b   85b   83b   82   61b   65b   67b   69   

EU21 average 85b   85b   84b   83   85b   85b   83b   81   60b   63b   64b   67   

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1, 3 m m 86b 85 m m 88b 88 m m 64b 63

China m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia m m m 84 m m m 85 m m m 68

Costa Rica m m 85b 85 m m 87b 87 m m 63b 65

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

Latvia 80b 85b 81b 84 85b 86b 82b 84 56b 70b 64b 72

Lithuania 80b 88b 87b 89 81b 89b 87b 91 59b 69b 74b 77

Russian Federation1 m m m 83 m m m 88 m m m 54

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

Notes: In most countries, there is a break in the series, represented by the code “b”, as data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 while data for previous years refer 
to ISCED-97. For Korea data refer to ISCED-97 for all years. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section. Columns showing data for other 
age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Brazil: Data for year 2010 refer to year 2009.
Source: OECD. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285001

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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Table A5.4a. [1/3] Trends in unemployment rates, by educational attainment and age group 
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

Percentage of unemployed adults, by age group among adults in the same age group who are in the labour force

Below upper secondary

Unemployment rates of 25-64 year-olds Unemployment rates of 25-34 year-olds Unemployment rates of 55-64 year-olds

2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (17) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 7.5b 6.3b 6.2b 7.8 11.4b 12.3b 14.3b 12.4 4.9b 3.7b 3.8b 5.1

Austria m 8.5 8.1 10.8 m 15.4 15.2 18.5 m c c 6.4

Belgium 9.8b 12.4b 13.2b 14.3 17.5b 23.0b 23.4b 24.7 3.8b 6.1b 6.4b 8.0

Canada 10.2 9.7 12.3 10.6 14.9 13.3 17.8 14.4 6.9 7.8 10.0 8.9

Chile1 m m 4.6b 5.2 m m 8.0b 8.9 m m 3.5b 3.8

Czech Republic 19.3b 24.4b 22.7b 20.7 28.3b 35.5b 28.9b 26.8 8.1b 13.7b 14.7b 14.0

Denmark 6.3b 6.5b 9.0b 8.2 10.6b 9.7b 14.0b 14.7 3.1b 6.5b 6.5b 5.4

Estonia 21.8b 13.0b 27.7b 11.9 29.0 17.0 33.6 15.0 23.4 c 17.5 c

Finland 11.9b 10.7b 11.6b 12.5 16.4b 17.4b 16.4b 18.1 11.5b 9.0b 8.5b 10.4

France1 13.8 11.1 12.9 13.9 21.7 18.8 23.8 23.6 8.5 6.3 8.3 9.2

Germany 13.7b 20.2b 15.9b 12.0 14.6b 25.6b 21.7b 18.3 15.8b 18.3b 13.4b 8.3

Greece 8.2b 8.3b 11.9b 27.7 14.0b 11.1b 17.2b 37.4 4.0b 4.5b 7.0b 20.5

Hungary 9.9b 12.4b 23.5b 16.7 14.1b 16.7b 32.6b 23.4 3.9b 6.4b 16.2b 12.7

Iceland m 2.6 7.9 4.7 m c 16.5 7.9 m c c 3.1

Ireland 7.1b 6.0b 19.4b 18.7 9.8b 10.4b 32.0b 34.3 3.0b 3.1b 11.4b 13.0

Israel m 14.0b 9.8b 7.5 m 14.1b 12.2b 9.7 m 10.2b 8.0b 6.5

Italy 10.0b 7.8b 9.1b 15.2 14.9b 11.8b 15.0b 25.1 6.4b 4.8b 5.6b 8.9

Japan m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Korea 3.7 2.9 3.1 2.7 7.3 8.1 9.4 6.9 2.7 2.3 3.2 2.5

Luxembourg 3.1b 5.1b 4.1b 7.7 5.4b 8.1b 7.6b 14.2 c c c c

Mexico 1.5b 2.3b 4.0b 3.5 1.8b 2.8b 5.4b 4.7 1.2b 1.9b 2.8b 2.5

Netherlands 3.9b 5.8b 5.1b 10.1 4.9b 8.7b 8.6b 13.8 2.1b 4.5b 3.3b 9.9

New Zealand 6.6b 3.4b 6.1b 5.2 9.0b 5.5b 8.9b 8.8 5.4b 1.8b 4.0b 3.7

Norway 2.2b 7.4b 5.6b 6.7 c 14.4b 12.3b 11.8 c c c 2.2

Poland 20.6b 27.1b 16.1b 17.5 32.4b 38.3b 22.6b 23.6 7.7b 13.6b 11.4b 13.0

Portugal 3.6b 7.5b 11.8b 14.8 4.2b 9.0b 15.3b 17.6 3.3b 6.4b 9.7b 15.6

Slovak Republic 36.3b 49.2b 40.8b 39.2 55.7b 73.8b 63.8b 55.9 30.6b 36.5b 22.8b 25.4

Slovenia 9.8b 8.7b 11.2b 15.4 11.3b 16.1b 18.9b 29.2r 4.5b 2.9b 4.2b 7.9r

Spain 13.7b 9.3b 24.5b 31.4 17.8b 11.3b 31.4b 36.7 10.8b 7.0b 18.4b 27.0

Sweden 8.0b 8.5b 11.3b 13.2 13.1b 17.8b 19.6b 18.9 8.1b 5.2b 7.7b 7.2

Switzerland 4.8b 7.2b 7.4b 8.8 c 11.8b 13.3b 16.0 c 6.0b 5.4b 5.8

Turkey 4.6 9.1 10.6 8.5 5.7 11.3 12.6 10.2 2.4 4.2 6.4 6.5

United Kingdom2 6.6b 5.1b 9.8b 7.7 9.1b 7.8b 15.5b 13.9 5.5b 3.2b 5.0b 5.0

United States 7.9 9.0 16.8 10.6 10.3 11.7 20.3 13.7 5.2 7.5 10.1 8.2

OECD average 9.9b 10.7b 12.6b 12.8 15.0b 16.4b 19.0b 19.1 7.4b 7.5b 8.8b 9.2

EU21 average 11.9b 12.8b 15.2b 16.2 17.2b 19.2b 22.7b 24.0 8.6b 8.8b 10.4b 12.0

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1, 3 m m 5.7b 4.5 m m 8.5b 7.4 m m 2.8b 2.4

China m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia m m m 6.2 m m m 8.0 m m m 5.6

Costa Rica m m 7.5b 7.1 m m 9.4b 9.9 m m 5.6b 4.9

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

Latvia 19.0b 12.9b 27.6b 23.6 25.7b 16.4b 26.7b 24.3 8.0b 7.6b 24.0b 22.9r

Lithuania 21.0b c 37.8b 25.0 c c 39.2b c c c c c

Russian Federation1 m m m 12.5 m m m 15.3 m m m 6.6

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

Notes: In most countries, there is a break in the series, represented by the code “b”, as data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 while data for previous years refer 
to ISCED-97. For Korea data refer to ISCED-97 for all years. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section. Columns showing data for other 
age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Brazil: Data for year 2010 refer to year 2009.
Source: OECD. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285011

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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Table A5.4a. [2/3] Trends in unemployment rates, by educational attainment and age group 
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

Percentage of unemployed adults, by age group among adults in the same age group who are in the labour force

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary

Unemployment rates of 25-64 year-olds Unemployment rates of 25-34 year-olds Unemployment rates of 55-64 year-olds

2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014

(21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (37) (38) (39) (40)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 4.5b 3.4b 3.6b 4.6 5.3b 4.0b 5.0b 5.9 4.1b 3.4b 2.5b 2.9

Austria m 4.5 4.0 4.5 m 5.3 5.7 6.3 m c 2.8 3.6

Belgium 5.3b 6.9b 6.6b 7.3 6.7b 9.4b 10.2b 10.8 3.5b 4.1b 4.1b 5.4

Canada 5.9 5.9 7.6 6.5 6.8 6.6 9.2 8.0 5.5 5.3 7.2 6.5

Chile1 m m 6.2b 5.6 m m 8.1b 7.5 m m 4.3b 3.8

Czech Republic 6.7b 6.2b 6.2b 5.4 8.7b 7.0b 7.4b 7.0 5.3b 4.9b 6.5b 5.0

Denmark 3.9b 4.0b 6.1b 5.1 3.9b 4.3b 7.6b 6.9 4.9b 5.7b 6.3b 5.2

Estonia 14.5 8.4 18.0 7.8 15.4 7.2 19.4 9.2 3.9 5.9 17.3 7.4

Finland 8.8b 7.4b 7.5b 8.1 10.4b 8.0b 8.1b 9.3 9.7b 7.0b 7.5b 7.9

France1 8.0 6.6 7.2 8.5 10.3 9.3 10.8 13.5 7.7 4.6 6.4 6.6

Germany 7.8b 11.0b 6.9b 4.6 6.2b 10.9b 7.4b 4.9 13.7b 13.9b 8.4b 5.6

Greece 11.2b 9.6b 12.5b 27.6 15.6b 13.1b 16.3b 36.0 c c 7.5b 20.4

Hungary 5.3b 6.0b 9.5b 6.5 6.8b 7.3b 11.4b 8.5 3.6b 4.0b 7.9b 6.5

Iceland m c 6.8 4.1 m c 11.8 7.1 m c c 3.1

Ireland 2.6b 3.1b 13.8b 11.9 2.7b 3.7b 18.7b 16.5 c c 8.6b 8.3

Israel m 9.4b 6.8b 6.2 m 10.4b 8.0b 7.8 m 9.9b 5.2b 4.8

Italy 7.2b 5.2b 6.1b 9.1 12.2b 8.1b 10.1b 15.9 1.6b 2.4b 2.5b 4.2

Japan m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   

Korea 4.1 3.8 3.5 3.3 5.0 5.7 6.2 7.0 3.7 3.3 2.7 2.5

Luxembourg 1.6b 3.2b 3.6b 5.1 2.2b 4.0b 4.8b 4.2r c c c 5.3r

Mexico 2.2b 3.1b 4.5b 4.4 2.5b 4.1b 5.8b 5.7 2.6b 2.4b 3.9b 4.1

Netherlands 2.3b 4.1b 3.1b 7.1 2.2b 3.9b 3.4b 7.1 2.5b 4.6b 2.5b 8.4

New Zealand 3.9b 2.3b 4.5b 4.5 4.7b 3.0b 7.2b 6.7 3.8b 1.7b 3.4b 3.1

Norway 2.6b 2.6b 2.2b 2.4 3.7b 4.1b 3.8b 3.7 c c c 1.4

Poland 13.9b 16.6b 8.9b 8.6 16.8b 19.9b 11.5b 11.7 11.6b 13.0b 7.8b 7.1

Portugal 3.5b 6.7b 9.7b 12.6 3.5b 8.3b 11.5b 14.9 c c c 12.9

Slovak Republic 14.3b 12.7b 12.3b 11.3 17.7b 13.8b 14.6b 15.4 10.1b 11.6b 9.9b 10.3

Slovenia 5.7b 5.7b 6.9b 9.7 5.8b 6.7b 10.2b 14.5 10.9b 6.3b 5.0b 10.0

Spain 10.9b 7.3b 17.2b 21.6 12.9b 8.9b 21.6b 25.9 6.4b 7.0b 11.6b 16.6

Sweden 5.3b 6.0b 6.4b 4.9 5.6b 8.5b 8.4b 6.2 6.6b 5.4b 6.3b 5.8

Switzerland 2.2b 3.7b 4.1b 3.8 2.8b 4.7b 5.4b 5.1 c 3.7b 3.6b 3.1

Turkey 5.5 9.1 11.3 9.1 7.1 11.9 13.3 10.9 0.0 4.5 10.7 7.7

United Kingdom2 4.0b 3.1b 5.9b 3.9 4.7b 4.1b 8.1b 5.4 4.0b 2.4b 5.0b 3.3

United States 3.6 5.1 11.2 7.2 4.4 6.9 14.3 10.1 3.1 4.2 8.8 5.4

OECD average 6.1b 6.2b 7.6b 7.7 7.3b 7.5b 9.9b 10.2 5.6b 5.7b 6.4b 6.5

EU21 average 7.1b 6.9b 8.5b 9.1 8.5b 8.2b 10.8b 11.9 6.6b 6.4b 7.1b 7.9

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1, 3 m m 7.2b 5.6 m m 9.8b 7.5 m m 4.2b 2.6

China m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia m m m 8.4 m m m 10.3 m m m 5.6

Costa Rica m m 4.6b 6.6 m m 6.4b 11.0 m m 0.3b 1.5

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

Latvia 14.5b 9.0b 18.7b 11.2 14.1b 9.4b 18.1b 11.3 11.1b 10.1b 17.3b 10.9

Lithuania 19.4b 8.9b 20.6b 13.1b 20.0b c 25.4b 14.9 c c 17.6b 13.9

Russian Federation1 m m m 6.2 m m m 7.6 m m m 4.4

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

Notes: In most countries, there is a break in the series, represented by the code “b”, as data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 while data for previous years refer 
to ISCED-97. For Korea data refer to ISCED-97 for all years. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section. Columns showing data for other 
age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Brazil: Data for year 2010 refer to year 2009.
Source: OECD. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285011

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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Table A5.4a. [3/3] Trends in unemployment rates, by educational attainment and age group 
(2000, 2005, 2010 and 2014)

Percentage of unemployed adults, by age group among adults in the same age group who are in the labour force

Tertiary

Unemployment rates of 25-64 year-olds Unemployment rates of 25-34 year-olds Unemployment rates of 55-64 year-olds

2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014 2000 2005 2010 2014

(41) (42) (43) (44) (45) (46) (47) (48) (57) (58) (59) (60)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 3.6b 2.5b 2.8b 3.2 3.8b 2.8b 3.1b 3.3 3.5b 2.6b 1.8b 3.2

Austria m 3.0 2.8 3.7 m 3.7 3.8 5.2 m c c 2.7

Belgium 2.7b 3.7b 4.0b 4.2 3.3b 4.9b 5.1b 5.4 c c 3.5b 3.2

Canada 4.0 4.6 5.5 4.8 4.6 5.3 5.9 5.3 3.4 4.1 5.3 5.1

Chile1 m m 5.6b 4.9 m m 9.5b 7.2 m m 3.1b 3.3

Czech Republic 2.5b 2.0b 2.5b 2.6 3.4b 2.4b 3.9b 4.3 2.2b c c c

Denmark 2.6b 3.7b 4.6b 4.4 4.2b 5.0b 7.2b 7.2 2.9b 3.6b 3.5b 3.6

Estonia 4.6 3.8 9.1 4.7 4.1 3.1 5.3 6.0 3.7 c 14.4 2.9

Finland 4.9b 4.4b 4.4b 5.1 6.7b 4.8b 5.6b 6.2 6.5b 4.6b 4.1b 5.2

France1 5.1 5.4 4.9 5.3 6.6 6.4 6.3 7.0 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.8

Germany 4.0b 5.5b 3.1b 2.5 2.7b 5.8b 3.5b 3.4 7.5b 7.8b 4.3b 3.0

Greece 7.5b 7.1b 8.7b 19.1 13.7b 13.3b 16.9b 32.5 c c c 7.8

Hungary 1.3b 2.3b 4.1b 2.7 1.6b 3.1b 6.3b 3.6 c c c c

Iceland m c 3.6 3.6 m c c 4.6 m c c 2.9

Ireland 1.6b 2.0b 7.0b 6.1 2.0b 2.4b 8.2b 6.9 c c 4.5b 6.1

Israel m 5.0b 4.2b 3.9 m 5.4b 5.6b 5.2 m 5.0b 3.6b 3.1

Italy 5.9b 5.7b 5.6b 7.6 15.5b 13.8b 12.8b 17.7 0.7b 1.0b 0.8b 1.4

Japan m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m   m m m m

Korea 3.6 2.9 3.3 3.1 4.6 4.2 5.0 5.1 3.1 1.8 2.2 2.4

Luxembourg c 3.2b 3.6b 3.6 c 2.7b 4.1b 5.4 c c c c

Mexico 2.4b 3.7b 4.9b 5.0 3.5b 5.5b 6.5b 7.3 2.2b 3.1b 4.4b 3.5

Netherlands 1.9b 2.8b 2.3b 3.9 2.0b 2.6b 2.3b 4.0 c 3.1b 2.8b 5.2

New Zealand 3.3b 2.3b 3.8b 2.7 3.6b 3.3b 5.5b 3.1 3.9b 1.9b 2.7b 3.2

Norway 1.9b 2.1b 1.6b 1.9 2.7b 3.1b 2.3b 3.4 c c c 0.6

Poland 4.3b 6.2b 4.2b 4.1 7.4b 9.8b 6.5b 6.5 6.7b 4.5b 2.0b 2.6

Portugal 2.7b 5.4b 6.3b 8.9 4.3b 9.2b 9.4b 14.0 c c c c

Slovak Republic 4.6b 4.4b 4.8b 5.8 7.0b 5.3b 6.3b 8.6 c 7.7b 4.3b 4.1r

Slovenia 2.1b 3.0b 4.1b 6.1 3.8b 5.1b 7.9b 11.9 c c c 2.9r

Spain 9.5b 6.0b 10.4b 13.8 14.5b 8.3b 13.9b 19.4 4.1b 3.6b 5.5b 8.8

Sweden 3.0b 4.5b 4.5b 4.0 3.2b 7.1b 5.8b 4.9 2.9b 2.3b 3.5b 3.6

Switzerland 1.4b 2.7b 2.9b 3.2 c 3.4b 4.0b 4.6 c c 2.4b 2.6

Turkey 3.9 6.9 7.9 8.2 6.5 10.9 11.9 11.4 3.3 4.3 3.8 4.8

United Kingdom2 2.1b 2.1b 3.5b 2.5 2.0b 2.4b 4.1b 2.9 3.7b 2.8b 3.8b 3.0

United States 1.8 2.6 5.3 3.7 2.0 3.0 5.3 3.9 c 2.3 5.5 4.5

OECD average 3.5b 3.9b 4.7b 5.1 5.2b 5.4b 6.6b 7.5 3.8b 3.7b 4.0b 3.8

EU21 average 3.8b 4.1b 5.0b 5.7 5.7b 5.8b 6.9b 8.7 4.1b 4.1b 4.4b 4.2

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1, 3 m m 3.5b 2.9 m m 5.3b 4.4 m m 2.0b 1.5

China m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia m m m 7.4 m m m 9.5 m m m 5.7

Costa Rica m m 3.2b 4.1 m m 4.6b 5.9 m m 2.3b 4.4

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

Latvia 7.5b 4.1b 9.9b 5.1 7.2b 4.0b 12.2b 5.6 6.8b 4.3b 8.5b 4.3r

Lithuania 8.8b c 6.8b 3.7 12.0b c 8.2b 4.4 c c c c

Russian Federation1 m m m 2.9 m m m 3.6 m m m 2.9

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

Notes: In most countries, there is a break in the series, represented by the code “b”, as data for the latest year refer to ISCED 2011 while data for previous years refer 
to ISCED-97. For Korea data refer to ISCED-97 for all years. See the description of the levels of education in the Definitions section. Columns showing data for other 
age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Data for year 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Brazil: Data for year 2010 refer to year 2009.
Source: OECD. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285011

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm


A5

How does educational attainment a�ect participation in the labour market?  – INDICATOR A5 chapter A

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 113

Table A5.5a. Employment, unemployment and inactivity rates of adults with upper secondary 
or post-secondary non-tertiary education, by programme orientation (2014)

25-64 year-olds with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as the highest level of attainment

Employment rate Unemployment rate Inactivity rate

Vocational General
Vocational  
and general Vocational General

Vocational  
and general Vocational General

Vocational  
and general

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia 82 72 77 4.6 4.5 4.6 15 25 19

Austria 76 75 76 4.3 6.0 4.5 21 20 21

Belgium 75 68 73 6.6 9.1 7.3 20 25 21

Canada 79 72 74 6.2 6.7 6.5 15 23 21

Chile1 77 70 72 4.6 6.0 5.6 20 25 24

Czech Republic 75 80 78 6.9 4.0 5.4 20 16 18

Denmark 81 61 79 6.6 12.1r 5.1 13 31 16

Estonia m m 74 m m 7.8 m m 19

Finland 77 69 73 9.0 8.3 8.1 15 25 20

France1 73 75 73 9.0 8.0 8.0 20 19 20

Germany 81 62 80 4.6 6.2 4.6 16 33 16

Greece 58 53 54 30.4 26.1 27.6 16 29 25

Hungary m m 72 m m 6.5 m m 23

Iceland 90 79 87 3.5 5.3 4.1 7 16 10

Ireland 69 66 68 16.4 15.8 11.9 18 22 23

Israel 80 70 72 5.3 6.5 6.2 15 25 23

Italy 72 62 70 8.9 9.9 9.1 21 31 23

Japan m m m m m m m m m

Korea m m 72 m m 3.3 m m 25

Luxembourg 88 75 72 5.2 c 5.1 7 c 24

Mexico m m 73 m m 4.4 m m 24

Netherlands 79 73 78 6.9 8.6 7.1 16 20 16

New Zealand 82 77 80 4.6 4.3 4.5 14 19 16

Norway 83 78 81 2.1 3.3 2.4 16 19 16

Poland 67 64 66 8.4 10.4 8.6 27 29 28

Portugal 78 77 78 14.9 11.8 12.6 8 12 11

Slovak Republic 71 67 71 11.2 12.2 11.3 20 24 20

Slovenia 80 48r 69 13.7 c 9.7 7 42r 23

Spain 66 66 66 22.9 20.7 21.6 15 17 16

Sweden 86 82 85 4.3 5.8 4.9 10 13 11

Switzerland 83 78 82 3.5 5.2 3.8 14 17 14

Turkey 66 59 62 8.1 10.1 9.1 29 35 32

United Kingdom2 81 79 80 4.1 3.6 3.9 16 18 17

United States m m 68 m m 7.2 m m 27

OECD average 77 70 74 8.5 8.9 7.7 16 23 20

EU21 average 75 69 73 10.2 10.5 9.1 16 24 20

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1 m m 76 m m 5.6 m m 19

China m m m m m m m m m

Colombia m m 76 m m 8.4 m m 17

Costa Rica 74 73 73 4.2 6.9 6.6 23 21 21

India m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia m m m m m m m m m

Latvia 80 76 71 10.6 11.0 11.2 11 15 20

Lithuania 77 74 70 14.8 15.1 13.1 c 13 20
Russian Federation1 m m 72 m m 6.2 m m 23

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

Notes: “Vocational and general” also includes people in programmes for which no orientation is speci�ed. Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, 
Slovenia: Data for the breakdown by programme orientation cover only 15-34 year-olds and 35-64 year-olds if those individuals had completed their highest level of 
education 15 years, at most, before the date of the interview. In most countries, data refer to ISCED 2011. �e countries with data that refer to ISCED-97 are: Brazil, 
Indonesia, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia and South Africa. See the description of the levels of education in the De�nitions section.
1. Brazil, Chile, France, the Russian Federation: Year of reference 2013.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
Source: OECD. Colombia, Costa Rica: OECD Education Database. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285023

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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Table A5.6a. [1/2] Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies  
for problem solving among 25-64 year-olds, by ICT skills required at work (2012)

Complex ICT skills required at work Moderate ICT skills required at work

Group 1 
(Refused  

the computer-
based 

assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core 
test or minimal 

problem-
solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT 
and problem-
solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT 

and problem-
solving skills)

Group 1 
(Refused  

the computer-
based 

assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core 
test or minimal 

problem-
solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT 
and problem-
solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT 

and problem-
solving skills)

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 3 (1.0) 4 (1.4) 26 (3.1) 67 (3.3) 6 (0.7) 8 (0.9) 30 (1.4) 56 (1.7)

Austria c c 7 (2.7) 25 (5.0) 68 (5.1) 4 (0.6) 9 (1.0) 36 (2.1) 51 (2.1)

Canada 1 (0.4) 9 (1.5) 24 (2.5) 66 (2.7) 2 (0.3) 13 (0.7) 32 (1.1) 53 (1.0)

Czech Republic c c 3 (3.4) 30 (7.6) 66 (7.6) 6 (1.0) 9 (1.4) 31 (2.7) 54 (2.6)

Denmark 1 (0.4) 6 (1.3) 24 (3.5) 69 (3.4) 2 (0.3) 11 (0.8) 36 (1.1) 51 (1.3)

Estonia 4 (1.4) 8 (2.3) 23 (3.8) 66 (4.1) 10 (0.6) 14 (0.9) 37 (1.2) 39 (1.4)

Finland 2 (0.8) 10 (2.4) 20 (3.8) 69 (4.4) 3 (0.4) 9 (0.9) 31 (1.2) 57 (1.1)

France m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany c c 5 (1.8) 19 (4.6) 75 (4.6) 2 (0.4) 9 (1.1) 34 (1.6) 56 (1.8)

Ireland c c 8 (2.3) 31 (4.0) 60 (4.5) 5 (0.7) 10 (1.1) 37 (2.0) 48 (1.8)

Italy m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Japan c c 11 (3.8) 14 (4.3) 73 (5.5) 6 (0.7) 15 (1.1) 23 (1.4) 57 (1.5)

Korea c c 7 (2.6) 31 (5.7) 61 (5.8) 1 (0.3) 14 (1.2) 37 (1.8) 48 (2.1)

Netherlands c c 6 (1.9) 24 (3.3) 69 (3.4) 1 (0.3) 8 (0.8) 33 (1.5) 58 (1.6)

Norway c c 8 (2.0) 25 (3.2) 66 (3.3) 1 (0.2) 9 (0.8) 34 (1.3) 56 (1.4)

Poland 8 (3.1) 17 (3.6) 23 (5.8) 53 (6.2) 18 (1.5) 17 (1.6) 29 (2.3) 36 (2.0)

Slovak Republic c c 6 (2.3) 28 (5.5) 64 (5.7) 7 (0.8) 11 (1.1) 39 (1.9) 42 (1.9)

Spain m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Sweden c c 5 (1.5) 16 (2.8) 77 (3.1) 2 (0.3) 9 (0.8) 31 (1.4) 58 (1.4)

United States c c 8 (2.6) 30 (4.1) 61 (4.6) 2 (0.5) 12 (1.2) 35 (2.1) 52 (2.2)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) c c 7 (1.8) 30 (3.4) 62 (3.5) 2 (0.3) 10 (1.0) 35 (1.5) 54 (1.6)

England (UK) c c 4 (1.6) 21 (3.4) 73 (3.8) 2 (0.5) 9 (1.0) 33 (1.8) 55 (1.7)

Northern Ireland (UK) c c c c 26 (6.0) 71 (6.8) 0 (0.2) 10 (1.8) 40 (2.1) 49 (2.1)

England/N. Ireland (UK) c c 4 (1.6) 21 (3.3) 73 (3.7) 2 (0.5) 9 (1.0) 34 (1.7) 55 (1.6)

Average m m 7 (0.5) 24 (1.0) 66 (1.1) 4 (0.1) 11 (0.2) 33 (0.4) 52 (0.4)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 8 (3.2) 22 (10.1) 28 (9.3) 42 (8.7) 13 (4.4) 16 (3.2) 32 (4.2) 39 (3.9)

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285038
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Table A5.6a. [2/2] Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies  
for problem solving among 25-64 year-olds, by ICT skills required at work (2012)

Straightforward ICT skills required at work ICT skills not required at work

Group 1 
(Refused  

the 
computer-

based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT 

core test 
or minimal 
problem-

solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate 

ICT and 
problem-

solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT 

and problem-
solving skills)

Group 0 
(No computer 
experience)

Group 1 
(Refused  

the 
computer-

based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT 

core test 
or minimal 
problem-

solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate 

ICT and 
problem-

solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT 

and problem-
solving skills)

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 17 (1.4) 18 (1.8) 37 (1.8) 28 (2.0) 11 (1.0) 31 (1.8) 18 (1.6) 25 (2.2) 14 (1.9)

Austria 15 (1.4) 19 (1.9) 40 (2.6) 27 (1.9) 27 (1.6) 22 (1.4) 20 (1.7) 22 (2.0) 10 (1.4)

Canada 8 (0.7) 30 (1.2) 36 (1.6) 27 (1.2) 16 (0.8) 14 (0.9) 32 (1.4) 24 (1.2) 13 (1.1)

Czech Republic 20 (2.3) 21 (2.9) 38 (3.4) 21 (2.7) 20 (1.7) 19 (2.1) 25 (2.6) 24 (2.5) 12 (1.9)

Denmark 7 (0.7) 28 (1.9) 39 (1.9) 26 (1.8) 8 (1.0) 16 (1.5) 36 (2.3) 26 (2.4) 13 (2.1)

Estonia 22 (1.2) 28 (1.8) 34 (1.8) 16 (1.6) 19 (0.9) 26 (1.0) 24 (1.3) 22 (1.2) 8 (0.9)

Finland 11 (1.0) 25 (1.8) 37 (1.9) 28 (1.8) 12 (1.4) 24 (1.6) 26 (1.8) 25 (2.0) 14 (1.6)

France m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany 6 (0.9) 27 (2.5) 40 (2.2) 27 (1.8) 23 (1.9) 13 (1.4) 29 (2.0) 24 (1.7) 11 (1.2)

Ireland 22 (1.6) 25 (2.2) 35 (2.2) 18 (1.5) 23 (1.3) 28 (1.7) 21 (1.7) 19 (1.8) 8 (1.1)

Italy m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Japan 21 (1.7) 25 (1.9) 24 (1.6) 30 (1.7) 34 (1.8) 25 (1.9) 19 (1.5) 13 (1.3) 9 (1.4)

Korea 9 (1.0) 31 (1.7) 41 (2.2) 19 (1.6) 42 (1.5) 9 (0.8) 24 (1.3) 19 (1.3) 6 (0.8)

Netherlands 5 (0.9) 25 (2.3) 44 (2.6) 26 (2.2) 12 (1.4) 12 (1.4) 31 (2.1) 32 (2.3) 13 (1.8)

Norway 10 (1.1) 25 (1.9) 39 (2.1) 26 (1.7) 6 (0.9) 21 (1.8) 35 (2.7) 28 (2.8) 12 (1.7)

Poland 29 (2.0) 28 (2.2) 25 (2.3) 18 (2.0) 34 (1.2) 32 (1.3) 18 (1.4) 10 (1.1) 5 (0.8)

Slovak Republic 22 (2.1) 18 (2.5) 39 (3.0) 21 (2.2) 40 (1.4) 17 (1.1) 12 (1.1) 21 (1.3) 11 (1.2)

Spain m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Sweden 5 (0.7) 25 (1.7) 40 (2.0) 30 (1.9) 6 (1.5) 17 (1.9) 32 (2.5) 26 (2.6) 19 (2.1)

United States 7 (1.0) 28 (2.0) 44 (2.4) 22 (2.1) 20 (2.0) 14 (1.5) 34 (2.8) 23 (2.3) 8 (1.2)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 6 (1.0) 30 (2.0) 41 (2.4) 23 (2.1) 21 (1.4) 11 (1.1) 33 (2.2) 26 (1.9) 10 (1.1)

England (UK) 5 (1.0) 32 (2.4) 41 (2.7) 23 (2.0) 10 (1.4) 10 (1.4) 35 (2.9) 32 (2.7) 12 (1.7)

Northern Ireland (UK) 3 (0.7) 32 (3.2) 42 (3.0) 23 (2.8) 29 (2.4) 4 (1.0) 35 (3.1) 26 (2.7) 6 (1.5)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 5 (0.9) 32 (2.3) 41 (2.6) 23 (1.9) 11 (1.4) 10 (1.4) 35 (2.9) 32 (2.6) 11 (1.6)

Average 13 (0.3) 26 (0.5) 38 (0.5) 24 (0.4) 20 (0.3) 19 (0.3) 27 (0.5) 23 (0.5) 11 (0.3)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 17 (2.4) 19 (3.6) 32 (3.7) 32 (3.9) 31 (3.3) 14 (1.7) 17 (2.7) 21 (2.0) 17 (1.7)

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285038
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WHAT ARE THE EARNINGS ADVANTAGES FROM EDUCATION? 

• In all OECD countries, adults with tertiary education earn more than adults with upper secondary 
education who, in turn, earn more than adults with below upper secondary education.

• Across OECD countries, compared with adults with upper secondary education with income from 
employment, those without that level of education earn about 20% less, those with post-secondary 
non-tertiary education earn about 10% more, and those with a tertiary degree earn about 60% 
more.

• Across OECD countries, people with a master’s, doctoral or equivalent degree have the highest 
earnings advantages. In Brazil and Chile, these people are the most highly rewarded, relative to 
people with less education, as they earn more than four times the income of a person with upper 
secondary education.

 Context
Even if having a better job is only one among many of the positive social and individual outcomes of 
attaining higher quali�cations, data show that higher levels of education usually translate into better 
chances of employment (see Indicator A5) and higher earnings. In fact, in all OECD countries for which 
information is available, the higher the level of education, the greater the relative earnings. �is also 
seems to hold true for skills: individuals with high literacy pro�ciency, as measured in the Survey of 
Adult Skills, a product of the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies 
(PIAAC), were observed to earn the highest wages, while those with low skills pro�ciency generally 
earned the lowest income (see Indicator A6 in Education at a Glance 2014) (OECD, 2014).

Chart A6.1. Relative earnings of tertiary-educated workers,  
by level of tertiary education (2013)

25-64 year-olds with income from employment; upper secondary education = 100

Note: Tertiary education includes short cycle tertiary, bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent degrees. 
1. Australia, Canada, Finland, Japan, Mexico, Poland, Spain: Year of reference 2012. 
2. Belgium, Brazil, Estonia, Luxembourg, Switzerland: Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 of the educational 
attainment levels in the ISCED 2011 classi�cation.
3. Chile, France, Italy: Year of reference 2011.
4. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of programmes 
that would be classi�ed individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this 
group).
5. Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland: Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 of the educational attainment 
levels in the ISCED-97 classi�cation.
6. Austria: Master’s, doctoral or equivalent are included in bachelor’s or equivalent.
7. �e Netherlands: Year of reference 2010. 
8. Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the relative earnings of 25-64 year-olds with tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table A6.1a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283686
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�e potential to earn more and see those earnings increase over time, along with other social bene�ts, 
is an incentive for individuals to pursue education and training; this is true even though the economic 
rewards vary, according to the chosen �eld of education (See Box A6.1 in Education at a Glance 2013, 
OECD [2013]). While relative earnings for individuals with higher educational attainment tend to 
increase with age, relative earnings for people with below upper secondary education tend to decrease. 
“Relative earnings” are percentages of the earnings of adults with levels of education other than upper 
secondary relative to the earnings of those with upper secondary education.

Variations in relative earnings among countries re�ect a number of factors, including the demand for 
skills in the labour market, the supply of workers at various levels of educational attainment, minimum 
wage laws, the strength of labour unions, the coverage of collective-bargaining agreements, relative 
incidence of part-time and seasonal work and/or the age composition of the labour force. Variations 
in relative earnings among countries can also be due to more homogeneous earnings independent of 
education levels or to particularly high or low earnings for the reference group. 

�e data in this indicator show that earnings advantages vary according to education, age and gender. 
Each of these factors seems to play a role in individuals’ earnings advantages to di�erent extents. 
�e higher the quali�cation attained, the better-placed individuals are to earn higher wages and to 
see increases in those wages over time. However, in many countries, gender gaps in earnings persist, 
regardless of the level of education.

 Other findings
• About 25% of tertiary-educated individuals earn more than twice the median. They are substantially 

less likely to be in the low-earnings category than those with below upper secondary education. 
About 10% of tertiary-educated workers earn at or below half the median, compared with about 
25% of workers with below upper secondary education. Only 3% of those workers earn more than 
twice the median.

• About 65% of 15-24 year-old non-students have earnings from employment, while fewer than half 
of students (around 40%) do. In OECD countries, about 50% of 15-24 year-olds have income from 
employment.
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Analysis

Educational attainment and relative earnings 

The higher the level of education, the higher the relative earnings. “Relative earnings” refers to the earnings of 
adults with income from employment who have an educational attainment other than upper secondary, relative to 
the earnings of those with upper secondary education.

In all OECD countries, adults with tertiary education earn more than adults with upper secondary education who, in 
turn, earn more than adults with below upper secondary education. In many countries, upper secondary education 
is the level beyond which further education and training implies high relative earnings. As such, upper secondary 
education can be considered the benchmark against which earnings related to educational attainment can be 
measured. Since private investment costs beyond upper secondary education rise considerably in most countries, 
a high earnings advantage is an important incentive for individuals to invest time and money in further education 
(Table A6.1a).

Earnings differentials between adults with tertiary education and those with upper secondary education are 
generally more pronounced than the differentials between upper secondary and below upper secondary education. 
Across OECD countries, compared with adults with upper secondary education with income from employment, 
those without this qualification earn about 20% less, those with post-secondary non-tertiary education about 10% 
more, those with a tertiary degree earn about 60% more. The 60% earnings advantage accrues only to those with a 
bachelor’s or equivalent degree. Those with a short-cycle tertiary degree earn only about 25% more, but those with 
a master’s, doctoral or equivalent degree earn more than twice as much as those with upper secondary education as 
their highest level of attainment. The results show that continuing tertiary education after a bachelor’s degree pays 
off (Table A6.1a).

Chart A6.1 shows that the relative earnings advantages of tertiary-educated workers are largest in Brazil, Chile and 
Colombia and are smallest in Denmark, Norway and Sweden. This is even more pronounced when looking at people 
with a master’s, doctoral or equivalent degree. In Brazil and Chile, people with those degrees are the most highly 
rewarded, relative to persons with less education, as they earn more than four times the income of a person with 
upper secondary education as their highest level of attainment (Table A6.1a).

Relative earnings, by gender 
Across OECD countries, relative earnings are affected by educational attainment to various degrees. On average, 
there are no large gender differences in the relative earnings of tertiary-educated adults with income from 
employment. A man or a woman with tertiary education earns about 65% more than a person of the same gender 
with upper secondary education as his or her highest level of attainment (Table A6.1a.). 

However, gender differences in relative earnings among tertiary-educated adults do vary across countries. In all cases, 
the differences are relative to the earnings of adults of the same gender with upper secondary education as their 
highest level of attainment and who have income from employment. In Australia, Belgium, Colombia, Estonia, Japan, 
Korea, Spain, Turkey and the United Kingdom, women’s relative earnings are more than 10 percentage points higher 
than men’s, while in Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Israel, Italy, Mexico, Poland, the 
Slovak Republic, Slovenia and the United States, men’s relative earnings are more than 10 percentage points higher 
than women’s. The gender differences in relative earnings tend to be larger among adults with a master’s, doctoral 
or equivalent degree than with any other type of tertiary degree. When comparing the genders, it should be borne in 
mind that there may be large differences between the two in the proportion of people with income from employment 
(Table A6.1a). 

Relative earnings, by age 
Higher educational attainment is associated with higher earnings during a person’s working life. On average across 
OECD countries, earnings increase with the level of educational attainment, but this increase is particularly large 
for older workers. People with higher levels of education are more likely to be employed, and remain employed, and 
have more opportunities to gain experience on the job. 

Taking the OECD average as an example, young adults with tertiary education earn about 41% more of what young 
adults with upper secondary education earn. Older adults earn about 77% more. Chart A6.2 shows the difference 
between these two age groups.
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The relative earnings for tertiary-educated older adults are higher than those for younger adults in all OECD countries. 
On average, the differential between the two groups is about 35 percentage points and is higher than 50 percentage 
points in France, Greece, Korea, Poland, Slovenia and Turkey. The earnings differentials also increase with the different 
levels of education within the category of tertiary education. Across OECD countries, the difference is 27 percentage 
points for younger and older adults with a bachelor’s or equivalent qualification, and increases to 69 percentage points 
for the two groups who hold a master’s, doctoral or equivalent qualification (Table A6.1a). 

Distribution of earnings within levels of educational attainment

Data on the distribution of earnings within groups with different levels of education can show how tightly earnings 
centre around the country median. In addition to providing information on equity in earnings, these data indicate 
the risks associated with investing in education, as risk is typically measured by the variation in outcomes. Data 
on the distribution of earnings (Table A6.4, available on line) include earnings from all employed individuals. This 
limits the analysis as the hours worked influence earnings, in general, and the distribution of earnings, in particular 
(see the Methodology section for further information).

For people with income from employment, the five earnings categories reported range from “At or below half the 
median” income to “More than twice the median” income. As expected, there is a large difference between the 
earnings of people with below upper secondary education and those with tertiary education. On average, tertiary-
educated individuals are substantially more likely to earn twice as much as the median worker (about 25% of these 

Chart A6.2. Difference in relative earnings between older and younger  
tertiary-educated workers, by level of tertiary education (2013)

Relative earnings of 55-64 year-olds minus that of 25-34 year-olds with income from employment;  
compared to earnings of workers with only upper secondary education

Note: Tertiary education includes short cycle tertiary, bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent degrees. 
1. Belgium, Brazil, Estonia, Luxembourg, Switzerland: Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 of the educational attainment levels in 
the ISCED 2011 classi�cation.
2. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of programmes that would 
be classi�ed individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
3. Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
4. Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland: Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 of the educational attainment levels in the ISCED-97 
classi�cation.
5. �e Netherlands: Year of reference 2010. 
6. Australia, Canada, Finland, Japan, Mexico, Poland, Spain: Year of reference 2012. 
7. Chile, France, Italy: Year of reference 2011. 
8. Austria: Master’s, doctoral or equivalent are included in bachelor’s or equivalent.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage-point di�erence in relative earnings between 55-64 year-old and 25-34 year-old tertiary educated 
workers.
Source: OECD. Table A6.1a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283698
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people do) and are substantially less likely to be in the low-earnings category (about 10% are) than people with 
below upper secondary education as their highest level of attainment (3% earn more than twice the median and 
about 25% earn at or below half the median) (Table A6.4, available on line). 

Chart A6.3 shows the results for tertiary-educated workers (excluding short-cycle tertiary education) by comparing 
the proportion of wage-earners at or below the median to those earning more than the median. On average, 
about 70% of tertiary-educated workers earn more than the median and 30% less. There are some notable 
differences in how well tertiary-educated individuals fare in different countries. In Brazil, Chile and Greece, 
people with a tertiary degree can expect to earn more than the median (about 90% do) whereas in Norway 
tertiary-educated adults have a 50/50 chance of earning more or less than the median. In most of other countries, 
about 70% of tertiary-educated workers can expect to earn more than the median. In Brazil and Chile, 60% 
or more of tertiary-educated adults earn twice as much as the median worker, while less than 5% of tertiary-
educated workers in Brazil, Chile, the Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary and Portugal earn less than half the 
median (Table A6.4, available on line).

In all countries, individuals who remain with below upper secondary qualifications through their working life 
usually face large earnings disadvantages. On average across OECD countries, less than 5% of those with below 
upper secondary education earn twice the national median. Only in Brazil, Canada and Mexico is this proportion 
larger than 5%. On average, over 25% of workers with below upper secondary education as their highest level of 
attainment earn less than half the national median; in the United States, about 45% of this group do (Table A6.4, 
available on line).

Chart A6.3. Earnings of adults with a bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent degree 
relative to the median earnings of all workers (2013)

25-64 year-olds with income from employment

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

%

More than twice the median
More than the median but at or below twice the median
More than half the median but at or below the median
At or below half of the median

C
hi

le
1

Br
az

il

Po
rt

ug
al

H
un

ga
ry

Ir
el

an
d2

Is
ra

el

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es

Sp
ai

n

A
us

tr
ia

Ca
na

da
3

G
re

ec
e

O
EC

D
 a

ve
ra

ge

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

Cz
ec

h 
R

ep
ub

lic

Fr
an

ce
1

It
al

y1

Fi
nl

an
d3

A
us

tr
al

ia
3

N
ew

 Z
ea

la
nd

Sw
ed

en

D
en

m
ar

k

N
or

w
ay

  6  
  10  

  12    16  

  15    23    18  
  18    16  

  17  

  5  

  18    16    19  

  14  

  17  
  19    20    24    25    24    21  

  35  

  21  

  28  

  40  
  48  

  36  
  33    39  

  35    37  
  34  

  66  

  44    45    45  

  57  

  47  
  44  

  49    47    47    52    54  

  46  

  1    2    4  
  14  

  10    11  
  16    17    20  

  1  
  10    12    9  

  2  
  11    13    13    12    11    11    13    14  

  71  

  60  

  44  
  36    35    34    32    31    31    29    28    28    27    26    26    25    24  

  18    17    17    13    12  
  4  

Note: Data exclude short cycle tertiary education.  
1. Chile, France, Italy: Year of reference 2011. 
2. Ireland: Earnings net of income tax.
3. Australia, Canada, Finland: Year of reference 2012. 
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of 25-64 year-olds with a bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent degree earning more than twice 
the median.
Source: OECD. Table A6.4, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283705
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Relative earnings of students 

In OECD countries, about 50% of 15-24 year-olds have income from employment. In this age group, a majority 
of non-students (about 65%) has earnings from employment, while less than half of students do (about 40%). In 
Belgium, Chile and Greece, about 10% or less of 15-24 year-old students have earnings from employment. In some 
countries, such as Switzerland, a proportion of students enrolled in upper secondary education has earnings based 
on apprenticeship contracts, but these students are not included in these calculations (Table A6.5b).

Students with income from employment have fewer earnings than non-students. The relative earnings increase 
from 43% for those with below upper secondary education to 63% for those with tertiary education (Table A6.5a). 

These findings support the widespread notion that schooling beyond compulsory education implies a temporary 
loss of income, even when combining studies and work. This loss of income, together with tuition fees and the need 
to repay loans, may discourage some individuals from studying while being active in the labour market.

Relative earnings and skills supply

Chart A6.4. Relative earnings of tertiary-educated workers and their share  
in the population (2013)

25-64 year-olds with income from employment; upper secondary education = 100

Note: All tertiary includes short cycle tertiary, bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent degrees. Data on educational attainment refers to year 2014 
or latest available year.  
1. Belgium, Estonia, Luxembourg, Switzerland: Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 of the educational attainment levels in 
the ISCED 2011 classi�cation.
2. Chile, Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland: Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 of the educational attainment levels in 
the ISCED-97 classi�cation.
3. Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
4. �e Netherlands: Year of reference 2010. 
5. Chile, France, Italy: Year of reference 2011. 
6. Australia, Canada, Finland, Japan, Mexico, Poland, Spain: Year of reference 2012. 
7. �e United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a su�cient volume and standard of programmes that would be 
classi�ed individually as partial level completion of upper secondary education.
8. Japan: Data on educational attainment exclude short-cycle tertiary education at the tertiary level.
Source: OECD. Tables A1.3a and A6.1a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283719
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There are various factors explaining the variation in earnings. Chart A6.4 shows countries by the relative earnings 
of tertiary-educated workers and the share of these workers in the population. The chart also provides some 
evidence of the influence of the supply-and-demand of tertiary-educated workers on relative earnings. The earnings 
advantages are largest in countries with a small share of tertiary-educated people, such as Brazil, Chile, Colombia, 
Hungary and Mexico, whereas earnings advantages are smallest in countries with a large share of tertiary-educated 
people, such as Norway and Sweden. But other factors, not shown in Chart A6.4, may explain deviations from 
this pattern. For instance, the share of people with a tertiary degree is above the OECD average in Canada (54%) 
and below the average in Italy (17%), but relative earnings for these workers are below the OECD average in both 
countries (43% higher earnings for a person with a tertiary degree compared with a person with upper secondary 
education as the highest level of education) (Table A6.1a).

Definitions 
Age groups: adults refers to 25-64 year-olds; younger adults refers to 25-34 year-olds; older adults refers to 
55-64 year-olds. The working-age population is the total population aged 25-64. 

Completion of intermediate programmes for educational attainment (ISCED 2011) corresponds to recognised 
qualification from an ISCED  2011 level programme which is not considered as sufficient for ISCED  2011 level 
completion and is classified at a lower ISCED 2011 level. In addition, this recognised qualification does not give 
direct access to an upper ISCED 2011 level programme.

Levels of education: In this Indicator two ISCED (International Standard Classification of Education) classifications 
are used: ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97. 

• When it is specified that ISCED 2011 is used, the levels of education are defined as: below upper secondary 
corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 0, 1 and 2, and includes recognised qualifications from ISCED 2011 Level 3 
programmes, which are not considered as sufficient for ISCED  2011 Level 3 completion, and without direct 
access to post-secondary non-tertiary education or tertiary education; upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 3 and 4; and tertiary corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 5, 6, 7 
and 8 (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012). 

• When it is specified that ISCED-97 is used, the levels of education are defined as: below upper secondary 
corresponds to ISCED-97 Levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programmes; 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. 

See the section About the new ISCED 2011 classification, at the beginning of this publication, for a presentation of all 
ISCED 2011 levels and Annex 3 for a presentation of all ISCED-97 levels.  

Methodology 
The indicator is based on the regular data collection by the OECD LSO (Labour Market and Social Outcomes of 
Learning) Network that takes account of earnings from work for all individuals during the reference period, even if 
the individual has worked part time or part year. This database contains data on student versus non-student earnings. 
It also gathers information on the earnings of those working full time and full year, for Tables A6.2a and A6.3a, and 
Table  A6.2b, available on line. See Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm) for 
additional information. 

Regular earnings data collection

Regular earnings data collection (used in all tables) provides information based on an annual, monthly or weekly 
reference period, depending on the country. The length of the reference period for earnings also differs. Australia, 
New Zealand and the United Kingdom reported data on weekly earnings; Belgium, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Estonia, 
Israel (three months), Korea and Portugal reported monthly data; and all other countries reported annual data. Data 
on earnings are before income tax, except for Ireland and Turkey, where earnings reported are net of income tax. For 
Belgium data on dispersion of earnings from work and earnings of students and non-students are net of income tax. 
Data on earnings for individuals in part-time work are excluded in the regular data collection for Slovenia; and data 
on part-year earnings are excluded for Slovenia. 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 the business.
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Since earnings data differ across countries in a number of ways, the results should be interpreted with caution. 
For example:

• in countries reporting annual earnings, differences in the incidence of seasonal work among individuals with 
different levels of educational attainment will have an effect on relative earnings that is not similarly reflected in 
the data for countries reporting weekly or monthly earnings; 

• migrants are not separated from non-migrants, and in some countries this could have an effect on earnings, as 
there could be a migrant earning penalty that is independent of qualification return; 

• countries may include earnings for self-employed or part-time work; and 

• countries may differ in the extent to which there are employer contributions to pensions, health insurance, etc. 
on top of the salary.

In addition, data available in Tables A6.1a and b concern relative earnings and should therefore be used with caution 
in assessing the evolution of relative earnings for different levels of education. For Tables A6.5a and b, differences 
between countries could be the result of differences in data sources and in the length of the reference period. For 
further details, see Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

This indicator does not take into consideration the impact of effective income from free government services. In 
some countries, incomes could be high but they may have to cover, for instance, health insurance and schooling/
tertiary education for children/students, while in other countries incomes could be lower but the state provides 
both free health care and schooling. 

The total (men plus women, i.e. M+W) average for earnings is not the simple average of the earnings figures for men 
and women, but the average based on earnings of the total population. This overall average weights the average 
earnings figure separately for men and women by the share of men and women at different levels of attainment.

Full-time and full-year data collection

Full-time and full-year data collection supplies the data for Table A6.2a and b (gender differences in full-time 
earnings) and Table A6.3 (differences in full-time earnings by educational attainment). 

For the definition of full-time earnings (in Tables A6.2a and b and A6.3), countries were asked whether they had 
applied a self-designated full-time status or a threshold value of the typical number of hours worked per week. 
Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom 
reported self-designated full-time status; the other countries defined the full-time status by the number of working 
hours per week. The threshold was 44/45 hours per week in Chile, 36 hours per week in Hungary, the Slovak Republic 
and Slovenia, 35 hours in Australia, Brazil, Canada, Colombia, Estonia, Israel, Korea, Norway and the United States, 
and 30 hours in the Czech Republic, Greece, Ireland, New Zealand and Turkey. Other participating countries did 
not report a minimum normal number of working hours for full-time work. For some countries, data on full-time, 
full-year earnings are based on the European Survey on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), which uses a 
self-designated approach in establishing full-time status. 

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table A6.2a Differences in earnings between female and male workers, by educational attainment  
and age group (2013)

WEB Table A6.2b Trends in the differences in earnings between female and male workers, by educational attainment 
(2005, 2010-13)

Table A6.3 Percentage of full-time, full-year earners, part-time earners and people without earnings,  
by educational attainment, age group and gender (2013)

WEB Table A6.4 Level of earnings relative to median earnings, by gender and educational attainment (2013)

Table A6.5a Relative earnings of 15-24 year-old students with income from employment, by educational 
attainment and gender (2013)

Table A6.5b Percentage of 15-29 year-olds with income from employment among all 15-29 year-olds,  
by age group, gender and student status (2013)
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Table A6.1a. Relative earnings of workers, by educational attainment, age group and gender (2013)
Adults with income from employment; upper secondary education = 100

Men and women

Below upper 
secondary

Post-secondary 
non-tertiary

Short cycle  
tertiary

Bachelor's  
or equivalent

Master's, doctoral  
or equivalent

All tertiary 
education

 25-64  25-64  25-64  25-64  25-64  25-64

Year (1) (4) (7) (10) (13) (16)

O
E
C
D Australia 2012 83 99 114 137 161 134

Austria 2013 71 m 136 171d x(10) 152

Belgium1 2013 87 m m m m 141

Canada 2012 84 119 118 153 189 143

Chile2 2011 66 a 151 290 564 260

Czech Republic 2013 74 m 117 143 185 175

Denmark 2013 82 134 114 111 166 129

Estonia1 2013 91 m m m m 135

Finland 2012 93 128 129 127 187 148

France 2011 82 m 127 136 207 153

Germany m m m m m m

Greece 2013 79 109 148 198 m 149

Hungary 2013 75 99 102 174 250 201

Iceland m m m m m m

Ireland3 2013 83 92 144 204 m 184

Israel 2013 84 a 117 157 225 163

Italy 2011 78 m m m m 143

Japan2 2012 78 m m m m 152

Korea 2013 71 m 115 150 200 145

Luxembourg1 2013 64 m m m m 158

Mexico2 2012 54 a m m m 199

Netherlands2 2010 83 m m m m 156

New Zealand 2013 92 116 114 135 186 139

Norway 2013 77 101 120 116 166 128

Poland2 2012 84 m m m m 171

Portugal 2013 71 102 162 169 m 168

Slovak Republic 2013 68 m 125 125 176 171

Slovenia 2013 79 a m m m 175

Spain 2012 75 124 m m m 151

Sweden 2013 78 117 106 115 151 125

Switzerland1 2013 78 m m m m 156

Turkey3 2013 65 a m m m 188

United Kingdom4 2013 74 a 123 154 174 151

United States 2013 70 m 116 165 243 176

OECD average 77 112 125 157 214 160

EU21 average 79 113 128 152 187 157

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m

Brazil 2013 60 m m 241 450 252

China m m m m m m

Colombia 2013 65 m m m m 234

India m m m m m m

Indonesia m m m m m m

Latvia m m m m m m

Russian Federation 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: Columns showing data for men and women separately and for other age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Belgium, Estonia, Luxembourg, Switzerland: Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 of the educational attainment levels in the ISCED 2011 classification.
2. Chile, Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland: Index 100 refers to the combined ISCED levels 3 and 4 of the educational attainment levels in the ISCED-97 classification.
3. Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
4. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285052
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Table A6.2a. Differences in earnings between female and male workers,  
by educational attainment and age group (2013)

Adults with income from employment; average annual full-time, full-year earnings of women as a percentage of men’s earnings

Below upper secondary education
Upper secondary or post-secondary 

non-tertiary education Tertiary education

25-64  35-44  55-64 25-64  35-44  55-64 25-64  35-44  55-64

Year (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia 2012 79 78 82 75 74 78 75 75 69

Austria 2013 79 82 83 80 76 81 69 71 74

Belgium 2013 79 79 82 82 79 84 83 87 83

Canada 2012 66 52 64 69 66 74 73 77 73

Chile1 2011 77 79 72 69 68 70 62 70 53

Czech Republic 2013 80 81 80 80 73 87 71 66 86

Denmark 2013 83 80 82 80 78 82 74 76 72

Estonia 2013 65 60 76 57 57 63 68 63 71

Finland 2013 79 75 79 78 76 78 76 75 74

France 2011 76 73 70 81 74 75 71 74 63

Germany m m m m m m m m m

Greece 2013 79 81 68 80 83 63 75 77 54

Hungary 2013 82 82 79 88 85 92 64 59 68

Iceland m m m m m m m m m

Ireland2 2013 77 86 74 73 69 73 76 79 56

Israel 2013 73 66 71 75 72 73 63 62 61

Italy 2011 79 78 76 78 78 74 70 77 71

Japan m m m m m m m m m

Korea 2013 66 69 64 63 61 58 68 65 70

Luxembourg 2013 83 83 70 77 82 69 76 85 67

Mexico1 2012 74 72 79 80 78 79 70 69 88

Netherlands1 2010 77 79 76 79 85 79 74 83 74

New Zealand 2013 79 80 78 78 79 74 78 76 73

Norway 2013 82 80 82 80 79 79 75 77 73

Poland1 2012 73 69 74 79 72 89 71 66 76

Portugal 2013 76 76 72 72 74 68 70 75 69

Slovak Republic 2013 72 73 71 17 15 16 71 64 79

Slovenia 2013 85 84 84 88 84 97 82 80 87

Spain 2012 75 81 68 74 74 71 79 78 77

Sweden 2012 83 75 96 81 79 88 83 85 87

Switzerland 2013 86 75 111 84 84 86 78 85 79

Turkey2 2013 69 67 63 86 77 119 82 87 55

United Kingdom3 2013 78 80 68 71 69 67 77 77 79

United States 2013 72 76 81 75 70 71 66 67 63

OECD average 77 76 77 75 73 76 73 74 72

EU21 average 78 78 76 75 73 75 74 75 73

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m

Brazil 2013 67 68 62 62 63 54 62 66 60

China m m m m m m m m m

Colombia 2013 77 78 77 74 70 67 75 78 73

India m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia m m m m m m m m m

Latvia m m m m m m m m m

Russian Federation 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: Columns showing the relative earnings for all levels of education combined are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Chile, Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland: Educational attainment levels are based in the ISCED-97 classification.
2. Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
3. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285069



A6

What are the earnings advantages from education? – INDICATOR A6 chapter A

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 127

Table A6.3. [1/3] Percentage of full-time, full-year earners, part-time earners  
and people without earnings, by educational attainment, age group and gender (2013)

How to read this table: In Australia, 58% of 25-64 year-old men with below upper secondary education have earnings from a full-time employment. Among 
25-64 year-old women, 22% of those that have income from employment work full time.

  Year Gender

Full-time, full-year earners Part-time earners No earnings
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25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64
(1) (4) (7) (10) (13) (16) (19) (22) (25) (28) (31) (34)

O
E
C
D

 Australia 2012    Men 58 75 79 73 9 8 10 9 33 16 11 18
   Women 22 35 48 37 26 32 30 29 53 34 22 33
   M + W 38 58 61 54 18 19 21 20 43 24 17 26

Austria 2013    Men 41 63 71 62 27 21 19 21 32 16 10 16
   Women 19 29 43 31 35 47 42 43 46 24 15 26
   M + W 27 46 57 46 32 34 31 33 41 20 12 21

Belgium 2013     Men 43 68 74 65 15 14 13 14 42 18 13 22
     Women 14 28 49 34 25 41 35 35 60 30 16 31
     M + W 29 49 61 49 20 27 24 24 51 24 14 26

Canada 2012    Men 46 58 66 61 27 28 24 26 27 13 10 13
   Women 22 38 48 42 32 38 36 36 46 24 16 22
   M + W 35 49 56 51 29 33 31 31 36 18 14 18

Chile1 2011     Men 46 55 59 52 37 31 32 34 17 14 9 14
     Women 15 28 41 25 24 27 36 27 62 45 23 48
     M + W 29 41 49 37 30 29 35 30 41 30 16 32

Czech Republic 2013    Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
   Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
   M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Denmark 2013    Men 35 52 69 52 37 37 25 34 27 11 6 14
   Women 25 43 53 42 34 41 39 39 41 16 8 19
   M + W 31 48 60 47 36 39 33 36 34 13 7 17

Estonia 2013    Men 42 49 47 48 2 1 3 2 56 50 50 51
   Women 34 46 50 47 6 5 5 5 60 48 45 47
   M + W 39 48 49 47 3 3 4 4 57 49 46 49

Finland 2013    Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
   Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
   M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

France 2011    Men 51 70 81 69 18 14 11 14 32 16 7 17
   Women 26 47 63 48 28 32 27 30 46 21 9 23
   M + W 37 59 71 58 23 22 20 22 40 18 9 20

Germany      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Greece 2013    Men 43 52 69 54 18 15 9 14 39 33 22 32
   Women 16 27 55 32 13 15 13 14 72 58 32 55
   M + W 29 40 61 43 15 15 11 14 56 45 27 43

Hungary    Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
   Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
   M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Iceland      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Ireland2 2013    Men 21 38 61 41 28 34 27 29 50 29 13 29
   Women 10 25 47 30 26 36 34 33 64 39 19 37
   M + W 16 31 53 36 27 35 31 31 57 34 16 33

Israel 2013    Men 61 73 84 76 9 10 8 9 31 17 8 15
   Women 22 48 65 53 19 22 20 20 59 30 16 27
   M + W 42 61 73 64 13 15 15 15 44 23 12 21

Italy 2011    Men 59 75 78 68 19 14 12 16 21 12 10 16
   Women 23 43 61 38 21 28 24 24 57 29 15 38
   M + W 41 59 69 53 20 21 18 20 39 20 13 27

Notes: The length of the reference period varies from one week to one year. Self-employed individuals are excluded in some countries. See the Methodology section 
and Annex 3 for further information. Columns showing data for other age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Chile, Mexico: Educational attainment levels are based in the ISCED-97 classification.
2. Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
3. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285075
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Table A6.3. [2/3] Percentage of full-time, full-year earners, part-time earners  
and people without earnings, by educational attainment, age group and gender (2013)

How to read this table: In Australia, 58% of 25-64 year-old men with below upper secondary education have earnings from a full-time employment. Among 
25-64 year-old women, 22% of those that have income from employment work full time.

  Year Gender

Full-time, full-year earners Part-time earners No earnings
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25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64
(1) (4) (7) (10) (13) (16) (19) (22) (25) (28) (31) (34)

O
E
C
D

 Japan    Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Korea 2013    Men 30 44 46 43 14 13 27 20 56 44 28 37
     Women 23 26 23 24 13 17 29 21 64 58 48 55
     M + W 26 35 35 33 13 15 28 20 61 51 37 46

Luxembourg 2013    Men 65 75 82 74 11 8 7 9 24 17 11 17
   Women 25 37 56 38 33 31 27 30 41 33 17 31
   M + W 44 58 69 56 23 18 17 19 33 24 14 24

Mexico1  2012    Men 84 89 87 85 11 9 12 11 5 2 2 4
     Women 56 73 72 62 34 22 26 30 10 5 2 7
     M + W 73 83 81 76 20 14 18 18 7 3 2 5

Netherlands      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

New Zealand 2013    Men 69 82 81 78 6 6 8 7 25 11 11 15
   Women 39 45 59 48 20 25 21 22 40 31 20 30
   M + W 53 65 69 63 14 15 15 15 33 20 16 23

Norway 2013    Men 41 61 66 58 36 30 29 32 23 8 5 11
   Women 20 33 45 35 49 54 49 50 32 14 6 15
   M + W 31 48 55 46 42 41 39 41 27 11 6 13

Poland      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Portugal      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Slovak Republic    Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
   Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
   M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Slovenia    Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
   Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
   M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Spain 2012    Men 46 63 70 57 27 24 19 24 26 13 11 18
   Women 21 39 57 38 30 31 26 29 49 30 16 33
   M + W 35 51 63 48 29 28 23 27 37 21 14 26

Sweden 2012    Men 60 74 79 75 9 9 9 9 31 16 12 16
   Women 25 44 59 50 6 9 13 11 69 46 28 40
   M + W 44 61 67 62 8 9 12 10 48 30 21 28

Switzerland 2013    Men 69 77 78 77 7 9 14 11 24 13 8 12
   Women 21 23 34 26 39 51 49 48 40 26 18 25
   M + W 41 48 59 52 26 32 29 30 34 20 12 19

Turkey2 2013    Men 55 69 75 63 32 21 18 27 13 9 7 11
   Women 39 53 73 53 43 33 21 34 18 14 6 13
   M + W 51 66 74 60 35 24 19 29 14 10 7 11

United Kingdom3 2013    Men 59 77 82 75 9 7 7 7 32 17 11 18
   Women 21 39 54 42 23 32 28 28 56 29 19 30
   M + W 40 58 67 58 16 19 18 18 44 23 15 24

United States 2013    Men 50 63 76 66 21 18 14 17 29 20 10 17
   Women 25 44 56 48 21 23 24 23 55 33 20 29
   M + W 38 53 65 57 21 20 20 20 41 26 16 23

Notes: The length of the reference period varies from one week to one year. Self-employed individuals are excluded in some countries. See the Methodology section 
and Annex 3 for further information. Columns showing data for other age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Chile, Mexico: Educational attainment levels are based in the ISCED-97 classification.
2. Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
3. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285075
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Table A6.3. [3/3] Percentage of full-time, full-year earners, part-time earners  
and people without earnings, by educational attainment, age group and gender (2013)

How to read this table: In Australia, 58% of 25-64 year-old men with below upper secondary education have earnings from a full-time employment. Among 
25-64 year-old women, 22% of those that have income from employment work full time.

  Year Gender

Full-time, full-year earners Part-time earners No earnings
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25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64 25-64
(1) (4) (7) (10) (13) (16) (19) (22) (25) (28) (31) (34)

O
E
C
D

 

OECD average      Men 51 65 72 64 19 17 16 17 30 18 12 19
     Women 24 39 59 40 26 30 29 29 50 31 19 31
     M + W 38 53 62 52 22 23 22 23 40 24 16 25

EU21 average      Men 47 63 72 62 18 17 13 16 34 21 15 22
     Women 22 37 54 39 23 29 26 27 55 34 20 34
     M + W 34 51 62 50 21 23 20 21 45 27 17 28

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m

     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil 2013    Men 71 75 72 72 26 21 20 24 3 4 8 4
     Women 47 62 60 55 51 35 34 42 2 3 6 3
     M + W 62 69 65 65 36 28 28 32 3 4 7 4
China      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m

     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia 2013    Men 83 85 81 83 15 13 18 15 2 2 1 2
   Women 52 64 70 60 39 30 28 33 9 6 2 6
   M + W 71 76 75 73 25 21 23 23 5 4 2 4

India      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Latvia      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Russian Federation      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

Saudi Arabia      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

South Africa      Men m m m m m m m m m m m m
     Women m m m m m m m m m m m m
     M + W m m m m m m m m m m m m

G20 average      Men  m m m m m m m m m m m m

     Women m  m m m m m m m m m m m

     M + W  m m m m m m m m m m m m

Notes: The length of the reference period varies from one week to one year. Self-employed individuals are excluded in some countries. See the Methodology section 
and Annex 3 for further information. Columns showing data for other age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Chile, Mexico: Educational attainment levels are based in the ISCED-97 classification.
2. Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
3. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285075
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Table A6.5a. Relative earnings of 15-24 year-old students with income from employment, 
by educational attainment and gender (2013)

Earnings of 15-24 year-old students with income from employment compared with earnings of 15-24 year-old non-students  
with income from employment; non-students with income from employment = 100

Below upper secondary education
Upper secondary or post-secondary 

non-tertiary education Tertiary education

M + W Men Women M + W Men Women M + W Men Women

Year (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia 2012 29 c c 52 51 57 68 c c

Austria 2013 62 64 56 32 37 30 39 47 33

Belgium1 2013 47 55 41 64 65 65 65 75 81

Canada 2012 34 31 45 42 42 49 49 40 55

Chile2 2011 68 66 77 113 124 90 m m m

Czech Republic m m m m m m m m m

Denmark 2012 44 45 46 47 42 55 43 43 43

Estonia 2013 83 63 116 82 87 92 88 m 106

Finland 2012 39 38 45 56 56 58 53 61 51

France 2011 c c c 55 69 44 41 52 32

Germany m m m m m m m m m

Greece 2013 m m m 48 54 44 m m m

Hungary m m m m m m m m m

Iceland m m m m m m m m m

Ireland1 2013 19 m m 45 41 51 57 m 63

Israel 2013 27 21 45 97 97 102 73 m 59

Italy 2011 54 83 31 63 62 69 110 119 106

Japan m m m m m m m m m

Korea 2013 44 61 34 51 57 46 m m m

Luxembourg m m m m m m m m m

Mexico2 2012 57 55 63 75 72 79 80 65 96

Netherlands m m m m m m m m m

New Zealand 2013 42 50 34 50 58 44 62 54 67

Norway 2013 37 40 34 40 38 46 38 36 40

Poland m m m m m m m m m

Portugal m m m m m m m m m

Slovak Republic m m m m m m m m m

Slovenia m m m m m m m m m

Spain 2012 52 66 34 36 31 45 41 49 33

Sweden m m m m m m m m m

Switzerland 2013 10 6 35 43 47 41 53 55 50

Turkey1 2013 62 64 60 99 103 91 113 107 115

United Kingdom3 2013 28 32 23 28 33 25 61 73 49

United States 2013 27 26 30 57 56 61 66 60 74

OECD average 43 48 47 58 60 58 63 62 64

EU21 average 47 56 49 51 52 53 60 65 60

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m

Brazil 2013 60 58 71 111 112 116 102 86 116

China m m m m m m m m m

Colombia 2013 55 51 73 97 94 106 99 98 101

India m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia m m m m m m m m m

Latvia m m m m m m m m m

Russian Federation 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

Notes: For some countries in this table the age breakdown is 16-24 year-olds. Columns showing the relative earnings for all levels of education combined are available 
for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Belgium, Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
2. Chile, Mexico: Data refer to broad ISCED-97 attainment categories.
3. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified 
individually as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group). 
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285081
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Table A6.5b. Percentage of 15-29 year-olds with income from employment among all 15-29 year-olds, 
by age group, gender and student status (2013)

How to read this table: In Australia, 70% of all 15-24 year-old non-students have income from employment; and 47% of all 15-24 year-old students do. Among 
all 15-24 year-olds, 56% have income from employment.

Men and women

15-24 year-olds 25-29 year-olds

Non-students Students Total Non-students Students Total

Year (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

O
E
C
D Australia 2012 70 47 56 79 71 77

Austria 2013 87 61 72 90 78 88

Belgium1 2013 28 2 11 35 18 34

Canada 2012 89 74 78 90 84 88

Chile 2011 50 10 28 70 45 66

Czech Republic m m m m m m

Denmark 2012 71 71 71 81 82 82

Estonia 2013 41 13 22 54 45 52

Finland 2012 77 77 77 84 85 84

France 2011 76 37 55 92 73 91

Germany 2012 66 37 46 70 62 68

Greece 2013 27 4 12 54 27 51

Hungary m m m m m m

Iceland m m m m m m

Ireland1 2013 36 23 28 67 51 65

Israel 2013 68 18 45 80 74 79

Italy 2011 56 13 32 79 44 72

Japan m m m m m m

Korea 2013 52 11 23 67 29 64

Luxembourg m m m m m m

Mexico 2012 89 81 87 94 96 94

Netherlands m m m m m m

New Zealand 2013 69 33 47 76 60 74

Norway 2013 82 67 72 89 90 89

Poland m m m m m m

Portugal m m m m m m

Slovak Republic m m m m m m

Slovenia m m m m m m

Spain 2012 60 20 34 82 71 80

Sweden m m m m m m

Switzerland 2013 72 53 60 85 61 81

Turkey1 2013 76 76 76 86 87 86

United Kingdom2 2013 56 32 46 80 63 78

United States 2013 73 41 54 82 62 79

OECD average 64 39 49 77 63 75

EU21 average 57 32 42 72 58 71

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m

Brazil 2013 62 32 48 75 70 74

China m m m m m m

Colombia 2013 91 79 88 96 97 96

India m m m m m m

Indonesia m m m m m m

Latvia m m m m m m

Russian Federation 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

Notes: For some countries in this table the age breakdown is 16-24 year-olds instead of 15-24 year-olds. Columns showing data for men and women separately are 
available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Belgium, Ireland, Turkey: Earnings net of income tax.
2. The United Kingdom: Data for upper secondary attainment includes completion of a sufficient volume and standard of programmes that would be classified individually 
as completion of intermediate upper secondary programmes (18% of the adults are under this group).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283672
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WHAT ARE THE FINANCIAL INCENTIVES TO INVEST 
IN EDUCATION?
• Adults completing tertiary education benefit from substantial returns on investment: they are 

more likely to be employed and earn more than adults without tertiary education do. 

• Not only does education pay off for individuals, but the public benefits of education, in greater 
tax revenues and social contributions from a larger proportion of tertiary-educated adults, also 
outweigh the cost. 

• Across OECD countries, the net public return on investment for a woman with tertiary education is 
USD 65 500 over her lifetime – 1.2 times the public cost of investment in her education. For a man, 
the net public return is over USD 127 400, which is almost 2.5 times the public cost of investment 
in his education.

 Context
Devoting time and money in education is an investment in human capital. For adults, having higher 
educational attainment improves chances for employment and reduces the risk of unemployment. 
Better opportunities in the labour market (see Indicator A5) and higher earnings (see Indicator A6) 
are strong incentives for adults to invest in education and to postpone consumption and earnings 
for future rewards. Countries, in turn, bene�t through reduced public expenditure on social welfare 
programmes and revenues earned through taxes paid once individuals enter the labour market. 

It is crucial for policy makers to understand the economic incentives for individuals to invest in 
education. For instance, large increases in labour market demand for more highly educated workers can 
drive up earnings and returns before supply catches up. �at signals a need for additional investment 
in education. In countries with rigid labour laws and structures that tend to limit di�erences in wages 
across the board, this signal will be weaker.

An understanding of the returns from education is also relevant for policies that address access to 
education, taxes and the costs of further education for the individual. It is important, then, to consider 
the balance between private and public returns together with the information from other indicators 
in this publication. It is not su�cient to consider only the public rate of return to determine the 
optimal amount governments should invest in education (see Box A7.1 in Education at a Glance 2013 
[OECD, 2013]).

Chart A7.1. Private net financial returns for a woman  
attaining tertiary education (2011)

As compared with returns to upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education,  
in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

1. Canada, Italy,  the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of private net financial returns.
Source: OECD. Tables A7.3b and A7.4b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283725
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In countries with lengthy tertiary programmes and relatively high incomes after upper secondary or 
post-secondary non-tertiary education, the e�ect of foregone earnings is considerable. �e magnitude 
of this e�ect also depends on expected wage levels and the probability of �nding a job with or without 
having tertiary quali�cations. As the labour market for young adults worsens (see Indicator C5), 
the e�ect of foregone earnings is reduced, making tertiary education a less costly investment. Since 
more highly educated people tend to fare better in the labour market in times of economic hardship 
(see Indicator A5), larger earnings di�erentials add to the bene�t to both the individual and society. 
Data from 2011 (used in this volume), show that both private and public returns to tertiary education 
were higher than returns to upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education.

It should be kept in mind that a host of education-related and contextual factors not re�ected in this 
indicator a�ect the �nancial returns to education. �ese include the �eld of study, countries’ speci�c 
economic situation, labour market context and institutional setting, as well as social and cultural factors.

 Other findings
• On average across OECD countries, the calculated financial return to tertiary education for a single 

worker with no children is around twice as large as returns to such a person with upper secondary 
or post-secondary non-tertiary education as his or her highest level of attainment.

• Gross earnings benefits from tertiary education over the course of a lifetime are USD 477 400 for 
men and USD 332 600 for women across OECD countries.

• Gross earnings benefits for an adult with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary degree, 
compared to benefits for an adult who has not attained this level of education, are particularly 
large in Austria, Luxembourg and the United States. In these countries, gross earnings benefits 
amount to more than USD 400 000 for a man and USD 250 000 for a woman over their lifetime. 

• On average across the 26 OECD countries with available data, the net public return for a woman 
who completed upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education is about USD 48 000 
compared with a woman who did not complete that level of education. For a man, the net public 
return is USD 70 300. 

• Across OECD countries, people invest around USD 55  000 to earn a tertiary degree. In the 
Netherlands and the United States, average investment exceeds USD 100 000 when direct and 
indirect costs are taken into account.



chapter A THE OUTPUT OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND THE IMPACT OF LEARNING

A7

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015134

Analysis
This indicator provides information on the incentives to invest in further education by considering its costs and 
benefits, including net financial returns and internal rate of return. It examines the choice between pursuing higher 
levels of education and entering the labour market. The indicator focuses on two scenarios:

• Investing in tertiary education compared to entering the labour market with an upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary degree; and

• Investing in upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education compared to entering the labour market 
without an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary degree.

Two types of investors are considered: 

• The person (referred to here as “Private”) who chooses to pursue higher levels of education based on the additional 
net earnings and costs he or she can expect; and

• The government (referred to here as “Public”) that decides to invest in education based on the additional revenue 
it would receive (tax receipts) and the costs involved.

Values are presented separately for men and women to account for gender-specific differences in earnings and 
unemployment rates. 

Financial incentives for people to invest in education (private financial returns on investment)

Attracted by higher earnings and employment prospects, more people than ever before are attaining upper secondary 
or post-secondary education and tertiary education (see Indicators A1, A5 and A6). Different financial components, 
such as level of household out-of-pocket spending on education, the additional earnings over the lifecourse, and the 
tax and benefits systems can influence someone’s decision to pursue further formal education. 

Net private financial returns on investment 
In almost all countries with available data for upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary 
education, financial private returns to education are higher for tertiary education than for upper secondary 
education. A woman can expect a net financial return on investment in upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary education of USD 62 000; her expected financial return on investment in tertiary education is USD 145 200 
(Tables A7.1b and A7.3b). 

Men can expect a higher return to investment in education than women at both the upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary (USD 107 100) and tertiary (USD 229 000) levels of education (Tables A7.1a and A7.3a). 
These results are consistent with the higher earnings and lower uemployment rates enjoyed by men (see Indicators A5 
and A6).

The total private cost of education 
Direct costs and foregone earnings are the two components of the total cost of education considered in the 
computations of this Indicator. Accounting for both the direct cost and forgone earnings, a woman invests 
USD 31 200 in upper secondary or post-secondary non tertiary and USD 57 200 in tertiary education (Tables A7.1b 
and A7.3b).

Most adults consider the direct private costs (household expenditure) of education as they decide whether or not 
to invest in further education. The direct cost for a person is, on average, lower for upper secondary education 
(USD 2 800) than for tertiary education (USD 13 200). In addition, direct private costs for tertiary education vary 
more across countries than costs for upper secondary non-tertiary education, ranging from less than USD 2 500 
in Austria, Norway and Sweden, to more than USD 25 000 in Australia, Chile, the United Kingdom and the 
United States. In fact, the direct costs for tertiary education in the United States – USD 55 000 – are the highest 
among all OECD countries (Tables A7.1b and A7.3b).

While they are the most visible part of the total cost of education, direct costs of education represent only a small 
share of this cost (10% of the total cost, on average, for upper secondary non-tertiary education and 20% for tertiary 
education). The main costs are the foregone earnings – what a student could potentially earn if not in school. Foregone 
earnings vary substantially across countries, depending on the length of education, earnings levels and the difference 
in earnings across levels of educational attainment. In Estonia and Spain, foregone earnings from investing in upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education are estimated at less than USD 15 000 for both women and men, 
while in Austria, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Norway, they exceed USD 45 000 (Tables A7.1a and b).
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The total private benefits of education 
Chart A7.2 shows that while total costs of investing in tertiary education (USD 57 200 for a woman) are higher, on 
average, than investing in upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education (USD 31 200 for a woman), 
even greater total benefits (USD 208 300 for a woman) accrue to tertiary-educated adults than to adults with upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as their highest level of attainment (USD 92 800 for a woman) 
(Tables A7.1b and A7.3b).

In general, further education yields higher earnings over a lifetime. A woman with upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education as her highest level of attainment can expect to earn USD 151 800 more in 
gross earnings than a woman with a lower level of attainment over the course of her life (Table A7.1b). A tertiary-
educated woman can expect to earn USD 332 600 more in gross earnings than a woman with upper secondary 
or post-secondary non-tertiary education. On average, the gross earning benefits from tertiary education are 
double the gross earning benefits from upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education for both men 
and women. While gross earnings benefits from tertiary education for a woman are only about USD 130 000 
in Estonia and Korea, they are more than USD 460 000 in Chile, Luxembourg, Slovenia, the Netherlands and 
the United States (Table A7.3b).

Chart A7.2. Private costs and benefits of education for a woman,  
by educational attainment (2011)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

1. Canada, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of net �nancial private returns (bene�ts-costs).
Source: OECD. Tables A7.1b and A7.3b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283733
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As shown in Indicator A6, earnings premiums from higher educational attainment are greater for men than for 
women. Gross earnings benefits for men are 40% higher than for women from both upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary and tertiary education (Tables A7.1a and b, and Tables A7.3a and b).

Countries’ tax and social benefits systems also have an impact on people’s decisions to pursue – or not – further 
education. Higher income taxes and social contributions and lower social transfers related to higher earnings can 
act as disincentives to invest in further education by creating a wedge between the level of gross earnings needed 
to recover the cost of education and the final net earnings perceived by the individual (Brys and Torres, 2013). 
For instance, a man who chose to invest in tertiary education will pay, on average, 40% of his additional income 
associated with tertiary education in taxes and social contributions. In Canada, Chile, the Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Greece, Korea, New Zealand, Poland, the Slovak Republic and Spain, income taxes and social contributions amount 
to less than a third of the gross earning benefits, while in Denmark, Germany, Italy and Slovenia they add up to 
about half of the gross earning benefits (Table A7.3a). 

Financial incentives for governments to invest in education  
(public financial returns on investment) 

In an era of budget constraints, government investment in education attracts even greater scrutiny. Governments 
are major investors in education and, from a budget point of view, are interested to know if they will recover their 
investment. 

Higher levels of educational attainment tends to translate into higher income, on average (see Indicator A6). In this 
sense, investments in education generate public returns as tertiary-educated adults pay higher income taxes and 
social insurance payments and require fewer social transfers.

The discussion of the public returns to education in this chapter is limited to budget considerations and does not 
take into account other sources of returns to education enjoyed by society as a whole, such as higher productivity, 
better health and life expectancy, and other social outcomes. 

Net financial returns on investment for governments
On average across OECD countries, the net public return for a woman attaining tertiary education is USD 65 500 
and USD 48 000 for a woman attaining upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education (Tables A7.2b 
and A7.4b).

In Estonia, New Zealand, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom, public net financial returns on 
education are higher for a man with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education than for a tertiary-
educated man. This could be either because of the relatively higher public direct cost of education at the tertiary 
level in some of these countries or because of relatively less progressive tax systems in others (Table A7.1a and 
Table A7.3a).

The total public cost of education 
The total public cost of investment in an individual’s education include direct government expenditure on education 
per student (direct public cost), as well as the foregone tax receipts the government would have received if the 
individual had entered the labour market instead of pursuing further education. Chart A7.3 shows that on average, 
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education for a woman costs about USD 31 700 for OECD countries 
and ranges from below USD 13 000 in Chile, Hungary and the United Kingdom to over USD 55 000 in Austria, 
Denmark, Luxembourg, Norway and Switzerland. Tertiary education for a woman in OECD countries costs an 
average of USD 53 900 (Tables A7.2b and A7.4b).

In Denmark, Finland, Germany, Sweden and Switzerland, the direct cost to governments per tertiary student is 
higher than USD 85 000, while this direct public cost in Chile, Israel, Korea and Poland is below USD 20 000. Since 
these calculations do not take into account public loans, direct public costs in countries that widely offer public 
loans, such as Australia, the United Kingdom and the United States, might be underestimated (see Indicator B5).

The total public benefits of education 
Governments offset the costs of direct investment and foregone tax receipts by receiving additional tax receipts 
and social contributions from higher-educated adults. Overall, taking into account unemployment rate differences 
and benefits, total public benefits accruing over the lifetime of a woman whose highest level of attainment is upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education are USD 77 300, and USD 123 600 for a tertiary-educated 
woman (Tables A7.2b and A7.4b).
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Given that gross earnings benefits vary substantially among OECD countries, tax payments and benefits to the 
public sector also vary in ways that are somewhat counterintuitive. The largest public gains in tax and social security 
benefits from higher education are most often found in countries where earnings differentials are large, or where 
average earnings reach high income-tax brackets. In Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Slovenia and the United Kingdom, 
tertiary-educated adults pay more in taxes and social contributions, resulting in more than USD 200 000 in total 
public benefits from tertiary-educated women. Conversely, because gross earnings benefits from tertiary education 
are relatively low in Estonia, Israel, Korea, and New Zealand, the public benefits from education are relatively low 
(Table A7.4b).

Since higher taxes can sometimes deter private investment in education, a number of countries have tax policies 
that effectively lower the actual tax paid by adults, particularly by those in high-income brackets. Tax relief for 
interest payments on mortgage debt has been introduced in many OECD countries to encourage homeownership. 
These benefits favour those with higher education and high marginal tax rates. The tax incentives for housing 
are particularly large in the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Greece, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and 
the United States (Andrews et al., 2011).

1. Canada,  Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of net �nancial public returns (bene�ts-costs).
Source: OECD. Tables A7.2b and A7.4b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283748

Chart A7.3. Public costs and benefits of education for a woman,  
by educational attainment (2011)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP
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Definitions
Adults refers to 15-64 year-olds.

Direct costs are the direct expenditure on education per student during the time spent in school. 

Private direct cost is households’ total expenditure on education and includes net payments to educational 
institutions as well as payments for educational goods and services outside of educational institutions (school 
supply, tutoring, etc.).

Public direct cost is the government’s spending on a student’s education. It includes the direct public expenditure 
on educational institutions, government scholarships and other grants to students and households and transfers 
and payments to other private entities for educational purposes. 

Foregone earnings are the (unobserved) net earnings an individual would have had if he or she entered the labour 
force and successfully found a job instead of choosing to do further studies.

Foregone taxes on earnings are the (unobserved) tax receipts the government would have received if the individual 
chose to enter the labour force and successfully found a job instead of choosing to pursue further studies. 

Gross earnings benefits are the discounted sum of earnings premiums over the course of a lifetime associated with 
a higher level of education provided that the individual successfully enters the labour market. 

The income tax effect is the discounted sum of additional level of income tax paid by the private individual or 
earned by the government over the course of a lifetime and associated with a higher level of education.

The internal rate of return is the (hypothetical) real interest rate equalising the costs and the benefits related to 
the educational investment.

Levels of education: Below upper secondary corresponds to ISCED-97 Levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programmes; 
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. 

The net financial returns are the net present value of the financial investment in education. The net financial 
returns are the difference between the discounted financial benefits and the discounted financial cost of education, 
and represent the additional value that education produces over and above the 2% real interest that is charged on 
these cash flows.

The social contribution effect is the discounted sum of additional employee social contribution paid by the private 
individual or received by the government over the course of a lifetime and associated with a higher level of education.

The transfers effect is the discounted sum of additional social transfers from the government to the private 
individual associated with a higher education level over the course of a lifetime. Social transfers include two types of 
benefits: housing benefits and social assistance.

Methodology

The general approach

This indicator estimates the financial returns on investment in education from the age of entry into further education 
to a theoretical age of retirement (64 years old). Returns to education are studied purely from the perspective of 
financial investment that weighs the cost and benefits of the investment. 

Two periods are considered (Figure 1): 

• Time spent in school during which the private person and the government pay the cost of education. 

• Time spent in the labour market during which the private person and the government receive the added payments 
associated with further education. 

In calculating the financial returns to education, the approach taken here is the net present value (NPV) of the 
investment. The NPV expresses cash transfers happening at different time in present value which allow for direct 
comparability of the cost and benefit. In this framework, lifetime costs and benefits are transferred back to the 
start of the investment. This is done by discounting all cash flows back to the beginning of the investment (Y1 in 
Figure 1) with a set rate of interest (discount rate). 
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To set a value for the discount rate, long-term government bonds have been used as a benchmark. The average long-
term interest rate across OECD countries was approximately 4.9% in 2011 which leads to an average real interest 
on government bonds across OECD countries of approximately 2%. The 2% real discount rate used in this indicator 
reflects the fact that calculations are made in constant prices (OECD, 2015a; 2015b). 

The choice of discount rate is difficult, as it should reflect not only the overall time horizon of the investment, 
but also the cost of borrowing or the perceived risk of the investment. To allow for comparability, and to make the 
interpretation of results easier, the same discount rate (2%) is applied across all OECD countries. All values presented 
in the tables of this indicator are in net present value equivalent USD using purchasing power parities (PPP). 

The costs 

Total cost 
Investing in a higher level of education has direct and indirect costs. The direct cost is the upfront expenditure paid 
during the years of additional studies. The indirect costs for a private person are the foregone earnings that the 
individual would have received if he or she had decided to work instead of pursue an additional degree of education. 
Similarly, the indirect costs for the public are the foregone tax receipts not received because the person chose to 
pursue further education instead of entering the labour market. 

Private cost= Direct cost + Foregone earnings
Public cost= Direct cost + Foregone tax receipts

Direct cost of education
The source of direct costs of education is the UOE data collection on finance (year of reference 2011 unless otherwise 
specified in the tables). The direct cost includes all expenditures on education for all levels of government combined 
(public direct cost) and all education-related household expenditure (private direct cost). 

Private direct cost is net of loans and grants; public loans are not included in public direct costs. The exclusion of 
loans from the public cost may lead to an underestimation of public costs for some countries, particularly at the 
tertiary level. Further details on student loans can be found in Indicator B5. 

Please note that, because of significant differences in methodology, direct costs are not comparable between this 
edition of Education at a Glance and previous editions. For further details, please refer to Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/
education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Shadow cost of education (foregone earnings and tax receipts)
Investing in further education also has a shadow cost, or opportunity cost, which is the income the private individual 
or the government does not receive while the student is in school. 

Figure 1. Financial returns on investment in education over a life-time  
for a representative individual

In the labour market

Foregone earnings Direct cost Net additional earnings

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y1
0

Y1
1

Y1
2

Y1
3

Y1
4

Y1
5

Y1
6

Y1
7

Y1
8

Y1
9

Y2
0

Y2
1

Y2
2

Y2
3

Y2
4

Y2
5

Y2
6

Y2
7

Y2
8

Y2
9

Y3
0

Y3
1

Y3
2

Y3
3

Y3
4

Y3
5

Y3
6

Y3
7

Y3
8

Y3
9

Y4
0 … … … …

In school

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm


chapter A THE OUTPUT OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND THE IMPACT OF LEARNING

A7

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015140

The shadow cost for a person is the foregone earnings an adult would have made if he or she had entered the 
labour force instead of pursuing a higher level of education. From the government’s perspective, the shadow cost 
is the foregone taxes the government is not collecting while the person is studying instead of working. To simplify, 
the indicator assumes that students do not have earnings or pay taxes while they are studying. To compute foregone 
earnings and foregone tax receipts, the indicator assumes that the earnings lost are equal to the minimum wage. This 
simplification is used to allow for better comparability of the data across countries. The price for this assumption 
is an upward bias in the calculated net present value, as the potential earnings of many young people is likely to be 
higher than the minimum wage.

The benefits 

Total benefits 
The benefits of investing in education are the added income associated with a higher level of education given the 
probability of successfully finding a job. For the private individual, this additional income is the added net earnings 
expected from an additional level of education, given that the person successfully enters the labour market. Public 
benefits are constructed to mirror private benefits. Public benefits are the sum of added tax receipts that accrue 
to the government from an adult with a higher level of education, provided that the person successfully enters the 
labour market.

For j, the highest level of attainment, and j – 1, a lower level of attainment, total public and private benefits can be 
written as: 
Total private benefitsj = {Expected net earnings at level j} – {Expected net earnings at level j – 1}
 = {(1-Unemployment rate) j* (Net earnings) j + (Unemployment rate) j

 *(Net unemployment benefits) j} 
 – {(1-Unemployment rate) j –1* (Net earnings) j –1 + (Unemployment rate) j –1 

 * (Net unemployment benefits) j –1}
Total public benefitsj  = {Expected tax receipts at level j} – {Expected tax receipts at level j – 1} 
 = {(1-Unemployment rate) j * (tax receipt)j + (Unemployment rate)j

 * (– Net unemployment benefits)j} 
 – {(1 – unemployment rate) j –1 * (tax receipt) j –1 + (Unemployment rate) j –1

 * (– Net unemployment benefits) j –1}

Please note that, because of significant differences in methodology, direct costs are not comparable between this 
edition of Education at a Glance and previous editions. For further details, please refer to Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/
education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Decomposition of net earning and tax receipt effects 
The indicator also presents the decomposition of net earnings and tax receipts effects, defined as the difference in 
income associated with a higher level of attainment. These elements help explain the differences between countries 
in total benefits, as tax and benefits levels can create a wedge between the added gross earnings associated with a 
higher level of education and the equivalent net earnings. 

Gross earnings effect is the discounted sum of additional gross earnings level associated with a higher level of 
educational attainment. The data on earnings come from the earnings data collection of the OECD Network 
on Labour Market, Economic and Social Outcomes of Learning (LSO Network). Earnings are age-, gender- and 
attainment level-specific. 

The income tax effect is the discounted sum of added level of income tax paid by the individual and received by 
the government for an additional level of education. Income tax data are computed using the OECD Taxing Wages 
model. The Taxing Wages model determines the level of taxes due on a given level of income. It is assumed that 
annual income from employment is equal to a given ratio of the average full-time gross wage earnings for an adult 
for each OECD economy. The Taxing Wages model computes the level of the tax wedge on income for several 
household composition scenarios. The scenario used for this indicator is of a single worker with no children. For 
country-specific details on the income tax in the Taxing Wages model, see OECD Taxing Wages 2014 (OECD, 2014).

The social contribution effect is the discounted sum of added level of employee social contributions associated with 
a higher level of attainment, paid by the individual and received by the state. Employee social contributions are 
computed using the OECD Taxing Wages model’s scenario of a single worker with no children. For country-specific 
details on employee social contributions in the Taxing Wages model, see OECD Taxing Wages 2015 (OECD, 2015c).

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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The social transfers effect is the discounted sum of added level of social transfers associated with a higher level of 
attainment. Social transfers correspond to the sum of social assistance and housing benefits paid by the government 
to individuals. Social transfers are computed using the OECD Tax and Benefits model under the assumption of a 
single worker with no children aged 40. For country-specific details on social transfers in the Tax and Benefits 
model, see OECD Benefits and Wages country-specific information, available on line (see www.oecd.org/els/soc/
benefits-and-wages-country-specific-information.htm).

Net financial returns

The net financial return to education is the difference between the costs and benefits of an added level of education 
and is calculated as follow: 

Net financial returns = total benefit+total cost

Methodological caveats 

To allow for better comparability across countries, the model relies on some assumptions and simplifications. A 
list of the main assumptions and model limitation is available on line in Annex 3 (see www.oecd.org/education/
education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 

In addition, the data reported are accounting-based values only. The results probably differ from econometric 
estimates that would use the same data on the micro level (i.e. data from household or individual surveys) rather 
than a lifetime stream of earnings derived from average earnings.

The approach used here estimates future earnings for adults with different levels of education, based on knowledge 
of how average present gross earnings vary by level of attainment and age. However, the relationship between 
different levels of educational attainment and earnings may differ in the future, as technological, economic and 
social changes may all alter how wage levels relate to education levels.

In estimating benefits, the effect of education on the likelihood of finding employment when an individual wants 
to work is taken into account. However, this also makes the estimate sensitive to the stage in the economic cycle 
at which the data are collected. As more highly educated adults typically have a stronger attachment to the labour 
market, the value of education generally increases in times of slow economic growth. 

Given these factors, the returns on education in different countries should be interpreted with caution. 

For further information on methodology, see OECD, 2011, and Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-
a-glance-19991487.htm. 

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Indicator A7 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285095

Table A7.1a Private costs and benefits for a man attaining upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education 
(2011)

Table A7.1b Private costs and benefits for a woman attaining upper secondary or post-secondary  
non-tertiary education (2011)

Table A7.2a Public costs and benefits for a man attaining upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education 
(2011)

Table A7.2b Public costs and benefits for a woman attaining upper secondary or post-secondary  
non-tertiary education (2011)

Table A7.3a Private costs and benefits for a man attaining tertiary education (2011)

Table A7.3b Private costs and benefits for a woman attaining tertiary education (2011)

Table A7.4a Public costs and benefits for a man attaining tertiary education (2011)

Table A7.4b Public costs and benefits for a woman attaining tertiary education (2011)



A7

What are the �nancial incentives to invest in education? – INDICATOR A7 chapter A

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 143

Table A7.1a. Private costs and benefits for a man attaining upper secondary 
or post-secondary non-tertiary education (2011)

As compared with a man with below upper secondary education, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

Direct costs
Foregone 
earnings Total costs

Earnings benefits decomposition 

Total 
benefits1

Net  
financial 
returns

Internal  
rate  

of return

Gross 
earnings 
benefits 

Income tax 
effect

Social 
contribution 

effect
Transfers 

effect
(1) (2) (3) = (1) + (2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) = (8) + (3) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia2 - 4 600 - 27 700 - 32 300  213 400 - 70 300   0 - 2 600  155 100  122 800   21.4%

Austria - 1 600 - 48 800 - 50 500  430 400 - 113 500 - 81 100 - 1 900  238 300  187 800   12.5%

Belgium3 a a a a a a a a a   a

Canada4 - 1 300 - 31 100 - 32 400  220 000 - 57 600 - 14 500   0  152 000  119 600   14.7%

Chile - 3 700 - 19 000 - 22 700  188 000 - 6 400 - 31 600 - 1 800  141 500  118 800   15.6%

Czech Republic - 2 600 - 17 800 - 20 400  132 900 - 26 700 - 14 600 - 10 400  97 500  77 100   16.7%

Denmark -  200 - 35 400 - 35 500  286 800 - 119 100   0 - 16 900  143 200  107 700   16.3%

Estonia -  200 - 10 800 - 10 900  96 800 - 19 800 - 2 700   0  94 300  83 300   22.6%

Finland -  300 - 35 800 - 36 100  110 600 - 35 300 - 8 200 - 5 500  69 600  33 400   8.3%

France q q q q q q q q q   q

Germany - 1 300 - 39 700 - 41 000  152 500 - 38 500 - 31 800 - 10 800  90 000  49 000   8.8%

Greece m - 18 300 m  112 200 - 8 900 - 18 200   0  75 400 m   m

Hungary -  400 - 17 600 - 18 100  107 500 - 22 100 - 18 800   0  72 400  54 300   15.1%

Iceland m m m m m m m m m   m

Ireland m m m m m m m m m   m

Israel - 2 700 - 29 600 - 32 300  204 900 - 28 900 - 23 200   0  154 700  122 400   12.4%

Italy4 - 7 700 - 34 000 - 41 700  217 500 - 69 100 - 20 600   0  129 800  88 100   7.1%

Japan m m m m m m m m   m

Korea - 9 100 - 24 400 - 33 500  91 400 -  800 - 7 400 - 2 800  76 600  43 100   6.7%

Luxembourg4 - 2 100 - 53 100 - 55 200  414 200 - 117 100 - 51 200 - 2 800  240 800  185 500   13.5%

Mexico m m m m m m m m   m

Netherlands4 - 4 900 - 52 100 - 57 000  205 900 - 71 400 - 13 000   0  125 200  68 200   5.7%

New Zealand - 5 900 - 37 100 - 43 000  200 000 - 55 500   0 - 1 600  155 400  112 400   11.4%

Norway m - 46 700 m  337 000 - 96 800 - 26 300 -  300  218 000 m   m

Poland4 - 2 700 - 17 700 - 20 400  70 200 - 6 200 - 12 500   0  59 700  39 300   10.1%

Portugal -  900 - 19 200 - 20 100  248 700 - 64 000 - 27 400   0  156 600  136 600   14.5%

Slovak Republic - 3 800 - 15 600 - 19 400  149 000 - 24 500 - 20 000   0  133 700  114 300   27.6%

Slovenia - 2 600 - 24 200 - 26 700  154 200 - 29 000 - 34 100   0  91 800  65 100   11.4%

Spain - 1 600 - 14 500 - 16 100  136 500 - 34 000 - 8 700   0  96 500  80 300   14.5%

Sweden   0 - 24 200 - 24 200  242 700 - 54 400 - 17 000 - 13 300  156 400  132 200   24.3%

Switzerland m m m m m m m m m   m

Turkey m m m m m m m m m   m

United Kingdom - 3 700 - 24 000 - 27 700  342 400 - 70 400 - 41 100 - 23 100  216 700  189 000   18.2%

United States - 3 700 - 26 300 - 30 000  402 700 - 92 700 - 22 800 - 6 200  270 600  240 600   23.5%

OECD average - 2 800 - 28 600 - 31 100  210 300 - 51 300 - 21 000 - 3 800  138 900  107 100   14.7%

EU21 average - 2 200 - 27 900 - 30 600  200 600 - 51 300 - 23 400 - 4 700  127 100  99 500   14.5%

Notes: Values are based on the difference between men who attained an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education compared with those who have 
not attained that level of education. Values have been rounded up to the nearest hundred.
1. Total benefit is a weighted sum of gross earnings benefits (4), income tax effect (5), social contribution effect (6) and transfer effects (7), taking into account the 
probability of employment and the unemployment benefits in case of unemployment. For further details, please refer to the Methodology section.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
3. Belgium: Data are not included in the table because upper secondary education is compulsory.
4. Canada, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285101
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Table A7.1b. Private costs and benefits for a woman attaining upper secondary 
or post-secondary non-tertiary education (2011)

As compared with a woman with below upper secondary education, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

Direct costs
Foregone 
earnings Total costs

Earnings benefits decomposition 

Total 
benefits1

Net  
financial 
returns

Internal 
rate  

of return

Gross 
earnings 
benefits 

Income tax 
effect

Social 
contribution 

effect
Transfers 

effect
(1) (2) (3) = (1) + (2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) = (8) + (3) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia2 - 4 600 - 28 800 - 33 300  141 000 - 31 600   0 - 25 000  86 700  53 400 10.5%

Austria - 1 600 - 47 000 - 48 600  254 800 - 42 500 - 51 000 - 26 500  132 300  83 600 8.2%

Belgium3 a a a a a a a a a a

Canada4 - 1 300 - 33 100 - 34 400  117 000 - 22 700 - 9 400   0  90 400  55 900 7.6%

Chile - 3 700 - 14 400 - 18 100  115 000 - 2 000 - 23 200 - 1 400  88 200  70 200 m

Czech Republic - 2 600 - 19 600 - 22 200  115 400 - 23 200 - 12 700 - 23 200  68 100  45 800 11.7%

Denmark -  200 - 36 400 - 36 600  200 500 - 81 800   0   0  110 100  73 500 12.4%

Estonia -  200 - 11 400 - 11 600  59 200 - 12 100 - 1 700   0  52 800  41 200 21.1%

Finland -  300 - 36 900 - 37 200  83 800 - 18 600 - 6 300 - 21 600  44 100  6 900 3.9%

France q q q q q q q q q   q

Germany - 1 300 - 39 800 - 41 100  150 600 - 33 000 - 31 600 - 35 100  58 400  17 300 4.6%

Greece m - 12 900 m  82 500   0 - 13 400   0  49 100 m

Hungary -  400 - 18 300 - 18 800  102 700 - 20 900 - 18 000   0  71 400  52 600 13.2%

Iceland m m m m m m m m m m

Ireland m m m m m m m m m m

Israel - 2 700 - 28 900 - 31 700  131 600 - 5 600 - 7 100   0  118 700  87 100 9.7%

Italy4 - 7 700 - 31 200 - 38 900  212 200 - 62 300 - 20 100   0  131 800  93 000 9.0%

Japan m m m m m m m m m m

Korea - 9 100 - 23 900 - 33 000  45 300   0 - 3 600 - 17 800  22 200 - 10 800 0.6%

Luxembourg4 - 2 100 - 62 000 - 64 100  358 300 - 60 100 - 44 300 - 59 200  190 000  125 800 6.9%

Mexico m m m m m m m m m m

Netherlands4 - 4 900 - 51 900 - 56 800  213 000 - 48 400 - 41 600 - 8 000  116 200  59 400 5.2%

New Zealand - 5 900 - 36 300 - 42 200  80 000 - 13 400   0 - 7 200  67 300  25 100 5.2%

Norway m - 46 500 m  206 500 - 53 700 - 16 100 - 12 300  125 000 m m

Poland4 - 2 700 - 16 300 - 19 000  90 400 - 8 000 - 16 100   0  66 300  47 300 10.2%

Portugal -  900 - 18 100 - 19 000  166 500 - 30 200 - 18 300   0  114 700  95 700 12.7%

Slovak Republic - 3 800 - 8 500 - 12 200  101 100 - 16 000 - 13 500   0  91 700  79 500 31.4%

Slovenia - 2 600 - 23 400 - 25 900  148 500 - 35 200 - 32 800   0  83 000  57 100 9.1%

Spain - 1 600 - 15 100 - 16 700  129 800 - 33 700 - 8 200   0  94 700  78 000 11.3%

Sweden   0 - 26 000 - 26 000  198 200 - 41 200 - 13 800 - 35 500  107 000  81 000 12.3%

Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m

Turkey m m m m m m m m m m

United Kingdom - 3 700 - 27 100 - 30 800  147 500 - 79 900 - 17 700 - 32 300  35 500  4 700 3.8%

United States - 3 700 - 27 100 - 30 800  296 200 - 61 900 - 16 700 - 17 900  196 200  165 300 17.4%

OECD average - 2 800 - 28 500 - 31 200  151 800 - 32 200 - 16 800 - 12 400  92 800  62 000 10.3%

EU21 average - 2 200 - 27 900 - 30 900  156 400 - 36 000 - 20 100 - 13 400  89 800  61 300 11.0%

Notes: Values are based on the difference between women who attained an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education compared with those who have 
not attained that level of education. Values have been rounded up to the nearest hundred.
1. Total benefit is a weighted sum of gross earnings benefits (4), income tax effect (5), social contribution effect (6) and transfer effects (7), taking into account the 
probability of employment and the unemployment benefits in case of unemployment. For further details, please refer to the Methodology section.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
3. Belgium: Data are not included in the table because upper secondary education is compulsory.
4. Canada, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285119
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Table A7.2a. Public costs and benefits for a man attaining upper secondary 
or post-secondary non-tertiary education (2011)

As compared with a man with below upper secondary education, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

Direct costs

Foregone 
taxes on 
earnings Total costs

Earnings benefits decomposition

Total 
benefits1

Net  
financial 
returns

Internal  
rate  

of return
Income tax 

effect

Social 
contribution 

effect
Transfers 

effect
(1) (2) (3) = (1) + (2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) = (7) + (3) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia2 - 18 000 - 3 100 - 21 100  70 300   0  2 600  91 900  70 800 20.0%

Austria - 51 200 - 8 600 - 59 800  113 500  81 100  1 900  211 900  152 100 9.6%

Belgium3 a a a a a a a a a

Canada4 - 29 800 - 3 000 - 32 800  57 600  14 500   0  92 400  59 600 9.0%

Chile - 12 800 -  100 - 12 800  6 400  31 600  1 800  37 800  25 000 8.8%

Czech Republic - 21 200  3 400 - 17 800  26 700  14 600  10 400  122 300  104 500 24.6%

Denmark - 41 300 - 13 500 - 54 800  119 100   0  16 900  151 400  96 600 9.6%

Estonia - 20 100 - 1 600 - 21 700  19 800  2 700   0  56 000  34 300 8.7%

Finland - 26 200  3 600 - 22 600  35 300  8 200  5 500  80 700  58 100 18.4%

France q q q q q q q q q   

Germany - 31 200 - 7 400 - 38 600  38 500  31 800  10 800  136 600  98 000 15.0%

Greece m - 4 400 m  8 900  18 200   0  30 800 m m

Hungary - 8 600  1 100 - 7 400  22 100  18 800   0  72 600  65 200 27.9%

Iceland m m m m m m m m m

Ireland m m m m m m m m m

Israel - 14 600   100 - 14 500  28 900  23 200   0  54 100  39 500 9.2%

Italy4 - 31 300 - 7 000 - 38 300  69 100  20 600   0  106 200  67 800 6.5%

Japan m m m m m m m m m

Korea - 21 500 - 10 800 - 32 300   800  7 400  2 800  11 900 - 20 500 -1.9%

Luxembourg4 - 68 000 - 4 500 - 72 500  117 100  51 200  2 800  185 500  112 900 8.7%

Mexico m m m m m m m m m

Netherlands4 - 29 100 - 2 800 - 31 900  71 400  13 000   0  106 500  74 600 9.6%

New Zealand - 23 200 - 1 100 - 24 300  55 500   0  1 600  73 300  49 000 9.7%

Norway - 49 200 - 9 600 - 58 700  96 800  26 300   300  142 600  83 900 8.4%

Poland4 - 17 000 - 5 900 - 22 900  6 200  12 500   0  41 900  19 000 6.3%

Portugal - 29 300 - 2 300 - 31 600  64 000  27 400   0  81 300  49 600 6.9%

Slovak Republic - 17 100  3 400 - 13 700  24 500  20 000   0  98 900  85 100 21.8%

Slovenia - 22 500 - 7 200 - 29 600  29 000  34 100   0  88 200  58 600 10.5%

Spain - 19 200  1 900 - 17 300  34 000  8 700   0  67 700  50 400 11.4%

Sweden - 35 000 - 4 200 - 39 200  54 400  17 000  13 300  116 900  77 700 19.5%

Switzerland - 41 600 - 14 000 - 55 600  52 000  18 900   0  114 200  58 600 7.6%

Turkey m m m m m m m m m

United Kingdom - 14 500  1 800 - 12 700  70 400  41 100  23 100  184 900  172 200 53.4%

United States - 34 500 - 3 800 - 38 300  92 700  22 800  6 200  123 800  85 500 11.8%

OECD average - 28 000 - 3 700 - 31 600  51 300  21 000  3 700  99 300  70 300 13.5%

EU21 average - 28 400 - 3 000 - 31 300  51 300  23 400  4 700  107 800  81 000 15.8%

Notes: Values are based on the difference between men who attained an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education compared with those who have 
not attained that level of education. Values have been rounded up to the nearest hundred.
1. Total benefit is a weighted sum of gross earnings benefits (4), income tax effect (5), social contribution effect (6) and transfer effects (7), taking into account the 
probability of employment and the unemployment benefits in case of unemployment. For further details, please refer to the Methodology section.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
3. Belgium: Data are not included in the table because upper secondary education is compulsory.
4. Canada, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285127
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Table A7.2b. Public costs and benefits for a woman attaining upper secondary 
or post-secondary non-tertiary education (2011)

As compared with a woman with below upper secondary education, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

Direct costs

Foregone 
taxes on 
earnings Total costs

Earnings benefits decomposition

Total 
benefits1

Net  
financial 
returns

Internal  
rate  

of return
Income tax 

effect

Social 
contribution 

effect
Transfers 

effect
(1) (2) (3) = (1) + (2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) = (7) + (3) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia2 - 18 000 - 3 200 - 21 200  31 600   0  25 000  62 800  41 600 22.4%

Austria - 51 200 - 8 200 - 59 500  42 500  51 000  26 500  133 600  74 200 8.0%

Belgium3 a a a a a a a a a

Canada4 - 29 800 - 3 200 - 33 000  22 700  9 400   0  49 200  16 200 4.7%

Chile - 12 800 -  100 - 12 800  2 000  23 200  1 400  25 500  12 700 7.2%

Czech Republic - 21 200  3 800 - 17 400  23 200  12 700  23 200  104 500  87 100 20.6%

Denmark - 41 300 - 13 900 - 55 200  81 800   0   0  107 400  52 100 7.7%

Estonia - 20 100 - 1 700 - 21 800  12 100  1 700   0  26 000  4 200 4.6%

Finland - 26 200  3 700 - 22 500  18 600  6 300  21 600  80 300  57 800 22.8%

France q q q q q q q q q   

Germany - 31 200 - 7 500 - 38 600  33 000  31 600  35 100  125 100  86 500 16.4%

Greece m - 3 100 m   0  13 400   0  13 000 m m

Hungary - 8 600  1 200 - 7 400  20 900  18 000   0  69 600  62 300 25.2%

Iceland m m m m m m m m m

Ireland m m m m m m m m m

Israel - 14 600   100 - 14 500  5 600  7 100   0  10 000 - 4 600 1.1%

Italy4 - 31 300 - 6 500 - 37 700  62 300  20 100   0  89 500  51 800 6.6%

Japan m m m m m m m m m

Korea - 21 500 - 10 600 - 32 100   0  3 600  17 800  21 800 - 10 300 0.5%

Luxembourg4 - 68 000 - 5 300 - 73 300  60 100  44 300  59 200  163 100  89 800 11.5%

Mexico m m m m m m m m m

Netherlands4 - 29 100 - 2 800 - 31 900  48 400  41 600  8 000  118 100  86 200 12.0%

New Zealand - 23 200 - 1 100 - 24 300  13 400   0  7 200  35 700  11 400 5.6%

Norway - 49 200 - 9 500 - 58 700  53 700  16 100  12 300  93 100  34 400 5.8%

Poland4 - 17 000 - 5 400 - 22 400  8 000  16 100   0  48 200  25 700 7.4%

Portugal - 29 300 - 2 200 - 31 500  30 200  18 300   0  47 400  15 900 4.5%

Slovak Republic - 17 100  1 800 - 15 200  16 000  13 500   0  59 700  44 500 16.0%

Slovenia - 22 500 - 6 900 - 29 400  35 200  32 800   0  78 500  49 100 9.6%

Spain - 19 200  1 900 - 17 200  33 700  8 200   0  44 000  26 700 7.8%

Sweden - 35 000 - 4 500 - 39 500  41 200  13 800  35 500  130 100  90 500 22.4%

Switzerland - 41 600 - 15 300 - 56 900  26 700  14 600  10 700  93 700  36 800 7.5%

Turkey m m m m m m m m m

United Kingdom - 14 500  2 000 - 12 400  79 900  17 700  32 300  157 000  144 600 37.8%

United States - 34 500 - 3 900 - 38 500  61 900  16 700  17 900  99 400  60 900 12.0%

OECD average - 28 000 - 3 700 - 31 700  32 000  16 700  12 400  77 300  48 000 11.8%

EU21 average - 28 400 - 3 000 - 31 300  36 000  20 100  13 400  88 600  61 700 14.2%

Notes: Values are based on the difference between women who attained an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education compared with those who have 
not attained that level of education. Values have been rounded up to the nearest hundred.
1. Total benefit is a weighted sum of gross earnings benefits (4), income tax effect (5), social contribution effect (6) and transfer effects (7), taking into account the 
probability of employment and the unemployment benefits in case of unemployment. For further details, please refer to the Methodology section.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
3. Belgium: Data are not included in the table because upper secondary education is compulsory.
4. Canada, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285133
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Table A7.3a. Private costs and benefits for a man attaining tertiary education (2011)
As compared with a man attaining upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education,  

in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

Direct costs
Foregone 
earnings Total costs

Earnings benefits decomposition 

Total 
benefits1

Net  
financial 
returns

Internal  
rate  

of return

Gross 
earnings 
benefits 

Income tax 
effect

Social 
contribution 

effect
Transfers 

effect
(1) (2) (3) = (1) + (2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) = (8) + (3) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia2 - 27 400 - 52 200 - 79 600  483 700 - 172 400   0   0  302 800  223 200 10.4%

Austria - 1 900 - 61 000 - 62 900  559 500 - 181 100 - 73 200   0  306 500  243 600 11.0%

Belgium m m m m m m m m m m

Canada3 - 17 400 - 36 800 - 54 200  395 000 - 121 300 - 6 400   0  260 600  206 400 12.2%

Chile - 38 100 - 33 900 - 71 900  766 000 - 70 400 - 83 600 - 1 300  587 100  515 100 15.9%

Czech Republic - 3 300 - 27 100 - 30 400  488 800 - 98 300 - 53 800   0  331 900  301 500 23.5%

Denmark - 4 300 - 52 400 - 56 700  421 500 - 214 700   0 - 10 800  189 900  133 200 8.9%

Estonia - 4 900 - 20 100 - 25 000  220 400 - 45 000 - 6 200   0  172 200  147 200 20.3%

Finland - 3 400 - 69 200 - 72 600  466 100 - 177 700 - 34 000   0  252 800  180 200 9.6%

France q q q q q q q q q   q

Germany - 5 200 - 71 300 - 76 500  576 000 - 189 800 - 97 700   0  295 600  219 100 10.6%

Greece m - 26 800 m  234 100 - 35 900 - 37 900   0  151 400 m m

Hungary - 9 100 - 22 200 - 31 300  620 900 - 156 300 - 108 700   0  346 900  315 600 25.4%

Iceland m m m m m m m m m m

Ireland m m m m m m m m m   m

Israel - 11 300 - 31 800 - 43 100  371 300 - 82 900 - 44 600   0  239 300  196 300 13.2%

Italy3 - 15 800 - 40 200 - 56 000  487 500 - 184 400 - 48 600   0  248 800  192 800 9.5%

Japan m m m m m m m m m m

Korea - 20 300 - 33 700 - 54 000  154 200 - 2 800 - 12 400   0  137 200  83 200 6.2%

Luxembourg3 m - 61 900 m  946 300 - 327 000 - 110 800   0  496 700 m m

Mexico m m m m m m m m m m

Netherlands3 - 16 900 - 95 000 - 111 900  615 300 - 273 200 - 1 300   0  336 400  224 500 9.5%

New Zealand - 14 000 - 54 400 - 68 400  240 500 - 73 500   0   0  165 500  97 100 7.1%

Norway - 2 300 - 55 900 - 58 200  419 100 - 152 700 - 32 700   0  234 700  176 500 8.4%

Poland3 - 6 100 - 18 000 - 24 100  495 800 - 43 900 - 88 400   0  362 200  338 200 29.2%

Portugal - 8 600 - 24 500 - 33 100  522 100 - 177 300 - 57 400   0  279 500  246 400 18.7%

Slovak Republic - 9 100 - 24 500 - 33 600  390 700 - 64 700 - 49 900   0  280 900  247 300 20.6%

Slovenia - 4 100 - 33 600 - 37 700  593 000 - 155 900 - 131 100   0  291 900  254 200 17.4%

Spain - 12 900 - 45 900 - 58 800  242 500 - 61 700 - 15 400   0  161 500  102 700 9.1%

Sweden -  200 - 51 900 - 51 900  303 600 - 117 000 - 12 400   0  169 600  117 700 8.3%

Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m

Turkey m m m m m m m m m m

United Kingdom - 25 900 - 40 700 - 66 600  538 400 - 121 000 - 58 100 - 1 800  353 600  287 000 15.7%

United States - 55 000 - 46 200 - 101 300  861 000 - 261 800 - 48 600   0  547 600  446 300 15.7%

OECD average - 13 200 - 43 500 - 56 700  477 400 - 137 000 - 46 700 -  500  288 600  229 000 14.0%

EU21 average - 8 200 - 43 700 - 51 800  484 600 - 145 800 - 54 700 -  700  279 400  222 000 15.5%

Notes: Values are based on the difference between men who attained a tertiary education compared with those who have attained an upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education. Values have been rounded up to the nearest hundred.
1. Total benefit is a weighted sum of gross earnings benefits (4), income tax effect (5), social contribution effect (6) and transfer effects (7), taking into account the 
probability of employment and the unemployment benefits in case of unemployment. For further details, please refer to the Methodology section.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
3. Canada,  Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285143
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Table A7.3b. Private costs and benefits for a woman attaining tertiary education (2011)
As compared with a woman attaining upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education,  

in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

Direct costs
Foregone 
earnings Total costs

Earnings benefits decomposition 

Total 
benefits1

Net  
financial 
returns

Internal  
rate  

of return

Gross 
earnings 
benefits 

Income tax 
effect

Social 
contribution 

effect
Transfers 

effect
(1) (2) (3) = (1) + (2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) = (8) + (3) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia2 - 27 400 - 53 500 - 81 000  321 200 - 112 300   0   0  207 500  126 500 8.5%

Austria - 1 900 - 61 000 - 62 900  432 400 - 120 400 - 81 600   0  227 500  164 600 8.8%

Belgium m m m m m m m m m m

Canada3 - 17 400 - 38 200 - 55 600  328 800 - 73 600 - 25 100   0  227 600  171 900 13.5%

Chile - 38 100 - 32 100 - 70 200  463 000 - 25 900 - 75 800 - 1 300  356 300  286 100 13.7%

Czech Republic - 3 300 - 26 600 - 29 900  282 400 - 56 800 - 31 100 - 3 700  191 700  161 800 16.3%

Denmark - 4 300 - 54 400 - 58 700  236 600 - 98 300   0 - 13 000  120 800  62 100 6.9%

Estonia - 4 900 - 21 000 - 25 900  133 200 - 27 200 - 3 700   0  102 500  76 600 13.8%

Finland - 3 400 - 72 100 - 75 400  290 100 - 95 500 - 21 700 - 2 600  169 800  94 300 7.1%

France q q q q q q q q q   q

Germany - 5 200 - 72 500 - 77 700  326 000 - 83 300 - 68 000   0  175 600  98 000 6.4%

Greece m - 21 900 m  235 300 - 16 700 - 38 100   0  152 900 m m

Hungary - 9 100 - 22 200 - 31 300  323 200 - 93 800 - 56 600   0  171 200  139 800 16.2%

Iceland m m m m m m m m m m

Ireland m m m m m m m m m   m

Israel - 11 300 - 31 600 - 42 900  225 300 - 31 700 - 25 800   0  168 400  125 600 11.0%

Italy3 - 15 800 - 38 900 - 54 700  316 800 - 102 900 - 30 100   0  179 300  124 600 9.5%

Japan m m m m m m m m m m

Korea - 20 300 - 35 000 - 55 400  131 600 -  900 - 10 600   0  117 000  61 700 5.5%

Luxembourg3 m - 65 200 m  721 500 - 223 400 - 89 100   0  407 200 m m

Mexico m m m m m m m m m m

Netherlands3 - 16 900 - 95 300 - 112 200  479 300 - 189 100 - 6 900   0  281 600  169 400 8.6%

New Zealand - 14 000 - 55 100 - 69 100  206 300 - 44 100   0 - 3 300  156 900  87 800 8.1%

Norway - 2 300 - 57 600 - 59 900  304 100 - 85 100 - 23 700   0  196 300  136 400 8.9%

Poland3 - 6 100 - 17 000 - 23 100  316 400 - 28 000 - 56 400   0  233 800  210 700 24.0%

Portugal - 8 600 - 22 500 - 31 100  413 600 - 119 700 - 45 500   0  248 300  217 200 20.5%

Slovak Republic - 9 100 - 24 400 - 33 500  233 600 - 38 400 - 31 300   0  168 700  135 200 14.8%

Slovenia - 4 100 - 32 800 - 36 900  463 800 - 110 500 - 102 500   0  246 700  209 800 16.1%

Spain - 12 900 - 46 400 - 59 300  284 200 - 73 100 - 18 000   0  190 600  131 200 10.5%

Sweden -  200 - 52 100 - 52 100  190 400 - 43 300 - 13 300   0  132 900  80 800 7.3%

Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m

Turkey m m m m m m m m m m

United Kingdom - 25 900 - 43 100 - 69 000  422 200 - 93 000 - 50 700 - 80 300  195 600  126 600 8.7%

United States - 55 000 - 49 200 - 104 200  566 600 - 139 100 - 32 000   0  390 200  286 000 12.2%

OECD average - 13 200 - 43 900 - 57 200  332 600 - 81 800 - 36 100 - 4 000  208 300  145 200 11.5%

EU21 average - 8 200 - 43 900 - 52 100  338 900 - 89 600 - 41 400 - 5 500  199 800  137 700 12.2%

Notes: Values are based on the difference between women who attained a tertiary education compared with those who have attained an upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education. Values have been rounded up to the nearest hundred.
1. Total benefit is a weighted sum of gross earnings benefits (4), income tax effect (5), social contribution effect (6) and transfer effects (7), taking into account the 
probability of employment and the unemployment benefits in case of unemployment. For further details, please refer to the Methodology section.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
3. Canada,  Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285155
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Table A7.4a. Public costs and benefits for a man attaining tertiary education (2011)
As compared with a man attaining upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education,  

in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

Direct costs

Foregone 
taxes on 
earnings Total costs

Earnings benefits decomposition

Total 
benefits1

Net  
financial 
returns

Internal  
rate  

of return
Income tax 

effect

Social 
contribution 

effect
Transfers 

effect
(1) (2) (3) = (1) + (2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) = (7) + (3) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia2 - 31 400 - 5 800 - 37 200  172 400   0   0  168 800  131 500 11.6%

Austria - 74 100 - 10 700 - 84 800  181 100  73 200   0  260 100  175 300 8.0%

Belgium m m m m m m m m m

Canada3 - 44 900 - 3 600 - 48 400  121 300  6 400   0  136 100  87 700 8.0%

Chile - 18 100 -  100 - 18 200  70 400  83 600  1 300  149 200  131 000 16.4%

Czech Republic - 27 600  5 200 - 22 300  98 300  53 800   0  156 600  134 200 17.0%

Denmark - 98 400 - 20 000 - 118 400  214 700   0  10 800  226 200  107 800 5.5%

Estonia - 26 600 - 3 000 - 29 600  45 000  6 200   0  56 100  26 500 7.5%

Finland - 91 300  6 900 - 84 400  177 700  34 000   0  217 300  133 000 7.5%

France q q q q q q q q q   

Germany - 87 500 - 13 400 - 100 900  189 800  97 700   0  306 500  205 600 8.7%

Greece m - 6 400 m  35 900  37 900   0  76 300 m m

Hungary - 29 600  1 400 - 28 200  156 300  108 700   0  271 200  243 000 24.1%

Iceland m m m m m m m m

Ireland m m m m m m m m m   

Israel - 19 900   100 - 19 800  82 900  44 600   0  121 300  101 500 11.6%

Italy3 - 35 900 - 8 300 - 44 200  184 400  48 600   0  226 900  182 700 9.4%

Japan m m m m m m m m m

Korea - 13 100 - 14 900 - 27 900  2 800  12 400   0  17 200 - 10 800 0.5%

Luxembourg3 m - 5 200 m  327 000  110 800   0  408 000 m m

Mexico m m m m m m m

Netherlands3 - 73 000 - 5 100 - 78 100  273 200  1 300   0  272 600  194 600 m

New Zealand - 32 600 - 1 700 - 34 300  73 500   0   0  74 300  40 000 6.3%

Norway - 75 300 - 11 400 - 86 800  152 700  32 700   0  192 600  105 800 5.5%

Poland3 - 19 100 - 6 000 - 25 000  43 900  88 400   0  143 100  118 100 15.1%

Portugal - 31 400 - 3 000 - 34 300  177 300  57 400   0  211 800  177 500 11.5%

Slovak Republic - 28 100  5 300 - 22 800  64 700  49 900   0  123 100  100 400 14.6%

Slovenia - 34 900 - 9 900 - 44 900  155 900  131 100   0  284 300  239 400 14.0%

Spain - 59 000  5 900 - 53 100  61 700  15 400   0  100 700  47 600 6.2%

Sweden - 97 200 - 9 000 - 106 100  117 000  12 400   0  128 800  22 700 3.1%

Switzerland - 91 300 - 18 500 - 109 700  125 200  36 200   0  161 900  52 200 4.0%

Turkey m m m m m m m m m

United Kingdom - 27 700  3 100 - 24 700  121 000  58 100  1 800  191 800  167 100 23.4%

United States - 55 900 - 6 700 - 62 600  261 800  48 600   0  334 200  271 700 14.5%

OECD average - 49 000 - 5 000 - 53 900  136 600  46 300   500  185 800  127 400 10.6%

EU21 average - 52 600 - 4 000 - 56 400  145 800  54 700   700  203 400  142 200 11.7%

Notes: Values are based on the difference between men who attained a tertiary education compared with those who have attained an upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education. Values have been rounded up to the nearest hundred.
1. Total benefit is a weighted sum of gross earnings benefits (4), income tax effect (5), social contribution effect (6) and transfer effects (7), taking into account the 
probability of employment and the unemployment benefits in case of unemployment. For further details, please refer to the Methodology section.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
3. Canada, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table A7.4b. Public costs and benefits for a woman attaining tertiary education (2011)
As compared with a woman attaining upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education,  

in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP

Direct costs

Foregone 
taxes on 
earnings Total costs

Earnings benefits decomposition

Total 
benefits1

Net  
financial 
returns

Internal  
rate 

of return
Income tax 

effect

Social 
contribution 

effect
Transfers 

effect
(1) (2) (3)=(1)+(2) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) = (7) + (3) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia2 - 31 400 - 6 000 - 37 400  112 300   0   0  114 600  77 200 9.7%

Austria - 74 100 - 10 700 - 84 800  120 400  81 600   0  197 100  112 400 6.2%

Belgium m m m m m m m m m

Canada3 - 44 900 - 3 700 - 48 600  73 600  25 100   0  96 900  48 300 6.7%

Chile - 18 100 -  100 - 18 200  25 900  75 800  1 300  101 600  83 400 14.6%

Czech Republic - 27 600  5 100 - 22 400  56 800  31 100  3 700  104 100  81 700 13.5%

Denmark - 98 400 - 20 800 - 119 200  98 300   0  13 000  112 800 - 6 400 2.2%

Estonia - 26 600 - 3 200 - 29 800  27 200  3 700   0  31 300  1 600 3.6%

Finland - 91 300  7 200 - 84 100  95 500  21 700  2 600  126 900  42 800 4.6%

France q q q q q q q q q   

Germany - 87 500 - 13 600 - 101 100  83 300  68 000   0  158 600  57 500 4.5%

Greece m - 5 200 m  16 700  38 100   0  65 900 m m

Hungary - 29 600  1 400 - 28 200  93 800  56 600   0  162 500  134 300 16.9%

Iceland m m m m m m m m m

Ireland m m m m m m m m m   

Israel - 19 900   100 - 19 800  31 700  25 800   0  54 400  34 600 7.3%

Italy3 - 35 900 - 8 000 - 43 900  102 900  30 100   0  129 600  85 700 7.8%

Japan m m m m m m m m m

Korea - 13 100 - 15 500 - 28 500   900  10 600   0  13 600 - 14 900 -0.6%

Luxembourg3 m - 5 500 m  223 400  89 100   0  287 300 m m

Mexico m m m m m m m m m

Netherlands3 - 73 000 - 5 100 - 78 100  189 100  6 900   0  192 700  114 600 m

New Zealand - 32 600 - 1 700 - 34 300  44 100   0  3 300  51 100  16 800 5.1%

Norway - 75 300 - 11 800 - 87 100  85 100  23 700   0  112 300  25 200 3.4%

Poland3 - 19 100 - 5 600 - 24 700  28 000  56 400   0  101 400  76 600 12.6%

Portugal - 31 400 - 2 700 - 34 100  119 700  45 500   0  158 900  124 800 11.0%

Slovak Republic - 28 100  5 300 - 22 800  38 400  31 300   0  76 800  54 000 10.5%

Slovenia - 34 900 - 9 700 - 44 700  110 500  102 500   0  221 900  177 200 11.3%

Spain - 59 000  6 000 - 53 000  73 100  18 000   0  105 800  52 800 6.8%

Sweden - 97 200 - 9 000 - 106 200  43 300  13 300   0  65 000 - 41 200 0.3%

Switzerland - 91 300 - 18 300 - 109 600  73 300  28 900   0  91 700 - 17 900 1.5%

Turkey m m m m m m m m m

United Kingdom - 27 700  3 200 - 24 500  93 000  50 700  80 300  225 300  200 800 37.2%

United States - 55 900 - 7 100 - 63 000  139 100  32 000   0  178 300  115 300 9.2%

OECD average - 49 000 - 5 000 - 53 900  81 500  35 800  3 900  123 600  65 500 8.6%

EU21 average - 52 600 - 3 900 - 56 400  89 600  41 400  5 500  140 200  79 300 9.9%

Notes: Values are based on the difference between women who attained a tertiary education compared with those who have attained an upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education. Values have been rounded up to the nearest hundred.
1. Total benefit is a weighted sum of gross earnings benefits (4), income tax effect (5), social contribution effect (6) and transfer effects (7), taking into account the 
probability of employment and the unemployment benefits in case of unemployment. For further details, please refer to the Methodology section.
2. Australia: Year of reference 2009.
3. Canada, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland: Year of reference 2010.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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HOW ARE SOCIAL OUTCOMES RELATED TO EDUCATION?

• On average across countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult 
Skills (PIAAC) (2012), adults with higher qualifications were more likely to report desirable social 
outcomes, including good or excellent health, participation in volunteer activities, interpersonal 
trust, and political efficacy (i.e. having a say in government).

• The proportion of adults who reported that they have a say in government (political efficacy) grows 
with each additional level of education; and the difference in these proportions is larger between 
adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education and those with tertiary 
education than between adults who have below upper secondary education and those with upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. 

• The proportion of adults who reported that they volunteer and enjoy good-to-excellent health 
grows with each additional level of education; and the difference in these proportions is larger 
between adults with below upper secondary education and those with upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education than between adults with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary and those with tertiary education.

 Context
With recent increases in chronic debilitating conditions, such as heart disease, diabetes and depression, 
governments are focusing their e�orts on encouraging changes in lifestyle to promote healthy 
behaviours (OECD, 2013a). �e relationship between health and education has been well-documented 
in many countries and over many years. Indeed, better-educated people have lower morbidity rates 
and increased life expectancy (Cutler and Lleras-Muney, 2006).  

Note: Calculations are based on a linear regression after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings.
Social outcomes are ranked in descending order of percentage-point di�erence between upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary and 
tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Tables A8.1, A8.2, A8.3a, A8.4, and Tables A8.1 (L), A8.1 (N), A8.2 (L), A8.2 (N), A8.3a (L), A8.3a (N), A8.4 (L) and 
A8.4 (N), available on line. See annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283755

Chart A8.1. Social outcomes related to education (2012)
Survey of Adult Skills, average, 25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary  

non-tertiary education as reference category

How to read this chart
Percentage-point difference reflects the relative change of social outcomes compared to the reference category. For example, 
on average the percentage of individuals with tertiary education reporting that they have a say in government increases 
by 13 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. After 
accounting for literacy proficiency or numeracy proficiency the increase drops to 10 percentage points. On the other hand, 
on average the percentage of individuals with below upper secondary education reporting that they have a say in government 
decreases by 7 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. 
After accounting for literacy proficiency or numeracy proficiency the decrease rises to 4 percentage points. 
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Health is not the sole social outcome related to education. Interpersonal trust, volunteering and 
political engagement are also positively associated with education. Without trust in others and the 
rule of law, all relationships, whether business, political or social, function less e�ciently. When 
people feel they have something to o�er, when they are aware of others around them, they are more 
apt to participate in social change through volunteering. And when people feel they understand the 
political issues facing their country and could make a di�erence in how their country is run, they are 
more likely to be politically engaged (OECD, 2013b).

 Other findings
• The differences in the shares of the population reporting positive social outcomes observed among 

adults with different levels of educational attainment partly reflect differences in age, gender 
and earnings. In most countries, accounting for these factors reduces, but does not eliminate, the 
differences observed in social outcomes across levels of educational attainment.

• The outcome that is most strongly influenced by individuals’ age, gender and earnings is health, 
where consideration of these factors reduces, by about half, differences in the share of adults 
reporting good or excellent health across levels of educational attainment.  The differences across 
levels of educational attainment are generally not strongly related to these factors for volunteering, 
interpersonal trust and political efficacy.

• Both literacy and numeracy skills are associated with positive social outcomes, although educational 
attainment itself is the primary factor associated with di�erences in social outcomes. 
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Analysis
This year’s indicator on social outcomes related to education (and skills) includes measures of self-reported health, 
volunteering, interpersonal trust and political efficacy, as assessed in the Survey of Adult Skills, a product of the 
OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC). These four social outcome 
measures are considered to be key indicators of individual and national well-being (OECD, 2013a).

Results show that educational attainment is positively associated with these measures of social outcomes even after 
accounting for gender, age, monthly earnings and proficiency in literacy or numeracy. Although country-specific 
patterns vary, the overall results show that proficiency in literacy and numeracy are related to all measured social 
outcomes, whereas gender, age and monthly earnings are related to self-reported health only.

As Chart A8.1 shows, the proportion of adults who believe they have a say in government is 13 percentage points 
larger among adults with tertiary education than among adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary education. There is a 12 percentage-point difference between these two groups when considering adults 
who reported that they trust others, a 5 percentage-point difference when considering adults who reported that 
they volunteer at least once a month, and a 4 percentage-point difference between the two groups of adults when 
considering adults who reported that they are in good health. By contrast, the proportions of adults reporting each 
of these positive social outcomes decrease by a range of 4 to 7 percentage points among adults whose highest level 
of education is below upper secondary than among adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education (Tables A8.1, A8.2, A8.3a and A8.4).

Self-reported health
On average across countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 79% of adults with 
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education reported that they are “in good health”. In all participating 
countries and sub-national entities, there is a positive relationship between educational attainment and self-reported 
health. On average, the proportion of adults who reported that they are in good health is 15 percentage points 
smaller among adults with below upper secondary as their highest attainment level compared with adults with upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. This proportion is 9 percentage points larger among tertiary-
educated adults compared with adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education (Table A8.1). 

After accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, educational attainment loses some of its impact on self-
reported health. Proficiency in literacy and numeracy also moderate the impact of educational attainment on 
self-reported health. For example, on average, after accounting for gender and age, the proportion of adults who 
reported that they are in good health is 12 percentage points smaller among adults with below upper secondary as 
their highest attainment level compared with adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. 
It is 7 percentage points smaller when also accounting for monthly earnings, and 6 percentage points smaller when 
literacy or numeracy proficiency are also taken into account (Tables A8.1 [L] and A8.1 [N], available on line). 

Chart A8.2 shows the percentage-point difference in self-reported health between levels of educational attainment 
after accounting for gender, age, monthly earnings and proficiency in literacy or numeracy. Results show that after 
accounting for all of these variables, educational attainment continues to play a determinant role in self-reported health. 
On average, after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, the difference is larger when comparing upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education with below upper secondary education (-7 percentage points) 
than when comparing upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education with tertiary education (4 percentage 
points). Large negative differences are observed in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Korea, the Slovak  Republic and 
the United States, where the proportion of adults reporting to be in good health is about 10 percentage points smaller 
among those with below upper secondary education compared to adults with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education. By contrast, only in Estonia is the proportion of adults who reported to be in good health 
at least 10 percentage points larger among tertiary-educated adults than among adults with upper secondary or 
post-secondary non-tertiary education (Table A8.1, and Tables A8.1 [L] and A8.1 [N], available on line).

Volunteering
On average across participating countries and sub-national entities, 18% of adults with upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education reported that they volunteer at least once a month. All participating countries and 
sub-national entities show a positive relationship between educational attainment and volunteering. On average, 
the proportion of adults who reported that they volunteer once a month is 5 percentage points smaller among adults 
with below upper secondary education than among adults who have attained upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education. This proportion is 5 percentage points larger among tertiary-educated adults than among 
adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education (Table A8.2). 
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When comparing adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education and those with tertiary 
education, these proportions do not change after accounting for gender and age. When accounting for proficiency 
in literacy or numeracy, the percentage-point increase shrinks slightly from 5 to 3 percentage points (Tables A8.2 [L] 
and A8.2 [N], available on line). 

Chart A8.3 shows the percentage-point difference, between levels of educational attainment, in the proportion of 
adults who reported that they volunteer at least once a month, after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings. 
It also shows the impact of accounting for literacy or numeracy proficiency. Results show that after accounting for all 
of these variables, educational attainment continues to play a determinant role in whether adults report that they 
volunteer at least once a month. On average, after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, the difference 
is larger when comparing upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education with below upper secondary 
education (-6 percentage points) than when comparing upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education 
with tertiary education (5 percentage points) (Table A8.2, and Tables A8.2 [L] and A8.2 [N], available on line). 

Large negative differences are observed in Austria, Germany and the United States, where the proportion of adults 
who reported that they volunteer is about 10 percentage points smaller among adults with below upper secondary 
as their highest level of attainment than among adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education. By contrast, only in the United States is the proportion of adults who reported that they volunteer 
more than 10 percentage points larger among tertiary-educated adults than among adults with upper secondary or 
post-secondary non-tertiary education (Table A8.2, and Tables A8.2 [L] and A8.2 [N], available on line).

Chart A8.2. Likelihood of reporting to be in good health,  
by educational attainment (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education  
as reference category

Note: Calculations are based on a linear regression after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings.
Countries are ranked in descending order of percentage-point di�erence between upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table A8.1, and Tables A8.1 (L) and A8.1 (N), available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283763

How to read this chart
Percentage-point difference reflects the relative change of reporting to be in good health compared to the reference category. For example, in 
Estonia, the percentage of individuals with tertiary education reporting to be in good health increases by 11 percentage points compared to 
someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. Similarly, after accounting for literacy proficiency, the percentage 
of individuals with tertiary education increases by 10 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education.
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Interpersonal trust

On average across participating countries and sub-national entities, 18% of adults with upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education reported that they trust others. In all participating countries and sub-national 
entities, there is a positive relationship between educational attainment and interpersonal trust. On average, the 
proportion of adults who reported that they trust others is 4 percentage points smaller among adults with below 
upper secondary education than among adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education, 
and is 12 percentage points larger among tertiary-educated adults than among adults whose highest attainment is 
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education (Table A8.3a). 

After accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, there is no change in these differences between levels of 
educational attainment. But when also accounting for proficiency in literacy or numeracy, the differences between 
levels of educational attainment shrink slightly. The proportion of tertiary-educated adults who reported that they 
trust others is 10 percentage points larger than the proportion of adults with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education who so reported (Tables A8.3a [L] and A8.3a [N], available on line). 

Chart A8.4 shows the differences in the proportion of adults who reported that they trust others related to the level 
of educational attainment, after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings. Particularly larges differences 
between tertiary-educated adults and those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education are 
observed in Norway (20 percentage points) and Denmark (19 percentage points). The largest differences between 
adults with below upper secondary education and those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education are seen in Denmark (-10 percentage points) and the Netherlands (-9 percentage points) (Table A8.3a). 

Note: Calculations are based on a linear regression after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings.
Countries are ranked in descending order of percentage-point di�erence between upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table A8.2, and Tables A8.2 (L) and A8.2 (N), available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283778

How to read this chart
Percentage-point difference reflects the relative change of reporting to volunteer at least once a month compared to the reference category. 
For example, in the United States, the percentage of individuals with tertiary education reporting to volunteer at least once a month increases 
by 13 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. Similarly, after accounting 
for literacy proficiency, the percentage of individuals with tertiary education increases by 11 percentage points compared to someone who has 
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education.

Chart A8.3. Likelihood of reporting to volunteer at least once a month,  
by educational attainment (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education  
as reference category
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After accounting for proficiency in literacy or numeracy, the proportion of adults who reported that they trust 
others is 10 percentage points larger, on average, among tertiary-educated adults than among adults with upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. The largest differences are observed in Flanders (Belgium) 
and Norway (16 percentage points or more). Conversely, the proportion of adults who so reported is 3 percentage 
points smaller, on average, among adults with below upper secondary education than among adults with upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. A notable difference between these two groups is observed in 
Flanders (Belgium) (-9 percentage points) (Tables A8.3a [L] and A8.3a [N], available on line). 

Chart A8.4. Likelihood of reporting to trust others, by educational attainment (2012)
Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education  

as reference category

Note: Calculations are based on a linear regression after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings.
Countries are ranked in descending order of percentage-point di�erence between upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table A8.3a, and Tables A8.3a (L) and A8.3a (N), available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283784

How to read this chart
Percentage-point difference reflects the relative change of reporting to trust others compared to the reference category. For example, in 
Norway, the percentage of individuals with tertiary education reporting to trust others increases by 20 percentage points compared to someone 
who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. Similarly, after accounting for literacy proficiency, the percentage of 
individuals with tertiary education increases by 16 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education.
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Political efficacy

On average across participating countries and sub-national entities, 30% of adults with upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education reported that they have a say in government. In all participating countries 
and sub-national entities, there is a positive relationship between educational attainment and political efficacy. 
On average, the proportion of adults who reported that they have a say in government is 7 percentage points smaller 
among adults with below upper secondary education than among adults with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education, and is 13 percentage points larger among tertiary-educated adults than among adults with 
upper secondary or post-secondary education (Table A8.4). 

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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After accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, there is no change in these differences between levels 
of educational attainment. When accounting for proficiency in literacy or numeracy, the proportion of adults 
who reported that they have a say in government is 4 percentage points smaller among adults with below upper 
secondary education than among adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. This 
proportion is 10 percentage points larger among tertiary-educated adults than among adults with upper secondary 
or post-secondary non-tertiary education (Tables A8.4 [L] and A8.4 [N], available on line).

As shown in Chart A8.5, the proportion of adults who reported that they believe they have a say in government 
is 13 percentage points larger among tertiary-educated adults than among adults with upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education, after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings. Although literacy and 
numeracy skills moderate the effect of educational attainment, it continues to play a determinant role in this 
social outcome. Particularly large differences in these proportions between adults with upper secondary or post-
secondary non-tertiary education and tertiary-educated adults are seen in the Netherlands and Norway. By contrast, 
in the United States, the proportion of adults who reported that they believe they have a say in government is 
strikingly smaller among adults with below upper secondary education than among adults with upper secondary or 
post-secondary non-tertiary education (Table A8.4, and Tables A8.4 [L] and A8.4 [N], available on line).

Chart A8.5. Likelihood of reporting to believe that they have a say in government,  
by educational attainment (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education  
as reference category

Note: Calculations are based on a linear regression after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings. Di�erences between the groups that are 
not statistically signi�cant at 95% are not presented.
Countries are ranked in descending order of percentage-point di�erence between upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table A8.4, and Tables A8.4 (L) and A8.4 (N), available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933291269

How to read this chart
Percentage-point difference reflects the relative change of reporting that they have a say in government compared to the reference category. 
For example, in Norway, the percentage of individuals with tertiary education reporting that they have a say in government increases by 
20 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. Similarly, after accounting 
for literacy proficiency, the percentage of individuals with tertiary education increases by 14 percentage points compared to someone who has 
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education.
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Definitions
Adults refer to 25-64 year-olds.

Levels of education: Below upper secondary corresponds to ISCED-97 Levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programmes; 
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. 

Literacy is the ability to understand, evaluate, use and engage with written texts to participate in society, to achieve 
one’s goals, and to develop one’s knowledge and potential. Literacy encompasses a range of skills from the decoding 
of written words and sentences to the comprehension, interpretation, and evaluation of complex texts. It does not, 
however, involve the production of text (writing). Information on the skills of adults with low levels of proficiency 
is provided by an assessment of reading components that covers text vocabulary, sentence comprehension and 
passage fluency. 

Numeracy is the ability to access, use, interpret and communicate mathematical information and ideas in order 
to engage in and manage the mathematical demands of a range of situations in adult life. To this end, numeracy 
involves managing a situation or solving a problem in a real context, by responding to mathematical content/ 
information/ideas represented in multiple ways.

Reporting to be in good health includes adults who reported that they are in excellent, very good or good health.

Reporting to believe they have a say in government includes adults who strongly disagreed or disagreed with the 
statement: “People like me don’t have any say about what the government does”.

Reporting to trust others includes adults who strongly disagreed or disagreed that there are only a few people you 
can trust completely.

Reporting to volunteer includes adults who reported that they volunteer at least once a month.

Methodology
All data are based on the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). PIAAC is the OECD Programme for the International 
Assessment of Adult Competencies. See Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm) 
for additional information.

Ordinary least-square regressions using level of education, gender, age and monthly earnings as independent 
variables were run to determine the impact of education on self-reported health, volunteering, interpersonal trust 
and political efficacy. Regressions were run in a stepwise fashion, including educational attainment first, then 
gender and age, and monthly earnings in a final step. Separate analyses were also conducted to control for literacy 
or numeracy in each of these steps. 

Note regarding data from the Russian Federation in the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 

Readers should note that the sample for the Russian Federation does not include the population of the Moscow municipal 
area. The data published, therefore, do not represent the entire resident population aged 16-65 in Russia but rather the 
population of Russia excluding the population residing in the Moscow municipal area. More detailed information regarding 
the data from the Russian Federation as well as that of other countries can be found in the Technical Report of the Survey 
of Adult Skills (OECD, 2014).
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Indicator A8 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285189

Table A8.1 Likelihood of reporting to be in good health, by educational attainment (2012)

WEB Table A8.1 (L) Likelihood of reporting to be in good health, by educational attainment,  
after accounting for literacy proficiency (2012)

WEB Table A8.1 (N) Likelihood of reporting to be in good health, by educational attainment,  
after accounting for numeracy proficiency (2012)

Table A8.2 Likelihood of reporting to volunteer at least once a month, by educational attainment (2012)

WEB Table A8.2 (L) Likelihood of reporting to volunteer at least once a month, by educational attainment,  
after accounting for literacy proficiency (2012)

WEB Table A8.2 (N) Likelihood of reporting to volunteer at least once a month, by educational attainment,  
after accounting for numeracy proficiency (2012)

Table A8.3a Likelihood of reporting to trust others, by educational attainment (2012)

WEB Table A8.3a (L) Likelihood of reporting to trust others, by educational attainment,  
after accounting for literacy proficiency (2012)

Table A8.3a (N) Likelihood of reporting to trust others, by educational attainment,  
after accounting for numeracy proficiency (2012)

Table A8.3b Likelihood of reporting that others do not take advantage of them,  
by educational attainment (2012)

Table A8.3b (L) Likelihood of reporting that others do not take advantage of them,  
by educational attainment, after accounting for literacy proficiency (2012)

Table A8.3b (N) Likelihood of reporting that others do not take advantage of them, by educational attainment, 
after accounting for numeracy proficiency (2012)

Table A8.4 Likelihood of reporting to believe they have a say in government, by educational attainment (2012)

WEB Table A8.4 (L) Likelihood of reporting to believe they have a say in government, by educational attainment,  
after accounting for literacy proficiency (2012)

WEB Table A8.4 (N) Likelihood of reporting to believe they have a say in government, by educational attainment, 
after accounting for numeracy proficiency (2012)
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Table A8.1. Likelihood of reporting to be in good health, by educational attainment (2012)
25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as reference category,  

percentage-point difference

The percentages presented in the first column are not related to the regression. They should be used as a reference to better understand the percentage-point 
difference presented in the other columns. 
How to read this table: In Australia, the percentage of individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to be in good health decreases by 8 percentage 
points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. After accounting for gender and age, the percentage 
of individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to be in good health decreases by 6 percentage points compared to someone who has upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. And after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, the percentage of individuals with below upper 
secondary education reporting to be in good health decreases by 1 percentage point compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary education. 

Percentage  
of adults reporting 

that they are in 
good health among 

those who have 
upper secondary 

or post-secondary 
non-tertiary 

education

Difference between upper secondary or post-secondary  
non-tertiary and below upper secondary

Difference between upper secondary  
or post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary

No control  
variable

Accounting 
for gender 

and age

Accounting 
for gender, age and 
monthly earnings

No control 
variable

Accounting 
for gender 

and age

Accounting 
for gender, age 
and monthly 

earnings

% S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 84 (1.1) -8 (0.02) -6 (0.02) -1 (0.02) 6 (0.01) 6 (0.01) 3 (0.01)

Austria 83 (0.6) -16 (0.02) -13 (0.02) -9 (0.02) 7 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 2 (0.01)

Canada 87 (0.6) -13 (0.02) -12 (0.02) -6 (0.02) 5 (0.01) 5 (0.01) 2 (0.01)

Czech Republic 88 (0.9) -20 (0.04) -17 (0.03) -10 (0.03) 9 (0.01) 6 (0.01) 2 (0.01)

Denmark 81 (0.9) -16 (0.02) -15 (0.02) -8 (0.02) 9 (0.01) 8 (0.01) 5 (0.01)

Estonia 56 (0.9) -14 (0.02) -14 (0.02) -10 (0.03) 16 (0.01) 15 (0.01) 11 (0.01)

Finland 77 (1.0) -15 (0.02) -9 (0.02) -6 (0.03) 12 (0.01) 11 (0.01) 5 (0.01)

France 80 (0.8) -12 (0.01) -9 (0.01) -5 (0.02) 10 (0.01) 8 (0.01) 5 (0.01)

Germany 86 (0.8) -11 (0.03) -11 (0.02) -2 (0.03) 6 (0.01) 5 (0.01) 3 (0.01)

Ireland 89 (0.8) -11 (0.02) -9 (0.02) -1 (0.02) 5 (0.01) 4 (0.01) 1 (0.01)

Italy 87 (1.1) -15 (0.02) -9 (0.01) -4 (0.02) 3 (0.02) 2 (0.02) 2 (0.02)

Japan 70 (1.3) -10 (0.03) -8 (0.03) -7 (0.04) 8 (0.02) 6 (0.02) 5 (0.02)

Korea 46 (1.3) -20 (0.02) -13 (0.02) -10 (0.03) 11 (0.02) 9 (0.02) 8 (0.02)

Netherlands 81 (1.0) -12 (0.02) -9 (0.02) -9 (0.02) 7 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 3 (0.01)

Norway 81 (1.0) -14 (0.02) -12 (0.02) -8 (0.02) 8 (0.01) 8 (0.01) 3 (0.01)

Poland 76 (0.9) -23 (0.02) -18 (0.02) -8 (0.04) 17 (0.01) 10 (0.01) 5 (0.01)

Slovak Republic 79 (0.7) -25 (0.02) -21 (0.02) -16 (0.04) 12 (0.01) 9 (0.01) 6 (0.01)

Spain 80 (1.4) -11 (0.02) -7 (0.02) -3 (0.02) 6 (0.02) 5 (0.02) 3 (0.02)

Sweden 84 (0.9) -16 (0.02) -15 (0.02) -9 (0.03) 6 (0.01) 6 (0.01) 3 (0.01)

United States 80 (1.4) -18 (0.03) -18 (0.03) -11 (0.04) 13 (0.01) 13 (0.01) 8 (0.01)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 84 (0.8) -11 (0.02) -9 (0.02) -5 (0.02) 6 (0.01) 6 (0.01) 4 (0.01)

England (UK) 85 (1.0) -13 (0.02) -12 (0.02) -2 (0.02) 4 (0.01) 4 (0.01) 1 (0.01)

Northern Ireland (UK) 83 (1.4) -15 (0.02) -12 (0.02) -5 (0.02) 7 (0.02) 7 (0.02) 2 (0.01)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 85 (1.0) -13 (0.02) -12 (0.02) -3 (0.02) 4 (0.01) 4 (0.01) 1 (0.01)

Average 79 (0.2) -15 (0.00) -12 (0.00) -7 (0.01) 9 (0.00) 7 (0.00) 4 (0.00)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* q q q q q q q q q q q q q q

Note: Calculations for percentage-point difference are based on linear regressions where the dependent variable is reporting to be in good health and where the 
independent variables vary according to the model. In the first regression (columns labelled “No control variable”) only educational attainment is used as an 
independent variable. In the second regression (columns labelled “Accounting for gender and age”), gender and age are added as independent variables. In the 
third regression (columns labelled “Accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings”), educational attainment, gender, age and monthly earnings are included as 
independent variables.  
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285195
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Table A8.2. Likelihood of reporting to volunteer at least once a month, 
by educational attainment (2012)

25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as reference category,  
percentage-point difference

The percentages presented in the first column are not related to the regression. They should be used as a reference to better understand the percentage-point 
difference presented in the other columns. 
How to read this table: In Australia, the percentage of individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to volunteer at least once a month decreases 
by 2 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. After accounting for gender and age, the 
percentage of individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to volunteer at least once a month decreases by 5 percentage points compared to 
someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. And after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, the percentage of 
individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to volunteer at least once a month decreases by 2 percentage points compared to someone who has 
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education.

Percentage  
of adults reporting 
that they volunteer 

at least once a 
month among 

those who have 
upper secondary 

or post-secondary 
non-tertiary 

education

Difference between upper secondary or post-secondary  
non-tertiary and below upper secondary

Difference between upper secondary  
or post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary

No control  
variable

Accounting 
for gender 

and age

Accounting 
for gender, 

age and monthly 
earnings

No control 
variable

Accounting 
for gender 

and age

Accounting 
for gender, 

age and 
monthly 
earnings

% S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 20 (1.1) -2 (0.02) -5 (0.02) -2 (0.02) 4 (0.02) 3 (0.02) 4 (0.02)

Austria 23 (0.8) -8 (0.01) -8 (0.01) -11 (0.02) 6 (0.02) 6 (0.02) 4 (0.02)

Canada 20 (0.8) -4 (0.01) -4 (0.01) -5 (0.02) 9 (0.01) 9 (0.01) 9 (0.01)

Czech Republic 9 (1.0) -4 (0.02) -3 (0.02) -2 (0.04) 3 (0.02) 3 (0.02) 5 (0.03)

Denmark 27 (1.2) -8 (0.02) -8 (0.02) -7 (0.02) 0 (0.01) 2 (0.01) 1 (0.02)

Estonia 9 (0.7) -4 (0.01) -4 (0.01) -4 (0.01) 4 (0.01) 4 (0.01) 4 (0.01)

Finland 19 (1.0) -2 (0.02) -3 (0.02) -5 (0.02) 6 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 7 (0.02)

France q q q q q q q q q q q q q q

Germany 22 (1.0) -11 (0.02) -11 (0.02) -13 (0.03) 6 (0.01) 6 (0.01) 6 (0.02)

Ireland 20 (0.9) -5 (0.01) -9 (0.01) -8 (0.03) 4 (0.01) 6 (0.01) 6 (0.02)

Italy 14 (1.0) -4 (0.01) -5 (0.01) -4 (0.02) 7 (0.02) 7 (0.02) 8 (0.03)

Japan 12 (0.9) -3 (0.01) -5 (0.01) -3 (0.02) 0 (0.01) 2 (0.01) 0 (0.01)

Korea 12 (0.7) -1 (0.01) -5 (0.01) -4 (0.02) 1 (0.01) 2 (0.01) 2 (0.01)

Netherlands 28 (1.1) -3 (0.02) -7 (0.02) -7 (0.02) 4 (0.02) 4 (0.02) 5 (0.02)

Norway 32 (1.3) -9 (0.02) -9 (0.02) -8 (0.02) 1 (0.02) 2 (0.02) 1 (0.02)

Poland 6 (0.5) -3 (0.01) -3 (0.01) -3 (0.02) 7 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 6 (0.01)

Slovak Republic 8 (0.5) -3 (0.01) -3 (0.01) -2 (0.02) 5 (0.01) 5 (0.01) 5 (0.01)

Spain 13 (1.2) -6 (0.01) -7 (0.01) -7 (0.02) 2 (0.02) 2 (0.02) 1 (0.02)

Sweden 21 (1.1) -8 (0.02) -9 (0.02) -9 (0.02) 1 (0.02) 2 (0.02) 2 (0.02)

United States 24 (1.2) -12 (0.02) -11 (0.02) -13 (0.02) 15 (0.02) 15 (0.02) 13 (0.02)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 18 (1.0) -4 (0.02) -5 (0.02) -2 (0.02) 6 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 9 (0.01)

England (UK) 17 (1.1) -6 (0.02) -7 (0.02) -8 (0.02) 6 (0.02) 7 (0.01) 5 (0.02)

Northern Ireland (UK) 17 (1.5) -8 (0.02) -10 (0.02) -12 (0.03) 9 (0.02) 10 (0.02) 8 (0.02)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 17 (1.1) -6 (0.02) -7 (0.02) -8 (0.02) 6 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 5 (0.02)

Average 18 (0.2) -5 (0.00) -6 (0.00) -6 (0.00) 5 (0.00) 5 (0.00) 5 (0.00)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* q q q q q q q q q q q q q q

Note: Calculations for percentage-point difference are based on linear regressions where the dependent variable is reporting to volunteer at least once a month and 
where the independent variables vary according to the model. In the first regression (columns labelled “No control variable”) only educational attainment is used 
as an independent variable. In the second regression (columns labelled “Accounting for gender and age”), gender and age are added as independent variables. In the 
third regression (columns labelled “Accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings”), educational attainment, gender, age and monthly earnings are included as 
independent variables. 
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285202
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Table A8.3a. Likelihood of reporting to trust others, by educational attainment (2012)
25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as reference category,  

percentage-point difference

The percentages presented in the first column are not related to the regression. They should be used as a reference to better understand the percentage-point 
difference presented in the other columns. 
How to read this table: In Australia, the percentage of individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to trust others decreases by 4 percentage 
points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. After accounting for gender and age, the percentage of 
individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to trust others decreases by 5 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or 
post-secondary non-tertiary education. And after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, the percentage of individuals with below upper secondary 
education reporting to trust others decreases by 3 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education.

Percentage  
of adults reporting 

that they trust 
others among 

those who have 
upper secondary 

or post-secondary 
non-tertiary 

education

Difference between upper secondary or post-secondary  
non-tertiary and below upper secondary

Difference between upper secondary  
or post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary

No control 
variable

Accounting 
for gender 

and age

Accounting 
for gender, 

age and monthly 
earnings

No control 
variable

Accounting 
for gender 

and age

Accounting 
for gender, 

age and monthly 
earnings

% S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 19 (1.1) -4 (0.01) -5 (0.01) -3 (0.02) 13 (0.01) 13 (0.01) 11 (0.02)

Austria 21 (0.9) -7 (0.02) -7 (0.02) -7 (0.02) 10 (0.02) 10 (0.02) 9 (0.02)

Canada 21 (0.7) -4 (0.01) -4 (0.01) -1 (0.02) 9 (0.01) 9 (0.01) 9 (0.01)

Czech Republic 5 (0.6) -1 (0.01) -1 (0.01) 2 (0.02) 10 (0.02) 10 (0.02) 12 (0.03)

Denmark 42 (1.3) -10 (0.02) -12 (0.02) -10 (0.03) 21 (0.02) 20 (0.02) 19 (0.02)

Estonia 7 (0.5) 1 (0.01) 1 (0.01) 0 (0.02) 8 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 8 (0.01)

Finland 27 (1.0) -8 (0.02) -7 (0.02) -8 (0.03) 17 (0.02) 17 (0.02) 14 (0.02)

France 9 (0.6) -2 (0.01) -2 (0.01) -3 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 8 (0.01) 8 (0.01)

Germany 10 (0.7) -2 (0.02) -2 (0.02) -1 (0.03) 12 (0.01) 12 (0.01) 12 (0.01)

Ireland 14 (0.9) -3 (0.01) -4 (0.01) -3 (0.02) 8 (0.01) 9 (0.01) 8 (0.02)

Italy 11 (1.1) -5 (0.01) -6 (0.01) -6 (0.02) 4 (0.02) 4 (0.02) 4 (0.02)

Japan 14 (0.9) -3 (0.02) -4 (0.02) -3 (0.02) 8 (0.01) 9 (0.01) 9 (0.01)

Korea 10 (0.6) -1 (0.01) -1 (0.01) -2 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 7 (0.01) 8 (0.01)

Netherlands 30 (1.0) -10 (0.02) -12 (0.02) -9 (0.02) 15 (0.02) 15 (0.02) 17 (0.02)

Norway 29 (1.1) -5 (0.02) -6 (0.02) -5 (0.02) 20 (0.02) 21 (0.02) 20 (0.02)

Poland 11 (0.8) -3 (0.01) -3 (0.01) -1 (0.03) 13 (0.02) 13 (0.02) 13 (0.02)

Slovak Republic 8 (0.5) -2 (0.01) -2 (0.01) -3 (0.02) 6 (0.01) 6 (0.01) 6 (0.02)

Spain 19 (1.5) -4 (0.02) -4 (0.02) -4 (0.02) 12 (0.02) 12 (0.02) 12 (0.03)

Sweden 31 (1.2) -7 (0.02) -8 (0.02) -7 (0.03) 18 (0.02) 18 (0.02) 16 (0.02)

United States 18 (1.1) -6 (0.02) -6 (0.02) -6 (0.03) 13 (0.02) 13 (0.02) 15 (0.02)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 13 (0.8) -4 (0.01) -5 (0.01) -9 (0.02) 15 (0.01) 16 (0.01) 16 (0.02)

England (UK) 16 (1.1) -6 (0.01) -7 (0.01) -5 (0.02) 11 (0.01) 11 (0.01) 10 (0.02)

Northern Ireland (UK) 17 (1.4) -8 (0.02) -9 (0.02) -10 (0.03) 6 (0.02) 6 (0.02) 4 (0.03)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 16 (1.0) -6 (0.01) -7 (0.01) -5 (0.02) 11 (0.01) 11 (0.01) 10 (0.02)

Average 18 (0.2) -4 (0.00) -5 (0.00) -4 (0.00) 12 (0.00) 12 (0.00) 12 (0.00)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* q q q q q q q q q q q q q q

Note: Calculations for percentage-point difference are based on linear regressions where the dependent variable is reporting to trust others and where the independent 
variables vary according to the model. In the first regression (columns labelled “No control variable”) only educational attainment is used as an independent variable. 
In the second regression (columns labelled “Accounting for gender and age”), gender and age are added as independent variables. In the third regression (columns 
labelled “Accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings”), educational attainment, gender, age and monthly earnings are included as independent variables. 
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285214
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Table A8.4. Likelihood of reporting to believe that they have a say in government, 
by educational attainment (2012)

25-64 year-olds, upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as reference category,  
percentage-point difference

The percentages presented in the first column are not related to the regression. They should be used as a reference to better understand the percentage-point 
difference presented in the other columns. 
How to read this table: In Australia, the percentage of individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to believe that they have a say in goverment 
decreases by 6 percentage points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. After accounting for gender and 
age, the percentage of individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to believe that they have a say in goverment decreases by 8 percentage 
points compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education. And after accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings, 
the percentage of individuals with below upper secondary education reporting to believe that they have a say in goverment decreases by 6 percentage points 
compared to someone who has upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education.

Percentage  
of adults reporting 

that they believe 
they have a say in 

government among 
those who have 

upper secondary 
or post-secondary 

non-tertiary 
education

Difference between upper secondary or post-secondary  
non-tertiary and below upper secondary

Difference between upper secondary  
or post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary

No control 
variable

Accounting 
for gender 

and age

Accounting 
for gender, 

age and monthly 
earnings

No control 
variable

Accounting 
for gender 

and age

Accounting 
for gender, 

age and monthly 
earnings

% S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E. pp S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 30 (1.1) -6 (0.02) -8 (0.02) -6 (0.02) 15 (0.02) 15 (0.02) 14 (0.02)

Austria 30 (1.0) -12 (0.02) -12 (0.02) -10 (0.03) 13 (0.02) 13 (0.02) 13 (0.02)

Canada 31 (0.9) -9 (0.02) -9 (0.02) -9 (0.02) 10 (0.01) 10 (0.01) 11 (0.01)

Czech Republic 20 (1.2) -1 (0.03) 1 (0.03) 1 (0.05) 8 (0.02) 8 (0.03) 9 (0.03)

Denmark 47 (1.2) -6 (0.02) -7 (0.02) -5 (0.02) 12 (0.01) 11 (0.01) 12 (0.02)

Estonia 21 (0.8) -5 (0.02) -5 (0.02) -7 (0.02) 10 (0.01) 10 (0.01) 9 (0.02)

Finland 42 (1.2) -12 (0.03) -12 (0.03) -10 (0.03) 16 (0.02) 16 (0.02) 15 (0.02)

France q q q q q q q q q q q q q q

Germany 21 (0.8) -7 (0.02) -7 (0.02) -5 (0.03) 12 (0.02) 12 (0.02) 11 (0.02)

Ireland 26 (1.2) -8 (0.02) -9 (0.02) -11 (0.03) 13 (0.02) 13 (0.02) 13 (0.02)

Italy 19 (1.1) -7 (0.02) -7 (0.02) -7 (0.02) 10 (0.02) 10 (0.02) 11 (0.03)

Japan 22 (1.0) -4 (0.02) -5 (0.02) -5 (0.03) 12 (0.01) 12 (0.01) 12 (0.02)

Korea 30 (1.2) -2 (0.02) 1 (0.02) 3 (0.03) 12 (0.02) 10 (0.02) 10 (0.02)

Netherlands 36 (1.3) -8 (0.02) -8 (0.02) -9 (0.02) 19 (0.02) 19 (0.02) 19 (0.02)

Norway 44 (1.6) -12 (0.02) -12 (0.02) -9 (0.03) 21 (0.02) 20 (0.02) 20 (0.02)

Poland q q q q q q q q q q q q q q

Slovak Republic 20 (0.8) -9 (0.01) -8 (0.01) -7 (0.03) 15 (0.02) 14 (0.02) 14 (0.03)

Spain 23 (1.4) -4 (0.02) -4 (0.02) -3 (0.02) 7 (0.02) 8 (0.02) 8 (0.02)

Sweden 43 (1.2) -10 (0.03) -9 (0.03) -8 (0.03) 12 (0.02) 11 (0.02) 11 (0.02)

United States 41 (1.2) -12 (0.03) -12 (0.03) -15 (0.04) 13 (0.02) 13 (0.02) 15 (0.02)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 27 (1.0) -4 (0.02) -5 (0.02) -5 (0.03) 17 (0.02) 17 (0.02) 17 (0.02)

England (UK) 29 (1.4) -7 (0.02) -8 (0.02) -9 (0.03) 13 (0.02) 14 (0.02) 10 (0.02)

Northern Ireland (UK) 21 (1.5) -6 (0.02) -8 (0.02) -11 (0.03) 15 (0.02) 15 (0.02) 13 (0.03)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 29 (1.3) -7 (0.02) -8 (0.02) -9 (0.03) 13 (0.02) 14 (0.02) 10 (0.02)

Average 30 (0.3) -7 (0.00) -7 (0.00) -7 (0.01) 13 (0.00) 13 (0.00) 13 (0.00)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* q q q q q q q q q q q q q q

Note: Calculations for percentage-point difference are based on linear regressions where the dependent variable is reporting to believe that they have a say in 
government and where the independent variables vary according to the model. In the first regression (columns labelled “No control variable”) only educational 
attainment is used as an independent variable. In the second regression (columns labelled “Accounting for gender and age”), gender and age are added as independent 
variables. In the third regression (columns labelled “Accounting for gender, age and monthly earnings”), educational attainment, gender, age and monthly earnings 
are included as independent variables. 
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285229
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WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF SKILLS ON EMPLOYMENT  
AND EARNINGS?
• On average across countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills 

(PIAAC) (2012), employment rates and earnings increase with educational attainment and, to a 
lesser extent, with higher skills. 

• The highest returns to greater skills proficiency accrue to individuals who have attained tertiary 
education.

• Among adults with tertiary education and those with upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary education, skills in using ICT for problem solving are associated with higher earnings 
compared to adults who are equally proficient in numeracy, and proficiency in numeracy yields 
higher returns than equivalent proficiency in literacy.

 Context
Basic literacy, numeracy and problem-solving skills are usually acquired in formal schooling (Green 
and Riddell, 2012). But adults who have attained the same level of education can have di�erent 
levels of pro�ciency in literacy and numeracy skills, and in skills related to using information and 
communication technology (ICT) to solve problems. To the extent that workers’ productivity is related 
to the knowledge and skills they possess, and that wages re�ect such productivity, albeit imperfectly, 
individuals with more skills should expect higher returns from labour market participation, and 
would thus be more likely to participate in it. �us, improving the teaching of literacy and numeracy 
in schools and in programmes for adults with poor skills and limited familiarity with ICT may provide 
considerable economic and social returns for individuals and society as a whole (OECD, 2013).

Notes: Literacy and numeracy are based on pro�ciency levels whereas skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving is based on 
skill groups which follow a di�erent approach. For skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving “4 or 5” should be interpreted 
as Group 4. Values are not shown when there are too few observations to provide reliable estimates. 
Source: OECD. Tables A9.2 (L), A9.2 (N) and A9.2 (P). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 
19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283798

Chart A9.1. Difference in hourly earnings,  
by educational attainment and skills (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-old non-students, average across OECD countries, reference category  
is below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below, or skills Group 0 or 1

How to read this chart
On average, tertiary-educated adults with literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 earn 48% more compared with adults with below 
upper secondary education and literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

The percentages represent the earnings outcomes compared to the reference category (reference category is below upper 
secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below, or skills Group 0 or 1).
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 Other findings
• Adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education and numeracy proficiency 

of Level 1 or below earn 7% more per hour than adults with below upper secondary education and 
numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below, while adults with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education and numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 earn 16% more per hour than 
adults with below upper secondary education and numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below. High 
skills, combined with a tertiary education, are even more highly rewarded. Tertiary-educated adults 
with numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 earn 56% more than adults with below upper secondary 
education and numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below – a difference of 40 percentage points.

• The odds of being employed do not necessarily increase as literacy skills improve. For example, in 
Poland, the odds ratio of being employed for an adult with tertiary education and literacy proficiency 
of Level 1 or below is the highest (11.7), whereas the odds ratio for a tertiary-educated adult with 
literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is 9.0.

• �e greatest returns for individuals with tertiary education and numeracy pro�ciency of Level 4 or 5 
are observed in the Slovak Republic. �e hourly earnings of adults with those levels of education 
and skills are 108% higher than those of adults with below upper secondary education and Level 1 
or below pro�ciency in numeracy – a much larger di�erence than the average (56%).



chapter A THE OUTPUT OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND THE IMPACT OF LEARNING

A9

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015168

Analysis
This indicator deepens the analyses discussed in Indicators A5 and A6 that show that employment rates and earnings 
increase as the level of education increases. More specifically, it evaluates the relative impact on employment rates 
and hourly earnings of higher levels of educational attainment and greater proficiency in literacy, numeracy and 
using ICT for problem solving. Findings are based on the Survey of Adult Skills, a product of the OECD Programme 
for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC) (2012). 

Results show that employment rates and earnings increase with educational attainment and, to a lesser extent, 
with higher skills. This means that the labour market rewards educational attainment more highly than the skills 
measured by the Survey of Adult Skills. 

The impact of education and skills on employment

Impact of education and literacy skills on employment
Higher educational attainment and higher levels of skills have a positive impact on employment. On average 
across the OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills in 2012, 
48% of adults with below upper secondary qualifications and literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below are employed 
(reference group). Individuals with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as their highest 
level of attainment and with literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 are more likely to be employed compared with 
the reference group (odds ratio of 2.4 - see Box A9.1. for how to interpret odds ratios). The likelihood of being 
employed increases for adults with tertiary qualifications and literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 (odds ratio of 4.2) 
(Table A9.1 [L]).

The returns associated with greater literacy proficiency within education levels appear to be more limited. For 
individuals with below upper secondary education, there is a small difference between those with Level 2 or 
Level 3 in literacy (odds ratio of 1.3 and 1.2, respectively). For those with an upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education, the odds ratio remains the same (2.0), regardless of whether an adult is proficient to 
Level 1 or below, Level 2 or Level 3 in literacy. When an adult at that level of education is proficient to Level 4 
or 5, the odds of being employed are 2.4. For tertiary-educated adults, the odds of being employed increase as 
proficiency in literacy increases: odds ratio of 2.9 for Level 1 or below, 3.7 for Levels 2 and 3, and 4.2 for Level 4 
or 5 (Table A9.1 [L]).

In all participating countries and sub-national entities, the odds of being employed are greater for individuals with 
tertiary education, regardless of their proficiency in literacy. Data also show that the odds of being employed do not 
necessarily increase as an individual improves in literacy. For example, in Poland, the odds ratio of being employed 
for an adult with tertiary education and literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below is the highest (11.7), whereas the 
odds ratio for an adult with similar educational attainment, but whose literacy proficiency is Level 4 or 5 is 9.0. In 
the Slovak Republic, tertiary-educated adults with literacy proficiency of Level 2 or 3 have an odds ratio of more 
than 5.0 of being employed while the odds ratio of those with similar educational attainment and with literacy 
proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is 3.4, another example where higher literacy skills are not necessarily associated with 
higher employment (Table A9.1 [L]).

Impact of education and numeracy skills on employment 
Compared to literacy skills, numeracy skills have a more significant impact on employment outcomes. On average 
across participating OECD countries and sub-national entities, 47% of individuals with below upper secondary 
education as their highest level of attainment and with numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below are employed 
(reference group). For those individuals with below upper secondary education, an increase in numeracy proficiency 
from Level 1 or below to Level 2 improves the probability of being employed (odds ratio of 1.5). When such an 
individual improves in numeracy from Level 1 or below to Level 3, the odds of being employed increases to 1.8 
(Table A9.1 [N]). 

An adult with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as his or her highest level of attainment 
and numeracy proficiency at or below Level 1 has an odds ratio of being employed of 1.9. If that person were to 
improve his or her numeracy skills to Level 2, the odds ratio would improve to 2.5; Level 3 proficiency would result 
in an odds ratio of 3.0, and a proficiency of Level 4 or 5 would yield a ratio of 3.8. 

Similarly, improvements in numeracy proficiency for tertiary-educated adults increase the probability of being 
employed: the odds ratio is 2.8 for Level 1 or below; 4.5 for Level 2; 5.5 for Level 3; and 7.6 for Level 4 or 5 
(Table A9.1 [N]).
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Chart A9.2 shows the odds of being employed among adults with tertiary education and different levels of numeracy 
proficiency relative to the odds of being employed among adults with below upper secondary education with numeracy 
proficiency of Level 1 or below. As observed with literacy proficiency, adults with tertiary education have greater odds 
of being employed, regardless of their proficiency in numeracy. Results show that numeracy has a stronger impact on 
employment compared to literacy. For example, in Poland, the odds ratio of being employed for those with numeracy 
proficiency of Level 3 is 11.0 whereas it is 22.4 for adults with similar educational attainment and with numeracy 
proficiency of Level 4 or 5, the largest difference among participating countries and sub-national entities. On average, the 
odds ratio of being employed for individuals with numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 (7.6) is higher than that of adults 
with similar educational attainment and with literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 (4.2) (Tables A9.1 [L] and A9.1 [N]).

Impact of education and skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving on employment
On average, 38% of adults with ICT and problem-solving skills of Group 0 or 1 (see the Definitions section below for a 
description of skill groups) and below upper secondary education are employed (reference group). Adults with upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education as their highest level of attainment and good ICT and problem-
solving skills are more likely to be employed compared with the reference group (odds ratio of 2.8). The likelihood of 
being employed increases for individuals with tertiary qualifications and good ICT and problem-solving skills (odds 
ratio of 5.1) (Table A9.1 [P]).

Chart A9.2. Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment  
and numeracy proficiency (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-old non-students, reference category is below upper secondary education  
and numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below

Notes: �e odds ratio are based on a logistic regression, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, 
parental status (have a child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy pro�ciency, skills and readiness to use ICT for 
problem solving. Di�erences between the groups are not shown when they are not statistically signi�cant at 95%.
1. �e coe�cients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since 
it was not tested in these countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, 
literacy and education, the e�ect of excluding skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coe�cients on the pro�ciency 
by education level are overestimated, relative to the results for other countries.
2. Average for the regression excludes France, Italy and Spain as a di�erent model speci�cation was used for these countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the odds ratio of being employed for individuals with tertiary education and a numeracy pro�ciency of Level 4 or 5.
Source: OECD. Table A9.1 (N). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283802

How to read this chart
 In the Slovak Republic, a person with tertiary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is 33.8 times as likely (in terms of odds ratio) 
of being employed as someone with below upper secondary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

The “odds ratio” reflects the relative likelihood of being employed. The reference category is below upper secondary education and a numeracy 
proficiency of Level 1 or below and their odds ratio are set to equal 1 (thicker line).

Level 2 Level 4 or 5Level 1 or below

Level 3: 27
Level 4 or 5: 34

Level 4 or 5: 22

Tertiary education

20
18
16
14
12
10

8
6
4
2
0

Odds 
ratio

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic

Po
la

nd

Es
to

ni
a

Cz
ec

h 
R

ep
ub

lic

D
en

m
ar

k

N
or

w
ay

It
al

y1

G
er

m
an

y

R
us

si
an

 F
ed

er
at

io
n*

Av
er

ag
e2

Fr
an

ce
1

Sp
ai

n1

Ca
na

da

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es

Sw
ed

en

Ir
el

an
d

A
us

tr
al

ia

Fl
an

de
rs

 (B
el

gi
um

)

Fi
nl

an
d

En
gl

an
d/

N
. I

re
la

nd
 (U

K
)

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

A
us

tr
ia

Level 3

Odds ratio = 1



chapter A THE OUTPUT OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND THE IMPACT OF LEARNING

A9

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015170

As with literacy and numeracy, tertiary-educated adults have greater odds of being employed, regardless of their 
skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The odds ratio of being employed for adults with tertiary 
education and good ICT and problem-solving skills are the highest in Norway and Poland (odds ratio of 9.8 and 11.7, 
respectively). In these two countries, the odds ratio of being employed increase as skills improve. This is not the case 
in Estonia and the Slovak Republic, where the odds of being employed are the fourth and third highest, respectively, 
among adults with a similar profile (odds ratio of 8.4 and 8.9, respectively). In these two countries, adults with lower 
skills have greater odds of being employed (Table A9.1 [P]). 

Employment returns to education and skills proficiency
In most countries, improvements in skills proficiency for adults with below upper secondary as their highest level of 
education do not have a statistically significant effect on employment. At the upper secondary or post-secondary non-
tertiary level, the strongest impact on employment related to changes in skills proficiency tend to be associated with 
numeracy proficiency, especially when moving from Level 3 to Level 4 or 5. For example, in Italy and the Slovak Republic, 
there is an increase of more than 4 points in the odds ratio between these two proficiency levels (Table A9.1 [N]).

Among tertiary-educated adults, the strongest impact on employment related to changes in skills proficiency 
also tend to be associated with numeracy proficiency, especially when moving from Level 3 to Level 4 or 5. In the 
Czech Republic, Estonia, Poland and the Slovak Republic, the odds ratio increases by more than 5 points between 
these two proficiency levels (Table A9.1 [N]). 

The impact of education and skills on earnings

Chart A9.1 shows the impact of educational attainment and skills on hourly earnings. Data for adults with below 
upper secondary as their highest level of education are not presented in this chart because differentials in hourly 
earnings are not statistically significant across proficiency levels and skills groups among adults with this level of 
education. However, pattern starts to take shape when comparing adults with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education with various levels of skills, and adults with below upper secondary education and the lowest 
level of skills (the reference category) (Tables A9.2 [L], A9.2 [N] and A9.2 [P]).

Results show that among adults with literacy or numeracy proficiency at Level 1 or below, adults with upper 
secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education earn 7% more per hour than adults with below upper secondary 
education. For skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving, this difference is not significant and thus not 
displayed in the chart (Tables A9.2 [L], A9.2 [N] and A9.2 [P]). 

When moving to higher skills levels, results become significant for all skills measured, and show that literacy 
proficiency has less of an effect on earnings than numeracy proficiency, which, in turn, has less of an effect than 
ICT skills and the readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The differences in the effect on hourly earnings between 
these three skills tend to increase with proficiency, meaning that an adult with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education and with good ICT and problem-solving skills can expect greater returns compared with top 
performers in literacy and numeracy (Tables A9.2 [L], A9.2 [N] and A9.2 [P]).

The chart shows larger returns to adults with higher skills, but it also shows that attaining higher levels of education 
yields greater returns. For example, adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education and 
numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below earn 7% more per hour than adults with below upper secondary education 
and numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below, while adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
education and numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 earn 16% more per hour than adults with below upper secondary 
education and numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below. High skills, combined with a tertiary education, are even 
more highly rewarded. Tertiary-educated adults with numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 earn 56% more than adults 
with below upper secondary education and numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below – a difference of 40 percentage 
points (Tables A9.2 [L], A9.2 [N] and A9.2 [P]).

Impact of education and literacy skills on earnings
In general, within each education level, there are positive returns to greater literacy proficiency; but the returns are 
even greater to higher educational attainment. In many countries, adults with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education and the highest skills in literacy earn less than adults with tertiary education and the lowest 
literacy skills (Table A9.2 [L]).

Individuals with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education and literacy proficiency of Level 1 or 
below earn 7% more than adults with below upper secondary education and literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below 
(reference category), while adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education and literacy 
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proficiency Level 4 or 5 earn 11% more per hour than adults in the reference category. A similar analysis among 
tertiary-educated adults reveals a 24% increase in hourly earnings for adults with literacy proficiency of Level 1 
or below and a 48% increase for individual with literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 compared with adults in the 
reference category. (Table A9.2 [L]). 

These estimates are averages; there is significant variation across national and sub-national entities. For instance, 
increases in hourly earnings are largest in the Slovak Republic for adults with tertiary education and literacy 
proficiency of Level 4 or 5 compared to the reference category. The hourly earnings of these adults are 87% higher 
than the earnings of adults with below upper secondary education and literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below – 
much larger than the average difference (48%) between these two groups. By contrast, this difference is less than 
30% in Finland, Japan, Norway and Sweden (Table A9.2 [L]). 

Korea shows the largest difference in returns, related to skills proficiency, among tertiary-educated adults. The 
hourly earnings of those with tertiary education and literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below are 42% higher than the 
earnings of those with below upper secondary education and literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below. The earnings of 
those with tertiary education and literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 are 83% higher (Table A9.2 [L]).

Impact of education and numeracy skills on earnings
On average across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 
compared to an adult with below upper secondary education and with numeracy proficiency at Level 1 or below 
(reference group), an adult with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education with similar proficiency 
in numeracy earns 7% more per hour. Those with similar educational attainment but with numeracy proficiency 
at Level 4 or 5 see a 16% increase in their hourly earnings. For tertiary-educated adults, the earnings outcomes, 
compared to the reference group, range from an increase of 27% among those with proficiency Level 1 or below in 
numeracy to an increase of 56% among those with proficiency Level 4 or 5 in numeracy (Table A9.2 [N]). 

As shown in Chart A9.3, the greatest returns for individuals with tertiary education and numeracy proficiency of 
Level 4 or 5, compared to the reference category, are observed in the Slovak Republic. These adults earn 108% more 
per hour than adults with below upper secondary education and numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below – a much 
larger difference between the two groups than the average (56%). Estonia shows the largest difference in returns 
related to numeracy proficiency for tertiary-educated adults. Adults at this level of education who are proficient at 
Level 1 or below in numeracy earn 31% more than the reference group, while those with the same level of education 
but with numeracy proficiency at Level 4 or 5 earn 76% more (Table A9.2 [N]).

Impact of education and skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving on earnings
As shown in Chart A9.1, the advantage in having higher ICT and problem-solving skills is greatest among tertiary-
educated adults. In Austria, the Czech Republic, England/Northern Ireland (UK), Korea and the United States, 
the relative hourly earnings advantage for tertiary-educated adults who have moderate ICT and problem-solving 
skills (Group  3) is at least 15 percentage points greater than for adults with minimal problem-solving skills in 
technology-rich environments and adults who failed the first stage of the computer-based assessment (Group 2). 
In England/Northern Ireland (UK) and Korea, adults with good ICT and problem-solving skills (Group 4) add 18 and 
12 percentage points, respectively, to the relative hourly earnings of adults in Group 3. More generally, across 
OECD countries and sub-national entities, the relative hourly earnings advantage for tertiary-educated adults with 
moderate ICT and problem-solving skills is 11 percentage points greater than for tertiary-educated adults with 
minimal skills in problem solving using ICT and adults who failed the first stage of the computer-based assessment. 
The relative earnings is 5 percentage points greater for adults with good ICT and problem-solving skills compared to 
those with  moderate ICT and problem-solving skills  (Table A9.2 [P]). 

Earnings returns to education and skills proficiency
The analysis shows the relative importance of each set of skills at different levels of educational attainment. For 
example, across countries and sub-national entities that participated in the survey, adults with upper secondary or 
post-secondary non-tertiary education, proficiency in using ICT for problem solving is associated with higher earnings 
compared to equivalent numeracy skills, which, in turn, yield larger returns than equivalent literacy skills. On average, 
adults with upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education and good ICT and problem-solving skills 
(Group 4) earn 21% more per hour than adults with below upper secondary education and no computer experience or 
who refused the computer-based assessment (Group 0 or 1). Those at Level 4 or 5 in numeracy proficiency earn 16% 
more per hour and those at Level 4 or 5 in literacy earn 11% more compared to adults with below upper secondary 
education and proficiency Level 1 or below in these skills (Tables A9.2 [L], A9.2 [N] and A9.2 [P]).
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Definitions 
Adults refer to 25-64 year-olds.

Earnings refer to hourly earnings excluding bonuses for wage and salary earners.

The employment rate refers to the number of persons in employment as a percentage of the working-age population 
(the number of employed people is divided by the number of all working-age people). Employment rates by gender, 
age, educational attainment, programme orientation and age groups are calculated within each of these categories; 
for example the employment rate among women is calculated by dividing the number of employed women by the 
total number of working-age women. 

Levels of education: Below upper secondary corresponds to ISCED-97 Levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programmes; 
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. 

Literacy is the ability to understand, evaluate, use and engage with written texts to participate in society, to 
achieve one’s goals, and to develop one’s knowledge and potential. Literacy encompasses a range of skills from 
the decoding of written words and sentences to the comprehension, interpretation, and evaluation of complex 
texts. It does not, however, involve the production of text (writing). Information on the skills of adults with 

Notes: �e values are based on a linear regression, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, 
parental status (have a child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy pro�ciency, skills and readiness to use ICT for 
problem solving. Di�erences between the groups are not shown when they are not statistically signi�cant at 95%.
1. �e coe�cients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since 
it was not tested in these countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, 
literacy and education, the e�ect of excluding skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coe�cients on the pro�ciency 
by education level are overestimated, relative to the results for other countries.
2. Average for the regression excludes France, Italy and Spain as a di�erent model speci�cation was used for these countries.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage increase in earnings for individuals with tertiary education and a numeracy pro�ciency of Level 4 or 5.
Source: OECD. Table A9.2 (N). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283811

How to read this chart
In the Slovak Republic, tertiary-educated adults with numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 earn 108% more compared with adults with below 
upper secondary education and numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below.
The percentages represent the earnings outcomes compared to the reference category (below upper secondary education and a numeracy 
proficiency of Level 1 or below).

Chart A9.3. Difference in hourly earnings, by educational attainment  
and numeracy proficiency (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, 25-64 year-old non-students, reference category is below upper secondary education  
and numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below
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…

low levels of proficiency is provided by an assessment of reading components that covers text vocabulary, sentence 
comprehension and passage fluency. 

Numeracy is the ability to access, use, interpret and communicate mathematical information and ideas in order 
to engage in and manage the mathematical demands of a range of situations in adult life. To this end, numeracy 
involves managing a situation or solving a problem in a real context, by responding to mathematical content/
information/ideas represented in multiple ways.

Problem solving in technology-rich environments is the ability to use digital technology, communication tools 
and networks to acquire and evaluate information, communicate with others and perform practical tasks. The 
assessment focuses on the abilities to solve problems for personal, work and civic purposes by setting up appropriate 
goals and plans, and accessing and making use of information through computers and computer networks.

Proficiency levels for literacy and numeracy are based on a 500-point scale. Each level has been defined by particular 
score-point ranges. Six levels are defined for literacy and numeracy (Below Level 1 and Levels 1 through 5) which are 
grouped in four proficiency levels in Education at a Glance: Level 1 or below – all scores below 226 points; Level 2 – 
scores from 226 points to less than 276 points; Level 3 - scores from 276 points to less than 326 points; Level 4 
or 5 – scores from 326 points and higher.

Skill groups refer to skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies (ICT) for problem 
solving in technology-rich environments. Each group is described in terms of the characteristics of the types of 
tasks that can be successfully completed by adults and the related scores in the assessment of problem solving in 
technology-rich environments in the Survey of Adult Skills.

• Group 0 or 1 (no computer experience or refused the computer-based assessment)
• Group 2 (failed ICT core test or minimal problem-solving skills – scored below Level 1 in the problem solving in 

technology-rich environments assessment)
• Group 3 (moderate ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 1 in the problem solving in technology-rich 

environments assessment)
• Group 4 (good ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 2 or Level 3 in the problem solving in technology-

rich environments assessment)

Methodology 
All data are based on the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). PIAAC is the OECD Programme for the International 
Assessment of Adult Competencies. See Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm) 
for additional information.

The sample under consideration is restricted to non-students, as including the employment status and reported 
earnings for students would likely obscure the impact of skills on labour market outcomes. There is no restriction 
based on age implying that the sample includes those aged between 25 and 64. When the impact of skills and 
education on earnings is undertaken, the self-employed are excluded.

Box A9.1. Description of logistic regression analysis and interpretation of odds ratio

Logistic regression analysis enables an estimation of the relationship between one or more independent 
variables (predictors) on categorical dependent (predicted) variables with two categories (binary logistic 
regression) or more than two categories (multinomial logistic regression). Multinomial logistic regression 
compares multiple groups through a combination of binary logistic regressions. Logistic regression analyses 
were carried out to evaluate the likelihood of being employed for different levels of skills and education. When 
a logistic regression is calculated, the statistical software output generates the regression coefficient (ß), 
which is the estimated increase in the log odds of the outcome per unit increase in the value of the predictor 
variable. Odds ratio (OR) is obtained with the exponential function of the regression coefficient (exp (ß)). 
The transformation of log odds (ß) into odds ratios (OR = exp (ß)) makes the data more interpretable in terms 
of probability. Three types of outcomes are possible for the odds ratios:

• OR = 1 Predictor variable does not affect odds of outcome
• OR >1 Predictor variable associated with higher odds of outcome
• OR <1 Predictor variable associated with lower odds of outcome
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In odds ratios, categories are compared with a predetermined reference category. For example, in Table A9.1 (L) 
the reference category is 25-64 year-olds with literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below and educational 
attainment of below upper secondary education. Odds ratios can be interpreted in such a way that for a unit 
change in the predictor variable (e.g. level of education changing from below upper secondary education to 
upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education), the odds ratio of the outcome variable relative to 
the reference category is expected to change by a factor of the respective parameter estimate, given that the 
other variables in the model are held constant. 

It is also important to note that the odds of being employed are not the same as the probability of employment 
although there is a correspondence between the measures:

Odds = Probability / (1–Probability) and conversely, Probability = Odds / (1+Odds)

The odds of being employed can be defined as the probability of employment over the probability of non-
employment so, for example, a probability of 50% corresponds to odds of 1. As a further example, on average the 
probability of being employed stands at 48% for the reference category (i.e. below upper secondary education 
and literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below) corresponding to employment odds of 0.92 (= 0.48/(1.0 – 0.48)). 
To compare the employment outcomes of different groups of individuals, we estimate the odds ratio, which 
is the employment odds of the selected group divided by the employment odds of the reference category. 
Therefore, taking the previous example, if the employment odds of the reference category stands at 0.92 and 
the odds ratio is 4.2 for individuals with tertiary education and literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5, then the 
odds of being employed for this selected group are 4.2 times the odds of being employed for the baseline group  
(i.e. 3.86 = 4.2 * 0.92). Using this figure, we could convert back to probabilities and say that the employment 
rate for individuals with tertiary education and literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is approximately 79%  
(= 3.86/(1+3.86)).

Note regarding data from the Russian Federation in the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 

Readers should note that the sample for the Russian Federation does not include the population of the Moscow municipal 
area. The data published, therefore, do not represent the entire resident population aged 16-65 in Russia but rather the 
population of Russia excluding the population residing in the Moscow municipal area. More detailed information regarding 
the data from the Russian Federation as well as that of other countries can be found in the Technical Report of the Survey 
of Adult Skills (OECD, 2014).

References
Green, D.A., W.C. Riddell (2012), Understanding Educational Impacts: The Role of Literacy and Numeracy Skills, Department of 
Economics, University of British Columbia.

OECD (2014), Technical Report of the Survey of Adult Skills, www.oecd.org/site/piaac/_Technical%20Report_17OCT13.pdf, 
pre-publication copy.

OECD (2013), OECD Skills Outlook 2013: First Results from the Survey of Adult Skills, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1787/9789264204256-en.
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Table A9.1 (L) Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment and literacy proficiency (2012)

Table A9.1 (N) Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment and numeracy proficiency (2012)

Table A9.1 (P) Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment and skills and readiness to use information  
and communication technologies for problem solving (2012)

Table A9.2 (L) Difference in hourly earnings, by educational attainment and literacy proficiency (2012)

Table A9.2 (N) Difference in hourly earnings, by educational attainment and numeracy proficiency (2012)

Table A9.2 (P) Difference in hourly earnings, by educational attainment and skills and readiness to use information 
and communication technologies for problem solving (2012)

www.oecd.org/site/piaac/_Technical%20Report_17OCT13.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264204256-en
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Table A9.1 (L). [1/2] Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment 
and literacy proficiency (2012)

25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below  
as reference category, odds ratio

Logistic regression is used to estimate the odds ratios and p-values; an odds ratio reflects the relative likelihood of being employed compared to someone with 
an education level of below upper secondary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the 
interpretation of the relative likelihood and therefore their odds ratio are set to equal 1. Differences between the groups are statistically significant at 95% if 
the “p-value” associated with the odds ratio is below 0.05.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is 2.6 times as likely (in terms of odds ratio) of being 
employed as someone with below upper secondary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

Percentage of employed adults 
among those who have  
below upper secondary 

education  
and literacy proficiency  

of Level 0/1

Likelihood of being employed compared to someone with below upper secondary education  
and a literacy proficiency of Level 0/1, dependent on:

Below upper secondary education

Literacy proficiency  
of Level 2

Literacy proficiency  
of Level 3

Literacy proficiency  
of Level 4/5

% S.E. Odds ratio p-value Odds ratio p-value Odds ratio p-value
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 49 (3.2) 1.4 0.27 1.5 0.27 1.0 0.98

Austria 51 (3.4) 1.1 0.88 1.1 0.79 c c

Canada 53 (2.3) 1.1 0.58 1.0 0.94 c c

Czech Republic 37 (6.5) 1.5 0.59 1.3 0.75 c c

Denmark 50 (2.7) 1.5 0.19 1.3 0.55 c c

Estonia 48 (3.4) 0.9 0.75 1.1 0.78 c c

Finland 38 (4.3) 1.4 0.38 1.5 0.41 c c

France1 48 (1.7) 0.9 0.73 1.0 0.93 c c

Germany 51 (3.8) 1.4 0.43 1.4 0.73 c c

Ireland 40 (3.1) 1.5 0.12 1.6 0.12 c c

Italy1 48 (2.4) 0.9 0.80 0.9 0.84 c c

Japan 64 (5.5) 0.8 0.65 1.0 0.95 c c

Korea 61 (2.5) 1.0 0.89 1.0 1.00 c c

Netherlands 53 (3.3) 0.9 0.83 1.2 0.61 2.0 0.46

Norway 56 (4.4) 1.3 0.49 1.2 0.73 c c

Poland 36 (3.8) 1.3 0.52 0.9 0.77 c c

Slovak Republic 24 (3.4) 1.4 0.22 1.2 0.62 c c

Spain1 42 (1.4) 1.1 0.55 1.2 0.46 c c

Sweden 47 (4.1) 2.1 0.09 1.6 0.37 c c

United States 61 (3.6) 0.7 0.31 0.4 0.15 c c

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 43 (3.3) 1.9 0.05 1.6 0.22 c c

England (UK) 50 (2.8) 1.2 0.70 0.9 0.68 c c

Northern Ireland (UK) 46 (3.4) 1.2 0.51 0.9 0.77 c c

England/N. Ireland (UK) 50 (2.7) 1.2 0.67 0.9 0.68 1.2 0.87

Average2 48 (0.8) 1.3 0.01 1.2 0.13 c c

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 37 (11.0) 0.8 0.78 c c c c

Note: Calculations for odds ratio are based on logistic regressions where the dependent variable is the likelihood of being employed and where the independent 
variables are educational attainment and proficiency levels, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental 
status (have a child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), numeracy proficiency, skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The 
reference category is below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below.
1. The coefficients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since it was not tested in these 
countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, literacy and education, the effect of excluding skills and 
readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coefficients on the proficiency by education level are overestimated, relative to the results for other countries.
2. Average for the regression excludes France, Italy and Spain as a different model specification was used for these countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285244
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Table A9.1 (L). [2/2] Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment 
and literacy proficiency (2012)

25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below  
as reference category, odds ratio

Logistic regression is used to estimate the odds ratios and p-values; an odds ratio reflects the relative likelihood of being employed compared to someone with 
an education level of below upper secondary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the 
interpretation of the relative likelihood and therefore their odds ratio are set to equal 1. Differences between the groups are statistically significant at 95% if 
the “p-value” associated with the odds ratio is below 0.05.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is 2.6 times as likely (in terms of odds ratio) of being 
employed as someone with below upper secondary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

Likelihood of being employed compared to someone with below upper secondary education  
and a literacy proficiency of Level 0/1, dependent on:

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education Tertiary education

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 0/1

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 2

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 3

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 4/5

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 0/1

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 2

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 3

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 4/5

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 1.5 0.25 1.6 0.13 1.4 0.37 1.5 0.42 2.4 0.07 2.6 0.00 2.7 0.00 2.6 0.03

Austria 1.6 0.13 1.8 0.04 2.2 0.02 2.7 0.23 1.1 0.85 2.7 0.01 3.0 0.01 2.4 0.13

Canada 2.0 0.00 2.0 0.00 1.9 0.00 1.6 0.24 2.2 0.00 2.7 0.00 2.7 0.00 2.4 0.00

Czech Republic 3.9 0.02 3.4 0.04 3.5 0.05 5.5 0.09 c c 7.8 0.00 4.9 0.03 6.5 0.04

Denmark 1.7 0.02 1.9 0.01 1.5 0.18 1.9 0.40 2.7 0.00 3.8 0.00 3.5 0.00 3.9 0.02

Estonia 2.3 0.00 2.0 0.00 1.9 0.02 2.3 0.09 3.7 0.00 3.9 0.00 3.1 0.00 5.2 0.00

Finland 1.3 0.50 1.7 0.07 2.1 0.04 3.6 0.01 1.4 0.48 2.9 0.00 3.4 0.00 3.0 0.01

France1 1.5 0.04 1.7 0.00 1.3 0.30 1.1 0.84 1.3 0.46 2.6 0.00 2.9 0.00 2.6 0.02

Germany 2.6 0.00 2.3 0.00 2.2 0.03 2.3 0.17 2.7 0.04 3.4 0.00 4.1 0.00 3.6 0.03

Ireland 2.1 0.01 1.9 0.00 2.4 0.00 3.2 0.06 3.6 0.00 4.3 0.00 4.5 0.00 6.0 0.00

Italy1 2.2 0.01 1.3 0.34 1.7 0.15 3.3 0.19 3.8 0.00 2.6 0.00 3.6 0.00 3.2 0.18

Japan 1.1 0.93 0.8 0.62 0.7 0.48 0.6 0.46 c c 1.0 0.96 0.7 0.51 0.5 0.22

Korea 1.1 0.71 1.0 0.99 0.9 0.85 0.7 0.62 2.0 0.22 0.9 0.68 0.8 0.64 0.7 0.53

Netherlands 1.9 0.08 1.7 0.04 1.5 0.19 1.2 0.70 2.7 0.22 2.4 0.02 2.7 0.01 2.1 0.08

Norway 1.9 0.04 1.9 0.07 1.4 0.51 1.5 0.63 1.8 0.16 2.4 0.03 3.5 0.01 2.9 0.10

Poland 2.2 0.00 2.3 0.00 2.0 0.03 1.8 0.24 11.7 0.00 6.9 0.00 6.4 0.00 9.0 0.00

Slovak Republic 4.4 0.00 3.8 0.00 2.7 0.00 1.6 0.32 c c 7.6 0.00 5.5 0.00 3.4 0.04

Spain1 2.4 0.00 1.9 0.00 1.8 0.02 1.8 0.50 3.3 0.00 3.0 0.00 2.9 0.00 3.2 0.01

Sweden 2.1 0.06 3.6 0.00 4.1 0.00 7.8 0.03 2.3 0.07 6.6 0.00 9.9 0.00 15.0 0.00

United States 1.0 0.94 0.9 0.68 1.1 0.83 1.2 0.74 1.4 0.47 1.4 0.36 1.3 0.44 1.2 0.73

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 1.8 0.03 2.6 0.00 2.5 0.01 3.4 0.04 3.2 0.04 4.6 0.00 5.4 0.00 7.0 0.00

England (UK) 1.9 0.07 1.4 0.30 1.8 0.08 1.6 0.41 1.7 0.31 1.8 0.07 1.9 0.04 1.6 0.27

Northern Ireland (UK) 1.8 0.09 1.7 0.09 1.6 0.22 1.4 0.48 1.3 0.62 2.4 0.01 2.1 0.09 2.0 0.28

England/N. Ireland (UK) 1.9 0.06 1.4 0.26 1.8 0.07 1.6 0.39 1.7 0.30 1.9 0.05 1.9 0.03 1.6 0.24

Average2 2.0 0.00 2.0 0.00 2.0 0.00 2.4 0.00 2.9 0.00 3.7 0.00 3.7 0.00 4.2 0.00

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 6.3 0.01 4.8 0.01 3.7 0.10 1.7 0.56 2.2 0.20 4.0 0.03 5.0 0.02 4.8 0.03

Note: Calculations for odds ratio are based on logistic regressions where the dependent variable is the likelihood of being employed and where the independent 
variables are educational attainment and proficiency levels, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental 
status (have a child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), numeracy proficiency, skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The 
reference category is below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below.
1. The coefficients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since it was not tested in these 
countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, literacy and education, the effect of excluding skills and 
readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coefficients on the proficiency by education level are overestimated, relative to the results for other countries.
2. Average for the regression excludes France, Italy and Spain as a different model specification was used for these countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285244
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Table A9.1 (N). [1/2] Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment 
and numeracy proficiency (2012)

25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below  
as reference category, odds ratio

Logistic regression is used to estimate the odds ratios and p-values; an odds ratio reflects the relative likelihood of being employed compared to someone with 
an education level of below upper secondary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below. The latter group is taken as the reference category for 
the interpretation of the relative likelihood and therefore their odds ratio are set to equal 1. Differences between the groups are statistically significant at 95% if 
the “p-value” associated with the odds ratio is below 0.05.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is 3.5 times as likely (in terms of odds ratio) 
of being employed as someone with below upper secondary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

Percentage of employed adults 
among those who have 
below upper secondary 

education and  
numeracy proficiency  

of Level 0/1

Likelihood of being employed compared to someone with below upper secondary education  
and a numeracy proficiency of Level 0/1, dependent on:

Below upper secondary education

Numeracy proficiency  
of Level 2

Numeracy proficiency  
of Level 3

Numeracy proficiency  
of Level 4/5

% S.E. Odds ratio p-value Odds ratio p-value Odds ratio p-value
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 49 (2.4) 1.8 0.04 1.6 0.21 2.3 0.47

Austria 51 (3.5) 1.1 0.71 0.9 0.91 c c

Canada 51 (2.2) 1.6 0.09 1.9 0.18 c c

Czech Republic 39 (6.2) 1.2 0.74 1.4 0.73 c c

Denmark 49 (3.2) 2.0 0.06 2.6 0.01 2.7 0.36

Estonia 47 (3.2) 1.3 0.35 1.9 0.10 c c

Finland 40 (4.1) 1.2 0.57 1.3 0.56 c c

France1 49 (1.5) 1.3 0.26 2.0 0.05 c c

Germany 49 (3.7) 1.9 0.19 1.6 0.57 c c

Ireland 41 (3.0) 1.3 0.42 1.3 0.59 c c

Italy1 44 (2.1) 1.6 0.03 2.6 0.01 c c

Japan 63 (4.6) 1.1 0.84 1.6 0.33 c c

Korea 60 (2.3) 1.3 0.40 1.7 0.30 c c

Netherlands 51 (3.1) 1.1 0.66 1.3 0.46 2.9 0.44

Norway 54 (4.0) 1.8 0.09 2.5 0.04 3.6 0.14

Poland 36 (3.5) 1.6 0.18 1.8 0.29 c c

Slovak Republic 22 (2.7) 3.2 0.00 5.4 0.00 c c

Spain1 41 (1.6) 1.4 0.03 2.1 0.01 c c

Sweden 50 (3.9) 1.2 0.69 1.1 0.87 c c

United States 60 (3.1) 0.9 0.81 c c c c

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 42 (3.4) 1.6 0.24 1.5 0.28 c c

England (UK) 50 (2.2) 1.4 0.29 1.6 0.37 c c

Northern Ireland (UK) 44 (2.6) 1.7 0.09 1.7 0.28 c c

England/N. Ireland (UK) 50 (2.1) 1.5 0.25 1.6 0.34 c c

Average2 47 (0.7) 1.5 0.00 1.8 0.00 c c

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 34 (8.7) 1.0 0.96 c c c c

Note: Calculations for odds ratio are based on logistic regressions where the dependent variable is the likelihood of being employed and where the independent 
variables are educational attainment and proficiency levels, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental 
status (have a child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy proficiency, skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The 
reference category is below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below.
1. The coefficients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since it was not tested in these 
countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, literacy and education, the effect of excluding skills and 
readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coefficients on the proficiency by education level are overestimated, relative to the results for other countries.
2. Average for the regression excludes France, Italy and Spain as a different model specification was used for these countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285257
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Table A9.1 (N). [2/2] Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment 
and numeracy proficiency (2012)

25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below  
as reference category, odds ratio

Logistic regression is used to estimate the odds ratios and p-values; an odds ratio reflects the relative likelihood of being employed compared to someone with 
an education level of below upper secondary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below. The latter group is taken as the reference category for 
the interpretation of the relative likelihood and therefore their odds ratio are set to equal 1. Differences between the groups are statistically significant at 95% if 
the “p-value” associated with the odds ratio is below 0.05.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is 3.5 times as likely (in terms of odds ratio) 
of being employed as someone with below upper secondary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

Likelihood of being employed compared to someone with below upper secondary education  
and a numeracy proficiency of Level 0/1, dependent on:

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education Tertiary education

Numeracy 
proficiency  
of Level 0/1

Numeracy 
proficiency  
of Level 2

Numeracy 
proficiency  
of Level 3

Numeracy 
proficiency  
of Level 4/5

Numeracy 
proficiency  
of Level 0/1

Numeracy 
proficiency  
of Level 2

Numeracy 
proficiency  
of Level 3

Numeracy 
proficiency  
of Level 4/5

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 1.4 0.17 1.6 0.06 1.9 0.07 1.6 0.47 2.8 0.01 2.9 0.00 3.4 0.00 3.5 0.01

Austria 1.6 0.17 1.8 0.04 1.9 0.05 3.1 0.06 1.2 0.82 2.7 0.01 3.0 0.01 2.1 0.15

Canada 2.1 0.00 2.7 0.00 2.8 0.00 3.8 0.01 2.5 0.00 3.7 0.00 4.0 0.00 5.7 0.00

Czech Republic 2.5 0.07 3.5 0.01 4.0 0.01 5.9 0.04 c c 5.7 0.01 5.9 0.00 10.9 0.00

Denmark 1.8 0.05 2.6 0.00 2.9 0.00 3.5 0.02 3.4 0.00 4.9 0.00 6.3 0.00 9.8 0.00

Estonia 2.2 0.00 2.7 0.00 3.2 0.00 4.3 0.01 3.8 0.00 5.2 0.00 5.3 0.00 12.7 0.00

Finland 1.1 0.78 1.7 0.07 1.7 0.15 2.6 0.05 1.3 0.53 3.1 0.00 2.6 0.01 2.5 0.04

France1 1.6 0.00 2.0 0.00 2.2 0.00 3.1 0.03 1.5 0.15 3.8 0.00 4.7 0.00 6.1 0.00

Germany 2.4 0.00 2.8 0.00 4.4 0.00 5.0 0.00 2.4 0.05 4.9 0.00 6.7 0.00 8.4 0.00

Ireland 1.7 0.01 1.7 0.04 1.9 0.06 1.9 0.28 3.8 0.00 3.5 0.00 3.6 0.00 3.6 0.01

Italy1 2.6 0.00 2.2 0.00 3.3 0.00 8.2 0.00 5.7 0.00 3.9 0.00 8.5 0.00 8.9 0.01

Japan 1.0 0.92 1.1 0.88 1.3 0.43 1.8 0.26 1.6 0.46 1.1 0.72 1.3 0.53 1.6 0.32

Korea 1.1 0.75 1.3 0.36 1.5 0.29 1.7 0.45 1.7 0.25 1.2 0.46 1.2 0.58 1.4 0.55

Netherlands 1.6 0.18 2.3 0.00 1.5 0.28 1.4 0.56 2.4 0.26 3.1 0.00 2.9 0.00 2.1 0.14

Norway 2.0 0.03 2.4 0.00 2.6 0.04 4.1 0.04 1.7 0.14 3.9 0.00 5.8 0.00 9.3 0.00

Poland 2.2 0.00 3.1 0.00 3.4 0.00 4.0 0.02 9.2 0.00 9.5 0.00 11.0 0.00 22.4 0.00

Slovak Republic 4.1 0.00 8.3 0.00 12.1 0.00 16.6 0.00 c c 15.9 0.00 27.3 0.00 33.8 0.00

Spain1 2.7 0.00 2.3 0.00 3.0 0.00 5.3 0.07 3.3 0.00 3.9 0.00 5.1 0.00 5.8 0.00

Sweden 2.1 0.03 2.1 0.05 2.4 0.07 2.7 0.13 2.5 0.04 4.6 0.00 4.9 0.00 4.5 0.02

United States 1.1 0.72 1.5 0.15 2.5 0.01 3.4 0.07 1.5 0.20 2.1 0.01 2.8 0.01 5.6 0.00

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 1.9 0.02 2.2 0.00 1.8 0.09 1.7 0.25 3.1 0.08 4.6 0.00 3.8 0.00 3.0 0.01

England (UK) 1.7 0.05 2.0 0.01 2.9 0.02 2.4 0.15 2.1 0.02 2.4 0.00 3.0 0.00 2.4 0.06

Northern Ireland (UK) 2.1 0.04 2.0 0.02 3.3 0.00 2.5 0.18 1.5 0.34 3.7 0.00 3.5 0.00 3.7 0.06

England/N. Ireland (UK) 1.7 0.04 2.0 0.01 2.9 0.01 2.5 0.13 2.1 0.01 2.4 0.00 3.0 0.00 2.5 0.05

Average2 1.9 0.00 2.5 0.00 3.0 0.00 3.8 0.00 2.8 0.00 4.5 0.00 5.5 0.00 7.6 0.00

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 6.4 0.00 6.6 0.00 5.0 0.02 2.0 0.50 3.1 0.05 6.2 0.00 6.5 0.00 7.7 0.00

Note: Calculations for odds ratio are based on logistic regressions where the dependent variable is the likelihood of being employed and where the independent 
variables are educational attainment and proficiency levels, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental 
status (have a child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy proficiency, skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The 
reference category is below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below.
1. The coefficients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since it was not tested in these 
countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, literacy and education, the effect of excluding skills and 
readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coefficients on the proficiency by education level are overestimated, relative to the results for other countries.
2. Average for the regression excludes France, Italy and Spain as a different model specification was used for these countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285257
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Table A9.1 (P). [1/2] Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment and skills and readiness 
to use information and communication technologies for problem solving (2012)

25-64 year-olds, reference category, below upper secondary education and skills Group 0 or 1  
as reference category, odds ratio

Logistic regression is used to estimate the odds ratios and p-values; an odds ratio reflects the relative likelihood of being employed compared to someone with 
a level of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving of Group 0 or 1. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the interpretation of the 
relative likelihood and therefore their odds ratio are set to equal 1. Differences between the groups are statistically significant at 95% if the “p-value” associated 
with the odds ratio is below 0.05.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and among Group 4 of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving is 5.2 times as 
likely (in terms of odds ratio) of being employed as someone with below upper secondary education and among Group 0 or 1 of skills and readiness to use ICT 
for problem solving.

Percentage of employed adults 
among those who have  
below upper secondary 

education and skills  
and readiness to use ICT for 

problem solving of Group 0/1

Likelihood of being employed compared to someone with below upper secondary education  
and a level of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving of Group 0/1, dependent on:

Below upper secondary education

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core test or minimal 

problem-solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT  

and problem-solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT  

and problem-solving skills)

% S.E. Odds ratio p-value Odds ratio p-value Odds ratio p-value
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 31 (3.5) 1.5 0.15 2.5 0.00 2.7 0.01

Austria 40 (2.6) 0.9 0.82 1.0 0.98 0.7 0.67

Canada 41 (3.0) 1.0 0.84 1.2 0.43 1.0 0.94

Czech Republic 28 (5.2) 2.1 0.27 0.5 0.32 0.5 0.52

Denmark 31 (5.1) 1.8 0.01 2.0 0.02 1.1 0.87

Estonia 32 (2.7) 2.2 0.00 2.3 0.02 3.2 0.09

Finland 29 (4.1) 1.5 0.14 1.4 0.40 1.2 0.81

France m m m m m m m m

Germany 43 (5.5) 1.1 0.82 0.6 0.34 0.7 0.63

Ireland 40 (2.9) 1.4 0.17 1.7 0.07 2.2 0.45

Italy m m m m m m m m

Japan 62 (4.0) 0.6 0.16 1.0 0.99 1.3 0.75

Korea 60 (1.7) 1.1 0.72 2.2 0.23 0.6 0.67

Netherlands 39 (4.7) 1.2 0.47 2.0 0.01 3.9 0.00

Norway 22 (6.9) 2.5 0.01 2.7 0.00 3.3 0.04

Poland 31 (2.7) 1.4 0.49 0.6 0.46 c c

Slovak Republic 27 (2.1) 1.1 0.75 2.1 0.06 2.9 0.08

Spain m m m m m m m m

Sweden 35 (9.1) 1.6 0.20 1.1 0.80 0.8 0.78

United States 61 (3.8) 0.9 0.85 0.7 0.55 0.3 0.13

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 31 (3.1) 1.7 0.05 1.4 0.30 1.9 0.40

England (UK) 32 (5.0) 2.0 0.05 2.2 0.03 2.1 0.19

Northern Ireland (UK) 40 (3.0) 1.7 0.04 1.9 0.07 2.2 0.22

England/N. Ireland (UK) 33 (4.6) 2.0 0.04 2.2 0.02 2.1 0.17

Average 38 (1.0) 1.5 0.00 1.5 0.00 1.7 0.00

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 21 (5.6) c c c c c c

Note: Calculations for odds ratio are based on logistic regressions where the dependent variable is the likelihood of being employed and where the independent 
variables are educational attainment and skill groups, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental status 
(have a child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy proficiency and numeracy proficiency. The reference category is below upper 
secondary education and Group 0 or 1.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285268
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Table A9.1 (P). [2/2] Likelihood of being employed, by educational attainment and skills and readiness 
to use information and communication technologies for problem solving (2012)

25-64 year-olds, reference category, below upper secondary education and skills Group 0 or 1  
as reference category, odds ratio

Logistic regression is used to estimate the odds ratios and p-values; an odds ratio reflects the relative likelihood of being employed compared to someone with 
a level of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving of Group 0 or 1. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the interpretation of the 
relative likelihood and therefore their odds ratio are set to equal 1. Differences between the groups are statistically significant at 95% if the “p-value” associated 
with the odds ratio is below 0.05.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and among Group 4 of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving is 5.2 times as 
likely (in terms of odds ratio) of being employed as someone with below upper secondary education and among Group 0 or 1 of skills and readiness to use ICT 
for problem solving.

Likelihood of being employed compared to someone with below upper secondary education and a level of skills  
and readiness to use ICT for problem solving of Group 0/1, dependent on:

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education Tertiary education

Group 0/1 
(No computer 
experience or 
refused the 
computer- 

based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core 
test or minimal 

problem- 
solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT 
and problem-
solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT 

and problem-
solving skills)

Group 0/1 
(No computer 
experience or 
refused the 
computer- 

based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core 
test or minimal 

problem- 
solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT 
and problem-
solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT 

and problem-
solving skills)

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

Odds 
ratio p-value

(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 1.8 0.02 1.8 0.09 1.8 0.02 2.9 0.00 c c 3.4 0.00 4.5 0.00 5.2 0.00

Austria 1.3 0.15 2.1 0.01 1.9 0.02 2.1 0.02 c c 2.4 0.02 3.6 0.00 2.2 0.05

Canada 1.4 0.11 2.4 0.00 2.3 0.00 2.4 0.00 1.7 0.02 2.8 0.00 3.1 0.00 3.3 0.00

Czech Republic 1.9 0.06 3.6 0.00 2.5 0.00 2.8 0.02 c c 5.3 0.02 2.6 0.07 4.4 0.00

Denmark 1.7 0.03 2.3 0.00 2.5 0.00 1.6 0.10 c c 4.3 0.00 5.0 0.00 4.0 0.00

Estonia 2.2 0.00 4.4 0.00 3.8 0.00 4.7 0.00 3.3 0.00 9.4 0.00 7.8 0.00 8.4 0.00

Finland 1.2 0.39 1.8 0.02 2.3 0.00 2.3 0.02 c c 2.2 0.01 3.9 0.00 3.2 0.00

France m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany 1.4 0.27 2.2 0.01 2.0 0.02 2.2 0.07 1.4 0.44 3.9 0.00 3.5 0.00 3.0 0.00

Ireland 1.6 0.01 2.3 0.00 2.0 0.00 2.6 0.00 c c 4.6 0.00 4.2 0.00 5.2 0.00

Italy m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Japan 0.8 0.49 0.9 0.73 1.0 0.92 1.1 0.78 0.8 0.39 0.8 0.48 0.9 0.79 1.3 0.39

Korea 1.2 0.32 1.2 0.36 1.4 0.05 1.8 0.06 0.9 0.60 1.3 0.17 1.2 0.35 1.9 0.02

Netherlands c c 2.1 0.01 3.2 0.00 4.3 0.00 c c 3.1 0.02 5.4 0.00 7.6 0.00

Norway c c 3.1 0.00 3.4 0.00 3.6 0.00 c c 4.5 0.00 6.3 0.00 9.8 0.00

Poland 1.8 0.00 3.0 0.00 2.7 0.00 3.8 0.00 c c 7.2 0.00 9.5 0.00 11.7 0.00

Slovak Republic 2.9 0.00 4.4 0.00 5.0 0.00 4.9 0.00 c c 7.5 0.00 9.6 0.00 8.9 0.00

Spain m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Sweden c c 2.1 0.02 3.1 0.00 3.2 0.01 c c 4.1 0.00 3.9 0.00 7.1 0.00

United States 0.6 0.04 1.5 0.06 1.1 0.79 1.2 0.61 c c 1.8 0.05 1.8 0.02 1.3 0.51

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 1.5 0.05 2.6 0.00 2.2 0.00 2.2 0.02 c c 4.7 0.00 4.6 0.00 4.0 0.00

England (UK) 2.2 0.02 2.4 0.01 3.5 0.00 4.3 0.00 c c 3.3 0.00 3.6 0.00 4.9 0.00

Northern Ireland (UK) 2.3 0.04 c c 2.9 0.00 3.4 0.00 c c c c 3.5 0.00 4.5 0.00

England/N. Ireland (UK) 2.2 0.01 2.4 0.01 3.4 0.00 4.3 0.00 c c 3.3 0.00 3.6 0.00 4.9 0.00

Average 1.6 0.00 2.4 0.00 2.5 0.00 2.8 0.00 c c 4.0 0.00 4.5 0.00 5.1 0.00

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 5.3 0.01 10.5 0.00 3.6 0.09 2.2 0.24 4.3 0.01 3.6 0.02 6.1 0.01 6.9 0.00

Note: Calculations for odds ratio are based on logistic regressions where the dependent variable is the likelihood of being employed and where the independent 
variables are educational attainment and skill groups, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental status 
(have a child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy proficiency and numeracy proficiency. The reference category is below upper 
secondary education and Group 0 or 1.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285268
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Table A9.2 (L). [1/2] Difference in hourly earnings,  
by educational attainment and literacy proficiency (2012)

25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary and proficiency Level 1 or below as reference category

Ordinary least square regression, used to estimate percentage, reflects the change in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary 
education and a literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the interpretation of the percentage difference.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is earning 37% more, compared with someone with 
below upper secondary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

Difference in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary and a literacy proficiency  
of Level 0/1, dependent on:

Below upper secondary education Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 2

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 3

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 4/5

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 0/1

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 2

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 3

Literacy 
proficiency 
of Level 4/5

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia -3 (0.1) -6 (0.1) -7 (0.1) 16 (0.1) 6 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 9 (0.1)

Austria 0 (0.1) 7 (0.1) c c 7 (0.0) 15 (0.0) 22 (0.1) 29 (0.1)

Canada 1 (0.1) 2 (0.1) c c 7 (0.0) 11 (0.0) 10 (0.0) 12 (0.1)

Czech Republic 14 (0.1) 8 (0.2) c c 22 (0.1) 21 (0.1) 25 (0.1) 33 (0.1)

Denmark 2 (0.0) -2 (0.0) c c 12 (0.1) 7 (0.0) 5 (0.0) 9 (0.1)

Estonia -2 (0.1) -8 (0.1) c c 12 (0.1) 1 (0.1) -2 (0.1) -3 (0.1)

Finland -2 (0.1) -6 (0.1) c c 3 (0.1) 1 (0.0) 1 (0.1) 6 (0.1)

France1 3 (0.0) 7 (0.1) c c 10 (0.0) 11 (0.0) 12 (0.0) 8 (0.1)

Germany -3 (0.3) -10 (0.2) c c -7 (0.2) -6 (0.2) 0 (0.2) 2 (0.2)

Ireland 3 (0.1) 7 (0.1) c c 8 (0.1) 7 (0.1) 11 (0.1) 10 (0.1)

Italy1 -3 (0.1) 1 (0.1) c c 4 (0.1) 9 (0.1) 14 (0.1) 23 (0.1)

Japan 9 (0.2) 11 (0.1) c c 14 (0.2) 13 (0.1) 10 (0.1) 9 (0.2)

Korea 0 (0.1) 0 (0.1) c c 8 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 18 (0.1) -3 (0.1)

Netherlands 6 (0.1) 1 (0.1) -1 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 10 (0.1) 13 (0.1) 14 (0.1)

Norway -4 (0.0) -4 (0.0) c c 7 (0.1) 4 (0.0) 7 (0.0) 10 (0.1)

Poland -4 (0.2) -16 (0.3) c c -7 (0.1) -7 (0.1) -3 (0.1) 5 (0.2)

Slovak Republic 3 (0.1) 5 (0.1) c c 13 (0.1) 25 (0.1) 22 (0.1) 15 (0.1)

Spain1 -1 (0.0) 2 (0.1) c c 15 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 12 (0.1) 12 (0.2)

Sweden 1 (0.0) 0 (0.0) c c 1 (0.0) 3 (0.0) 4 (0.0) 10 (0.1)

United States -20 (0.3) -16 (0.3) c c -4 (0.2) -4 (0.2) 1 (0.2) 4 (0.3)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 1 (0.1) 2 (0.1) c c 9 (0.1) 10 (0.0) 13 (0.0) 16 (0.1)

England (UK) -5 (0.1) -3 (0.1) c c 0 (0.1) -2 (0.1) 5 (0.1) 11 (0.1)

Northern Ireland (UK) 2 (0.1) -4 (0.1) c c 6 (0.1) 7 (0.1) 16 (0.1) 15 (0.1)

England/N. Ireland (UK) -2 (0.1) 0 (0.1) 30 (0.2) 3 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 8 (0.1) 15 (0.1)

Average2 0 (0.0) -1 (0.0) c c 7 (0.0) 7 (0.0) 9 (0.0) 11 (0.0)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 7 (0.4) c c c c 3 (0.4) 1 (0.4) -2 (0.4) -3 (0.4)

Note: Calculations are based on ordinary least square regressions where the dependent variable is hourly earnings and where the independent variables are 
educational attainment and proficiency levels, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental status (have 
a child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), numeracy proficiency, skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The reference 
category is below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below.
1. The coefficients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since it was not tested 
in these countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, literacy and education, the effect of 
excluding skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coefficients on the proficiency by education level are overestimated, relative to 
the results for other countries.
2. Average excludes France, Italy and Spain as a different model specification was used for these countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285270
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Table A9.2 (L). [2/2] Difference in hourly earnings,  
by educational attainment and literacy proficiency (2012)

25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary and proficiency Level 1 or below as reference category

Ordinary least square regression, used to estimate percentage, reflects the change in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary education 
and a literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the interpretation of the percentage difference.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is earning 37% more, compared with someone 
with below upper secondary education and a literacy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

Difference in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary and a literacy proficiency  
of Level 0/1, dependent on:

Tertiary education

Literacy proficiency 
of Level 0/1

Literacy proficiency 
of Level 2

Literacy proficiency 
of Level 3

Literacy proficiency 
of Level 4/5

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 17 (0.1) 25 (0.1) 32 (0.1) 37 (0.1)

Austria 31 (0.1) 39 (0.1) 51 (0.1) 63 (0.1)

Canada 19 (0.1) 28 (0.0) 39 (0.0) 42 (0.1)

Czech Republic c c 46 (0.1) 58 (0.1) 75 (0.1)

Denmark 22 (0.1) 22 (0.0) 29 (0.0) 36 (0.1)

Estonia 17 (0.1) 22 (0.1) 24 (0.1) 37 (0.1)

Finland 22 (0.1) 22 (0.0) 26 (0.1) 28 (0.1)

France1 42 (0.1) 44 (0.0) 44 (0.0) 51 (0.1)

Germany 15 (0.2) 23 (0.2) 32 (0.2) 48 (0.2)

Ireland 32 (0.1) 38 (0.1) 44 (0.1) 43 (0.1)

Italy1 38 (0.1) 42 (0.1) 53 (0.1) 60 (0.1)

Japan c c 27 (0.1) 27 (0.1) 29 (0.2)

Korea 42 (0.1) 50 (0.1) 65 (0.1) 83 (0.1)

Netherlands 17 (0.1) 39 (0.1) 48 (0.1) 49 (0.1)

Norway 21 (0.1) 28 (0.1) 28 (0.0) 28 (0.1)

Poland 37 (0.2) 33 (0.1) 40 (0.1) 61 (0.2)

Slovak Republic c c 68 (0.1) 75 (0.1) 87 (0.1)

Spain1 35 (0.1) 40 (0.1) 43 (0.1) 51 (0.1)

Sweden 12 (0.1) 19 (0.0) 23 (0.0) 27 (0.1)

United States 10 (0.3) 28 (0.2) 34 (0.3) 51 (0.2)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 52 (0.1) 39 (0.1) 39 (0.0) 43 (0.1)

England (UK) 12 (0.1) 31 (0.1) 38 (0.1) 49 (0.1)

Northern Ireland (UK) 31 (0.2) 35 (0.1) 38 (0.1) 41 (0.1)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 16 (0.1) 35 (0.1) 42 (0.1) 54 (0.1)

Average2 24 (0.0) 33 (0.0) 40 (0.0) 48 (0.0)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 0 (0.4) 4 (0.4) 5 (0.4) 19 (0.4)

Note: Calculations are based on ordinary least square regressions where the dependent variable is hourly earnings and where the independent variables are educational 
attainment and proficiency levels, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental status (have a child or not), 
cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), numeracy proficiency, skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The reference category is below 
upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below.
1. The coefficients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since it was not tested 
in these countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, literacy and education, the effect of 
excluding skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coefficients on the proficiency by education level are overestimated, relative to 
the results for other countries.
2. Average excludes France, Italy and Spain as a different model specification was used for these countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285270
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Table A9.2 (N). [1/2] Difference in hourly earnings,  
by educational attainment and numeracy proficiency (2012)

25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary and proficiency Level 1 or below as reference category

Ordinary least square regression, used to estimate percentage, reflects the change in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary 
education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the interpretation of the percentage difference.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is earning 63% more, compared with someone 
with below upper secondary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

Difference in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary  
and a numeracy proficiency of Level 0/1, dependent on:

Below upper secondary education Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education

Numeracy 
proficiency 
of Level 2

Numeracy 
proficiency 
of Level 3

Numeracy 
proficiency 
of Level 4/5

Numeracy 
proficiency 
of Level 0/1

Numeracy 
proficiency 
of Level 2

Numeracy 
proficiency 
of Level 3

Numeracy 
proficiency 
of Level 4/5

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 4 (0.1) 4 (0.1) 5 (0.1) 15 (0.0) 10 (0.0) 16 (0.1) 29 (0.1)

Austria -2 (0.1) -1 (0.1) c c 10 (0.1) 12 (0.0) 12 (0.1) 15 (0.1)

Canada 3 (0.1) 21 (0.1) c c 9 (0.0) 13 (0.0) 17 (0.0) 25 (0.1)

Czech Republic 4 (0.1) 6 (0.1) c c 17 (0.1) 14 (0.1) 16 (0.1) 20 (0.1)

Denmark -2 (0.0) 1 (0.1) 0 (0.1) 7 (0.0) 6 (0.0) 6 (0.0) 7 (0.1)

Estonia 17 (0.1) 14 (0.1) c c 17 (0.1) 17 (0.1) 22 (0.1) 35 (0.1)

Finland 0 (0.1) -3 (0.1) c c 0 (0.1) 3 (0.1) 7 (0.1) 14 (0.1)

France1 7 (0.0) 18 (0.1) c c 10 (0.0) 15 (0.0) 24 (0.0) 26 (0.1)

Germany -1 (0.3) -13 (0.2) c c -5 (0.2) -5 (0.1) -2 (0.2) 4 (0.2)

Ireland 4 (0.1) 15 (0.1) c c 8 (0.1) 11 (0.1) 13 (0.1) 23 (0.1)

Italy1 -4 (0.1) 1 (0.1) c c 4 (0.1) 9 (0.1) 13 (0.1) 22 (0.1)

Japan 13 (0.1) 20 (0.1) c c 10 (0.1) 17 (0.1) 18 (0.1) 28 (0.1)

Korea 0 (0.1) -9 (0.1) c c 13 (0.1) 18 (0.1) 10 (0.1) -10 (0.2)

Netherlands 6 (0.2) 0 (0.1) 1 (0.2) 6 (0.2) 9 (0.1) 13 (0.1) 13 (0.1)

Norway 0 (0.0) 1 (0.1) 3 (0.1) 8 (0.0) 7 (0.0) 12 (0.1) 19 (0.1)

Poland 10 (0.2) -8 (0.2) c c 1 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 5 (0.1) 9 (0.2)

Slovak Republic 5 (0.1) 8 (0.1) c c 10 (0.1) 27 (0.1) 29 (0.1) 24 (0.1)

Spain1 3 (0.0) 10 (0.1) c c 14 (0.1) 21 (0.1) 29 (0.1) 43 (0.1)

Sweden 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) c c 2 (0.0) 2 (0.0) 1 (0.0) 4 (0.0)

United States -18 (0.2) c c c c -2 (0.2) 1 (0.2) 13 (0.2) 22 (0.2)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 5 (0.1) 5 (0.1) c c 10 (0.0) 13 (0.0) 15 (0.1) 22 (0.1)

England (UK) -8 (0.1) -5 (0.1) c c 0 (0.1) -3 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 2 (0.1)

Northern Ireland (UK) 8 (0.1) -3 (0.1) c c 7 (0.1) 11 (0.1) 22 (0.1) 26 (0.2)

England/N. Ireland (UK) -7 (0.1) -4 (0.1) c c 2 (0.1) -1 (0.1) 4 (0.1) 4 (0.1)

Average2 2 (0.0) 3 (0.0) c c 7 (0.0) 9 (0.0) 12 (0.0) 16 (0.0)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* -6 (0.3) c c c c 13 (0.2) -3 (0.2) -4 (0.2) 0 (0.3)

Note: Calculations are based on ordinary least square regressions where the dependent variable is hourly earnings and where the independent variables are 
educational attainment and proficiency levels, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental status (have a 
child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy proficiency, skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The reference category 
is below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below.
1. The coefficients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since it was not tested in these 
countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, literacy and education, the effect of excluding skills and 
readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coefficients on the proficiency by education level are overestimated, relative to the results for other countries.
2. Average excludes France, Italy and Spain as a different model specification was used for these countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285280
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Table A9.2 (N). [2/2] Difference in hourly earnings,  
by educational attainment and numeracy proficiency (2012)

25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary and proficiency Level 1 or below as reference category

Ordinary least square regression, used to estimate percentage, reflects the change in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary education 
and a numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the interpretation of the percentage difference.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 4 or 5 is earning 63% more, compared with someone 
with below upper secondary education and a numeracy proficiency of Level 1 or below.

Difference in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary  
and a numeracy proficiency of Level 0/1, dependent on:

Tertiary education

Numeracy proficiency 
of Level 0/1

Numeracy proficiency 
of Level 2

Numeracy proficiency 
of Level 3

Numeracy proficiency 
of Level 4/5

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 20 (0.1) 35 (0.1) 50 (0.1) 63 (0.1)

Austria 37 (0.1) 36 (0.1) 40 (0.1) 42 (0.1)

Canada 20 (0.0) 35 (0.0) 47 (0.0) 59 (0.1)

Czech Republic c c 47 (0.2) 43 (0.1) 54 (0.1)

Denmark 17 (0.1) 21 (0.0) 26 (0.0) 37 (0.1)

Estonia 31 (0.1) 42 (0.1) 55 (0.1) 76 (0.1)

Finland 15 (0.1) 24 (0.1) 34 (0.1) 42 (0.1)

France1 47 (0.1) 46 (0.0) 60 (0.0) 71 (0.1)

Germany 24 (0.2) 22 (0.2) 31 (0.2) 45 (0.2)

Ireland 32 (0.1) 41 (0.1) 50 (0.1) 56 (0.1)

Italy1 39 (0.1) 37 (0.1) 51 (0.1) 71 (0.1)

Japan 11 (0.1) 29 (0.1) 38 (0.1) 56 (0.1)

Korea 47 (0.1) 49 (0.1) 55 (0.1) 70 (0.1)

Netherlands 18 (0.2) 39 (0.1) 47 (0.1) 51 (0.2)

Norway 28 (0.1) 32 (0.1) 33 (0.1) 39 (0.1)

Poland 40 (0.1) 40 (0.1) 55 (0.1) 78 (0.1)

Slovak Republic c c 69 (0.1) 78 (0.1) 108 (0.1)

Spain1 37 (0.1) 47 (0.1) 58 (0.1) 65 (0.1)

Sweden 18 (0.1) 17 (0.0) 19 (0.0) 23 (0.0)

United States 26 (0.2) 38 (0.2) 47 (0.2) 70 (0.2)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 50 (0.2) 42 (0.1) 42 (0.1) 51 (0.1)

England (UK) 26 (0.1) 24 (0.1) 35 (0.1) 40 (0.1)

Northern Ireland (UK) 35 (0.1) 39 (0.1) 44 (0.1) 54 (0.1)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 29 (0.1) 27 (0.1) 37 (0.1) 42 (0.1)

Average2 27 (0.0) 36 (0.0) 44 (0.0) 56 (0.0)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* -3 (0.3) 3 (0.2) 7 (0.2) 13 (0.3)

Note: Calculations are based on ordinary least square regressions where the dependent variable is hourly earnings and where the independent variables are 
educational attainment and proficiency levels, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental status (have a 
child or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy proficiency, skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. The reference category 
is below upper secondary education and proficiency Level 1 or below.
1. The coefficients for France, Italy and Spain have been estimated without accounting for skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving since it was not tested in these 
countries. Since there is positive correlation between skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving and numeracy, literacy and education, the effect of excluding skills and 
readiness to use ICT for problem solving is likely to be that the coefficients on the proficiency by education level are overestimated, relative to the results for other countries.
2. Average excludes France, Italy and Spain as a different model specification was used for these countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285280
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Table A9.2 (P). [1/2] Difference in hourly earings, by educational attainment and skills  
and readiness to use information and communication technologies for problem solving (2012)
25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary and a level of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving  

of Group 0 or 1 as reference category

Ordinary least square regression, used to estimate the percentage, reflects the change in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary 
education and a level of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving of Group 0 or 1. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the interpretation 
of the percentage difference.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and among Group 4 of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving is earning 48% 
more, compared with someone with below upper secondary education and among Group 0 or 1 of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving.

Difference in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary and a level of skills and readiness to use ICT  
for problem solving of Group 0/1, dependent on:

Below upper secondary education Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core 
test or minimal 

problem- 
solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT  
and problem-
solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT  

and problem-
solving skills)

Group 0/1 
(No computer 
experience or 
refused the 

computer-based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core 
test or minimal 

problem- 
solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT  
and problem-
solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT  

and problem-
solving skills)

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 5 (0.1) 8 (0.1) 3 (0.1) 8 (0.1) 22 (0.1) 13 (0.0) 17 (0.0)

Austria 8 (0.1) 7 (0.1) 17 (0.1) 9 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 25 (0.0) 33 (0.0)

Canada 15 (0.0) 17 (0.1) 4 (0.1) 12 (0.1) 20 (0.0) 21 (0.0) 18 (0.0)

Czech Republic 6 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 19 (0.1) 5 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 25 (0.1) 29 (0.1)

Denmark 6 (0.0) 7 (0.0) 14 (0.1) 2 (0.0) 17 (0.0) 14 (0.0) 16 (0.0)

Estonia 29 (0.1) 32 (0.1) 22 (0.2) 12 (0.1) 30 (0.1) 30 (0.1) 39 (0.1)

Finland 3 (0.1) 4 (0.1) 8 (0.1) 1 (0.0) 7 (0.0) 12 (0.0) 17 (0.1)

France m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany -24 (0.3) -24 (0.3) -21 (0.3) -31 (0.2) -18 (0.2) -15 (0.2) -13 (0.3)

Ireland 8 (0.1) 17 (0.1) 51 (0.3) 10 (0.1) 8 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 24 (0.1)

Italy m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Japan 18 (0.1) 14 (0.1) 26 (0.1) 6 (0.1) 13 (0.1) 15 (0.1) 18 (0.1)

Korea -1 (0.1) 12 (0.1) -16 (0.2) 11 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 27 (0.1) 19 (0.1)

Netherlands -7 (0.2) -9 (0.2) -7 (0.2) c c -6 (0.2) 2 (0.2) 4 (0.2)

Norway 2 (0.0) 6 (0.0) 10 (0.1) c c 9 (0.0) 16 (0.0) 24 (0.0)

Poland 7 (0.1) 9 (0.2) c c -4 (0.1) 6 (0.1) 7 (0.1) 11 (0.1)

Slovak Republic 8 (0.1) 14 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 11 (0.0) 31 (0.1) 41 (0.1) 39 (0.1)

Spain m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Sweden 5 (0.1) 7 (0.1) 21 (0.1) c c 9 (0.0) 11 (0.0) 18 (0.0)

United States -1 (0.3) -2 (0.3) -11 (0.3) 2 (0.3) 5 (0.3) 9 (0.3) 18 (0.3)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 3 (0.0) 12 (0.1) 13 (0.1) 1 (0.0) 14 (0.0) 22 (0.0) 24 (0.0)

England (UK) 13 (0.1) 17 (0.1) 37 (0.1) 5 (0.1) 11 (0.1) 22 (0.1) 40 (0.1)

Northern Ireland (UK) 8 (0.1) 24 (0.1) 8 (0.1) 5 (0.1) c c 24 (0.1) 48 (0.1)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 11 (0.1) 17 (0.1) 35 (0.1) 5 (0.1) 11 (0.1) 21 (0.1) 40 (0.1)

Average 5 (0.0) 8 (0.0) 11 (0.0) 4 (0.0) 13 (0.0) 17 (0.0) 21 (0.0)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* c c c c c c -21 (0.4) -7 (0.4) -15 (0.4) 5 (0.4)

Note: Calculations are based on ordinary least square regressions where the dependent variable is hourly earnings and where the independent variables are 
educational attainment and skill groups, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental status (have a child 
or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy proficiency and numeracy proficiency. The reference category is below upper secondary 
education and Group 0/1.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285291
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Table A9.2 (P). [2/2] Difference in hourly earings, by educational attainment and skills  
and readiness to use information and communication technologies for problem solving (2012)
25-64 year-old non-students, below upper secondary and a level of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving  

of Group 0 or 1 as reference category

Ordinary least square regression, used to estimate the percentage, reflects the change in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary 
education and a level of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving of Group 0 or 1. The latter group is taken as the reference category for the interpretation 
of the percentage difference.
How to read this table: In Australia, a person with tertiary education and among Group 4 of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving is earning 48% 
more, compared with someone with below upper secondary education and among Group 0 or 1 of skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving.

Difference in hourly earnings compared to someone with below upper secondary and a level of skills and readiness to use ICT  
for problem solving of Group 0/1, dependent on:

Tertiary education

Group 0/1 
(No computer experience  

or refused the computer-based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core test or minimal 

problem-solving skills)

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT and problem-

solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT and problem-solving 

skills)

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia c c 39 (0,1) 46 (0,0) 48 (0,1)

Austria c c 36 (0,1) 58 (0,0) 63 (0,0)

Canada 20 (0,1) 36 (0,0) 47 (0,0) 49 (0,0)

Czech Republic c c 50 (0,1) 67 (0,1) 63 (0,1)

Denmark c c 30 (0,0) 36 (0,0) 43 (0,0)

Estonia 46 (0,1) 50 (0,1) 63 (0,1) 74 (0,1)

Finland c c 29 (0,1) 38 (0,0) 44 (0,0)

France m m m m m m m m

Germany -8 (0,3) 10 (0,3) 11 (0,2) 17 (0,3)

Ireland c c 51 (0,1) 53 (0,1) 60 (0,1)

Italy m m m m m m m m

Japan 14 (0,1) 26 (0,1) 37 (0,1) 41 (0,1)

Korea 45 (0,2) 50 (0,1) 67 (0,1) 79 (0,1)

Netherlands c c 15 (0,2) 30 (0,2) 36 (0,2)

Norway c c 36 (0,1) 39 (0,0) 47 (0,0)

Poland c c 45 (0,1) 54 (0,1) 60 (0,1)

Slovak Republic c c 89 (0,1) 101 (0,1) 100 (0,1)

Spain m m m m m m m m

Sweden c c 23 (0,1) 31 (0,0) 38 (0,0)

United States c c 33 (0,3) 50 (0,3) 59 (0,3)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) c c 52 (0,1) 49 (0,0) 52 (0,0)

England (UK) c c 38 (0,1) 65 (0,1) 83 (0,1)

Northern Ireland (UK) c c c c 58 (0,1) 69 (0,1)

England/N. Ireland (UK) c c 38 (0,1) 64 (0,1) 81 (0,1)

Average c c 39 (0,0) 50 (0,0) 55 (0,0)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* -15 (0,4) -8 (0,4) -5 (0,4) 6 (0,4)

Note: Calculations are based on ordinary least square regressions where the dependent variable is hourly earnings and where the independent variables are 
educational attainment and skill groups, after accounting for: age, gender, parents’ educational attainment, immigration background, parental status (have a child 
or not), cohabitation status (living with spouse/partner or not), literacy proficiency and numeracy proficiency. The reference category is below upper secondary 
education and Group 0/1.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285291
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WHERE ARE THE GENDER GAPS IN EDUCATION  
AND EMPLOYMENT? 
• Over the three past decades, OECD countries have made significant progress in narrowing or closing 

long-standing gender gaps in many areas of education and employment, including educational 
attainment, pay and labour market participation. 

• In 2014, a larger proportion of 25-34 year-old women than men of the same age had attained 
tertiary education (46% and 35%, respectively). This pattern is observed in 40 out of 42 countries 
with available data.

• New gender gaps in education are opening: young men are significantly more likely than young 
women to have low skills and poor academic achievement; while in tertiary education and beyond, 
young women are still under-represented in the fields of mathematics, physical science and 
computing.

 Context
To compete successfully in today’s global economy, countries need to develop the potential of all of 
their citizens. �ey need to ensure that men and women develop the right skills and �nd opportunities 
to use them productively.  Recognising the impact that the gender gap has on participation in labour 
markets, occupational mobility and quality of life, policy makers and educators need to help to 
eliminate gender di�erences in education, at the workplace and in access to jobs. 

In education, many countries have managed to close gender gaps in learning outcomes. In fact, as 
women now surpass men in many aspects of education in OECD countries, there is growing concern 
about the underachievement of young men in certain areas, such as reading. Gender di�erences in 
student performance, as well as perceptions that some �elds of education are more “suitable” for either 
women or men, need to be addressed if greater gender equity in education outcomes is to be achieved. 
Gender equality is not only a goal in itself, it is also economically bene�cial. Education programmes 
that attract candidates of mostly one gender are in danger of excluding many capable students.

Chart A10.1. Percentage of 25-34 year-olds who have attained tertiary education, 
by gender (2014)

1. Brazil, Chile, France, Korea, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia: Year of reference 2013.
2. Indonesia: Year of reference 2011.
3. South Africa: Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of women who attained tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table A1.4b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283820

Women Men

K
or

ea
1

Ca
na

da
R

us
si

an
 F

ed
er

at
io

n1

N
or

w
ay

Lu
xe

m
bo

ur
g

Ir
el

an
d

Is
ra

el
A

us
tr

al
ia

Sw
ed

en
Po

la
nd

La
tv

ia
U

ni
te

d 
K

in
gd

om
Be

lg
iu

m
U

ni
te

d 
St

at
es

D
en

m
ar

k
Es

to
ni

a
Sl

ov
en

ia
Fr

an
ce

1

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

Fi
nl

an
d

Sp
ai

n
Ic

el
an

d
O

EC
D

 a
ve

ra
ge

Sw
it

ze
rl

an
d

N
ew

 Z
ea

la
nd

G
re

ec
e

A
us

tr
ia

Po
rt

ug
al

H
un

ga
ry

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
Cz

ec
h 

R
ep

ub
lic

Sa
ud

i A
ra

bi
a1

Ja
pa

n
Co

lo
m

bi
a

It
al

y
G

er
m

an
y

C
hi

le
1

M
ex

ic
o

Tu
rk

ey
Co

st
a 

R
ic

a
Br

az
il1

In
do

ne
si

a2

So
ut

h 
A

fr
ic

a3

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

%



INDICATOR A10

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 189

 Other findings
• PISA (the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment) finds that 15-year-old boys 

are more likely than girls of the same age to be low achievers. In 2012, 14% of boys and 9% of girls 
did not attain the PISA baseline level of proficiency in any of the three core subjects measured in 
PISA – reading, mathematics and science (OECD, 2014a).

• Across OECD countries, boys are still marginally more represented than girls in upper secondary 
vocational education.

• Men are five times more likely than women to have studied engineering, manufacturing and 
construction, on average across OECD countries. By contrast, women are three times more likely 
than men to have studied education science.

• In all countries and economies that distributed the PISA parent questionnaire, parents were more 
likely to expect their sons, rather than their daughters, to work in science, technology, engineering 
or mathematics, even when boys and girls perform at the same level in mathematics.

• Young women have higher educational attainment, but lower employment rates, than young men. 
The gender gap is much wider at the lower levels of educational attainment than at the highest 
levels. 

• Across OECD countries, a 35-44 year-old tertiary-educated woman earns about 74% of what a 
similarly educated man earns. But this result also re�ects the under-representation of women at 
the highest levels of tertiary education and in some �elds of education that are highly rewarded by 
the labour market.

 Trends
Over the three past decades, the gender gap in educational attainment has reversed. Among 
55-64 year-olds, more men than women hold tertiary quali�cations; but the opposite is true among 
25-34 year-olds.
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Analysis

The gender gap in attainment rates has reversed 

As most OECD countries have made secondary education compulsory, attaining that level of education has become 
the norm for men and women. Not only are more young women than ever before participating in formal education 
and enrolling in tertiary education, over the past few decades, the gender hierarchy in educational attainment has 
been inverted (see Tables A1.2b and A1.4b, available on line). 

In 2014, a larger proportion of 25-34 year-old women than men of the same age had attained tertiary education 
(46%  and 35%, respectively), while the opposite was true for 55-64 year-old women and men (24% and 26%, 
respectively). Israel, Latvia and Slovenia show the widest gender gap among 25-34 year-olds: 20 percentage points 
or more, in favour of women, among tertiary-educated younger adults (see Table A1.4b, available on line). That 
same year, some 85% of younger women had attained at least upper secondary education while 82% of younger men 
did, on average across OECD countries (see Tables A1.2b and A1.4b, available on line).

This trend is also observed among students younger than 25. In 2013, 58% of graduates from upper secondary 
general programmes were women and 46% were men. However, women are still under-represented at the very 
highest levels of education. In most OECD countries in 2013, around 45% of advanced research degrees were 
awarded to women (see Indicators A2 and A3).

Low-performing boys

In all 65 countries and economies that participated in PISA 2012, girls outperformed boys in reading by an average 
of 38 score points (across OECD countries) – the equivalent of one year of school – as they have done consistently 
throughout all the PISA cycles since 2000. Boys, however, continued to outperform girls in mathematics in 
38 participating countries and economies by an average of 11 score points (across OECD countries) – equivalent to 
around three months of school. PISA also reveals that there is very little difference in science performance between 
boys and girls (PISA 2012 database). 

Stark gender differences are observed among the lowest-performing students – those who score below PISA 
proficiency Level 2, which is considered to be the baseline level of proficiency, in all subjects assessed in PISA. 
While the proportion of girls is marginally larger than that of boys among poor performers in mathematics, in 
all but six participating countries and economies, a larger proportion of boys than girls does not even achieve the 
baseline level of proficiency in any of the three core PISA subjects – reading, mathematics and science. Across 
OECD countries, boys are 5 percentage points more likely than girls to be low achievers in reading, science and 
mathematics. In 2012, 14% of boys and 9% of girls did not attain the PISA baseline level of proficiency in any of the 
three core subjects (Table A10.1 and Chart A10.2). 

The percentage of boys who failed to reach the baseline level of proficiency in any subject is worryingly high in many 
countries. More than one in five boys in Chile, Greece, Israel, Mexico, the Slovak Republic and Turkey failed to make 
the grade in any of the three core PISA subjects. Among partner countries and economies, the proportions are even 
larger. In Indonesia, Jordan, Peru and Qatar more than one in two students failed to make the grade. 

The proportion of girls who failed to make the grade is much smaller. Peru is the only country or economy that 
participated in PISA 2012 where more than one in two girls did not reach the baseline level of proficiency in any of 
the three subjects. In Chile and Mexico, more than one in five girls failed to make the grade in all three subjects, and 
in eight partner countries and economies, more than one in three girls failed to make the grade (Table A10.1 and 
Chart A10.2). 

The sizeable number of boys who fail to attain the baseline level of proficiency in all three core PISA subjects is a major 
challenge for education systems. Students who perform poorly in all subjects are hard to motivate and keep in school. 
Because of their low levels of skills, these students may also feel disconnected from and disengaged with school. It may 
then become easier for these students to build an identity based on rebellion against school and formal education than 
to engage and invest the effort needed to break the vicious cycle of low performance and low motivation. 

Gender differences in participation in pre-vocational and vocational programmes

Students who participated in PISA 2012 were asked to report on the kind of programme in which they were enrolled. 
On average across OECD countries, 82% of 15-year-old students were enrolled in a programme with a general 
curriculum, 14% were enrolled in a programme with a pre-vocational or vocational curriculum, and 4% were in 
modular programmes that combine any or all of these curricula (Table A10.2 and Chart A10.3).  
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Chart A10.2. Gender differences in the percentage of 15-year-old students who are  
low achievers in all subjects (e.g. mathematics, reading, science) (PISA 2012)

Note: Gender di�erences that are statistically signi�cant are marked in a darker tone.  
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of boys who are low performers (below PISA pro�ciency Level 2) in reading, mathematics 
and science.
Source: OECD. Table A10.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283830
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Note: Di�erences that are statistically signi�cant are marked in a darker tone .  
�e �gure only shows countries and economies where 15-year-old students have the option of enrolling in vocational programmes.
Data for the Slovak Republic do not consider gender di�erences in participation in modular programmes.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage-point di�erence between boys and girls who are enrolled in vocational programmes 
rather than general programmes.
Source: OECD. Table A10.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283846

Chart A10.3. Gender gap in favour of boys in the percentage of 15-year-old students who are 
enrolled in a vocational programme (PISA 2012)
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…

On average across OECD countries, 16% of 15-year-old boys and 13% of 15-year-old girls attend pre-vocational 
and vocational schools. However, in many of the countries where large proportions of students are enrolled in pre-
vocational and vocational programmes, boys are heavily over-represented in these programmes. For example, in 
Italy 50% of students are enrolled in pre-vocational and vocational programmes. However, while 61% of boys attend 
such programmes, only 37% of girls do (Chart A10.3). 

In part, this disparity might reflect the fact that boys are more likely to be low achievers than girls, and low achievers 
are over-represented among technical and vocational school students. But boys’ over-representation in these tracks 
might also reflect a greater awareness among boys for the need to be prepared for the labour market, the need to 
acquire more practical skills, or simply the fact that boys might enjoy the content and ways of learning in vocational 
programmes more than girls. 

Gender differences in field of study

Across OECD countries, boys are still marginally more represented than girls in upper secondary vocational education. 
Similarly, 15-year-old boys and girls hold different expectations for the field in which they expect to be working as 
young adults. Boys are significantly more likely to expect to work in science, technology, engineering and mathematics 
(STEM) occupations; and parents are more likely to expect their sons, rather than their daughters, to work in a STEM 
field, even when boys and girls perform at the same level in mathematics (see more details in Box A10.1).

On average across OECD countries, 16-65 year-old men surveyed in the 2012 Survey of Adult Skills (OECD, 2013), a 
product of the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC) are, on average, 
five times more likely than women of the same age to have studied engineering, manufacturing and construction 
(38% of men reported that they had studied these subjects while only 7% of women so reported) and are 3 percentage 
points more likely to have studied science, mathematics and computing (10% of men reported that they had studied 
these subjects while 7% of women so reported). By contrast, 16-65 year-old women are around four times more 
likely than men to have studied health and welfare (15% of women and 4% of men so reported), around three times 
more likely to have studied education science and to have enrolled in teacher training (9% of women and 3% of men 
so reported), and around twice as likely as men to have studied humanities, languages and arts (10% of women and 
5% of men so reported). (Table A10.3 and Chart A10.4).

Differences in the percentage of 16-65 year-old men and women who reported that they had studied engineering, 
manufacturing and construction are larger than 19 percentage points in all countries and economies examined. These 
differences are particularly wide in Austria, the Czech Republic, Finland, Germany and the Slovak Republic, where 
men are over 40 percentage points more likely than women to have studied these subjects, according to their reports. 
Differences are smallest in Canada, Estonia, Italy, Korea and the United Kingdom (Table A10.3 and Chart A10.4). 

Box A10.1. Parents’ expectations for their children

Results presented in Chart A10.a suggest that parents still hold different expectations for their sons and 
daughters. This could be because parents still harbour stereotypical notions of what women and men excel at 
and the career they can pursue when they enter the labour market – which is, in turn, related to occupational 
segregation in the labour market. 

In Chile, Croatia, Germany, Hong Kong (China), Hungary, Italy, Korea, Macao (China), Mexico and Portugal, 
students who participated in PISA 2012 were asked to take home a questionnaire for their parents to complete. 
The responses collected allow for more in-depth analyses of parents’ attitudes and perceptions. Among other 
things, parents were asked what occupation they expected their 15-year-old child to work in when he or she 
is 30 years old. 

Chart A10.a shows that, in all countries and economies that distributed the parent questionnaire, parents 
were more likely to expect their sons, rather than their daughters, to work in a STEM field. For example, in 
Chile, 50% of 15-year-old boys’ parents expected that they would work in STEM occupations; only 16% of girls’ 
parents reported so. 

The gender gap in the percentage of 15-year-old boys and girls whose parents expected them to work in 
STEM occupations is larger than 30 percentage points in Chile, Hungary and Portugal. In Korea, relatively few 
students have parents who expected them to work in STEM occupations – 17% of boys and 9% of girls; but 
even so, the gender gap is a substantial 7 percentage points. 
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The gender differences in academic performance do not explain the observed differences in parents’ 
expectations for their sons and daughters to work in STEM fields. The gender difference remains large and 
significant in all participating countries and economies, even when accounting for students’ performance in 
reading, mathematics and science. As expected, results indicate that parents are more likely to expect that 
their children will work in STEM fields if they perform better in mathematics. In other words, the better the 
student’s mathematic performance, the greater the likelihood that his or her parents will expect that student 
to work in a STEM occupation. In Croatia and Italy, parents are less likely to expect their children to work in 
STEM occupations if they perform better in reading. 

PISA results also suggest that in Hong Kong (China), Korea, Macao (China), Mexico and Portugal, when comparing 
students of similar performance in reading, mathematics and science, students from socio-economically 
advantaged households are more likely than students from disadvantaged households to have parents who 
expect them to work in STEM occupations. Italy is the only country where advantaged students are less likely to 
have parents who expect them to work in STEM occupations. 

The literature often suggests that girls’ lack of confidence in their abilities in mathematics and science may 
be due to an absence of role models. The paucity of women scientists means that young girls have little in 
the way of tangible evidence to disprove the stereotypical notion that mathematics and science are somehow 
more “masculine” disciplines. PISA results show that few mothers of 15-year-olds, worldwide, work in STEM 
occupations; indeed, in all countries and economies there are far fewer women than men employed in these 
sectors. But PISA does not provide strong evidence that the gender gap in mathematics performance is 
narrower in households where the mother does work in a STEM occupation. In fact, in Belgium, Bulgaria, 
Canada, France, Greece, the Netherlands, Qatar, the Slovak Republic, Turkey and Uruguay, the gender gap in 
mathematics performance, in favour of boys, appears to be much wider among students whose mother works 
in a STEM field. 

What these results suggest is that many parents still expect their sons and daughters to pursue different 
occupations, even when they perform similarly in mathematics. While having positive role models is important 
for girls, many girls who have parents, and mothers in particular, who work in science- and mathematics-
related fields often underperform in mathematics compared to boys from similar households. One reason may 
be the much higher level of anxiety towards mathematics that girls report, and the fact that they are often 
more driven to perform well in school and achieve at a high level. High anxiety coupled with high expectations 
often lead to choking under pressure.

Note: All gender di�erences are statistically signi�cant. STEM stands for science, technology, engineering, and mathematics. 
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of boys whose parents expect that they will work in STEM occupations when 
they are 30 years old.
Source: OECD (2015), �e ABC of Gender Equality in Education: Aptitude, Behaviour, Con�dence (Table 5.4). PISA 2012 Database. See Annex 3 
for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283880

Chart A10.a. Parents’ expectations for their children’s careers (PISA 2012) 
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Chart A10.4. Proportion of the population surveyed in the 2012 Survey of Adult Skills,  
by field of study

Percentage of 16-65 year-old men and women with each field of study.

Note: Gender di�erences that are statistically signi�cant are marked in a darker tone.
1. See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Mehtodology section.
2. Sample size too small.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of men in each �eld of study.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012), Table A10.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283850
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In all of these countries except Estonia, the gender difference (in percentage points) is smaller because fewer 
individuals have studied these fields, not because there is greater gender equity in enrolment in these fields. 
Similarly, countries showing a small difference in the percentage of men and women who reported that they had 
studied health and welfare tend to be those where these programmes attract comparatively fewer candidates. For 
example, Italy, Korea, Poland and the Russian Federation show a small or no gender gap in these fields – but also 
relatively few adults reported that they had studied these subjects (Chart A10.4).

Employment rates, by gender

In 2014, women were still less likely than men to participate in the labour market – even when they have a tertiary 
qualification – and were also more likely to work part-time. Across all OECD countries and education levels, only 
66% of women were employed compared with 80% of men – despite women’s higher educational attainment, in 
general. On average, employment rates for those with the lowest qualifications (below upper secondary education) 
are significantly higher among younger men than among younger women. The gender gap in employment rates is 
the largest among adults with the least education (see Tables A5.1b, A5.3b and c, available on line). 

On average across OECD countries, the gender difference in employment rates among 25-64 year-olds with below 
upper secondary education as their highest level of attainment is 20 percentage points (66% for men and 47% for 
women). This difference shrinks to 15 percentage points among individuals with upper secondary or post-secondary 
non-tertiary education (81% for men and 66% for women), and to 8 percentage points among tertiary-educated 
men and women (88% for men and 79% for women) (Chart A10.5, and see Tables A5.3b and c, available on line).

Countries are ranked in descending order of the di�erence between employment rate of 25-64 year-old men and women with below upper secondary education.
Source: OECD. Tables A5.3b and c. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
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Chart A10.5. Employment rates of 25-64 year-old men and women with below upper secondary 
and tertiary education (2014)
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Tertiary education
Men WomenMen Women

Below upper secondary education

Although the gap between men’s and women’s employment rates narrows as educational attainment increases, the 
employment rate among tertiary-educated women across OECD countries is still considerably lower than that of 
men – despite the fact that a larger proportion of 25-64 year-old women (35%) than men of the same age (32%) in 
OECD countries now has a tertiary education (see Tables A1.3b, A5.3b and c, available on line).

In all OECD countries except the Slovak Republic, the gender gap in employment is smaller among 25-64 year-olds with 
tertiary education than among those who have not attained upper secondary education. The difference is particularly 
large in Chile, Mexico and Turkey, where it exceeds 25 percentage points (see Tables A5.3b and c, available on line).
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Gender differences in unemployment rates are less pronounced than they are in employment rates, on average. This 
can be partly explained by differences in labour market participation between women and men. Among adults with 
below upper secondary education, unemployment rates are similar for women and men (about 12.5% for both). 
Among adults who have an upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary education, unemployment rates are 
higher among women (8%) than among men (7%). This also observed among tertiary-educated adults, where the 
unemployment rate is about 6% for women and 5% men (see Tables A5.4b and c, available on line). 

Gender differences in unemployment rates are particularly large in Greece and Turkey. In Turkey, 12% of tertiary-
educated women were unemployed in 2014 compared to only 6% of tertiary-educated men; in Greece, 21% of 
tertiary-educated women and 17% of tertiary-educated men were unemployed that year. These differences were 
even more pronounced among adults with upper secondary education as their highest level of attainment. In Turkey, 
17% of women were unemployed in 2014 compared with 7% of men; while in Greece, 34% of women and 23% of 
men with this level of education were unemployed that year (see Tables A5.4b and c, available on line). 

Differences in earnings between employed men and women, by educational attainment 
Not only are there fewer women in the labour market, when they do work they tend to earn less than men.  Regardless 
of the level of education, the gender gap in earnings persists. Even among tertiary-educated adults, women earn less 
than men. The available data on full-time, full-year earners show that the largest gender gap in earnings is among 
workers with tertiary education. Across OECD countries, a 35-44 year-old tertiary-educated woman earns about 
74% of what a similarly educated man earns. Only in Belgium, Luxembourg, Sweden, Switzerland and Turkey do 
the earnings of tertiary-educated women amount to 85% or more of men’s earnings. In Estonia, Hungary, Israel, 
Korea and the Slovak Republic, women with a tertiary degree earn 65% or less of what tertiary-educated men earn 
(Chart A10.6 and see Table A6.2a). 

However, these findings should be interpreted with some caution. In fact, the results are partly explained by the 
under-representation of women at the highest levels of tertiary education and in some fields of education, such as 
engineering, manufacturing and construction, which are highly rewarded by the labour market.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the earnings of 35-44 year-old women with tertiary quali�cation as a percentage of the earnings of men with the 
same characteristics.
Source: OECD. Table A6.2a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 
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Chart A10.6. Earnings of 35-44 year-old tertiary-educated women as a percentage  
of the earnings of men of the same age and educational attainment  

(2013 or most recent year available)
 Adults with income from employment; average annual full-time, full-year earnings 
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Methodology
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 LSO (Labour Market and Social Outcomes of 
Learning) Network. Data on educational attainment for Argentina, China, Colombia, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and 
South Africa are taken from the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS) database on educational attainment of the 
population aged 25 and older. 
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The PISA target population is 15-year-old students. Operationally, these are students who were from 15 years 
and 3 (completed) months to 16 years and 2 (completed) months at the beginning of the testing period, and who 
were enrolled in an educational institution, regardless of the grade level or type of institution and of whether they 
participated in school full-time or part-time.

Data on field of studies are based on the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). PIAAC is the OECD Programme 
for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies. See Annex 3 for additional information (www.oecd.org/
education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 

The indicator is based on the regular data collection by the OECD LSO (Labour Market and Social Outcomes of 
Learning) Network that takes account of earnings from work for all individuals during the reference period, even 
if the individual has worked part time or part year. This indicator is based on the earnings of those working full 
time and full year. See Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm) for additional 
information. 

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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 regarding data from the Russian Federation in the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 

Readers should note that the sample for the Russian Federation does not include the population of the Moscow municipal 
area. The data published, therefore, do not represent the entire resident population aged 16-65 in Russia but rather the 
population of Russia excluding the population residing in the Moscow municipal area. More detailed information regarding 
the data from the Russian Federation as well as that of other countries can be found in the Technical Report of the Survey 
of Adult Skills (OECD, 2014b).
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 Table A10.1. [1/3] Percentage of low achievers in mathematics, reading and science, by gender (PISA 2012)
Percentage of 15-year-old students who do not attain the PISA baseline proficiency Level 2 

 

Boys who are:

Not low achievers in  
any of the three domains

Low achievers only  
in mathematics

Low achievers only  
in reading

Low achievers only  
in science

Low achievers in  
all three domains

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia 76 (0.8) 18 (0.7) 19 (0.6) 14 (0.6) 11 (0.6)

Austria 72 (1.7) 16 (1.4) 26 (1.7) 16 (1.4) 12 (1.2)
Belgium 75 (1.2) 19 (1.3) 20 (1.2) 18 (1.2) 13 (1.1)
Canada 80 (0.8) 13 (0.7) 15 (0.7) 11 (0.7) 7 (0.6)
Chile 48 (2.1) 45 (2.1) 39 (2.2) 33 (1.9) 26 (1.8)
Czech Republic 72 (1.7) 19 (1.4) 23 (1.7) 14 (1.4) 11 (1.2)
Denmark 76 (1.5) 15 (1.3) 19 (1.5) 16 (1.3) 11 (1.1)
Estonia 83 (1.1) 11 (0.9) 14 (1.1) 6 (0.6) 4 (0.6)
Finland 79 (1.1) 14 (0.9) 18 (1.1) 10 (0.9) 7 (0.6)
France 69 (1.4) 22 (1.1) 25 (1.3) 20 (1.4) 15 (1.0)
Germany 77 (1.1) 17 (1.1) 20 (1.2) 13 (1.0) 10 (1.0)
Greece 57 (1.9) 34 (1.7) 32 (1.7) 30 (1.8) 21 (1.5)
Hungary 67 (1.7) 28 (1.7) 27 (1.9) 19 (1.7) 15 (1.4)
Iceland 65 (1.3) 23 (1.1) 30 (1.3) 25 (1.1) 18 (1.0)
Ireland 81 (1.5) 15 (1.4) 13 (1.3) 11 (1.2) 8 (1.1)
Israel 60 (2.8) 34 (2.6) 32 (2.6) 31 (2.6) 24 (2.2)
Italy 68 (1.0) 23 (0.9) 26 (0.9) 19 (0.7) 14 (0.6)
Japan 84 (1.5) 11 (1.2) 13 (1.3) 9 (1.1) 7 (0.9)
Korea 87 (1.5) 9 (1.2) 10 (1.4) 7 (1.1) 5 (1.0)
Luxembourg 69 (1.0) 20 (0.8) 26 (0.9) 20 (0.8) 14 (0.7)
Mexico 38 (0.9) 51 (1.0) 47 (1.1) 45 (1.0) 33 (1.0)
Netherlands 80 (1.5) 14 (1.3) 17 (1.4) 13 (1.3) 9 (1.1)
New Zealand 73 (1.3) 22 (1.2) 21 (1.2) 17 (1.1) 13 (0.9)
Norway 70 (1.4) 23 (1.2) 22 (1.4) 21 (1.3) 14 (1.0)
Poland 79 (1.3) 15 (1.2) 16 (1.2) 10 (0.9) 8 (0.8)
Portugal 69 (1.8) 24 (1.5) 25 (1.8) 20 (1.6) 15 (1.4)
Slovak Republic 60 (1.9) 28 (1.6) 35 (2.0) 27 (1.8) 21 (1.7)
Slovenia 66 (1.2) 20 (1.0) 30 (1.1) 15 (0.8) 12 (0.7)
Spain 70 (1.1) 22 (1.0) 23 (0.9) 16 (0.8) 12 (0.7)
Sweden 63 (1.6) 28 (1.4) 31 (1.8) 25 (1.5) 19 (1.5)
Switzerland 79 (1.2) 12 (0.8) 18 (1.1) 13 (1.0) 8 (0.7)
Turkey 53 (2.3) 41 (2.2) 31 (2.1) 30 (2.0) 21 (1.7)
United Kingdom 75 (1.7) 20 (1.4) 20 (1.7) 14 (1.2) 11 (1.1)
United States 69 (1.7) 26 (1.5) 22 (1.8) 20 (1.6) 15 (1.4)

OECD average 70 (0.3) 22 (0.2) 24 (0.3) 18 (0.2) 14 (0.2)

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Albania 27 (1.3) 61 (1.5) 55 (1.9) 55 (1.5) 40 (1.2)

Argentina 28 (2.0) 63 (2.4) 61 (2.0) 52 (2.5) 45 (2.3)
Brazil 28 (1.1) 64 (1.1) 59 (1.2) 55 (1.3) 46 (1.2)
Bulgaria 43 (2.3) 45 (2.2) 51 (2.4) 42 (2.4) 35 (2.2)
Colombia 28 (1.8) 67 (1.9) 57 (1.8) 51 (1.8) 44 (1.8)
Costa Rica 41 (2.3) 52 (2.3) 39 (2.1) 36 (2.0) 26 (1.8)
Croatia 65 (1.9) 29 (1.7) 27 (1.9) 19 (1.4) 16 (1.3)
Hong Kong (China) 89 (1.2) 9 (1.0) 9 (1.0) 6 (0.7) 5 (0.6)
Indonesia 19 (2.4) 74 (2.4) 62 (2.6) 67 (2.4) 53 (2.5)
Jordan 21 (2.1) 72 (2.4) 69 (2.3) 61 (2.7) 55 (2.7)
Kazakhstan 29 (2.1) 45 (2.0) 67 (2.0) 44 (2.2) 32 (1.8)
Latvia 69 (1.7) 22 (1.5) 25 (1.9) 15 (1.4) 11 (1.3)
Liechtenstein 82 (3.1) 11 (2.8) 14 (3.0) 8 (2.2) 5 (2.3)
Lithuania 63 (1.6) 28 (1.3) 32 (1.7) 19 (1.3) 16 (1.1)
Macao (China) 80 (0.8) 12 (0.7) 16 (0.7) 10 (0.6) 6 (0.5)
Malaysia 31 (1.9) 54 (2.0) 63 (2.0) 48 (1.9) 42 (1.8)
Montenegro 33 (0.9) 57 (1.1) 57 (1.1) 54 (1.0) 45 (1.1)
Peru 21 (1.7) 71 (1.9) 65 (1.9) 67 (2.1) 55 (2.0)
Qatar 23 (0.6) 71 (0.6) 68 (0.5) 68 (0.6) 60 (0.6)
Romania 44 (2.2) 40 (2.2) 47 (2.2) 39 (2.0) 28 (1.9)
Russian Federation 63 (1.7) 25 (1.4) 29 (1.8) 20 (1.5) 14 (1.1)
Serbia 48 (2.1) 37 (2.0) 43 (1.9) 37 (2.3) 27 (1.9)
Shanghai (China) 94 (0.8) 4 (0.7) 4 (0.6) 3 (0.5) 2 (0.4)
Singapore 84 (0.7) 10 (0.7) 13 (0.6) 11 (0.7) 7 (0.7)
Chinese Taipei 81 (1.4) 14 (1.3) 16 (1.3) 11 (1.1) 9 (1.1)
Thailand 37 (1.8) 54 (1.8) 48 (1.8) 39 (1.8) 32 (1.8)
Tunisia 26 (2.1) 64 (2.2) 57 (2.4) 55 (2.2) 43 (2.4)
United Arab Emirates 43 (1.8) 48 (1.7) 48 (1.7) 42 (1.9) 36 (1.6)
Uruguay 35 (1.6) 53 (1.8) 55 (1.8) 47 (1.7) 38 (1.7)
Viet Nam 81 (2.4) 14 (2.1) 14 (2.0) 8 (1.4) 6 (1.3)

Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold.
Source: OECD. PISA 2012 Database. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285319
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Table A10.1. [2/3] Percentage of low achievers in mathematics, reading and science, by gender (PISA 2012)
Percentage of 15-year-old students who do not attain the PISA baseline proficiency Level 2

 

Girls who are:

Not low achievers in  
any of the three domains

Low achievers only  
in mathematics

Low achievers only  
in reading

Low achievers only  
in science

Low achievers in  
all three domains

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
 (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D Australia 77 (0.8) 21 (0.8) 9 (0.6) 13 (0.7) 7 (0.5)

Austria 76 (1.5) 21 (1.4) 13 (1.1) 15 (1.4) 10 (1.0)
Belgium 77 (1.1) 19 (1.1) 12 (0.9) 17 (1.0) 10 (0.8)
Canada 83 (0.6) 14 (0.7) 7 (0.4) 10 (0.5) 5 (0.4)
Chile 41 (1.8) 57 (1.9) 27 (1.7) 35 (1.7) 22 (1.7)
Czech Republic 75 (1.6) 23 (1.7) 11 (1.2) 13 (1.4) 7 (1.0)
Denmark 77 (1.2) 19 (1.1) 10 (0.9) 17 (1.0) 8 (0.9)
Estonia 88 (0.8) 10 (0.8) 4 (0.7) 4 (0.5) 2 (0.4)
Finland 89 (0.7) 10 (0.7) 5 (0.6) 6 (0.5) 3 (0.5)
France 75 (1.1) 22 (1.1) 13 (1.1) 17 (1.0) 10 (0.9)
Germany 80 (1.4) 19 (1.3) 9 (0.9) 11 (1.0) 7 (0.9)
Greece 60 (1.7) 37 (1.7) 13 (1.1) 21 (1.5) 10 (1.1)
Hungary 70 (1.6) 28 (1.7) 13 (1.2) 17 (1.4) 11 (1.1)
Iceland 73 (1.2) 20 (1.0) 12 (0.8) 22 (1.1) 9 (0.8)
Ireland 80 (1.4) 19 (1.2) 6 (0.9) 10 (1.1) 5 (0.7)
Israel 63 (1.6) 33 (1.6) 15 (1.3) 26 (1.6) 13 (1.3)
Italy 70 (1.1) 27 (1.0) 13 (0.7) 18 (1.0) 9 (0.6)
Japan 87 (1.2) 11 (1.1) 6 (0.8) 8 (1.0) 4 (0.7)
Korea 90 (1.2) 9 (1.1) 4 (0.7) 5 (0.8) 3 (0.6)
Luxembourg 67 (0.9) 29 (0.7) 17 (0.9) 24 (0.9) 14 (0.9)
Mexico 35 (1.0) 58 (0.9) 35 (1.0) 48 (0.9) 29 (0.8)
Netherlands 81 (1.6) 16 (1.5) 11 (1.3) 13 (1.2) 8 (1.0)
New Zealand 74 (1.2) 24 (1.1) 11 (0.9) 15 (1.1) 9 (0.8)
Norway 74 (1.5) 22 (1.4) 10 (0.9) 18 (1.3) 8 (0.9)
Poland 84 (1.2) 14 (1.0) 5 (0.7) 8 (0.9) 4 (0.5)
Portugal 71 (1.9) 26 (1.8) 12 (1.5) 17 (1.6) 10 (1.2)
Slovak Republic 67 (2.1) 27 (1.7) 20 (2.2) 27 (2.1) 17 (1.6)
Slovenia 78 (1.1) 20 (1.0) 11 (0.9) 11 (0.8) 7 (0.6)
Spain 72 (1.0) 25 (1.0) 13 (0.8) 15 (0.8) 9 (0.6)
Sweden 70 (1.5) 26 (1.3) 14 (0.9) 19 (1.1) 11 (0.7)
Switzerland 83 (1.0) 13 (0.9) 9 (0.8) 12 (0.8) 6 (0.6)
Turkey 55 (2.4) 43 (2.4) 12 (1.0) 22 (1.7) 10 (0.9)
United Kingdom 74 (1.5) 24 (1.5) 13 (1.2) 16 (1.2) 11 (1.1)
United States 73 (1.7) 25 (1.6) 11 (1.1) 16 (1.5) 9 (0.9)

OECD average 73 (0.2) 24 (0.2) 12 (0.2) 17 (0.2) 9 (0.2)

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Albania 29 (1.3) 60 (1.6) 49 (1.5) 50 (1.3) 35 (1.2)

Argentina 28 (2.0) 70 (2.1) 46 (1.9) 49 (2.3) 38 (1.9)
Brazil 25 (1.1) 72 (1.1) 43 (1.3) 55 (1.2) 38 (1.2)
Bulgaria 53 (2.1) 42 (2.0) 27 (2.1) 31 (2.0) 22 (1.9)
Colombia 19 (1.5) 80 (1.5) 47 (2.2) 60 (2.1) 42 (2.1)
Costa Rica 31 (2.0) 66 (1.9) 26 (1.8) 42 (2.2) 21 (1.6)
Croatia 68 (1.8) 31 (1.8) 9 (1.0) 15 (1.0) 7 (0.8)
Hong Kong (China) 91 (1.0) 8 (0.9) 4 (0.7) 5 (0.7) 3 (0.6)
Indonesia 18 (2.1) 77 (2.2) 48 (2.4) 66 (2.5) 42 (2.4)
Jordan 33 (1.8) 65 (1.9) 33 (1.5) 38 (1.6) 26 (1.4)
Kazakhstan 38 (1.9) 45 (1.9) 47 (1.7) 39 (2.1) 25 (1.4)
Latvia 80 (1.4) 18 (1.4) 8 (1.1) 9 (1.0) 5 (1.0)
Liechtenstein 79 (3.6) 17 (3.5) 10 (2.8) 13 (3.3) 7 (2.6)
Lithuania 74 (1.5) 24 (1.4) 10 (0.9) 12 (1.1) 8 (0.8)
Macao (China) 87 (0.6) 10 (0.7) 6 (0.5) 7 (0.6) 3 (0.4)
Malaysia 41 (1.9) 49 (2.0) 43 (1.8) 42 (1.7) 31 (1.6)
Montenegro 40 (1.3) 56 (1.4) 29 (1.2) 46 (1.0) 26 (1.0)
Peru 19 (2.1) 77 (2.2) 55 (2.4) 69 (2.4) 50 (2.4)
Qatar 28 (0.6) 68 (0.7) 45 (0.6) 57 (0.7) 40 (0.6)
Romania 50 (2.1) 41 (2.2) 28 (1.9) 35 (1.8) 20 (1.7)
Russian Federation 71 (1.4) 23 (1.2) 15 (1.2) 17 (1.1) 9 (0.8)
Serbia 54 (2.0) 40 (1.8) 23 (1.7) 33 (1.9) 19 (1.5)
Shanghai (China) 96 (0.6) 4 (0.6) 2 (0.3) 2 (0.4) 1 (0.3)
Singapore 89 (0.8) 7 (0.6) 6 (0.6) 8 (0.6) 4 (0.4)
Chinese Taipei 87 (1.0) 11 (0.9) 7 (0.8) 8 (0.8) 5 (0.7)
Thailand 50 (2.0) 46 (2.1) 21 (1.4) 29 (1.7) 16 (1.2)
Tunisia 24 (1.8) 71 (1.9) 42 (2.4) 55 (2.0) 36 (2.4)
United Arab Emirates 53 (1.8) 44 (1.7) 23 (1.5) 28 (1.8) 18 (1.4)
Uruguay 36 (1.4) 58 (1.6) 40 (1.5) 46 (1.5) 32 (1.4)
Viet Nam 84 (1.7) 14 (1.6) 5 (1.0) 6 (1.0) 3 (0.7)

Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold.
Source: OECD, PISA 2012 Database. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285319
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Table A10.1. [3/3] Percentage of low achievers in mathematics, reading and science, by gender (PISA 2012)
Percentage of 15-year-old students who do not attain the PISA baseline proficiency Level 2 

 

Gender gap (B – G) 

Not low achievers in  
any of the three domains

Low achievers only  
in mathematics

Low achievers only  
in reading

Low achievers only  
in science

Low achievers in  
all three domains

% dif. S.E. % dif. S.E. % dif. S.E. % dif. S.E. % dif. S.E.
 (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30)

O
E
C
D Australia -1 (1.0) -3 (0.9) 10 (0.8) 1 (0.8) 3 (0.7)

Austria -5 (2.3) -5 (2.1) 13 (2.0) 1 (1.9) 2 (1.5)
Belgium -3 (1.5) -1 (1.7) 8 (1.3) 2 (1.4) 3 (1.2)
Canada -3 (0.9) -1 (0.8) 8 (0.8) 1 (0.8) 3 (0.7)
Chile 7 (2.2) -12 (2.2) 12 (1.9) -2 (1.9) 4 (1.8)
Czech Republic -3 (2.2) -3 (1.9) 12 (1.7) 2 (1.6) 4 (1.2)
Denmark -1 (1.5) -3 (1.3) 9 (1.3) 0 (1.2) 2 (1.0)
Estonia -5 (1.2) 0 (1.1) 10 (1.2) 2 (0.7) 2 (0.8)
Finland -10 (1.2) 4 (1.0) 13 (1.1) 4 (0.9) 4 (0.7)
France -6 (1.6) 0 (1.2) 13 (1.6) 3 (1.3) 5 (1.2)
Germany -3 (1.4) -2 (1.3) 11 (1.1) 1 (1.0) 3 (1.0)
Greece -3 (1.8) -2 (2.1) 19 (1.7) 9 (1.6) 11 (1.4)
Hungary -3 (2.0) -1 (2.1) 14 (2.0) 1 (2.0) 5 (1.7)
Iceland -8 (1.8) 4 (1.6) 18 (1.6) 3 (1.7) 8 (1.3)
Ireland 1 (1.9) -4 (1.8) 7 (1.5) 1 (1.5) 3 (1.2)
Israel -3 (2.8) 0 (2.6) 17 (2.5) 5 (2.6) 12 (2.2)
Italy -2 (1.2) -4 (1.2) 13 (1.0) 2 (1.0) 5 (0.7)
Japan -3 (1.5) 0 (1.3) 7 (1.1) 1 (1.1) 2 (0.8)
Korea -3 (1.7) 0 (1.4) 6 (1.4) 2 (1.1) 2 (1.0)
Luxembourg 2 (1.3) -9 (1.0) 9 (1.0) -4 (1.2) 0 (0.9)
Mexico 3 (1.0) -8 (0.9) 12 (1.0) -3 (0.9) 4 (0.8)
Netherlands -1 (1.4) -2 (1.3) 6 (1.4) 0 (1.1) 2 (1.0)
New Zealand -1 (1.7) -2 (1.6) 10 (1.4) 2 (1.5) 5 (1.1)
Norway -4 (1.6) 1 (1.5) 13 (1.3) 2 (1.3) 6 (1.2)
Poland -5 (1.4) 1 (1.3) 11 (1.2) 2 (1.1) 4 (0.9)
Portugal -3 (1.2) -2 (1.4) 12 (1.7) 3 (1.2) 6 (1.1)
Slovak Republic -6 (2.2) 0 (2.0) 15 (2.3) 0 (2.2) 4 (1.9)
Slovenia -12 (1.8) 1 (1.5) 19 (1.4) 4 (1.2) 5 (0.9)
Spain -2 (1.2) -3 (1.1) 10 (1.0) 0 (0.8) 3 (0.7)
Sweden -8 (1.7) 2 (1.5) 17 (1.7) 5 (1.5) 8 (1.4)
Switzerland -4 (1.4) -1 (1.0) 10 (1.1) 0 (1.1) 2 (0.9)
Turkey -2 (2.5) -3 (2.6) 19 (2.0) 7 (2.2) 11 (1.8)
United Kingdom 1 (1.6) -4 (1.4) 6 (1.4) -2 (1.2) 0 (1.1)
United States -4 (1.7) 1 (1.4) 11 (1.5) 4 (1.6) 6 (1.1)

OECD average -3 (0.3) -2 (0.3) 12 (0.3) 2 (0.2) 4 (0.2)

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Albania -3 (1.9) 1 (2.4) 6 (2.2) 5 (1.5) 4 (1.5)

Argentina 0 (1.8) -7 (1.9) 16 (1.8) 3 (2.0) 7 (1.8)
Brazil 3 (1.0) -8 (1.1) 15 (1.3) -1 (1.2) 8 (1.3)
Bulgaria -10 (2.3) 3 (2.2) 24 (2.2) 10 (2.2) 13 (2.0)
Colombia 9 (1.9) -12 (1.8) 10 (2.0) -9 (2.2) 2 (2.1)
Costa Rica 10 (2.0) -14 (1.9) 14 (1.8) -6 (2.3) 6 (1.7)
Croatia -3 (2.3) -2 (2.2) 18 (1.8) 4 (1.6) 9 (1.5)
Hong Kong (China) -2 (1.3) 0 (1.1) 5 (0.9) 1 (0.8) 2 (0.7)
Indonesia 1 (2.0) -2 (2.0) 15 (2.4) 1 (2.3) 11 (2.1)
Jordan -12 (2.8) 8 (3.2) 36 (2.8) 22 (3.3) 29 (3.2)
Kazakhstan -9 (2.1) 1 (1.9) 19 (2.0) 5 (2.2) 7 (2.0)
Latvia -11 (2.0) 3 (1.8) 17 (2.2) 6 (1.6) 6 (1.4)
Liechtenstein 2 (4.7) -6 (4.8) 5 (4.4) -4 (4.1) -2 (3.3)
Lithuania -11 (1.8) 3 (1.3) 21 (1.5) 7 (1.2) 9 (1.1)
Macao (China) -7 (1.0) 2 (0.9) 10 (0.9) 3 (0.8) 3 (0.7)
Malaysia -10 (1.9) 5 (2.1) 20 (1.9) 6 (2.0) 11 (1.9)
Montenegro -6 (1.5) 0 (1.4) 27 (1.8) 8 (1.5) 18 (1.6)
Peru 2 (1.7) -6 (1.9) 10 (2.1) -2 (2.2) 5 (2.2)
Qatar -6 (0.8) 3 (0.8) 23 (0.8) 11 (0.7) 20 (0.8)
Romania -7 (2.2) -1 (2.1) 19 (2.2) 4 (2.0) 8 (1.9)
Russian Federation -8 (1.6) 1 (1.3) 14 (1.6) 4 (1.3) 5 (1.1)
Serbia -5 (2.2) -3 (2.2) 19 (1.7) 4 (2.2) 8 (2.0)
Shanghai (China) -2 (0.6) 0 (0.6) 3 (0.5) 1 (0.5) 1 (0.4)
Singapore -5 (1.1) 3 (0.8) 7 (0.9) 3 (1.0) 3 (0.7)
Chinese Taipei -6 (1.5) 3 (1.5) 9 (1.3) 3 (1.1) 4 (1.1)
Thailand -13 (1.9) 8 (1.8) 28 (1.8) 11 (1.8) 17 (1.7)
Tunisia 3 (1.5) -8 (1.7) 14 (2.0) 0 (1.9) 7 (2.4)
United Arab Emirates -10 (2.4) 4 (2.2) 25 (2.1) 15 (2.4) 18 (2.0)
Uruguay 0 (1.9) -6 (2.0) 15 (1.8) 1 (1.9) 6 (1.7)
Viet Nam -3 (1.5) 0 (1.3) 8 (1.4) 2 (1.2) 3 (1.1)

Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold.
Source: OECD, PISA 2012 Database. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285319
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Table A10.2 Gender disparities at age 15 in participation in general, vocational and modular programmes
Results based on students’ self-reports (PISA 2012)

 
Percentage of boys who are enrolled in a 

programme whose curriculum is:
Percentage of girls who are enrolled  

in a programme whose curriculum is:

Gender gap (B-G) in the percentage  
of students who are enrolled in a programme 

whose curriculum is:

  General Vocational Modular General Vocational Modular General Vocational Modular 

  % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
%-pt 
dif. S.E.

%-pt 
dif. S.E.

%-pt 
dif. S.E.

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

O
E
C
D Australia 89 (0.6) 11 (0.6) 0 c 90 (0.6) 10 (0.6) 0 c -1 (0.6) 1 (0.6) 0 c

Austria 28 (1.6) 72 (1.6) 0 c 34 (1.6) 66 (1.6) 0 c -6 (2.6) 6 (2.6) 0 c
Belgium 52 (1.4) 48 (1.4) 0 c 60 (1.5) 40 (1.5) 0 c -7 (2.0) 7 (2.0) 0 c
Canada 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Chile 97 (0.3) 3 (0.3) 0 c 97 (0.3) 3 (0.3) 0 c 0 (0.5) 0 (0.5) 0 c
Czech Republic 70 (2.2) 30 (2.2) 0 c 68 (2.4) 32 (2.4) 0 c 3 (3.9) -3 (3.9) 0 c
Denmark 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Estonia 100 (0.3) 0 (0.3) 0 c 100 (0.2) 0 (0.2) 0 c 0 (0.4) 0 (0.4) 0 c
Finland 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
France 82 (1.6) 18 (1.6) 0 c 88 (1.5) 12 (1.5) 0 c -6 (2.0) 6 (2.0) 0 c
Germany 97 (1.3) 3 (1.3) 0 c 99 (0.6) 1 (0.6) 0 c -2 (1.2) 2 (1.2) 0 c
Greece 82 (2.6) 18 (2.6) 0 c 91 (2.1) 9 (2.1) 0 c -10 (1.2) 10 (1.2) 0 c
Hungary 82 (1.8) 18 (1.8) 0 c 90 (1.1) 10 (1.1) 0 c -8 (2.1) 8 (2.1) 0 c
Iceland 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Ireland 99 (0.3) 1 (0.3) 0 c 99 (0.2) 1 (0.2) 0 c 0 (0.3) 0 (0.3) 0 c
Israel 95 (0.6) 5 (0.6) 0 c 99 (0.3) 1 (0.3) 0 c -5 (0.9) 5 (0.9) 0 c
Italy 39 (1.1) 61 (1.1) 0 c 63 (1.6) 37 (1.6) 0 c -24 (2.1) 24 (2.1) 0 c
Japan 74 (1.7) 26 (1.7) 0 c 78 (1.6) 22 (1.6) 0 c -4 (3.0) 4 (3.0) 0 c
Korea 79 (2.6) 21 (2.6) 0 c 81 (2.4) 19 (2.4) 0 c -2 (4.1) 2 (4.1) 0 c
Luxembourg 77 (0.3) 15 (0.2) 8 (0.3) 81 (0.3) 14 (0.2) 6 (0.2) -4 (0.4) 2 (0.3) 2 (0.3)
Mexico 75 (1.0) 25 (1.0) 0 c 75 (1.1) 25 (1.1) 0 c 0 (0.7) 0 (0.7) 0 c
Netherlands 76 (1.9) 24 (1.9) 0 c 80 (1.9) 20 (1.9) 0 c -4 (1.5) 4 (1.5) 0 c
New Zealand 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Norway 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Poland 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 (0.1) 0 (0.1) 0 c 0 (0.1) 0 (0.1) 0 c
Portugal 79 (2.4) 21 (2.4) 0 c 87 (1.8) 13 (1.8) 0 c -8 (1.3) 8 (1.3) 0 c
Slovak Republic 63 (2.3) 11 (2.2) 26 (1.8) 69 (2.3) 5 (1.2) 26 (2.1) -7 (3.7) 6 (2.1) 0 (2.8)
Slovenia 40 (0.8) 60 (0.8) 0 c 54 (0.6) 46 (0.6) 0 c -15 (1.0) 15 (1.0) 0 c
Spain 99 (0.2) 1 (0.2) 0 c 100 (0.1) 0 (0.1) 0 c -1 (0.2) 1 (0.2) 0 c
Sweden 100 (0.1) 0 (0.1) 0 c 99 (0.2) 1 (0.2) 0 c 0 (0.2) 0 (0.2) 0 c
Switzerland 88 (2.2) 12 (2.2) 0 c 91 (2.0) 9 (2.0) 0 c -3 (3.7) 3 (3.7) 0 c
Turkey 59 (2.1) 41 (2.1) 0 c 65 (2.5) 35 (2.5) 0 c -7 (4.5) 7 (4.5) 0 c
United Kingdom 99 (0.2) 1 (0.2) 0 a 99 (0.2) 1 (0.2) 0 a 0 (0.3) 0 (0.3) 0 a
United States 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
                     
OECD average 80 (0.2) 16 (0.2) 4 (0.1) 83 (0.2) 13 (0.2) 4 (0.1) -4 (0.3) 3 (0.3) 0 (0.1)

                     

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Albania 88 (2.9) 12 (2.9) 0 c 96 (1.3) 4 (1.3) 0 c -8 (2.6) 8 (2.6) 0 c

Argentina 79 (3.7) 21 (3.7) 0 c 91 (1.7) 9 (1.7) 0 c -12 (2.4) 12 (2.4) 0 c
Brazil 100 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 c 100 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 c 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 c
Bulgaria 52 (2.4) 48 (2.4) 0 c 67 (2.8) 33 (2.8) 0 c -14 (4.0) 14 (4.0) 0 c
Colombia 76 (2.3) 24 (2.3) 0 c 73 (2.6) 27 (2.6) 0 c 3 (1.8) -3 (1.8) 0 c
Costa Rica 92 (1.8) 8 (1.8) 0 c 90 (1.6) 10 (1.6) 0 c 2 (0.5) -2 (0.5) 0 c
Croatia 23 (1.5) 77 (1.5) 0 c 37 (1.5) 63 (1.5) 0 c -13 (1.8) 13 (1.8) 0 c
Hong Kong (China) 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Indonesia 76 (4.2) 24 (4.2) 0 c 84 (3.1) 16 (3.1) 0 c -8 (4.2) 8 (4.2) 0 c
Jordan 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Kazakhstan 91 (2.5) 9 (2.5) 0 c 94 (2.1) 6 (2.1) 0 c -3 (2.1) 3 (2.1) 0 c
Latvia 99 (0.9) 1 (0.9) 0 c 100 (0.4) 0 (0.4) 0 c -1 (1.0) 1 (1.0) 0 c
Liechtenstein 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Lithuania 99 (0.4) 1 (0.4) 0 c 100 (0.1) 0 (0.1) 0 c -1 (0.4) 1 (0.4) 0 c
Macao (China) 98 (0.0) 2 (0.0) 0 c 98 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 0 c 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) c c
Malaysia 84 (1.5) 16 (1.5) 0 c 89 (1.2) 11 (1.2) 0 c -5 (1.5) 5 (1.5) 0 c
Montenegro 28 (0.4) 72 (0.4) 0 c 40 (0.2) 60 (0.2) 0 c -11 (0.5) 11 (0.5) 0 c
Peru 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Qatar 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Romania 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Russian Federation 95 (1.3) 5 (1.3) 0 c 97 (1.2) 3 (1.2) 0 c -1 (1.2) 1 (1.2) 0 c
Serbia 23 (1.3) 77 (1.3) 0 c 28 (1.2) 72 (1.2) 0 c -5 (1.6) 5 (1.6) 0 c
Shanghai (China) 79 (1.0) 21 (1.0) 0 c 79 (1.2) 21 (1.2) 0 c 0 (1.9) 0 (1.9) 0 c
Singapore 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
Chinese Taipei 67 (2.1) 33 (2.1) 0 c 64 (2.0) 36 (2.0) 0 c 3 (3.0) -3 (3.0) 0 c
Thailand 72 (1.4) 28 (1.4) 0 c 87 (1.2) 13 (1.2) 0 c -16 (2.2) 16 (2.2) 0 c
Tunisia 100 c 0 c 0 c 100 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c 0 c
United Arab Emirates 96 (0.2) 4 (0.2) 0 c 98 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 0 c -2 (0.2) 2 (0.2) 0 c
Uruguay 95 (0.8) 3 (0.8) 2 (0.5) 99 (0.2) 0 (0.1) 1 (0.2) -4 (0.8) 2 (0.8) 2 (0.5)
Viet Nam 99 (1.1) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.1) 100 (0.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.3) -1 (0.7) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.7)

Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold.
Source: OECD, PISA 2012 Database. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285325
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Table A10.3. [1/2] Percentage of adults, by field of study of the highest level of education attained and gender
16-65 year-olds surveyed in the 2012 Survey of Adult Skills

  General programmes Teacher training and education science Humanities, languages and arts

  Men Women

%-point 
difference  

(M – W) Men Women

%-point 
difference  

(M – W) Men Women

%-point 
difference  

(M – W)

  % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

National entities

O
E
C
D Australia 31 (0.9) 28 (1.1) 3 (1.7) 3 (0.3) 8 (0.5) -6 (0.6) 5 (0.4) 7 (0.6) -2 (0.7)

Austria 9 (0.7) 10 (0.7) -1 (1.0) 2 (0.3) 7 (0.5) -5 (0.5) 3 (0.4) 4 (0.5) -1 (0.6)
Canada 29 (0.6) 28 (0.6) 0 (1.1) 3 (0.3) 9 (0.4) -6 (0.5) 6 (0.4) 10 (0.4) -4 (0.5)
Czech Republic 4 (0.0) 8 (0.0) -4 (0.1) 1 (0.0) 7 (0.0) -6 (0.0) 3 (0.0) 4 (0.2) -1 (0.2)
Denmark 11 (0.7) 15 (0.7) -4 (1.0) 5 (0.4) 15 (0.7) -9 (0.9) 4 (0.4) 8 (0.5) -4 (0.6)
Estonia 29 (0.8) 23 (0.7) 6 (1.1) c c 7 (0.5) c c 2 (0.3) 6 (0.4) -4 (0.5)
Finland 14 (0.8) 14 (0.7) 0 (1.2) 2 (0.3) 6 (0.5) -4 (0.6) 3 (0.3) 6 (0.6) -4 (0.7)
France 11 (0.8) 16 (1.0) -5 (0.8) 3 (0.3) 5 (0.3) -2 (0.5) 3 (0.3) 8 (0.5) -4 (0.6)
Germany 6 (0.4) 7 (0.4) -1 (0.6) 2 (0.3) 6 (0.4) -3 (0.5) 3 (0.4) 4 (0.5) -1 (0.6)
Ireland 5 (0.7) 10 (0.8) -5 (1.1) 3 (0.5) 12 (0.7) -9 (0.9) 7 (0.8) 11 (0.9) -4 (1.2)
Italy 11 (1.2) 9 (0.9) 1 (1.3) c c 7 (0.9) c c 9 (0.8) 25 (1.2) -17 (1.3)
Japan 34 (1.1) 46 (1.3) -12 (1.5) 4 (0.4) 12 (1.0) -8 (1.0) 3 (0.4) 10 (0.6) -7 (0.6)
Korea 33 (1.0) 41 (1.1) -8 (1.5) 2 (0.3) 7 (0.6) -5 (0.6) 6 (0.5) 13 (0.6) -7 (0.7)
Netherlands 9 (0.7) 13 (0.7) -4 (1.0) 4 (0.4) 10 (0.8) -7 (0.9) 4 (0.5) 6 (0.6) -3 (0.7)
Norway 8 (0.6) 10 (0.8) -2 (1.1) 4 (0.4) 11 (0.6) -7 (0.8) 5 (0.5) 8 (0.5) -2 (0.6)
Poland 10 (0.5) 13 (0.7) -4 (0.9) 2 (0.3) 9 (0.7) -6 (0.7) 3 (0.4) 8 (0.5) -5 (0.6)
Slovak Republic 7 (0.6) 11 (0.7) -4 (0.9) 2 (0.3) 8 (0.6) -6 (0.6) 3 (0.4) 6 (0.5) -3 (0.7)
Spain 12 (1.0) 12 (0.9) 0 (1.6) 4 (0.6) 10 (0.8) -6 (1.0) 10 (0.8) 15 (1.0) -5 (1.3)
Sweden 11 (0.7) 14 (0.9) -4 (1.1) 4 (0.3) 11 (0.7) -8 (0.8) 5 (0.5) 8 (0.7) -4 (0.9)
United States 8 (0.9) 9 (0.7) -1 (1.1) 5 (0.8) 14 (1.1) -9 (1.2) 10 (0.8) 10 (0.8) -1 (1.1)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 13 (0.7) 20 (0.9) -7 (1.1) 4 (0.5) 12 (0.7) -7 (0.8) 5 (0.5) 9 (0.7) -4 (0.8)
England/N.Ireland (UK) 19 (1.2) 21 (1.0) -2 (1.5) 3 (0.4) 8 (0.6) -5 (0.7) 15 (1.0) 22 (1.1) -7 (1.6)

Average 15 (0.2) 17 (0.2) -2 (0.3) 3 (0.1) 9 (0.1) -6 (0.2) 5 (0.1) 10 (0.1) -4 (0.2)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 21 (0.7) 17 (1.0) 4 (1.1) 2 (0.4) 12 (1.2) -10 (1.2) 6 (0.9) 11 (1.0) -6 (1.3)

  Social sciences, business and law Science, mathematics and computing
Engineering, manufacturing  

and construction

  Men Women

%-point 
difference  

(M – W) Men Women

%-point 
difference  

(M – W) Men Women

%-point 
difference  

(M – W)

  % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36)

National entities

O
E
C
D Australia 17 (0.8) 25 (0.8) -8 (1.2) 6 (0.5) 4 (0.4) 2 (0.6) 29 (1.1) 3 (0.4) 26 (1.3)

Austria 18 (0.8) 40 (1.2) -22 (1.3) 3 (0.3) 2 (0.3) 1 (0.4) 52 (1.1) 7 (0.7) 45 (1.2)
Canada 15 (0.6) 19 (0.6) -5 (0.8) 13 (0.5) 8 (0.4) 5 (0.6) 24 (0.7) 2 (0.2) 22 (0.7)
Czech Republic 8 (0.0) 32 (0.2) -23 (0.2) 3 (0.0) 2 (0.0) 1 (0.0) 67 (0.2) 22 (0.1) 45 (0.2)
Denmark 14 (0.7) 16 (0.7) -2 (0.9) 12 (0.7) 7 (0.5) 5 (0.9) 34 (0.9) 4 (0.4) 30 (1.1)
Estonia 8 (0.5) 24 (0.6) -16 (0.9) 4 (0.3) 3 (0.3) 2 (0.5) 40 (1.0) 16 (0.6) 24 (1.2)
Finland 12 (0.6) 23 (0.8) -11 (1.0) 2 (0.3) 3 (0.3) 0 (0.4) 51 (1.2) 7 (0.5) 44 (1.3)
France 12 (0.6) 20 (0.8) -8 (1.0) 12 (0.5) 10 (0.5) 2 (0.7) 34 (0.9) 4 (0.3) 31 (0.9)
Germany 17 (0.8) 39 (1.3) -22 (1.5) 5 (0.5) 3 (0.4) 1 (0.6) 54 (1.1) 10 (0.7) 44 (1.3)
Ireland 18 (1.2) 25 (1.1) -7 (1.7) 18 (1.2) 11 (0.8) 7 (1.3) 31 (1.5) 2 (0.4) 29 (1.6)
Italy 16 (1.2) 21 (1.2) -5 (1.6) 23 (1.3) 19 (1.2) 4 (1.7) 23 (1.4) 2 (0.4) 21 (1.4)
Japan 16 (0.8) 10 (0.8) 5 (1.0) 3 (0.4) 2 (0.3) 1 (0.5) 31 (1.3) 2 (0.3) 29 (1.3)
Korea 11 (0.7) 12 (0.8) 0 (0.9) 9 (0.6) 10 (0.6) -1 (0.9) 29 (1.0) 6 (0.5) 23 (1.2)
Netherlands 30 (1.0) 28 (1.1) 2 (1.6) 11 (0.7) 3 (0.4) 8 (0.8) 29 (1.1) 3 (0.4) 26 (1.1)
Norway 18 (0.8) 23 (0.9) -5 (1.1) 9 (0.5) 6 (0.6) 3 (0.6) 44 (1.0) 9 (0.7) 34 (1.2)
Poland 9 (0.6) 15 (0.7) -7 (1.1) 6 (0.5) 8 (0.6) -2 (0.8) 53 (1.1) 14 (0.8) 38 (1.3)
Slovak Republic 6 (0.5) 19 (0.8) -13 (1.0) 9 (0.6) 5 (0.6) 4 (0.9) 55 (1.1) 12 (0.8) 43 (1.4)
Spain 19 (1.1) 26 (1.2) -7 (1.6) 14 (1.0) 10 (0.8) 3 (1.3) 32 (1.3) 4 (0.5) 27 (1.5)
Sweden 17 (1.1) 24 (1.1) -7 (1.6) 7 (0.5) 4 (0.4) 3 (0.7) 44 (1.0) 8 (0.6) 36 (1.2)
United States 24 (1.4) 21 (1.2) 3 (1.4) 18 (1.4) 11 (0.8) 7 (1.6) 21 (1.4) c c c c

Sub-national entities
Flanders (Belgium) 14 (0.8) 19 (0.9) -5 (1.3) 13 (0.8) 8 (0.5) 5 (0.9) 42 (1.0) 7 (0.6) 35 (1.2)
England/N.Ireland (UK) 16 (1.0) 23 (1.1) -7 (1.5) 15 (1.0) 9 (0.6) 6 (1.1) 28 (1.1) 3 (0.4) 25 (1.2)

Average 15 (0.2) 23 (0.2) -8 (0.3) 10 (0.2) 7 (0.1) 3 (0.2) 38 (0.2) 7 (0.1) 32 (0.3)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 7 (0.8) 11 (0.7) -5 (1.3) 9 (0.7) 10 (0.8) -1 (0.9) 40 (2.0) 14 (1.5) 25 (1.4)

Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold. 
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285332
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Table A10.3. [2/2] Percentage of adults, by field of study of the highest level of education attained and gender
16-65 year-olds surveyed in the 2012 Survey of Adult Skills

  Agriculture and veterinary medicine Health and welfare Services

  Men Women

%-point 
difference  

(M – W) Men Women

%-point 
difference  

(M – W) Men Women

%-point 
difference  

(M – W)

  % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(37) (38) (39) (40) (41) (42) (43) (44) (45) (46) (47) (48) (49) (50) (51) (52) (53) (54)

National entities

O
E
C
D Australia 2 (0.2) c c c c 4 (0.4) 17 (0.8) -14 (0.9) 4 (0.4) 8 (0.7) -3 (0.8)

Austria 5 (0.4) 3 (0.4) 2 (0.6) 2 (0.3) 10 (0.6) -7 (0.7) 6 (0.6) 18 (0.9) -12 (1.0)
Canada 2 (0.2) 1 (0.2) 0 (0.3) 3 (0.3) 15 (0.6) -12 (0.7) 6 (0.4) 6 (0.3) 0 (0.5)
Czech Republic 5 (0.0) 5 (0.0) 0 (0.0) c c 4 (0.5) c c 8 (0.2) 16 (0.5) -8 (0.5)
Denmark 5 (0.3) 2 (0.3) 3 (0.4) 3 (0.3) 21 (0.7) -18 (0.8) 12 (0.7) 13 (0.7) -1 (0.9)
Estonia 4 (0.4) 4 (0.3) 0 (0.5) c c 7 (0.4) c c 11 (0.6) 9 (0.4) 2 (0.7)
Finland 6 (0.5) 2 (0.3) 4 (0.6) 4 (0.4) 23 (0.7) -19 (0.9) 6 (0.5) 15 (0.7) -9 (1.0)
France 6 (0.5) 2 (0.3) 4 (0.6) 3 (0.3) 16 (0.7) -13 (0.8) 16 (0.9) 19 (0.8) -3 (1.1)
Germany 3 (0.5) 2 (0.3) 2 (0.5) 4 (0.5) 19 (0.8) -15 (0.9) 6 (0.6) 10 (0.7) -4 (0.9)
Ireland 4 (0.6) c c c c 5 (0.7) 16 (1.0) -11 (1.2) 8 (0.9) 11 (0.9) -3 (1.3)
Italy 4 (0.7) c c c c 5 (0.7) 7 (0.7) -2 (0.9) 9 (1.0) 7 (0.7) 2 (1.2)
Japan 5 (0.6) 1 (0.3) 4 (0.6) 2 (0.3) 11 (0.6) -9 (0.7) 2 (0.3) 7 (0.6) -5 (0.7)
Korea 4 (0.3) c c c c 3 (0.4) 6 (0.4) -4 (0.6) 3 (0.3) 3 (0.4) -1 (0.6)
Netherlands 5 (0.5) 2 (0.4) 2 (0.6) 5 (0.5) 31 (1.0) -26 (1.2) 4 (0.5) 4 (0.5) 1 (0.7)
Norway 3 (0.4) 2 (0.3) 2 (0.5) 5 (0.4) 27 (1.1) -23 (1.1) 4 (0.4) 4 (0.4) 0 (0.6)
Poland 6 (0.6) 7 (0.6) -1 (0.8) 1 (0.3) 6 (0.5) -5 (0.6) 10 (0.6) 18 (0.8) -8 (1.0)
Slovak Republic 8 (0.7) 6 (0.5) 1 (0.9) c c 9 (0.7) c c 10 (0.7) 24 (1.0) -14 (1.3)
Spain 3 (0.5) c c c c 4 (0.6) 16 (0.9) -11 (1.1) 3 (0.5) 5 (0.6) -2 (0.8)
Sweden 4 (0.5) 2 (0.3) 2 (0.6) 5 (0.5) 24 (1.0) -19 (1.1) 5 (0.5) 5 (0.5) 0 (0.7)
United States c c c c c c 6 (0.7) 25 (1.1) -19 (1.5) 8 (0.6) 7 (0.7) 1 (0.9)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 3 (0.4) c c c c 4 (0.4) 20 (1.0) -16 (1.0) 2 (0.3) 5 (0.6) -3 (0.6)
England/N.Ireland (UK) 1 (0.2) c c c c 3 (0.4) 12 (0.8) -9 (0.8) c c c c c c

Average 4 (0.1) 3 (0.1) 2 (0.2) 4 (0.1) 15 (0.2) -13 (0.2) 7 (0.1) 10 (0.1) -3 (0.2)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 8 (1.3) 4 (0.7) 4 (1.0) 3 (0.8) 8 (0.4) -5 (1.0) 5 (0.9) 12 (1.0) -7 (1.0)

Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold. 
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285332
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Indicator B2 What proportion of national wealth is spent on education?  
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285413

Indicator B3 How much public and private investment in education is there?  
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285464

Indicator B4 What is the total public spending on education?   
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285519

Indicator B5 How much do tertiary students pay and what public support do they receive?  
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285558

Indicator B6 On what resources and services is education funding spent?  
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285627

Indicator B7 Which factors in�uence the level of expenditure on education?  
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285656
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Classification of educational expenditure
Educational expenditure in this chapter is classified through three dimensions: 

• The first dimension – represented by the horizontal axis in the diagram below – relates to the 
location where spending occurs. Spending on schools and universities, education ministries and other 
agencies directly involved in providing and supporting education is one component of this dimension. 
Spending on education outside these institutions is another.

• The second dimension – represented by the vertical axis in the diagram below – classifies the goods 
and services that are purchased. 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, housing, etc. – in addition to teaching 
services to support students and their families. At the tertiary level, spending on research and 
development can be significant. 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. 

• The third dimension – represented by the colours in the diagram below – distinguishes among the 
sources from which funding originates. These include the public sector and international agencies 
(indicated by light blue), and households and other private entities (indicated by medium-blue). 
Where private expenditure on education is subsidised by public funds, this is indicated by cells in 
the grey colour. 

Spending on educational institutions 
(e.g. schools, universities,  

educational administration  
and student welfare services)

Spending on education outside educational 
institutions

(e.g. private purchases of educational goods 
and services, including private tutoring)

Spending on  
core educational  

services

e.g. public spending on instructional 
services in educational institutions

e.g. subsidised private spending on books

e.g. subsidised private spending on 
instructional services in educational 
institutions

e.g. private spending on books and other 
school materials or private tutoring

e.g. private spending on tuition fees

Spending on 
research and 
development

e.g. public spending on university research

e.g. funds from private industry for 
research and development in educational 
institutions

Spending  
on educational  
services other 

than instruction

e.g. public spending on ancillary services 
such as meals, transport to schools, or 
housing on the campus

e.g. subsidised private spending on student 
living costs or reduced prices for transport

e.g. private spending on fees for ancillary 
services

e.g. private spending on student living 
costs or transport

 Public sources of funds  Private sources of funds  Private funds publicly subsidised
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Coverage diagrams

For Indicators B1, B2, B3 and B6

For Indicator B4 
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HOW MUCH IS SPENT PER STUDENT?

• On average, OECD countries spend USD 10 220 per student per year from primary through tertiary 
education: USD 8 247 per primary student, USD 9 518 per secondary student, and USD 15 028 per 
tertiary student.

• In primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education, 90% of total expenditure per 
student is devoted to core educational services. Greater differences are seen at the tertiary level, 
partly because expenditure on research and development (R&D) represents an average of 32% of 
total expenditure per student.

• From 2005 to 2012, expenditure per student in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary 
educational institutions increased by 21%, on average across OECD countries; but between 2008 and 
2012, investment in education fell in nearly one-quarter of countries as a result of the economic crisis, 
and resulted in a decrease of expenditure per student in a few countries.

 Context
�e demand for high-quality education, which can translate into higher costs per student, must 
be balanced against other demands on public expenditure and the overall tax burden. Policy makers 
must also balance the importance of improving the quality of education services with the desirability 
of expanding access to education opportunities, notably at the tertiary level. A comparative review of 
trends in expenditure per student by educational institutions shows that, in many OECD countries, 
expenditure has not kept up with expanding enrolments. In addition, some OECD countries emphasise 
broad access to higher education, while others invest in near-universal education for children as young 
as three or four. Both the extent of investment in education and the number of students enrolled can be 
a�ected by �nancial crises. Consequently, the recent global economic crisis is likely to have resulted in 
changes in the level of expenditure per student. However, because the crisis began in late 2008, available 
data until 2012 cannot yet show the full extent of this impact.

Chart B1.1.   Annual expenditure by educational institutions per student,  
by types of service, from primary to tertiary education (2012)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs, based on full-time equivalents,  
for primary through tertiary education

1. Public institutions only.
Countries are ranked in descending order of expenditure per student by educational institutions for core services.
Source: OECD. Table B1.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283897
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Expenditure per student by educational institutions is largely in�uenced by teachers’ salaries 
(see Indicators B7 and D3), pension systems, instructional and teaching hours (see Indicator B7), the 
cost of teaching materials and facilities, the programme provided (e.g. general or vocational), and the 
number of students enrolled in the education system (see Indicator C1). Policies to attract new teachers 
or to reduce average class size or change sta�ng patterns (see Indicator D2) have also contributed to 
changes in expenditure per student by educational institutions over time. Ancillary and R&D services 
can also in�uence the level of expenditure per student.

 Other findings
• Among the ten countries with the highest expenditure per student by secondary educational 

institutions, high teachers’ salaries and low student-teacher ratios are often the main factors 
explaining the level of expenditure.

• At the primary and secondary levels there is a strong positive relationship between spending per 
student by educational institutions and per capita GDP. The relationship is weaker at the tertiary 
level, mainly because financing mechanisms and enrolment patterns differ more at this level.

• Excluding activities peripheral to instruction (R&D and ancillary services, such as welfare services 
to students), OECD countries annually spend USD 8  561 per student from primary through 
tertiary education, on average. Compared with average total expenditure, this lower amount is 
mainly the result of much lower expenditure per student at the tertiary level when peripheral 
activities are excluded.

• On average, OECD countries spend around two-thirds more per student at the tertiary level than at 
the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels. However, R&D activities or ancillary 
services can account for a significant proportion of expenditure at the tertiary level. When these are 
excluded, expenditure per student on core educational services at the tertiary level is still, on average, 
21% higher than at the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels.

• �e orientation of secondary school programmes in�uences the level of expenditure per student in 
most countries. Among the 23 OECD countries with separate data on expenditure for general and 
vocational programmes at the upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels, an average 
of USD 328 more was spent per student in a vocational programme than in a general programme 
in 2012. 

 Trends
At primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels, the period 2000 to 2012 was one of 
relative stability in student enrolments in most countries. During that time, expenditure per student by 
educational institutions increased in every country with available data, except Italy, and by an average of 
43% (among countries with available data for all years). On average across OECD countries, the increase 
was relatively smaller over the period 2000-05 than over the period 2005-12. The largest increases in 
expenditure per student between 2005 and 2012 were seen in countries that were still among those 
with the lowest expenditure per student in 2012. Since the beginning of the economic crisis in 2008, 
expenditure per primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary student continued to increase, 
except in Estonia, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Slovenia and Spain.

At the tertiary level, spending per student increased between 2000 and 2012 in most countries, except 
Brazil, Chile, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel and Switzerland. On average across OECD countries, 
expenditure per tertiary student increased by about 4% between 2000 and 2005 and by 11% between 
2005 and 2012. Since the beginning of the economic crisis in 2008, expenditure per tertiary student 
decreased in more than a third of countries, mainly because enrolment increased faster than expenditure. 
In Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, the Russian Federation and Spain, however, there was an 
actual decrease in expenditure by tertiary educational institutions. This led to a decrease in expenditure 
per student in all of these countries except Italy and the Russian Federation, where tertiary enrolment 
fell even faster.
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Analysis

Expenditure per student by educational institutions

Annual spending per student from primary through tertiary education in 2012 ranged from USD 4 000 or less 
per student in Brazil, Colombia, Indonesia, Latvia, Mexico and Turkey to more than USD 10 000 per student in 
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands, Sweden and the 
United Kingdom, and by over USD 15 000 in Luxembourg, Norway, Switzerland and the United States. In more than 
one-quarter of countries (11 of 37 countries with available data), spending per student ranged from USD 10 000 to 
less than USD 13 000 from primary through tertiary education (Chart B1.1 and Table B1.1a).

Countries have different priorities for allocating their resources (see Indicator B7). For example, among the ten 
OECD countries with the largest expenditure per student by educational institutions at the lower secondary level 
(Table B1.1a), Denmark, Ireland, Luxembourg, Switzerland and the United States have among the highest teachers’ 
salaries after 15 years of experience at the lower secondary level, and Austria, Finland, Luxembourg and Norway 
have some of the lowest student-teacher ratios at that level (see Table B7.2b).

Even if spending per student from primary through tertiary education is similar among some OECD countries, 
the ways in which resources are allocated to the different levels of education vary widely. Spending per student by 
educational institutions in a typical OECD country (as represented by the simple mean among all OECD countries) 
amounts to USD 8 247 at the primary level, USD 9 518 at the secondary level, and USD 15 028 at the tertiary level 
(Table B1.1a and Chart B1.2). The average spending per tertiary student is affected by high expenditure – more 
than USD 20 000 – in a few OECD countries, notably Canada, Luxembourg, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, the 
United Kingdom and the United States.

These averages mask a broad range of expenditure per student by educational institutions across OECD countries, 
varying by a factor of less than 8 at the primary level and by a factor of 7 at the secondary level. At the primary level, 
expenditures range from USD 2 700 or less per student in Colombia, Indonesia, Mexico, South Africa and Turkey, 
to more than USD 20 000 in Luxembourg. At the secondary level, expenditure ranges from USD 3 100 or less per 
student in Brazil, Colombia, Indonesia, Mexico, South Africa and Turkey to more than USD 20 000 in Luxembourg 
(Table B1.1a and Chart B1.2). These differences in annual expenditure per student at each level of education can 
also lead to large differences in the cumulative expenditure per student over the duration of studies (see Table B1.3 
and Chart B1.6, available on line, for differences in cumulative expenditure per student over the duration of primary 
and secondary education).

These comparisons are based on purchasing power parities (PPPs) for GDP, not on market exchange rates. Therefore, 
they reflect the amount of a national currency required to produce the same basket of goods and services in a given 
country as produced by the United States in USD.

Expenditure per student on core education services

On average across OECD countries, expenditure on core education services represents 84% of total expenditure 
per student from primary through tertiary education, and exceeds 90% in Ireland, Luxembourg, Mexico and 
Poland. In 4 of the 20 countries for which data are available – France, Hungary, the Slovak Republic and Sweden – 
core educational services account for less than 80% of expenditure per student. Annual expenditure on R&D and 
ancillary services influence the ranking of countries for all services combined. However, this overall picture masks 
large variations among the levels of education (Table B1.2).

At the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels, expenditure is dominated by spending on core 
education services. On average, OECD countries for which data are available spend 90% of the total expenditure 
per student (or USD 8 080) on core educational services. In 11 of the 26 countries for which data are available, 
ancillary services provided by these institutions account for less than 5% of the total expenditure per student. The 
proportion of total expenditure per student devoted to ancillary services exceeds 10% in Finland, France, Hungary, 
Korea, the Slovak Republic and Sweden (Table B1.2).

Greater differences are seen at the tertiary level, partly because R&D expenditure can account for a significant 
proportion of spending on education. The OECD countries in which most R&D is performed in tertiary educational 
institutions (e.g. Portugal and Switzerland, and Sweden for publicly funded R&D) may report higher expenditure 
per student on educational institutions than those in which a large proportion of R&D is performed in other public 
institutions or in industry.
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Chart B1.2. Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services,  
by level of education (2012)  

Expenditure on core, ancillary services and R&D, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs,  
based on full-time equivalents

1. Public institutions only (for Italy, except in tertiary education; for Luxembourg, at tertiary level only).
2. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of expenditure on educational institutions per student in primary education.
Source: OECD. Table B1.1a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283903
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Excluding R&D activities and ancillary services (peripheral services, such as student welfare services), expenditure 
on core education services in tertiary institutions is, on average across OECD countries, USD 9 782 per student. 
It ranges from USD 5 000 or less in Estonia, Latvia, Portugal and the Slovak Republic to more than USD 10 000 
in Austria, Canada, Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom, and more than 
USD 20 000 in the United States (Table B1.2).

On average across OECD countries, expenditure on R&D and ancillary services at the tertiary level represents 
32% and 5%, respectively, of all expenditure per student by tertiary institutions. In 10 of the 23 OECD countries 
for which data on R&D and ancillary services are available separately from total expenditure – Australia, Estonia, 
Germany, Israel, Italy, Norway, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Sweden and Switzerland – expenditure on R&D and 
ancillary services represents at least 40% of total tertiary expenditure per student by educational institutions. This 
can translate into significant amounts: in Australia, Germany, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland, expenditure for 
R&D and ancillary services amounts to more than USD 6 000 per student. This is also the case for Canada, Finland, 
the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United States, where expenditure for R&D and ancillary services 
represent a smaller share of expenditure (Table B1.2).

Expenditure per student by educational institutions at different levels of education

Expenditure per student by educational institutions rises with the level of education in almost all countries, but 
the size of the differentials varies markedly (Table B1.1a and Chart B1.3). Expenditure on secondary education 
is 1.2 times greater than expenditure on primary education, on average. This ratio reaches or exceeds 1.5 in 
the Czech Republic, France and the Netherlands largely because of the concurrent increase in the number of 
instructional hours for students and significant decrease in the number of teachers’ teaching hours between 
primary and secondary education, as compared to the OECD average. The ratio may also be greater due to large 
enrolments in vocational programmes, as is observed in the Netherlands (see below). In these countries (except 
the Czech Republic), teachers’ salaries are also lower in primary education compared to lower secondary education 
(see Indicators B7, D1 and D4).

Chart B1.3. Expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services,  
at secondary and tertiary levels of education relative to primary education (2012)

Primary education = 100

Notes: A ratio of 300 for tertiary education means that expenditure per tertiary student by educational institutions is three times the expenditure 
per primary student by educational institutions.
A ratio of 50 for secondary education means that expenditure per secondary student by educational institutions is half the expenditure per primary 
student by educational institutions.
1. Public institutions only.
2. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of expenditure per student  by educational institutions in tertiary education relative to primary education. 
Source: OECD. Table B1.1a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283917
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Educational institutions in OECD countries spend an average of 1.8 times more per tertiary student than per 
primary student, but spending patterns vary widely, mainly because education policies vary more at the tertiary 
level (see Indicator B5). For example, Estonia, Iceland, Italy, Korea, Poland and Slovenia spend less than 1.5 times 
more on a tertiary student than on a primary student, but Brazil, Mexico and Turkey spend three times as much, 
and South Africa four times as much (Table B1.1a and Chart B1.3).

Differences in expenditure per student between general and vocational programmes

On average across the 23 OECD countries for which data are available, only USD 328 more is spent per student in 
vocational than in general programmes at upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education, but this 
masks large differences in expenditure per student within countries. The difference is less than USD 100 in Chile 
and Latvia, but exceeds USD 6 000 in three countries, with higher expenditure per student in vocational than in 
general programmes in Israel, and higher expenditure per student in general than in vocational programmes in 
Slovenia and Switzerland. Countries with large enrolments in dual-system apprenticeship programmes at the upper 
secondary level (e.g. Austria, Finland, Germany, Luxembourg and the Netherlands) tend to have higher expenditure 
per student in vocational programmes than in general programmes. The difference is USD 627 in Austria, USD 1 350 
in Finland, USD 2 640 in Germany, USD 2 439 in Luxembourg and USD 3 146 in the Netherlands. Exceptions to this 
pattern are Australia, Belgium, Chile, Hungary, Slovenia, Switzerland and the United Kingdom, where expenditure 
per student enrolled in a general programme is higher than expenditure per student in a vocational programme. The 
underestimation of the expenditure made by private enterprises on dual vocational programmes can partly explain 
these differences (Table B1.6, and see Table C1.3 and Box B3.1). However, other countries with smaller proportions 
of students in vocational programmes also have much higher expenditure per student in vocational than in general 
programmes (for example, Israel spends USD 6 167 more per vocational than per general student, and Spain spends 
USD 2 106 more) (Table B1.6).

Expenditure per student by educational institutions relative to per capita GDP

Since access to education is universal (and usually compulsory) at the lower levels of schooling in most OECD 
countries, spending per student by educational institutions at those levels can be interpreted as the resources spent 
on the school-age population relative to a country’s ability to pay. At higher levels of education, this measure is more 
difficult to interpret because student enrolments vary sharply among countries. At the tertiary level, for example, 
OECD countries may rank relatively high on this measure if a large proportion of their wealth is spent on educating 
a relatively small number of students.

In OECD countries, expenditure per student by educational institutions averages 22% of per capita GDP at the 
primary level, 25% at the secondary level, and 40% at the tertiary level. Overall, from primary to tertiary levels of 
education, expenditure per student averages 27% of per capita GDP in OECD countries (Table B1.4).

Countries with low levels of expenditure per student may nonetheless show distributions of investment relative 
to per capita GDP that are similar to those of countries with a high level of spending per student. For example, 
Korea and Portugal – countries with below-OECD-average expenditure per student by educational institutions at 
the secondary level and below-OECD-average per capita GDP – spend more per student relative to per capita GDP 
than the OECD average.

The relationship between per capita GDP and expenditure per student by educational institutions is difficult to 
interpret. However, there is a clear positive relationship between the two at both the primary and secondary levels 
of education – in other words, poorer countries tend to spend less per student than richer ones. Although the 
relationship is generally positive at these levels, there are variations, even among countries with similar levels of per 
capita GDP, and especially those in which per capita GDP exceeds USD 30 000. Ireland and Austria, for example, have 
similar levels of per capita GDP (see Table X2.1 in Annex 2) but spend very different proportions of it on primary 
and secondary education. In Ireland, the proportions are 19% at the primary level and 25% at the secondary level 
(below or at the OECD averages of 22% and 25%, respectively), while in Austria, the proportions are 21% and 31%, 
respectively, and are among the largest at the secondary level (Table B1.4 and Chart B1.7, available on line).

There is more variation in spending at the tertiary level, and the relationship between countries’ relative wealth 
and their expenditure levels varies as well. Canada, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States spend more 
than 50% of per capita GDP on each tertiary student – among the largest proportions after Brazil and South Africa 
(Table B1.4 and Chart B1.7, available on line). Brazil spends the equivalent of 83% of per capita GDP on each tertiary 
student; however, tertiary students represent only 5% of students enrolled in all levels of education combined 
(Table B1.7, available on line).
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Chart B1.4. Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions in 2012 
related to change since 2005, by level of education 

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs, based on full-time equivalents

Notes: Average values refer to countries with available data for both 2005 and 2012. At the primary, secondary, and post-secondary non-tertiary 
levels, Brazil does not appear in the chart as expenditure per student increased by more than 110% between 2005 and 2012.
Source: OECD. Tables B1.2, B1.5a and B1.5b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283927
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Change in expenditure per student by educational institutions between 2000 and 2012

Changes in expenditure by educational institutions largely reflect changes in the size of the school-age population 
and in teachers’ salaries. These tend to rise over time in real terms: teachers’ salaries, the main component of 
costs, have increased in the majority of countries during the past decade (see Indicator D3). 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. Change in expenditure per student over years may also vary between levels of education within countries, 
as both enrolment and expenditure may follow different trends at different levels of education. At the tertiary level, 
compared to other levels of education, expenditure per student decreased in more countries between 2005 and 2012 
(Tables B1.5a and b, and Chart B1.4).

Expenditure per primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary student by educational institutions increased 
in every country except Italy, and by an average of more than 43% between 2000 and 2012, a time during which 
student enrolment at these levels was relatively stable. In most countries, the increase was slightly smaller over the 
period 2000-05 than over the period 2005-12, as a result of the combination of a larger increase in expenditure with 
a smaller decrease in student numbers in the former than in the latter period.

Between 2005 and 2012, in 23 of the 30 countries for which data are available, expenditure per primary, secondary 
and post-secondary non-tertiary student by educational institutions increased by at least 10%. The increase 
exceeded 50% in Brazil, Chile, Poland, the Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic and Turkey. By contrast, in 
France, Spain and the United States this expenditure increased by only 5% or less. Only Hungary, Iceland and 
Italy showed a decrease in expenditure per primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary student during this 
period (Table B1.5a). 

In Brazil, Chile, Poland, the Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic and Turkey, increases in expenditure per 
student over 2005-12 are among the largest, but these countries were still among those with the lowest expenditure 
per student in 2012. The correlation between the level of expenditure per student and its variation over time is 
weak. For example, Chile and Hungary, with similar levels of expenditure per student in 2012, did not increase 
expenditure per student in similar ways. Expenditure per student decreased in Hungary over the period as a result 
of a drop in both expenditure and enrolment (with a larger decrease in expenditure than in student numbers). 
In Chile, enrolments decreased as much as in Hungary, but expenditure increased significantly over the period 
(Table B1.5a and Chart B1.4).

Since the beginning of the economic crisis in 2008, however, expenditure per primary, secondary and post-secondary 
non-tertiary student decreased in a few countries, namely Estonia, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Slovenia and Spain. In all 
these countries, this trend resulted from a decrease in expenditure (combined with a smaller decrease in enrolment 
or, in Spain, with an increase in enrolment). In other countries, expenditure per student increased as in most of 
them, expenditure continued to increase  even as enrolments dropped (except in Australia, Ireland, Israel, Mexico, 
Norway, Turkey and the United Kingdom, where enrolments increased). This demonstrates that, in most countries, 
the global economic crisis had not yet affected the overall investment in education (Chart B1.5).

The pattern is different at the tertiary level. Spending per student increased between 2000 and 2012 in most 
countries, except in Brazil, Chile, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel and Switzerland, where expenditure did not keep 
up with expanding enrolments. On average across OECD countries, expenditure per tertiary student by educational 
institutions increased by nearly 4% between 2000 and 2005 and by 11% between 2005 and 2012.

Between 2005 and 2012, expenditure per tertiary student increased in most countries. The increase reached 38% 
in Korea and 63% in Estonia as a result of a large increase in expenditure combined with constant enrolment. By 
contrast, over this period, expenditure per student decreased in a quarter of countries (7 of 28 countries with 
available data), particularly in Hungary, Iceland and Switzerland (by more than 10%) and to a lesser extent in Brazil, 
Portugal, Spain and the United States. In Hungary, this resulted from a larger decrease in expenditure than in 
student numbers; whereas in the other countries, the decline was the result of a rapid increase in the number of 
tertiary students (Table B1.5b and Chart B1.4).

Since the beginning of the economic crisis in 2008, expenditure on tertiary institutions has decreased in 7 of the 
32 countries with available data: Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, the Russian Federation and Spain. This 
led to a drop in expenditure per student in all of these countries except Italy and the Russian Federation, where 
tertiary enrolment fell even faster. Globally, expenditure per student decreased in a third of countries between 2008 
and 2012, mainly as enrolment increased faster than expenditure (Chart B1.5).
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Definitions
Ancillary services are services provided by educational institutions that are peripheral to the main educational 
mission. The main component of ancillary services is student welfare services. In primary, secondary and 
postsecondary 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 are directly related to instruction in educational institutions, including teachers’ salaries, 
construction and maintenance of school buildings, teaching materials, books and administration of schools.

Research and development (R&D) 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.

Chart B1.5. Changes in the number of students, expenditure on educational institutions  
and expenditure per student, by level of education (2008, 2012)

Index of change between 2008 and 2012 (2008 = 100, 2012 constant prices)

1. Public expenditure only.
2. Public institutions only. 
3. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of change in expenditure per student by educational institutions.
Source: OECD. Tables B1.5a and B1.5b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283935

Br
az

il1,
 2

Po
rt

ug
al

2,
 3

Tu
rk

ey
1,

 2

Po
la

nd

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
3

K
or

ea

Is
ra

el

Cz
ec

h 
R

ep
ub

lic

C
hi

le

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

Ru
ss

ia
n 

Fe
de

ra
ti

on
1,

 2

Ca
na

da
2

Sw
it

ze
rl

an
d2

A
us

tr
al

ia

M
ex

ic
o

O
EC

D
 a

ve
ra

ge

Ja
pa

n3

Fi
nl

an
d

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

Sw
ed

en

N
or

w
ay

1,
 3

Be
lg

iu
m

Ir
el

an
d2

Fr
an

ce

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es
3

Sl
ov

en
ia

Es
to

ni
a

Ic
el

an
d

Sp
ai

n

It
al

y2

H
un

ga
ry

1

150
140
130
120
110
100

90
80
70

Index of change 
(2008 = 100) Primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
3

Es
to

ni
a

Tu
rk

ey
1,

 2

Cz
ec

h 
R

ep
ub

lic

Ru
ss

ia
n 

Fe
de

ra
ti

on
1,

 2

Po
la

nd

K
or

ea

Sw
it

ze
rl

an
d1,

 2

C
hi

le

Sl
ov

en
ia

Fi
nl

an
d

Sw
ed

en

Ja
pa

n3

Is
ra

el

O
EC

D
 a

ve
ra

ge

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

N
or

w
ay

1,
 3

It
al

y

Fr
an

ce

M
ex

ic
o

A
us

tr
al

ia

Be
lg

iu
m

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es
3

Po
rt

ug
al

2,
 3

Sp
ai

n

Br
az

il1,
 2

Ic
el

an
d

Ir
el

an
d2

H
un

ga
ry

1

Index of change 
(2008 = 100) 170 Tertiary education

Change in expenditure per student

Change in expenditure
Change in the number of students (in full-time equivalents)

150
140
130
120
110
100

90
80
70



B1

How much is spent per student? – INDICATOR B1 chapter B

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 217

Methodology
Data refer to the financial year 2012 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2014 (for details see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 

Tables B1.5a and b show the changes in expenditure per student by educational institutions between the financial 
years 2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011 and 2012. OECD countries were asked to collect 2000, 2005, 2008, 2010 and 
2011 data according to the definitions and coverage of UOE 2014 data collection. All expenditure data and GDP 
information for 2000, 2005, 2008, 2010 and 2011 are adjusted to 2012 prices using the GDP price deflator.

The indicator shows direct public and private expenditure by educational institutions in relation to the number of 
full-time equivalent students enrolled. Public subsidies for students’ living expenses outside educational institutions 
have been excluded to ensure international comparability.

Core educational services are estimated as the residual of all expenditure, that is, total expenditure on educational 
institutions net of expenditure on R&D and ancillary services. The classification of R&D expenditure is based on 
data collected from the institutions carrying out R&D, rather than on the sources of funds.

Expenditure per student by educational institutions at a particular level of education is calculated by dividing 
total expenditure by 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 currency is converted into equivalent USD by dividing the national 
currency figure by the purchasing power parity (PPP) index for GDP. The PPP exchange rate 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 data for students in private educational institutions are not available for certain countries, and 
some other countries provide incomplete data on independent private institutions. Where this is the case, only 
expenditure on public and government-dependent private institutions has been taken into account.

Expenditure per student by educational institutions relative to per capita GDP is calculated by expressing 
expenditure per student by educational institutions in units of national currency as a percentage of per capita GDP, 
also in national currency. 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).

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 a 
student’s intensity of participation by the credits that he/she obtains for 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 by educational institutions than OECD countries that 
cannot differentiate among the different types of student attendance.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.

Indicator B1 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285349

Table B1.1a Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services (2012)

WEB Table B1.1b Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for core services (2012)

Table B1.2 Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for core services, ancillary services 
and R&D (2012)
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WEB Table B1.3 Cumulative expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services 
over the theoretical duration of primary and secondary studies (2012)

Table B1.4 Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services,  
relative to per capita GDP (2012)

Table B1.5a Change in expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services, relative  
to different factors, at the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels  
of education (2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2012) 

Table B1.5b Change in expenditure per student by tertiary education institutions for all services,  
relative to different factors (2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2012)

Table B1.6 Annual expenditure per student by secondary educational institutions for all services,  
by type of programme (2012) 

WEB Table B1.7 Percentage of expenditure by educational institutions compared to the proportion of students 
enrolled at each level of education (2012)                      

Additional material available on line only
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285349

WEB Chart B1.6 Cumulative expenditure per student by educational institutions over the theoretical duration 
of primary and secondary studies (2012)

WEB Chart B1.7 Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions relative to per capita GDP (2012)

Cut-off date for the data: 23 October 2015. Updates can be found on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en.
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Table B1.1a. Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services (2012)
In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP, by level of education, based on full-time equivalents       

Primary

Secondary

Post-
secondary 

non-tertiary

Tertiary (including R&D activities)

All tertiary 
excluding 

R&D 
activities

Primary  
to tertiary

(including R&D 
activities and
undistributed 
programmes)

Lower 
secondary

Upper 
secondary

All  
secondary

Short-cycle 
tertiary

Bachelor’s, 
master’s, 

doctoral or 
equivalent 

level
All  

tertiary
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia 7 705 10 574 9 581 10 165 6 379 8 267 18 795 16 859 10 455 10 347

Austria    9 563 13 632 14 013 13 806 5 212 15 071 15 641 15 549 11 616 13 189

Belgium    9 581 11 670 12 210d 12 025d x(3) 8 212 15 785 15 503 10 156 12 135

Canada1, 2    9 680d x(1) 11 695 m m 15 348 25 525 22 006 15 788 m

Chile3    4 476 4 312 3 706 3 909 a 4 186 9 409 7 960 7 600 5 235

Czech Republic    4 728 7 902 7 119 7 469 2 445 16 645 10 304 10 319 6 807 7 684

Denmark    10 953 11 460 9 959 10 632 a m m m m m

Estonia    5 668 6 524 7 013 6 791 7 478 a 8 206 8 206 4 690 6 878

Finland    8 316 12 909 8 599d 9 985d x(3) a 17 863 17 863 10 728 11 030

France    7 013 9 588 13 070 11 046 m 12 346 16 279 15 281 10 361 10 450

Germany    7 749 9 521 12 599 10 650 10 041 8 265 17 159 17 157 10 025 11 363

Greece    m m m m m m m m m m

Hungary    4 370 4 459 4 386 4 419 3 698 2 897 9 658 8 876 7 405 5 564

Iceland    10 003 10 706 7 541 8 724 11 140 9 665 9 373 9 377 m 10 287

Ireland2    8 681 11 087 11 564 11 298 12 856 x(8) x(8) 14 922 11 418 10 740

Israel    6 931 x(4) x(4) 5 689 2 326 6 366 13 777 12 338 7 710 7 903

Italy2    7 924 8 905 8 684 8 774 m m 10 071 10 071 6 369 8 744

Japan    8 595 9 976 10 360d 10 170d x(3, 6, 7) 10 532d 18 557d 16 872d m 11 671

Korea    7 395 7 008 9 651 8 355 m 5 540 11 173 9 866 8 026 9 569

Luxembourg2, 4    20 020 20 247 20 962 20 617 1 257 3 749 34 739 32 876 21 358 22 545

Mexico    2 632 2 367 4 160 3 007 a x(8) x(8) 8 115 6 647 3 509

Netherlands    8 185 12 227 12 368 12 296 11 554 11 580 19 305 19 276 12 505 12 211

New Zealand    7 069 8 644 10 262 9 409 9 542 10 289 14 543 13 740 10 841 9 443

Norway    12 728 13 373 15 248d 14 450d x(3) x(3) 20 016 20 016 12 010 15 497

Poland2    6 721 6 682 6 419 6 540 m 8 229 9 811 9 799 7 692 7 398

Portugal2    6 105 8 524 8 888d 8 691d x(3, 7) a 9 196d 9 196d 4 917 7 952

Slovak Republic    5 415 5 283 5 027d 5 152d x(3) x(3) 9 022 9 022 6 191 6 072

Slovenia    9 015 9 802 6 898d 8 022d x(3) 6 874 11 615 11 002 8 888 9 031

Spain    7 111 9 137 9 145d 9 141d x(3) 9 394 13 040 12 356 8 983 9 040

Sweden    10 312 10 966 11 329 11 177 3 610 5 897 24 025 22 534 10 589 12 742

Switzerland2    13 889 16 370 17 024d 16 731d x(3) x(8) x(8) 25 264 11 632 17 485

Turkey    2 577 2 448 3 524 2 904 a x(8) x(8) 7 779 5 557 3 514

United Kingdom    10 017 10 271 9 963 10 085 a x(8) x(8) 24 338 18 593 12 084

United States    11 030 11 856 13 059 12 442 x(8) x(8) x(8) 26 562d 23 706 15 494

OECD average 8 247 9 627 9 876 9 518 6 734 8 968 15 111 15 028 10 309 10 220

EU21 average 8 372 10 040 10 011 9 931 6 461 9 097 14 807 14 955 9 963 10 361

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m a m m m m m

Brazil2    3 095 2 981 3 078 3 020 a x(8) x(8) 10 455 9 595 3 441

China    m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia3    2 645 2 651 2 742d 2 677d x(3) x(8) x(8) 5 183 m 3 291

India m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia3    1 180 915 1 067 981 a x(8) x(8) 2 089 m 1 397

Latvia    3 489 3 515 3 685 3 610 4 153 5 091 5 290 5 262 4 303 3 983

Russian Federation    x(4) x(4) x(4) 5 345d x(4) 5 183 9 115 8 363 7 641 6 190

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m

South Africa2 2 431 x(4) x(4) 2 440 5 188 x(8) x(8) 10 885 m 3 633

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m

Note: Data on early childhood education is available in Indicator C2.
1. Year of reference 2011.
2. Public institutions only (for Canada and Luxembourg, in tertiary education only; for Italy, except in tertiary education).
3. Year of reference 2013.
4. Pre-primary and primary education include reimbursements from local authorities for previous years.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285351
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Table B1.2. Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for core services,  
ancillary services and R&D (2012)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP, by level of education and type of service, based on full-time equivalents

Primary, secondary and 
post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary

Primary to tertiary
(including undistributed programmes)

Educational  
core services

Ancillary 
services 

(transport, 
meals, 

housing 
provided by 
institutions) Total 

Educational  
core services

Ancillary 
services 

(transport, 
meals, 

housing 
provided by 
institutions) R & D Total 

Educational  
core services

Ancillary 
services 

(transport, 
meals, 

housing 
provided by 
institutions) R & D Total 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

O
E
C
D Australia 8 651 139 8 790 9 956 499 6 403 16 859 8 903 209 1 235 10 347

Austria    11 563 601 12 164 11 533 84 3 932 15 549 11 554 445 1 191 13 189
Belgium    10 712 295 11 007 9 799 356 5 347 15 503 10 830 307 998 12 135
Canada1, 2, 3 9 723 503 10 226 14 652 1 136 6 218 22 006 m m m m
Chile4 3 879 304 4 183 7 600d x(4) 360 7 960 5 134d x(8) 100 5 235
Czech Republic    6 015 404 6 419 6 734 74 3 512 10 319 6 499 323 862 7 684
Denmark    10 780 a 10 780 m a m m m a m m
Estonia    6 315 18 6 334 4 284 406 3 517 8 206 5 775 126 977 6 878
Finland    8 365 988 9 353 10 728 0 7 136 17 863 8 831 793 1 406 11 030
France    8 039 1 298 9 338 9 502 859 4 920 15 281 8 313 1 216 921 10 450
Germany    9 583 261 9 843 9 179 846 7 132 17 157 9 695 367 1 301 11 363
Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    3 898 474 4 371 5 651 1 754 1 471 8 876 4 180 1 103 281 5 564
Iceland    x(3) x(3) 9 333 x(7) x(7) x(7) 9 377 x(11) x(11) x(11) 10 287
Ireland3 9 893 m 9 893 11 418 m 3 504 14 922 10 150 m 590 10 740
Israel    5 970 356 6 325 6 418 1 292 4 628 12 338 6 629 511 763 7 903
Italy3, 5 8 030 420 8 450 6 022 347 3 701 10 071 7 566 402 775 8 744
Japan1 x(3) x(3) 9 408 x(7) x(7) x(7) 16 872 x(11) x(11) x(11) 11 671
Korea    7 093 841 7 934 7 943 83 1 840 9 866 8 359 604 606 9 569
Luxembourg3 18 810 1 342 20 153 20 623 x(4) 11 519 32 876 20 311 1 396 838 22 545
Mexico    2 801 m 2 801 6 647 m 1 468 8 115 3 354 m 155 3 509
Netherlands    10 464 0 10 464 12 505 0 6 771 19 276 10 868 0 1 342 12 211
New Zealand    x(3) x(3) 8 445 x(7) x(7) 2 900 13 740 x(11) x(11) 547 9 443
Norway1 x(3) x(3) 13 611 11 824 186 8 006 20 016 x(11) x(11) 1 493 15 497
Poland3 6 585 178 6 764 7 433 259 2 107 9 799 6 763 195 440 7 398
Portugal1, 3 6 759 685 7 444 4 561 357 4 278 9 196 6 511 622 819 7 952
Slovak Republic1 4 439 792 5 231 4 412 1 778 2 832 9 022 4 579 975 519 6 072
Slovenia    7 860 598 8 457 8 692 196 2 114 11 002 8 049 507 475 9 031
Spain    7 616 537 8 152 8 435 548 3 372 12 356 7 789 539 712 9 040
Sweden    9 513 1 138 10 652 10 589 0 11 946 22 534 9 703 938 2 101 12 742
Switzerland3 x(3) x(3) 15 512 11 632d x(4) 13 632 25 264 x(11) x(11) x(11) 17 485
Turkey    2 688 97 2 784 7 779 x(7) 2 221 7 779 x(11) x(11) x(11) 3 514
United Kingdom    9 434 605 10 056 16 692 1 900 5 746 24 338 10 465 789 830 12 084
United States1 10 769 963 11 732 20 423 3 282 2 856 26 562 13 218 1 551 725 15 494

OECD average 8 080 554 8 982 9 782 706 4 846 15 028 8 561 633 852 10 220
EU21 average 8 734 591 9 266 9 410 574 4 992 14 955 8 865 614 915 10 361

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil3 x(3) x(3) 3 049 9 595d x(4) 860 10 455 3 396d x(8) 46 3 441
China    m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia4 x(3) x(3) 2 661 x(7) x(7) x(7) 5 183 x(11) x(11) x(11) 3 291
India m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia4 x(3) x(3) 1 096 x(7) x(7) x(7) 2 089 x(11) x(11) x(11) 1 397
Latvia    x(3) x(3) 3 560 4 303d x(4) 959 5 262 x(11) x(11) 238 3 983
Russian Federation    x(3) x(3) 5 345 x(7) x(7) 721 8 363 x(11) x(11) 202 6 190
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa3 x(3) x(3) 2 494 x(7) x(7) x(7) 10 885 x(11) x(11) x(11) 3 633

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
2. Year of reference 2011.
3. Public institutions only (for Canada and Luxembourg, in tertiary education only; for Italy, except in tertiary education).
4. Year of reference 2013.
5. Excludes post-secondary non-tertiary education and short-cycle tertiary programmes.     
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285363
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Table B1.4. Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services, 
relative to per capita GDP (2012)       

In percentage of GDP per capita, by level of education, based on full-time equivalents

Primary

Secondary

Post-
secondary 

non-tertiary

Tertiary (including R&D activities)

All tertiary 
excluding 

R&D 
activities

Primary  
to tertiary

(including R&D 
activities and 
undistributed 
programmes)

Lower 
secondary

Upper 
secondary

All  
secondary

Short-cycle 
tertiary

Bachelor’s, 
master’s, 

doctoral or 
equivalent 

level
All  

tertiary

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia 18 25 22 24 15 19 44 39 24 24

Austria    21 30 31 31 12 34 35 35 26 29

Belgium    23 28 29d 29d x(3) 20 38 37 24 29

Canada1, 2 23d x(1) 27 m m 36 60 52 37 m

Chile3 21 20 17 18 a 20 44 37 36 25

Czech Republic    16 28 25 26 9 58 36 36 24 27

Denmark    25 26 23 24 a m m m m m

Estonia    23 26 28 28 30 a 33 33 19 28

Finland    21 32 21d 25d x(3) a 44 44 27 27

France    19 26 35 30 0 33 44 41 28 28

Germany    18 22 29 25 23 19 40 40 23 27

Greece    m m m m m m m m m m

Hungary    19 20 20 20 16 13 43 39 33 25

Iceland    25 26 19 22 28 24 23 23 m 25

Ireland2 19 25 26 25 28 x(8) x(8) 33 25 24

Israel    22 x(4) x(4) 18 7 20 44 39 25 25

Italy2 22 25 25 25 m m 29 29 18 25

Japan    24 28 29d 28d x(3, 6, 7) 30d 52d 47d m 33

Korea    23 22 30 26 m 17 35 31 25 30

Luxembourg    22 22 23 22 1 4 38 36 23 25

Mexico    16 14 25 18 a x(8) x(8) 48 40 21

Netherlands    18 27 27 27 25 25 42 42 27 27

New Zealand    22 27 32 29 30 32 45 43 34 29

Norway    25 26 30d 28d x(3) x(3) 39 39 23 30

Poland2 29 29 28 29 m 36 43 43 34 32

Portugal2 22 31 33d 32d x(3, 7) a 34d 34d 18 29

Slovak Republic    21 21 20d 20d x(3) x(3) 35 35 24 24

Slovenia    32 34 24d 28d x(3) 24 41 39 31 32

Spain    22 28 28d 28d x(3) 29 40 38 27 28

Sweden    24 25 26 25 8 13 55 51 24 29

Switzerland2 25 29 31d 30d x(3) x(8) x(8) 45 21 31

Turkey    14 14 20 16 a x(8) x(8) 43 m 20

United Kingdom    27 28 27 27 a x(8) x(8) 65 50 33

United States    22 24 26 25 x(8) x(8) x(8) 53d 48 31

OECD average 22 25 26 25 17 25 41 40 28 27

EU21 average 22 27 26 26 15 26 39 39 27 28

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m a m m m m m

Brazil2 25 24 24 24 a x(8) x(8) 83 76 27

China    m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia3 22 22 23d 22d x(3) x(8) x(8) 43 m 27

India m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia3 12 9 11 10 a x(8) x(8) 21 m 14

Latvia    23 23 25 24 28 34 35 35 29 27

Russian Federation    x(4) x(4) x(4) 22d x(4) 22 38 35 32 26

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m

South Africa2 19 x(4) x(4) 19 41 x(8) x(8) 87 m 29

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m

1. Year of reference 2011.    
2. Public institutions only (for Canada and Luxembourg, in tertiary education only; for Italy, except in tertiary education).    
3. Year of reference 2013.     
Sources: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285378
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Table B1.5a. Change in expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services, relative 
to different factors, at the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels of education 

(2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2012)
Index of change (GDP deflator 2005 = 100, constant prices )   

Primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary 

Change in expenditure  
(2005 = 100)

Change in the number of students  
(2005 = 100)

Change in expenditure per student  
(2005 = 100)

2000 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2008 2010 2011 2012
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
E
C
D Australia 83 110 133 130 130 93 100 101 103 106 89 110 131 126 123

Austria    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Belgium    m 113 112 113 115 91 96 95 96 96 m 117 117 118 119
Canada1, 2, 4 84 105 117 118 115 99 100 98 97 96 84 106 119 121 119
Chile3 96 129 126 147 140 99 96 93 91 90 97 134 135 162 156
Czech Republic    77 106 110 113 114 107 93 89 87 85 72 114 124 130 134
Denmark    86 99 108 100 81 95 m 105 111 m 90 m 103 90 m
Estonia    m 124 109 104 105 121 90 85 83 81 m 138 129 125 130
Finland    83 107 112 113 112 95 101 100 99 98 87 107 112 114 114
France    99 103 106 105 104 102 100 100 100 101 98 103 106 105 103
Germany    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Greece1 77 m m m m 101 m m m m 77 m m m m
Hungary5 68 96 85 79 75 104 96 94 92 91 66 100 90 86 83
Iceland    73 108 96 99 98 94 101 101 101 100 77 106 95 98 98
Ireland4 69 131 140 138 139 97 104 108 109 109 71 126 129 127 127
Israel    99 120 130 144 154 94 104 108 111 112 106 115 120 130 138
Italy4, 6 96 104 97 93 90 99 100 100 101 99 98 104 97 92 90
Japan1 99 102 105 105 106 109 97 96 95 94 90 105 109 110 113
Korea    69 115 126 127 125 102 98 93 90 86 67 118 135 142 145
Luxembourg4, 5 m m 105 101 96 m m m m m m m m m m
Mexico    80 103 111 116 119 95 103 105 106 107 85 100 106 109 111
Netherlands    82 106 114 113 113 97 101 102 102 101 85 105 112 111 112
New Zealand    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway1, 5 87 107 113 112 112 95 102 102 102 104 92 105 111 109 108
Poland    90 114 122 120 125 110 88 83 80 77 82 129 147 149 162
Portugal1, 4 100 95 108 101 123 111 100 99 97 97 90 96 109 104 126
Slovak Republic1 74 115 135 125 125 108 90 84 82 79 68 128 159 154 159
Slovenia    m 104 103 101 98 m 93 90 90 89 m 112 114 113 109
Spain    92 115 119 116 110 107 102 105 107 107 86 113 113 109 103
Sweden    88 103 102 102 103 98 97 91 91 91 90 107 112 113 113
Switzerland4 87 103 107 109 110 100 100 98 97 97 86 102 109 112 114
Turkey4, 5 71 121 147 149 165 92 102 106 105 107 77 119 138 141 155
United Kingdom    m 99 106 109 112 113 99 100 102 104 m 100 106 107 108
United States1 86 111 109 107 104 98 106 100 100 99 88 105 110 107 105

OECD average 84 109 114 114 114 101 99 98 97 97 85 112 117 118 121
EU21 average 84 108 111 108 108 103 97 96 96 94 83 112 117 115 118

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil4, 5 66 146 170 175 182 98 96 91 89 87 67 152 187 197 210
China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia    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
Latvia    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Russian Federation4, 5 66 132 126 129 151 m 88 87 88 88 m 150 144 147 172

Saudi Arabia 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

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
2. Year of reference 2011 instead of 2012. Year of reference 2004 instead of 2005.
3. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2012. Year of reference 2006 instead of 2005.
4. Public institutions only.
5. Public expenditure only.
6. Excluding post-secondary non-tertiary education.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285381
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Table B1.5b. Change in expenditure per student by tertiary educational institutions for all services, 
relative to different factors (2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2012)

Index of change (GDP deflator 2005 = 100, constant prices)  

Tertiary

Change in expenditure  
(2005 = 100)

Change in the number of students  
(2005 = 100)

Change in expenditure per student  
(2005 = 100)

2000 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2008 2010 2011 2012
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
E
C
D Australia 84 111 126 129 133 m 108 125 129 133 m 103 101 100 100

Austria    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Belgium    m 111 119 121 124 94 103 112 116 119 m 107 106 105 104
Canada1, 2 84 109 117 117 113 m m m m m m m m m m
Chile3 84 128 170 184 187 73 133 161 166 178 115 97 106 111 105
Czech Republic    65 132 139 164 172 72 118 132 133 130 90 112 106 123 133
Denmark4 87 98 106 108 m 98 100 108 101 m 88 98 98 107 m
Estonia    m 126 136 157 158 85 99 100 101 97 m 127 135 156 163
Finland    88 108 116 120 118 95 98 99 100 100 92 110 117 121 118
France    93 113 118 119 119 95 99 102 103 104 98 115 116 116 114
Germany    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Greece1 42 m m m m 68 m m m m 62 m m m m
Hungary4 81 106 96 112 79 64 100 88 94 93 126 106 109 119 85
Iceland    70 116 104 101 107 68 110 117 121 120 103 106 89 84 90
Ireland5 102 134 136 132 125 85 101 109 109 114 120 133 125 120 110
Israel    83 99 107 119 117 80 101 108 112 114 103 98 99 106 102
Italy    93 113 112 113 107 90 100 98 97 94 104 113 114 117 114
Japan1 94 109 110 115 114 99 98 96 97 96 95 112 114 119 119
Korea    79 127 137 144 142 93 103 102 103 103 84 124 135 140 138
Luxembourg m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Mexico    74 114 129 125 135 83 110 120 126 133 89 104 107 99 101
Netherlands    85 109 119 123 125 85 110 119 122 123 99 100 100 101 102
New Zealand    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway1, 4 83 102 105 106 108 88 99 106 109 104 95 102 100 97 105
Poland    58 111 119 107 113 60 99 95 93 88 97 112 124 115 128
Portugal1, 5 71 106 113 106 103 90 101 107 110 108 79 105 106 97 95
Slovak Republic1 67 123 128 141 152 71 124 124 121 117 94 99 103 117 130
Slovenia    m 103 108 112 103 m 102 104 102 95 m 101 104 110 109
Spain    87 119 127 124 117 107 105 111 114 117 81 113 114 108 99
Sweden    87 105 117 119 121 82 94 103 106 102 105 112 113 112 119
Switzerland4, 5 76 91 102 107 111 76 116 129 137 128 101 79 79 78 87
Turkey4, 5 77 114 144 167 193 72 113 134 153 159 107 101 108 110 122
United Kingdom    m m m m m 93 101 105 110 105 m m m m m
United States1 78 112 117 120 125 89 106 123 126 130 88 105 95 96 96

OECD average 80 113 121 126 127 84 105 112 115 115 97 107 108 110 111
EU21 average 79 114 119 124 122 84 103 107 108 107 95 110 112 115 115

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil4, 5 79 119 148 155 149 70 110 125 150 160 112 108 119 104 93
China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia    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
Latvia    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Russian Federation4, 5 44 147 145 136 142 m 175 156 149 142 m 84 93 91 100

Saudi Arabia 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

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
2. Year of reference 2011 instead of 2012. Year of reference 2004 instead of 2005.
3. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2012. Year of reference 2006 instead of 2005.
4. Public expenditure only.
5. Public institutions only.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285399
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Table B1.6. Annual expenditure per student by secondary educational institutions for all services, 
by type of programme (2012)    

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP, by level of education, based on full-time equivalents     

Lower secondary Upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary

General  
programmes

Vocational 
programmes

All  
programmes

General  
programmes

Vocational 
programmes

All  
programmes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

O
E
C
D Australia 11 010 6 382 10 574 11 272 6 378 9 076

Austria    13 632 a 13 632 13 018 13 645 13 416

Belgium1 x(3) x(3) 11 670 12 958 11 720 12 210

Canada1, 2, 3 m m m x(6) x(6) 11 695

Chile4 4 312 a 4 312 4 264 4 199 4 244

Czech Republic    7 906 6 991 7 902 5 958 7 392 7 012

Denmark    11 460 a 11 460 x(6) x(6) 9 959

Estonia    6 592 a 6 524 6 800 7 436 7 101

Finland1 12 909 a 12 909 7 628 8 978 8 599

France    9 588 a 9 588 x(6) x(6) 12 962

Germany    9 521 a 9 521 10 433 13 073 12 009

Greece    m m m m m m

Hungary    4 471 2 490 4 459 4 346 4 245 4 310

Iceland    10 706 a 10 706 6 484 10 174 7 648

Ireland5 x(3) x(3) 11 087 x(6) x(6) 12 098

Israel    x(4) x(5) x(6) 4 525d 10 692d 5 630d

Italy3, 5 8 877 13 297 8 905 x(6) x(6) 8 684

Japan1 9 976 a 9 976 x(6) x(6) 10 360

Korea    7 008 a 7 008 x(6) x(6) 9 651

Luxembourg    20 247 a 20 247 18 791 21 230 20 265

Mexico    2 882 424 2 367 3 751 4 788 4 160

Netherlands    10 804 16 002 12 227 10 211 13 357 12 366

New Zealand    8 644 a 8 644 9 987 10 501 10 169

Norway1 13 373 a 13 373 x(6) x(6) 15 248

Poland5 6 682 x(5) 6 682 6 005 7 580d 6 899

Portugal1, 5 x(3) x(3) 8 524 x(6) x(6) 8 888

Slovak Republic1 5 283 a 5 283 3 920 5 552 5 027

Slovenia    9 802 a 9 802 10 838 4 615 6 898

Spain    8 987 x(3) 9 137 8 460 10 567 9 145

Sweden    x(3) x(3) 10 966 9 219 12 625 10 944

Switzerland5 16 370 a 16 370 15 843 8 494 17 024

Turkey    2 448 a 2 448 3 380 3 676 3 524

United Kingdom1 10 722 6 076 10 271 11 951 6 665 9 963

United States3 11 856 a 11 856 x(6) x(6) 13 059

OECD average 9 484 7 380 9 627 8 698 9 025 9 704

EU21 average 9 843 8 971 10 040 9 369 9 912 9 938

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m

Brazil5 x(3) x(3) 2 981 x(6) x(6) 3 078

China    m m m m m m

Colombia4 2 651 a 2 651 x(6) x(6) 2 742

India m m m m m m

Indonesia4 915 a 915 1 449 579 1 067

Latvia    3 514 3 655 3 515 3 696 3 717 3 705

Russian Federation1 x(4) x(5) x(6) 5 445d 4 481d 5 345d

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m

South Africa5 x(6) x(6) x(6) x(6) x(6) 4 343d

G20 average m m m m m m

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.     
2. Year of reference 2011.      
3. Excludes post-secondary non-tertiary education.     
4. Year of reference 2013.     
5. Public institutions only.      
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285401
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WHAT PROPORTION OF NATIONAL WEALTH IS SPENT 
ON EDUCATION?
• In 2012, OECD countries spent an average of 5.3% of their GDP on educational institutions from 

primary to tertiary education; 11 countries with available data (Canada, Chile, Colombia, Iceland, 
Israel, Korea, New Zealand, Norway, South Africa, the United Kingdom and the United States) 
spent 6% or more.

• Between 2000 and 2012, expenditure on primary to tertiary education increased at a faster rate 
than GDP growth in more than two out of three countries for which data are available. In the other 
countries, the share of GDP devoted to education decreased by less than 0.5 percentage point.

• Since the beginning of the economic crisis in 2008 and up to 2010, GDP decreased, in real terms, in 
20 of 36 countries with available data, while public expenditure on educational institutions fell in 
only six countries. As a result, public expenditure as a percentage of GDP decreased in five countries 
during this period. Still, GDP rose, in real terms, in most countries between 2010 and 2012, and 
public expenditure on educational institutions fell in more than one out of three OECD countries 
as a result of fiscal-consolidation policies.

 Context
Countries invest in educational institutions to help foster economic growth, enhance productivity, 
contribute to personal and social development, and reduce social inequality, among other reasons. 
�e proportion of education expenditure relative to GDP depends on the di�erent preferences of 
various public and private actors. Nevertheless, expenditure on education largely comes from public 
budgets and is closely scrutinised by governments. During economic downturns, even core sectors 
like education can be subject to budget cuts.

�e level of expenditure on educational institutions is a�ected by the size of a country’s school-age 
population, enrolment rates, level of teachers’ salaries, and the organisation and delivery of 
instruction. At the primary and lower secondary levels of education (corresponding broadly to the 
5-14 year-old population), enrolment rates are close to 100% in OECD countries, and changes in the 
number of students are closely related to demographic changes. �is is not as much the case in upper 
secondary and tertiary education, because part of the concerned population has left the education 
system (see Indicator C1).

Chart B2.1.   Expenditure on primary to tertiary education institutions  
as a percentage of GDP (2012)

From public and private sources, including undistributed programmes

1. Public expenditure only (for Switzerland, in tertiary education only; for Norway, in primary, secondary and post-secondary 
non-tertiary education only).
Countries are ranked in descending order of expenditure from both public and private sources on educational institutions.
Source: OECD. Table B2.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283940
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�is indicator presents a measure of expenditure on educational institutions relative to a nation’s 
wealth. National wealth is estimated based on GDP, and expenditure on education includes spending 
by governments, enterprises and individual students and their families.

 Other findings
• Primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education accounts for two-thirds of 

expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions, or 3.7% of GDP, on average across 
OECD countries. New Zealand spends the most among OECD and partner countries, with 5.0% of 
its GDP devoted to these levels of education, while the Czech Republic, Hungary, Indonesia, Japan, 
Latvia, the Russian Federation and the Slovak Republic spend less than 3% of their GDP on these 
levels of education.

• Tertiary education accounts for more than one-quarter of expenditure on educational institutions, 
or 1.5% of GDP, on average across OECD countries. Canada, Chile, Korea and the United States 
spend between 2.3% and 2.8% of their GDP on tertiary institutions.

• Private expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP is highest at the tertiary 
level, on average across OECD countries. �is share is highest in Chile, Korea and the United States, 
where it ranges from 1.4% to 1.5% of GDP. 

 Trends
Between 2008 and 2010, public investment in primary to tertiary education increased by an average 
of 5% among OECD countries. However, the growth of public expenditure on educational institutions 
slowed afterwards, and remained stable between 2010 and 2012, on average across OECD countries. 
Between 2008 and 2012, the average annual growth rate across OECD countries decreased 
continuously, from 3% in 2008-09 to 0% in 2011-12.

Over the period 2008-10, Estonia, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, the Russian Federation and the United States 
cut (in real terms) public expenditure on educational institutions, from about 1% in the United States 
to 11% in Hungary and Iceland. Over the period 2010-12, public expenditure continued to decrease in 
four of these six countries (the exceptions were Iceland and the Russian Federation) and also decreased 
in seven other countries. Among these 11 countries, the decrease during this period reached 5% or 
more in Hungary, Italy, Portugal, Slovenia and Spain.
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Analysis

Overall investment relative to GDP

The share of national wealth devoted to educational institutions is substantial in all OECD and partner countries 
with available data. In 2012, OECD countries spent an average of 5.3% of their GDP on educational institutions 
from primary to tertiary education (see Table C2.3 for the share of GDP devoted to early childhood education).

In 2012, expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions relative to GDP reached 6% or more in 
11 countries with available data, and exceeded 6.7% in Colombia, Korea and New Zealand. At the other end of the 
spectrum, Indonesia, Italy, Luxembourg, the Russian Federation  and the Slovak Republic spent less than 4% of 
their GDP on education (Chart B2.1 and Table B2.1).

Chart B2.2. Expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP (2012)  
From public and private sources, by level of education and source of funds

1. Public expenditure only (for Switzerland, in tertiary education only; for Norway, in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary 
education only).
2. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of expenditure from both public and private sources on educational institutions in primary, secondary and post-secondary 
non-tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table B2.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283959
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Expenditure on educational institutions, by level of education

An average of two-thirds of the expenditure on education (excluding early childhood education) in all OECD 
countries is devoted to primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education, while a more than a quarter 
goes to tertiary education and 0.1% is not distributed to specific levels of education. Primary and lower secondary 
levels receive about 47% of educational expenditure in OECD countries, on average. Expenditure on educational 
institutions depends on the age of the population. In most cases, countries with above-average expenditure on 
educational institutions relative to GDP are usually those with an above-average proportion of people whose age 
corresponds to primary and lower secondary education (Table B2.2 and see Indicator C1).

In all OECD and partner countries with available data, the level of national resources devoted to primary, secondary 
and post-secondary non-tertiary education combined is much larger than the share devoted to tertiary education. 
This share exceeds 50% of educational expenditure (excluding early childhood education) in all countries. For 
primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education, expenditure as a percentage of GDP ranges from less 
than 3% in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Indonesia, Japan, Latvia, the Russian Federation and the Slovak Republic 
to 5% in New Zealand.

Expenditure on primary and lower secondary education amounts to 1.5% or more of GDP in all countries, and 
reaches 3% or more in Australia, Brazil, Colombia, Denmark, Iceland, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway and 
the United Kingdom (Table B2.1).

Expenditure on tertiary education amounts to at least 1% of GDP in nearly all countries except Brazil, Indonesia, 
Italy (expenditure on short-cycle tertiary programmes is not included), Luxembourg and South Africa, and exceeds 
2.3% in Canada, Chile, Korea and the United States (Table B2.3 and Chart B2.2).

Changes in overall spending on educational institutions between 2000 and 2012

The increase in the number of students enrolled in upper secondary and tertiary education between 2000 and 2012 
was accompanied in most countries by an increase in financial investments at these levels.

Over the period 2000-12, in all countries with comparable data, both expenditure on primary to tertiary 
educational institutions and GDP increased (see Table X2.3). In Chile, France, Italy, Norway, Poland and Sweden, 
expenditure on education increased less than GDP, leading to a decrease in expenditure as a proportion of GDP of 
up to 0.5 percentage point. In all other countries with comparable data, expenditure on educational institutions 
(primary to tertiary) increased at a faster rate than GDP, resulting in an increase in expenditure on educational 
institutions as a percentage of GDP (Chart B2.3). The increase was one percentage point or more in Brazil 
(from 3.1% to 5.6%), Ireland (from 4.3% to 5.6%), the Netherlands (from 4.5% to 5.5%), Portugal (from 4.7% to 
5.8%), the Russian Federation (from 2.1% to 3.7%) and Turkey (from 2.5% to 3.8%) (Table B2.2).

Chart B2.3. Expenditure on primary to tertiary education institutions as a percentage of GDP 
(2000, 2008 and 2012)

From public and private sources, excluding undistributed programmes

1. Public expenditure only (for Switzerland, in tertiary education only; for Norway, in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary 
education only).
Countries are ranked in descending order of expenditure from both public and private sources on educational institutions in 2012. 
Source: OECD. Table B2.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283964
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Chart B2.4. Impact of the economic crisis on public expenditure on education and index  
of change in public expenditure on educational institutions and in GDP (2010 to 2012) 

Index of change between 2010 and 2012 in expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP,  
primary to tertiary levels of education (2010 = 100, 2012 constant prices)

1. Data refer to 2011-2013 instead of 2010-2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the change in expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP.
Source: OECD. Table B2.4. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283976
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There were similar changes in expenditure on primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education 
combined, as well as on tertiary education.

Effect of the economic crisis on public expenditure on educational institutions  
between 2008 and 2012

The global economic crisis that began in 2008 had – and is still having – major adverse effects on different sectors of 
the economy. Data from 2008 to 2012 show clearly the impact of the crisis on the funding of educational institutions, 
especially when comparing the periods 2008-10 and 2010-12.

Between 2008 and 2010, GDP (expressed in constant prices) fell in the majority of the countries (20 out of 
36 countries with available data), and by 5% or more in Estonia, Finland, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland and 
Slovenia. As more than three-quarters of education expenditure in most countries comes from public sources, how 
did the downturn in GDP growth affect public spending on education? Available figures show that the education 
sector was still relatively untouched by early budget cuts.

Since public budgets in most countries are approved many months before the funds are actually spent, there are 
certain built-in rigidities to the funding of education. Moreover, most governments try to protect education from 
dramatic reductions in public investment.

Among the 36 countries with available data for the 2008-10 period, only six countries cut (in real terms) public 
expenditure on educational institutions: Estonia (by 10%), Hungary (by 11%), Iceland (by 11%), Italy (by 6%), 
the Russian Federation (by 4%) and the United States (by 1%). In Hungary, Iceland and Italy, this translated into 
a decrease in expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP (as the reduction in expenditure was 
larger than the decrease in GDP, or as GDP increased at the same time). In the three other countries, the share of 
GDP devoted to education did not change or increased as the decrease in expenditure was balanced with similar or 
larger decreases in GDP.

In all other countries, public expenditure on educational institutions increased or was stable, while GDP decreased 
in some of them. As a result, the share of GDP devoted to education continued to rise between 2008 and 2010 (by 
6%, on average across OECD countries), except in Chile and Poland. In Chile and Poland, GDP increased at a faster 
rate than public expenditure on educational institutions, resulting in a slight decrease of public expenditure on 
educational institution as a percentage of GDP (Table B2.4).

During 2010-12, the crisis had a stronger impact on public expenditure on education. While GDP decreased between 
2008 and 2010 in two-thirds of the countries with available data, it stayed constant or increased between 2010 and 
2012 in all countries except five. The GDP decreased in Greece (by 15%), Italy (by 2%), Portugal (by 5%), Slovenia 
(by 2%) and Spain (by 3%) (Chart B2.4).

Public expenditure on educational institutions started to fall between 2010 and 2012 – later than decreases in 
GDP, as a result of the necessary time gap to adjust public budgets. Public expenditure decreased between 2010 and 
2011, or between 2011 and 2012, or continuously over the two-year period in a larger number of countries than 
between 2008 and 2010. Over the whole period 2010-12, public expenditure on educational institutions decreased 
in 11 countries, and by 5% or more in Hungary, Italy, Portugal, Slovenia and Spain. Combined with increases in GDP, 
this led to decreases of public expenditure on education as a percentage of GDP in all of these 11 countries, most 
significantly in Estonia (by 14%) and Hungary (by 13%).

Methodology
Data refer to the financial year 2012 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2014 (for details see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Indicator B2 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285413

Table B2.1 Expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP, by level of education (2012) 

Table B2.2 Trends in expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP, by level of education  
(2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2012)

Table B2.3 Expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP, by source of funding and level 
of education (2012)

Table B2.4 Change in public expenditure on educational institutions, as a percentage of GDP  
(2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012)

Cut-off date for the data: 23 October 2015. Updates can be found on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en.
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Table B2.1. Expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP, by level of education (2012)   
From public and private sources of funds 1 

Primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary

Undistributed 
programmes

Primary  
to tertiary
(including 

undistributed 
programmes)

Primary 
and lower 
secondary

Upper 
secondary   

Post-
secondary 

non-tertiary   

All primary, 
secondary 
and post-
secondary 

non-tertiary
Short-cycle 

tertiary

Bachelor’s, 
master’s, 
doctoral  

or equivalent 
level

All  
tertiary

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia 3.1 0.8 0.1 4.0 0.2 1.4 1.6 0.0 5.6

Austria    2.1 1.0 0.0 3.1 0.3 1.5 1.7 0.0 4.9
Belgium    2.5 1.8d x(2) 4.3 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.1 5.9
Canada2, 3 2.5d 1.1 m 3.6 0.9 1.6 2.5 0.0 6.0
Chile4 2.4 1.2 a 3.6 0.4 2.2 2.5 0.0 6.1
Czech Republic    1.7 1.1 0.0 2.8 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.2 4.4
Denmark    3.5 1.2 a 4.7 m m m 0.2 m
Estonia    2.0 1.0 0.2 3.2 a 1.6 1.6 0.0 4.9
Finland    2.4 1.5d x(2) 3.9 0.0 1.8 1.8 0.0 5.8
France    2.5 1.3 0.0 3.8 0.3 1.1 1.4 0.0 5.3
Germany    1.9 1.0 0.2 3.1 0.0 1.2 1.2 0.1 4.4
Greece    m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    1.5 1.0 0.1 2.6 0.0 1.2 1.2 0.2 4.1
Iceland    3.3 1.3 0.1 4.7 0.0 1.1 1.2 0.6 6.4
Ireland    3.2 0.9 0.3 4.4 x(7) x(7) 1.3 0.0 5.6
Israel    2.5 1.9 0.0 4.4 0.3 1.3 1.6 0.5 6.5
Italy    1.8 1.1 0.1 3.0 m 0.9 0.9 0.0 3.9
Japan    2.1 0.9d x(2, 5, 6) 2.9 0.2d 1.3d 1.5d 0.5 5.0
Korea    2.4 1.3 m 3.7 0.3 2.1 2.3 0.7 6.7
Luxembourg    2.3 1.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.0 3.7
Mexico    3.0 0.9 m 3.9 x(7) x(7) 1.3 0.2 5.4
Netherlands    2.6 1.2 0.0 3.8 0.0 1.7 1.7 0.0 5.5
New Zealand    3.2 1.6 0.2 5.0 0.3 1.6 1.9 0.0 6.9
Norway5 3.1 1.5d x(2) 4.6d x(2) 1.6 1.6 0.3 6.5
Poland    2.4 0.9 0.1 3.4 0.0 1.3 1.3 0.0 4.8
Portugal    2.9 1.5d x(2, 6) 4.5 a 1.3d 1.3d 0.1 5.9
Slovak Republic    1.8 0.9d x(2) 2.7d x(2) 1.0 1.0 0.1 3.8
Slovenia    2.6 1.1d x(2) 3.7 0.1 1.1 1.2 0.0 4.9
Spain    2.2 0.9d x(2) 3.1 0.2 1.1 1.2 0.0 4.3
Sweden    2.5 1.2 0.0 3.7 0.0 1.7 1.7 0.0 5.4
Switzerland5 2.5 0.9d x(2) 3.5 0.0 1.3 1.3 0.1 4.9
Turkey    2.0 1.0 a 3.0 x(7) x(7) 1.4 0.0 4.4
United Kingdom    3.0 1.5 a 4.5 x(7) x(7) 1.8 0.0 6.3
United States    2.7 1.0 x(7) 3.6 x(7) x(7) 2.8d a 6.4

OECD average 2.5 1.2 0.1 3.7 0.2 1.4 1.5 0.1 5.3
EU21 average 2.4 1.2 0.1 3.6 0.1 1.3 1.4 0.1 4.9

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m

Brazil5 3.5 1.2 a 4.7 x(7) x(7) 0.9 0.0 5.6
China    m m m m m m m m m
Colombia4 3.9 0.7 x(2) 4.5 x(7) x(7) 1.9 0.4 6.8
India m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia4 2.0 0.5 a 2.5 x(7) x(7) 0.8 0.4 3.7
Latvia    1.9 0.8 0.0 2.8 0.2 1.2 1.4 0.0 4.2
Russian Federation    x(4) x(4) x(4) 2.3 0.2 1.2 1.4 0.3 4.0
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m
South Africa2, 5 2.6 2.0 0.2 4.7 x(7) x(7) 0.7 0.6 6.0

G20 average m m m m m m m m m

Note: Data on early childhood education is available in Indicator C2.
1. Including international sources.
2. Column 1 only refers to primary education and column 2 refers to all secondary education.
3. Year of reference 2011.
4. Year of reference 2013.
5. Public expenditure only (for Switzerland, in tertiary education only; for Norway, in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education only).
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285427
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Table B2.2. Trends in expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP, 
by level of education (2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2012)

From public and private sources, by year 

Primary, secondary  
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary

Primary to tertiary 
(excluding undistributed programmes)

2000 2005 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2005 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2005 2008 2010 2011 2012 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

O
E
C
D Australia 3.6 3.7 3.7 4.3 4.1 4.0 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.6 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.9 5.7 5.6

Austria    m m m m m 3.1 m m m m m 1.7 m m m m m 4.9
Belgium    m 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.3 m 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.4 m 5.3 5.6 5.7 5.6 5.7
Canada1, 2 3.3 3.5 3.4 3.9 3.8 3.6 2.3 2.5 2.5 2.7 2.6 2.5 5.5 6.0 6.0 6.6 6.4 6.0
Chile3 4.2 3.2 3.9 3.4 3.7 3.6 2.0 1.7 2.0 2.4 2.5 2.5 6.2 4.9 5.9 5.7 6.2 6.1
Czech Republic    2.6 2.8 2.5 2.7 2.7 2.8 0.8 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.4 3.3 3.7 3.6 3.9 4.1 4.2
Denmark    4.0 4.4 4.1 4.7 4.3 4.7 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.8 1.9 m 5.5 6.0 5.8 6.5 6.1 m
Estonia    m 3.4 3.8 3.8 3.3 3.2 m 1.1 1.3 1.6 1.7 1.6 m 4.6 5.1 5.4 5.0 4.9
Finland    3.5 3.7 3.6 4.0 3.9 3.9 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.8 1.9 1.8 5.1 5.4 5.2 5.8 5.8 5.8
France    4.2 3.9 3.8 4.0 3.9 3.8 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.4 5.5 5.2 5.2 5.4 5.3 5.3
Germany    m m m 3.3 3.2 3.1 m m m 1.2 1.2 1.2 m m m 4.5 4.4 4.4
Greece2 2.6 2.7 m m m m 0.7 1.5 m m m m 3.3 4.2 m m m m
Hungary4 2.7 3.2 2.9 2.8 2.6 2.6 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 1.0 1.2 3.6 4.1 3.8 3.6 3.5 3.9
Iceland    4.6 5.2 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.7 1.0 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.2 5.7 6.4 6.0 5.8 5.8 5.8
Ireland    2.9 3.3 4.0 4.5 4.3 4.4 1.4 1.1 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.3 4.3 4.4 5.3 6.0 5.7 5.6
Israel    4.2 3.8 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.4 1.7 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.6 5.9 5.6 5.5 5.5 5.9 6.0
Italy    3.1 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.0 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.0 0.9 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.9
Japan2 3.0 2.9 2.9 3.0 3.0 2.9 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.5 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.5
Korea    3.3 3.8 3.9 3.9 3.8 3.7 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.3 5.4 6.0 6.2 6.3 6.2 6.0
Luxembourg    m m 3.1 3.5 3.3 3.3 m m m m m 0.4 m m m m m 3.7
Mexico    3.4 3.9 3.6 3.9 3.9 3.9 0.9 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.3 4.4 5.0 4.9 5.3 5.2 5.2
Netherlands    3.2 3.6 3.5 3.8 3.7 3.8 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.7 4.5 5.1 4.9 5.4 5.4 5.5
New Zealand    m m m m m 5.0 m m m m m 1.9 m m m m m 6.9
Norway2, 4 5.0 5.1 4.8 5.1 4.7 4.6 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.6 6.7 6.8 6.4 6.7 6.3 6.2
Poland    3.9 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.4 1.1 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.3 4.9 5.3 5.1 5.1 4.7 4.8
Portugal2 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.7 3.6 4.5 0.9 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.3 4.7 4.8 4.6 5.1 4.9 5.8
Slovak Republic2 2.6 2.8 2.6 3.0 2.7 2.7 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 3.4 3.7 3.4 3.9 3.7 3.7
Slovenia    m 4.1 3.6 3.8 3.7 3.7 m 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.2 m 5.3 4.7 5.1 5.0 4.9
Spain    3.1 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.1 3.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 4.2 3.9 4.2 4.5 4.4 4.3
Sweden    4.0 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.7 3.7 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.7 5.5 5.5 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.4
Switzerland4 3.7 4.0 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.5 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.3 4.8 5.3 4.8 5.0 5.0 4.8
Turkey4 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.5 2.3 2.6 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.2 2.5 2.8 2.9 3.5 3.3 3.8
United Kingdom4 m 4.2 3.9 4.3 4.4 4.5 m m m m m 1.8 m m m m m 6.3
United States2 3.6 3.6 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.6 2.1 2.3 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 5.6 6.0 6.4 6.5 6.4 6.4

OECD average 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.8 3.6 3.7 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 4.8 5.0 5.0 5.3 5.2 5.2

EU21 average 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.7 3.5 3.6 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.4 4.4 4.7 4.8 5.0 4.9 4.9

OECD mean for  
countries with data 
for all reference years

3.5 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.6 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.6 4.8 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.2

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil4 2.4 3.2 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 3.1 4.0 4.8 5.2 5.3 5.6

China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia3 m m m m m 4.5 m m m m m 1.9 m m m m m 6.5

India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia3 m m m m m 2.5 m m m m m 0.8 m m m m m 3.3

Latvia    m m m m m 2.8 m m m m m 1.4 m m m m m 4.2

Russian Federation4 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.3 0.5 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.9 1.4 2.1 2.7 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.7

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

South Africa4 m m m m m 4.7 m m m m m 0.7 m m m m m 5.4

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

1. Year of reference 2011 instead of 2012. Year of reference 2004 instead of 2005.
2. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
3. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2012. Year of reference 2006 instead of 2005.
4. Public expenditure only (for Switzerland, in tertiary education only; for Norway, in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education only; 
the Russian Federation, data available for 1995 and 2000 only).
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285434
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Table B2.3. Expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP, 
by source of funding and level of education (2012)

From public and private sources of funds      

Primary, secondary 
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary

Primary to tertiary
(including undistributed programmes)

Public1 Private2 Total Public1 Private2 Total Public1 Private2 Total 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia 3.4 0.6 4.0 0.9 0.7 1.6 4.3 1.3 5.6

Austria    3.1 0.0 3.1 1.7 0.0 1.7 4.9 0.0 4.9

Belgium    4.3 0.0 4.3 1.4 0.0 1.4 5.9 0.0 5.9

Canada3, 4 3.2d 0.3d 3.6d 1.5 1.0 2.5 4.7 1.3 6.0

Chile5 2.8 0.8 3.6 1.0 1.5 2.5 3.9 2.2 6.1

Czech Republic    2.6 0.2 2.8 1.2 0.2 1.4 4.0 0.4 4.4

Denmark    4.7 0.0 4.7 m m m m m m

Estonia    3.2 0.0 3.2 1.4 0.2 1.6 4.7 0.1 4.9

Finland    3.9 0.0 3.9 1.8 0.1 1.8 5.7 0.1 5.8

France    3.6 0.2 3.8 1.3 0.2 1.4 4.9 0.4 5.3

Germany    2.9 0.2 3.1 1.2 0.0 1.2 4.3 0.1 4.4

Greece    m m m m m m m m m

Hungary    2.6 0.1 2.6 0.8 0.4 1.2 3.6 0.5 4.1

Iceland    4.5 0.2 4.7 1.1 0.1 1.2 5.9 0.5 6.4

Ireland    4.2 0.2 4.4 1.0 0.2 1.3 5.2 0.4 5.6

Israel    4.0 0.4 4.4 0.9 0.7 1.6 5.1 1.3 6.5

Italy6 2.9 0.1 3.0 0.8 0.1 0.9 3.7 0.2 3.9

Japan4 2.7 0.2 2.9 0.5 1.0 1.5 3.5 1.5 5.0

Korea    3.2 0.5 3.7 0.8 1.5 2.3 4.7 2.0 6.7

Luxembourg    3.3 0.0 3.3 0.4 0.0 0.4 3.7 0.0 3.7

Mexico    3.4 0.5 3.9 1.0 0.4 1.3 4.6 0.8 5.4

Netherlands    3.5 0.3 3.8 1.4 0.3 1.7 4.9 0.6 5.5

New Zealand    4.2 0.8 5.0 1.2 0.7 1.9 5.4 1.5 6.9

Norway4 4.6 0.0 4.6 1.6 0.0 1.6 6.5 0.0 6.5

Poland    3.2 0.2 3.4 1.2 0.1 1.3 4.4 0.4 4.8

Portugal4 3.9 0.5 4.5 0.9 0.4 1.3 5.0 0.9 5.9

Slovak Republic4 2.5 0.2 2.7 1.0 0.1 1.0 3.5 0.3 3.8

Slovenia    3.5 0.2 3.7 1.2 0.0 1.2 4.7 0.2 4.9

Spain    2.8 0.3 3.1 1.0 0.2 1.2 3.8 0.5 4.3

Sweden    3.7 0.0 3.7 1.5 0.2 1.7 5.2 0.2 5.4

Switzerland    3.5 0.0 3.5 1.2 0.0 1.2 4.9 0.0 4.9

Turkey    2.6 0.4 3.0 1.2 0.2 1.4 3.8 0.6 4.4

United Kingdom    4.0 0.5 4.5 1.2 0.6 1.8 5.2 1.0 6.3

United States4 3.3 0.3 3.6 1.4 1.4 2.8 4.7 1.7 6.4

OECD average 3.5 0.2 3.7 1.2 0.4 1.5 4.7 0.7 5.3

EU21 average 3.4 0.2 3.6 1.2 0.2 1.4 4.6 0.3 4.9

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    4.6 0.0 4.6 0.9 0.0 0.9 5.6 0.0 5.6

China    m m m m m m m m m

Colombia5 3.6 0.9 4.5 0.9 1.0 1.9 4.9 1.9 6.8

India m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia5 2.3 0.2 2.5 0.6 0.2 0.8 3.3 0.4 3.7

Latvia    2.9 0.0 2.8 1.0 0.3 1.4 3.9 0.3 4.2

Russian Federation    2.2 0.1 2.3 0.9 0.5 1.4 3.4 0.6 4.0

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m

South Africa 4.7 m m 0.7 m m 6.0 m m

G20 average m m m m m m m m m

1. Including public subsidies to households attributable for educational institutions, and direct expenditure on educational institutions from international sources. 
2. Net of public subsidies attributable for educational institutions. 
3. Year of reference 2011. 
4. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details. 
5. Year of reference 2013. 
6. Excludes short-cycle tertiary programmes. 
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285443
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Table B2.4. Change in public expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP 
(2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012)

Index of change between 2008 and 2012 in public expenditure on educational institutions as a percentage of GDP,  
primary to tertiary education (2012 constant prices)         

Change in public expenditure1  
on educational institutions  

from primary to tertiary Change in Gross Domestic Product

Change in public expenditure  
on educational institutions  

in percentage of GDP
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

O
E
C
D Australia 116 106 98 99 123 97 102 102 104 103 104 106 114 104 94 97 118 91

Austria    m m m m m m 96 102 103 101 98 104 m m m m m m
Belgium    99 102 101 102 102 103 97 103 102 100 100 102 102 100 100 102 102 101
Canada    103 106 101 97 109 98 101 97 103 103 98 106 101 109 98 94 111 92
Chile2 102 104 117 103 107 121 106 106 105 105 112 110 97 99 112 98 95 110
Czech Republic    105 99 109 97 104 105 95 102 102 99 97 101 110 97 106 98 107 104
Denmark    m m m m m m 95 102 101 99 96 100 m m m m m m
Estonia    95 95 100 97 90 98 85 102 108 105 87 113 111 92 93 93 103 86
Finland    101 104 102 99 105 101 92 103 103 99 94 101 110 101 99 100 111 100
France    103 101 99 99 104 98 97 102 102 100 99 102 106 99 97 99 105 96
Germany    m m 101 99 m 100 94 104 104 100 98 104 m m 97 98 m 96
Greece    m m m m m m 96 95 91 93 90 85 m m m m m m
Hungary    94 94 99 88 89 87 93 101 102 99 94 100 101 94 97 89 94 87
Iceland    96 93 102 100 89 103 95 97 102 101 92 103 101 95 100 99 96 99
Ireland    106 98 98 102 103 100 94 100 103 100 93 102 113 98 95 102 111 97
Israel    100 108 106 106 109 112 102 106 104 103 108 107 99 102 102 103 101 105
Italy    97 97 96 95 94 91 95 102 101 98 96 98 102 95 95 97 97 93
Japan    101 104 101 101 105 102 96 103 100 102 100 102 105 101 101 99 106 100
Korea    111 102 104 103 114 107 101 107 104 102 107 106 111 96 100 101 106 101
Luxembourg    m m m m m m 95 105 103 100 100 102 m m m m m m
Mexico    102 106 101 105 109 106 95 105 104 104 100 108 107 101 98 101 108 99
Netherlands    106 102 100 100 108 100 97 101 102 98 98 100 110 101 98 102 111 100
New Zealand    m m m m m m 102 101 102 103 103 105 m m m m m m
Norway    106 99 99 101 105 100 98 102 106 104 100 110 108 97 94 97 105 91
Poland    103 103 99 101 105 100 103 104 105 102 106 107 100 99 94 99 99 94
Portugal    113 101 93 92 114 86 97 102 98 97 99 95 116 99 95 95 115 90
Slovak Republic    108 109 99 100 118 99 95 105 103 102 99 104 114 104 96 98 119 95
Slovenia    100 100 98 96 100 95 92 101 101 97 93 98 108 99 98 99 107 97
Spain    104 99 97 91 103 88 96 100 99 98 96 97 108 99 97 93 107 91
Sweden    101 102 100 101 103 101 95 106 103 100 100 102 106 96 98 101 102 99
Switzerland    106 101 103 102 108 105 98 103 102 101 101 103 109 98 101 101 107 102
Turkey    111 110 105 112 122 118 95 109 109 102 104 111 117 101 97 110 118 106
United Kingdom    104 102 110 m m m 96 102 102 101 98 102 109 100 109 m m m
United States    101 98 98 98 99 96 97 103 102 102 100 104 104 96 96 96 100 93

OECD average 103 102 101 100 105 101 97 102 102 101 99 103 107 99 99 99 106 97
EU21 average 102 101 99 97 103 97 95 102 102 99 97 101 108 98 98 98 106 95

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    104 113 103 103 118 106 100 110 101 101 110 101 105 103 102 102 108 104
China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia    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
Latvia    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Russian Federation    108 89 100 113 96 113 92 105 104 103 96 108 117 85 96 109 100 104
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

1. Excluding subsidies attributable to payments to educational institutions received from public sources. 
2. Data refer to 2009-2013 instead of 2008-2012. 
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285457
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HOW MUCH PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INVESTMENT 
IN EDUCATION IS THERE?

• Public funding accounts for 83% of all funds for educational institutions from primary to tertiary 
education, on average across OECD countries.

• Nearly 91% of the funds for primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary educational 
institutions come from public sources, on average across OECD countries; only in Chile and 
Colombia is this share less than 80%.

• Of primary to tertiary levels of education, tertiary institutions obtain the largest proportion of 
funds – 30% – from private sources. 

 Context
More people are participating in a wider range of educational programmes o�ered by increasing 
numbers of providers than ever before. As a result, the question of who should support an individual’s 
e�orts to acquire more education – governments or the individuals themselves – is becoming 
increasingly important. In the current economic environment, many governments are �nding it 
di�cult to provide the necessary resources to support the increased demand for education through 
public funds alone. In addition, some policy makers assert that those who bene�t 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, the role of private sources 
of funding is becoming increasingly prominent.

�e balance between public and private �nancing of education is an important policy issue in many 
OECD countries, especially at the pre-primary and tertiary levels of education, for which full or 
nearly full public funding is less common. At these levels, private funding comes mainly from 
households, raising concerns about equity of access to education. �e debate is particularly intense 
with respect to funding for tertiary education. Some stakeholders are concerned that the balance 
between public and private funding should not become so tilted as to discourage potential students 
from entering tertiary education. Others believe that countries should signi�cantly increase public 

Chart B3.1.    Share of private expenditure on educational institutions (2012)

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of private expenditure on educational institutions for tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table B3.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283989

How to read this chart
The chart shows private spending on educational institutions as a percentage of total spending on educational institutions. 
This includes all money transferred to educational institutions from private sources, including public funding via subsidies 
to households, private fees for educational services or other private spending (e.g. on accommodation) which goes through 
the institution.
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support to students, while still others support e�orts to increase the amount of funding to tertiary 
education provided by private enterprises. By contrast, primary, secondary and post-secondary 
non-tertiary education, which is mainly compulsory, is usually conceived as a public good and is 
thus largely �nanced by public funds.

 Other findings
• Public funding for educational institutions, including primary, secondary and post-secondary 

non-tertiary education combined, and for tertiary education, increased between 2000 and 2012 
in nearly all countries for which comparable data are available. However, at the tertiary level, more 
households are sharing the cost of education, thus private funding increased at an even greater 
rate in more than three-quarters of countries.

• Public funds are mainly allocated to public institutions, but also to private institutions to 
varying degrees. For primary to tertiary levels of education combined, public expenditure on 
public institutions, per student, is 91% higher than the level of public expenditure on private 
institutions, on average across OECD countries. However, the proportion varies from 64% higher 
for primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education combined to more than double 
that proportion (151% higher) at the tertiary level.

• Five of the six countries with the lowest amounts of public expenditure per student, in public and 
private tertiary institutions, are also those (except one) with the fewest students enrolled in public 
tertiary institutions.

• In most countries for which data are available, individual households account for most of the 
private expenditure on tertiary education. Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Sweden and the 
United Kingdom are the exceptions, where private expenditure from entities other than households 
(e.g. private businesses and non-pro�t organisations) is more signi�cant than private expenditure 
from households, mainly because tuition fees charged by tertiary institutions are low or negligible 
in these countries (except the United Kingdom). 

 Trends
Between 2000 and 2012, the average share of public funding for tertiary institutions decreased from 
68.8% in 2000, to 64.9% in 2005 and decreased slightly again to 64.5% in 2012 (on average across the 
20 OECD countries for which trend data are available for all years) (Table B3.2b). This trend is mainly 
influenced by some European countries, where there were significant changes in tuition fees and where 
enterprises participate more actively in providing grants to finance tertiary institutions.

Between 2000 and 2012, the share of private funding for tertiary education increased in more than 
three-quarters of the countries (17 of 22 countries for which comparable data are available). This share 
increased by more than four percentage points, on average across OECD countries, and by more than 
nine percentage points in Hungary, Italy, Mexico, Portugal and the Slovak Republic (Table B3.2b). In 
these countries, the share of private funding increased the most between 2000 and 2008 as a result of a 
much larger increase in private funding than in public funding.

Between 2000 and 2012, the share of private funding did not change much at the primary, secondary, 
post-secondary non-tertiary levels, on average across OECD countries for which comparable data are 
available, but it increased in some countries – most significantly (by nine percentage points or more) in 
Portugal and the Slovak Republic. Chile is the only country with a significant increase (more than nine 
percentage points) in the share of public funding during this period (Tables B3.2a). 
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Analysis

Public and private expenditure on educational institutions 

Educational institutions in OECD countries are mainly publicly funded, although there is a substantial – and 
growing – level of private funding at the tertiary level. On average across OECD countries, 83% of all funds for 
primary to tertiary educational institutions come directly from public sources; 17% come from private sources 
(Chart B3.1 and Table B3.1).

However, the share of public and private funding varies widely among countries. Comparing expenditure on primary 
to tertiary levels of education combined, the share of private funds exceeds 20% in Canada, Israel, Portugal and the 
United Kingdom, 25% in Australia, Japan and New Zealand, 30% in Colombia, Korea and the United States, and 
reaches nearly 40% in Chile. By contrast, in Finland, Luxembourg and Sweden, less than 4% of expenditure on 
education comes from private sources (Table B3.1). 

Public and private expenditure on primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary 
educational institutions 
Public funding dominates primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education in all countries. In half 
of the countries, less than 10% of funding for these levels of education comes from private sources, and the share 
of private funding exceeds 20% only in Chile and Colombia (among countries with available data) (Table B3.1 and 
Chart B3.1). In most countries, the largest share of private expenditure at these levels comes from households 
and goes mainly towards tuition fees (Chart B3.2). However, in the Netherlands and Switzerland, most private 
expenditure takes the form of contributions from the business sector to the dual system of apprenticeship in 
upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (see Box B3.1). In Canada, too, the contribution from 
other private entities is larger than that from households.

Between 2000 and 2012, the share of public funding for primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary 
education decreased slightly among the 19 countries with available data for all years (from 90.6% in 2000 to 89.7% 
in 2012, on average). This share shrank by two percentage points or more in Israel, Italy, Mexico, Poland and Spain, 
and by nine percentage points or more in Portugal and the Slovak Republic. In the other countries, shifts in the 
opposite direction, i.e. towards public funding, between 2000 and 2012 exceeded three percentage points in Japan 
and Korea and nine percentage points in Chile (Table B3.2a).

Box B3.1. Private expenditure on the work-based component of educational programmes

Many countries have some form of combined school- and work-based educational programmes (e.g. apprenticeship 
programmes, dual systems). The impact of reporting these programmes in the financial indicators is strong in a 
few countries, even if it is not significant in most countries (see Table at the end of this box). Expenditure by 
private employers on training apprentices (e.g. compensation of instructors and cost of instructional materials 
and equipment) and other participants in these programmes is included in the financial indicators published in 
Education at a Glance. Expenditure to train company instructors is also included.

Among countries with some form of dual education systems, only Germany, Switzerland and, to some extent, 
the Netherlands, conduct surveys about private expenditure by employers. In a number of countries, such as 
the Czech Republic, Finland, Norway and the Slovak Republic, workplace training is directly financed by the 
government, or firms are reimbursed for their expenses; thus private expenditures are implicitly included in 
public expenditures reported in the indicators for most of these countries.

However, 10 of 17 countries with medium to large dual systems – Australia, Austria, Denmark, Estonia, France, 
Hungary, Iceland, Luxembourg, the Russian Federation and the United Kingdom – do not include private 
expenditure by enterprises that relate to these programmes in the financial indicators published in Education 
at a Glance. This is mainly because of a lack of such data.

The size of the work-based component varies widely among these countries and can have a significant impact 
on total expenditure in some. Among countries with available data on upper secondary education, Germany, 
the Netherlands and Switzerland have a significant proportion of all students enrolled in vocational education 
and training programmes (VET) with a work-based component (a minimum of 20% in the Netherlands, varying 
to a maximum of 80% dependending on the VET track of school or work based, 50% in Germany and 60% in 
Switzerland). The corresponding expenditure on these programmes represents between 0.3% and 0.5% of GDP 
(see Indicator B2). …
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Public and private expenditure on tertiary educational institutions

High private returns to tertiary education (see Indicator A7) suggest that a greater contribution to the costs 
of education by individuals and other private entities may be justified, as long as there are ways to ensure that 
funding is available to students regardless of their economic backgrounds (see Indicator B5). In all countries, the 
proportion of private expenditure on education is far higher for tertiary education – an average of nearly 30% 
of total expenditure at this level – than it is for primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education 
(Chart B3.1 and Table B3.1).

The proportion of expenditure on tertiary institutions covered by individuals, businesses and other private sources, 
including subsidised private payments, ranges from less than 5% in Austria, Finland and Norway (tuition fees 
charged by tertiary institutions are low or negligible in these countries) to more than 40% in a third of countries 
with available data. The proportion is more than 40% in Australia, Canada, Colombia, Hungary, Israel, New Zealand, 
Portugal and the United Kindgom, and exceeds 60% in Chile, Japan, Korea and the United States. These proportions 
may be related to the level of tuition fees charged by tertiary institutions (Chart B3.2 and Table B3.1, see Indicator B5).  

Further research has shown that 6% to 30% of upper secondary students (a “medium” share) are enrolled in 
VET programmes with a work-based component in Australia, Finland, France, Hungary, Iceland, Luxembourg, 
Norway, the Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic and the United Kingdom, while more than 30% of upper 
secondary students (a “large” proportion) in Austria, the Czech Republic, Denmark and Estonia are enrolled 
in such programmes. Among the group of countries with missing data on training expenditures, the impact of 
not reporting such expenditures is expected to be small for Australia, Denmark, Estonia, Iceland, Norway and 
the Slovak Republic, but is potentially large for Austria, France, Hungary, Luxembourg, the Russian Federation 
and the United Kingdom (see Table below).

In the financial indicators published in Education at a Glance, the cost of apprentices’ salaries, social security 
contributions, and other compensation paid to students or apprentices in combined school- and work-
based educational programmes is not included. Private investment in upper secondary VET programmes 
with a work-based component is considered to be moderate in Austria, France, Hungary, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, the Russian Federation and the United Kingdom, and large in Germany and Switzerland, 
where apprentices spend a substantial portion of their time in the workplace and where training is intensive 
(see Table below).

Level of investment by firms in upper secondary VET programmes  
with a work-based component (low, medium, high) (horizontal axis)  

relative to the share of students (low, medium, high) enrolled in these programmes (vertical axis)

  Importance of investment by �rms

Share of dual/part-time  
VET to all students Low Medium High

Large (> 30%) �e Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Estonia

Austria Germany, Switzerland

Medium (6-30%) Australia, Finland, 
Iceland, Norway, 
the Slovak Republic

France, Hungary 
Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands, 
the Russian Federation, 
the United Kingdom

 

Low (< 6%) Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, 
Greece, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 
Japan, Korea, Mexico, 
New Zealand, Poland, 
Portugal, Slovenia, 
Spain, Sweden, Turkey, 
the United States

   

* �e importance of investment by �rms is an index that re�ects the time that trainees spend in the workplace, the intensity of training 
(weekly instruction time) at the workplace, and controls for public reimbursement of such expenditure.
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Of these countries, in Korea and the United Kingdom, most students are enrolled in private institutions (around 
80% in private universities in Korea; 100% in government-dependent private institutions in the United Kingdom). 
In Korea, more than 40% of the education budget comes from tuition fees. In the United Kingdom (England, 
Northern  Ireland, Wales), tertiary education is funded through a combination of tuition fees (paid by students 
directly to the institution), and central government grants paid indirectly from a higher education-funding agency 
(see Indicators B5, and Indicator C7 in Education at a Glance 2014).

The contribution from private entities other than households to financing educational institutions is larger for 
tertiary education than for other levels of education, on average across OECD countries. The share of expenditure 
on tertiary institutions covered by private entities other than households is above 10% in more than one-third 
of countries with available data. In Sweden, these contributions are largely devoted to sponsoring research and 
development. This share reaches 15% or more in Australia, Israel and the United States, and exceeds 20% in Canada, 
Korea and the United Kingdom (see Box B3.2).

Chart B3.2. Distribution of public and private expenditure on educational institutions (2012) 
By level of education

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the proportion of public expenditure on educational institutions in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary 
education.
Source: OECD. Table B3.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933283996
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Box B3.2. Expenditure by private entities other than households on tertiary education

Expenditure by other private entities is reported in the financial indicators published in Education at a Glance. 
The share of private expenditure on educational institutions varies between countries due to differences in the 
extent of the contribution by these private entities and in whether these expenditures are covered in the data 
reported.

The OECD launched a survey in 2015 to better analyse how these expenditures are covered in financial indicators. 
The replies from the 14 participating countries (excluding Brazil, which reports only public expenditure in 
financial indicators; see the list of participating countries below) do not allow for drawing definitive conclusions; 
nonetheless, they show that, in most of these countries, both private enterprises and non-profit organisations 
fund educational institutions. However, tertiary institutions in the Netherlands do not receive funds from 
non-profit organisations, nor do short-cycle tertiary programmes in the Slovak Republic and Sweden.

For most of these countries, expenditure from private enterprises and non-profit organisations are at least 
partially covered in the financial indicators. Expenditure from private enterprises are fully covered only in 
Canada, Finland, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom (at bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or 
equivalent levels), and expenditure from non-profit organisations are also fully covered in Canada, Israel, 
Slovenia and Sweden. Some of these countries, such as Canada and Israel, are among those with the largest 
proportions of funds from other private entities in OECD countries (see Table B3.1). 

These types of expenditure are difficult to cover because of a lack of available sources of data. Usually only 
expenditure related to public educational institutions can be accounted for; only a few countries estimate the 
extent of the partial coverage. For example, the Slovak Republic estimated that up to 10% of expenditure from 
private enterprises is not covered, which could have an impact of one to two percentage points on the share of 
private expenditure on educational institutions. 

Payments to educational institutions from both private enterprises and non-profit organisations are 
more widely covered than support to households and students. In the 12 countries providing information 
on the coverage of various types of expenditure from these private entities (excluding the Slovak  Republic 
and Slovenia), half of the countries cover support, at least partially, while all countries cover payments to 
educational institutions, at least partially.

Expenditure to educational institutions for research and development is the most widely covered (it is 
fully covered in the Flemish Community of Belgium, Canada, Finland, Hungary, the Netherlands, Sweden, 
Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the United States, and partially covered in Australia, New Zealand and 
Portugal). Payments for specific educational activities and fees paid to institutions for ancillary services are less 
widely covered. Australia, the Flemish Community of Belgium, Sweden and the United Kingdom do not have 
data on one or both of these types of expenditure.

Support to households and students is not as well covered, but is often funded from public sources only. These 
data are also more difficult to collect: Australia, Canada, New Zealand, Portugal and Sweden do not cover 
scholarships and other grants to households and students, for example. 

 
Fully 

covered 
Partially 
covered 

Not  
covered 

Not 
applicable

Payments to educational institutions 31% 69% 0% 0%
of which: Payments for specif. educational activities 38% 23% 31% 8%
of which: Fees paid to institutions for ancillary services 31% 23% 15% 31%
of which: Payments for R&D expenditure 69% 23% 0% 8%
Support to households and students 38% 15% 31% 15%
Scholarships and other grants to households and students 31% 8% 38% 23%
Student loans 31% 8% 31% 31%

List of respondent countries: Australia, Belgium (Flemish Community), Brazil, Canada, Finland, Hungary, 
Israel, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom 
and the United States.
For more details on countries’ responses, see Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
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In many OECD countries, greater participation in tertiary education (see Indicator C1) reflects strong individual 
and social demand. The increases in enrolment have been accompanied by increases in investment from both 
public and private sources, and changes in the proportions of public and private expenditure. On average across the 
20 OECD countries for which trend data are available for all reference years, the share of public funding for tertiary 
institutions decreased by more than four percentage points between 2000 and 2012, from 68.8% in 2000 to 64.9% 
in 2005, and continued to decrease slightly over the following years to 64.5% in 2012. The decrease in this share 
is particularly large in some, mostly European, countries where there had been large increases in private funding, 
from tuition fees and/or as enterprises participated more actively, largely through grants to tertiary institutions. 

In most countries with available data for the different years, the change in the share of public/private funding 
since 2005 was small; between 2005 and 2012, changes were smallest since 2008 (Table B3.2b, Chart B3.3 and see 
Indicator B5).

Seventeen of the 22 countries for which comparable data are available for 2000 and 2012 showed an increase in 
the share of private funding for tertiary education. This increase exceeded 9 percentage points in Hungary, Italy, 
Mexico, Portugal and the Slovak Republic. Some countries reported particularly large increases before 2000 
(see Education at a Glance 2014). For example, in Australia, the increase between 1995 and 2000 was notable 
and associated with changes to the Higher Education Contribution Scheme/Higher Education Loan Programme 
implemented in 1997. By contrast, Chile, Korea and Poland show significant decreases (by 6 percentage points or 
more) in the share of private expenditure on tertiary educational institutions between 2000 and 2012. In Chile and 
Korea, where tuition fees are particularly high (see Indicator B5), the decrease resulted from a larger increase in 
public expenditure than in private expenditure.

In some countries, trends in the changes in the share of public/private funding move in opposite directions before 
and after 2008. This is most significant in Chile, Korea and Poland, where the share of private funds increased 
between 2005 and 2008, and then decreased between 2008 and 2012, resulting in an overall decrease in the share 
of private funds between 2005 and 2012. In these countries, contrary to what was observed in most other countries, 
the change in the share of private expenditure was larger between 2008 and 2012 than between 2005 and 2008 
(Chart B3.3).

Between 2000 and 2012, private expenditure on educational institutions generally increased faster than public 
expenditure. Nevertheless, public investment in tertiary education also increased in most countries for which 
2000 and 2012 data are available, regardless of the changes in private spending. Five of the ten countries with 
the largest increases in private expenditure during this period (Chile, the Czech Republic, Iceland, Mexico and the 
Slovak  Republic) are also among the ten countries with the largest increases in public expenditure (Table B3.2b).

Public expenditure on educational institutions per student, by type of institution 

The level of public expenditure partly shows the degree to which governments value education (see Indicators B2 
and B4). Naturally, public funds go to public institutions; but in some cases a significant part of the public budget 
may be devoted to private educational institutions (government-dependent private institutions and independent 
private institutions).

Table B3.3 shows public investment in educational institutions relative to the size of the education system. The data 
focus on public expenditure, per student, on public and private educational institutions (private funds are excluded 
from Table B3.3, although in some countries they represent a significant share of the resources of educational 
institutions, especially at the tertiary level). This measure complements data on public expenditure relative to 
national income (see Indicator B2).

On average across OECD countries, at primary to tertiary levels of education combined, public expenditure, 
per student, on public institutions is 91% higher than public expenditure, per student, on private institutions 
(USD 9 317 and USD 4 889, respectively). However, the difference varies according to the level of education. At the 
primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels of education, public expenditure, per student, on public 
institutions is around 1.6 times that on private institutions (USD 8 683 and USD 5 284, respectively), whereas at 
the tertiary level, public expenditure, per student, on public institutions is 2.5 times that on private institutions 
(USD 11 913 and USD 4 751, respectively).

At the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels of education (the levels with the largest proportion 
of public funds, Table B3.2b), public expenditure per student on both public and private institutions averages 
USD 8 039 in OECD countries, but varies from less than USD 2 350 in Mexico and partner countries Colombia 
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and Indonesia, to more than USD 10 000 in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Norway, Sweden and the United States, 
and exceeds USD 19 000 in Luxembourg. At this level, most students are enrolled in public institutions, and public 
expenditure per student is usually higher on public than on private institutions, except in Denmark, Israel and, to 
a lesser extent, Hungary and the Slovak Republic (Table B3.3). In these four OECD countries, between 9% and 20% 
of students are enrolled in private institutions. In Mexico and the Netherlands, the amount of public expenditure, 
per student, on private institutions is small or negligible, as the private sector is marginal and receives little or no 
public funds (see Table C1.4).

2012 2005

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

%

K
or

ea

Ja
pa

n1

C
hi

le

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es

A
us

tr
al

ia

Is
ra

el

Po
rt

ug
al

Ca
na

da
1

It
al

y

O
EC

D
 a

ve
ra

ge

M
ex

ic
o

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

Sp
ai

n

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
1

Po
la

nd

Es
to

ni
a

Cz
ec

h 
R

ep
ub

lic

Fr
an

ce

Ir
el

an
d

Sl
ov

en
ia

Sw
ed

en

Be
lg

iu
m

Ic
el

an
d

N
or

w
ay

Fi
nl

an
d

K
or

ea

Ja
pa

n1

C
hi

le

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es

A
us

tr
al

ia

Is
ra

el

Po
rt

ug
al

Ca
na

da
1

It
al

y

O
EC

D
 a

ve
ra

ge

M
ex

ic
o

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

Sp
ai

n

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic
1

Po
la

nd

Es
to

ni
a

Cz
ec

h 
R

ep
ub

lic

Fr
an

ce

Ir
el

an
d

Sl
ov

en
ia

Sw
ed

en

Be
lg

iu
m

Ic
el

an
d

N
or

w
ay

Fi
nl

an
d

25

20

15

10

5

0

-5

-10

-15

-20

-25

Percentage points

Change (in percentage points) in the proportion of private expenditure
between 2005 and 2012

Di�erence 2008-2005 Di�erence 2012-2008 Di�erence 2012-2005

Chart B3.3. Share of private expenditure on tertiary education institutions (2005 and 2012) 
and change, in percentage points, in the share of private expenditure between 2005 and 2012

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of private expenditure on educational institutions in 2012. 
Source: OECD. Table B3.2b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284007

At the tertiary level, public expenditure, per student, on both public and private institutions averages USD 9 223 in 
OECD countries, but varies from about USD 2 800 or less in Chile, Colombia and Indonesia, to more than USD 17 000 
in Finland, Norway and Sweden – three countries where the share of private expenditure is small or negligible. In all 
countries with available data except Israel and Latvia, public expenditure, per student, is higher on public than on 
private institutions (Table B3.3 and Chart B3.4).
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At this level, patterns in the allocation of public funds to public and private institutions differ. In the Netherlands, 
at least 90% of students are enrolled in public institutions, and most public expenditure goes to these institutions. 
Public expenditure, per student, on public institutions is higher than the OECD average, and public expenditure, 
per student, on private institutions is negligible. About 30% of total expenditure on tertiary institutions in the 
Netherlands come from private sources (Chart B3.4 and Table B3.1).

In Belgium, Estonia, Hungary, Iceland, Israel, Latvia and Sweden, public expenditure goes to both public and private 
institutions, and public expenditure, per student, on private institutions represents at least 50% – and up to more 
than 100% – of the level of public expenditure, per student, on public tertiary institutions (Table B3.3). However, 
these countries show different participation patterns. In Hungary and Sweden, at least 80% of students are enrolled 
in public institutions, whereas in Belgium, Estonia, Israel and Latvia, tertiary students are mainly enrolled in private 
institutions. In the remaining countries, public expenditure goes mainly to public institutions (Chart B3.4 and 
Table B3.3). 
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Note: �e �gures into brackets represent the percentage of students enrolled in public institutions in tertiary education, based on full-time equivalents. 
1. Government-dependent institutions are included with public institutions.
Countries are ranked in descending order of public expenditure on public and private educational institutions per student.
Source: OECD. Table B3.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284014

Definitions
Other private entities include private businesses and non-profit organisations, e.g. religious organisations, charitable 
organisations and business and labour associations.

Private spending includes all direct expenditure on educational institutions, whether partially covered by public 
subsidies or not. Expenditure by private companies on the work-based element of school- and work-based training 
of apprentices and students is also taken into account. Public subsidies attributable to households, included in 
private spending, are shown separately.

The public and private proportions of expenditure on educational institutions are the percentages of total 
spending originating in, or generated by, the public and private sectors.

Public expenditure is related to all students at public and private institutions, whether these institutions receive 
public funding or not.
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Indicator B3 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285464

Table B3.1 Relative proportions of public and private expenditure on educational institutions,  
by level of education (2012) 

Table B3.2a Trends in the proportion of public expenditure on educational institutions and index of change in public 
and private expenditure, at primary, secondary, post-secondary non-tertiary level  
(2000, 2005, 2008, 2010 to 2012)

Table B3.2b Trends in the proportion of public expenditure on tertiary education institutions and index of change  
in public and private expenditure (2000, 2005, 2008, 2010 to 2012)

Table B3.3 Annual public expenditure on educational institutions per student, by type of institution (2012)

Methodology
Data refer to the financial year 2012 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2014 (for details see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

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 B4 and B5.

A portion of the budgets of educational institutions 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.

The data on expenditure for 2000, 2005, 2008, 2010 and 2011 were updated based on a survey in 2014, and 
expenditure for 2000 to 2011 were adjusted to the methods and definitions used in the current UOE data collection.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.

Cut-off date for the data: 23 October 2015. Updates can be found on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en.
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Table B3.1. Relative proportions of public and private expenditure on educational institutions, 
by level of education (2012)

Distribution of public and private sources of funds for educational institutions after transfers from public sources

Primary, secondary  
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
E
C
D Australia 82.4 14.9 2.7 17.6 3.6 44.9 40.0 15.0 55.1 10.1 71.7 22.1 6.2 28.3 5.4

Austria  96.0 3.1 1.0 4.0 4.5 95.3 1.9 2.8 4.7 9.4 95.7 2.7 1.6 4.3 6.2
Belgium  96.3 3.6 0.1 3.7 3.0 89.9 4.9 5.2 10.1 15.7 94.9 3.8 1.3 5.1 5.9
Canada2, 3 91.0 4.0 5.0 9.0 m 54.9 23.4 21.7 45.1 4.3 76.2 12.0 11.8 23.8 1.7
Chile4 78.0 21.3 0.7 22.0 0.9 34.6 54.8 10.7 65.4 6.7 60.1 35.1 4.8 39.9 3.3
Czech Republic  91.0 7.0 2.0 9.0 3.1 79.3 8.5 12.3 20.7 1.4 87.3 7.7 5.0 12.7 2.5
Denmark 97.2 2.8 0.0 2.8 7.2 m m m m m m m m m m
Estonia    99.1 0.9 0.0 0.9 2.9 78.2 15.2 6.6 21.8 4.2 93.4 4.8 1.8 6.6 3.2
Finland    99.3 x(4) x(4) 0.7 3.6 96.2 x(9) x(9) 3.8 15.0 98.3 x(14) x(14) 1.7 7.2
France    91.0 7.5 1.5 9.0 3.3 79.8 10.6 9.6 20.2 7.3 88.0 8.3 3.7 12.0 4.4
Germany    86.5 x(4) x(4) 13.5 m 85.9 x(9) x(9) 14.1 m 86.6 x(14) x(14) 13.4 m
Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    94.2 x(4) x(4) 5.8 3.8 54.4 x(9) x(9) 45.6 9.8 81.5 x(14) x(14) 18.5 5.5
Iceland    96.0 3.7 0.4 4.0 a 90.6 8.7 0.7 9.4 a 92.1 7.1 0.8 7.9 a
Ireland    95.7 4.3 m 4.3 6.7 81.8 15.8 2.4 18.2 17.8 92.6 6.9 0.5 7.4 9.1
Israel    88.9 7.5 3.6 11.1 1.1 52.4 29.6 18.0 47.6 5.9 77.1 13.9 9.0 22.9 2.4
Italy5 95.5 4.4 0.1 4.5 2.1 66.0 26.5 7.5 34.0 19.6 88.4 9.7 1.9 11.6 6.3
Japan3 92.9 5.1 2.1 7.1 m 34.3 51.6 14.1 65.7 m 70.1 19.7 10.2 29.9 m
Korea    83.9 14.4 1.7 16.1 1.6 29.3 42.1 28.6 70.7 6.5 66.5 22.6 11.0 33.5 3.8
Luxembourg    97.8 2.0 0.2 2.2 1.7 94.8 2.8 2.4 5.2 11.8 97.4 2.1 0.5 2.6 2.9
Mexico    82.8 17.1 0.1 17.2 5.5 69.7 30.0 0.3 30.3 3.7 80.3 19.5 0.2 19.7 5.0
Netherlands    86.7 4.4 9.0 13.3 6.4 70.5 15.6 13.9 29.5 9.5 81.7 7.8 10.5 18.3 7.4
New Zealand    82.5 12.8 4.7 17.5 1.9 52.4 33.1 14.5 47.6 11.4 74.2 18.4 7.4 25.8 4.5
Norway3 m m m m m 96.1 3.3 0.6 3.9 18.0 m m m m m
Poland    92.0 8.0 m 8.0 0.9 77.6 20.2 2.3 22.4 11.0 88.1 11.3 0.6 11.9 3.7
Portugal3 85.2 14.8 m 14.8 1.9 54.3 35.0 10.8 45.7 13.1 78.5 19.1 2.4 21.5 4.4
Slovak Republic3 88.1 9.8 2.1 11.9 4.4 73.8 13.8 12.4 26.2 18.7 84.6 10.6 4.8 15.4 8.3
Slovenia    91.0 8.6 0.3 9.0 2.9 86.1 11.4 2.5 13.9 15.9 89.8 9.3 0.9 10.2 6.0
Spain    88.7 10.5 0.8 11.3 1.6 73.1 23.0 4.0 26.9 8.3 84.2 14.1 1.7 15.8 3.5
Sweden    100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.3 0.4 10.4 10.7 0.0 96.7 0.1 3.1 3.3 0.0
Switzerland    88.5 0.0 11.5 11.5 1.4 m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey    85.4 14.6 m 14.6 1.0 80.4 19.6 m 19.6 5.1 83.8 16.2 m 16.2 2.3
United Kingdom    84.0 13.7 2.4 16.0 5.9 56.9 19.3 23.8 43.1 8.7 76.4 15.2 8.3 23.6 6.7
United States3 92.0 8.0 m 8.0 m 37.8 45.8 16.4 62.2 12.7 68.4 24.5 7.1 31.6 5.5

OECD average 90.6 7.9 2.2 9.4 3.1 69.7 21.7 10.0 30.3 10.1 83.5 12.8 4.5 16.5 4.7
EU21 average 92.8 6.2 1.4 7.2 3.5 78.1 14.0 8.0 21.9 11.0 88.6 8.3 3.0 11.4 5.2

P
a
rt

n
e
rs 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
China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia4 78.0 21.8 0.2 22.0 2.4 42.6 57.4 0.0 57.4 5.4 69.1 30.7 0.2 30.9 3.1
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia4 90.6 9.4 m 9.4 1.2 70.7 29.3 m 29.3 2.2 87.7 12.3 m 12.3 1.3
Latvia    97.7 2.1 0.2 2.3 4.0 63.6 36.2 0.2 36.4 10.8 87.1 12.8 0.2 12.9 6.2
Russian Federation    96.7 2.6 0.7 3.3 m 63.5 23.8 12.7 36.5 m 85.4 9.8 4.9 14.6 m
Saudi Arabia 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: Proportions of total expenditure from public sources in early childhood education is available in Indicator C2.
1. Including subsidies attributable to payments to educational institutions received from public sources. 
2. Year of reference 2011 instead of 2012.
3. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
4. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2012.
5. Excludes short-cycle tertiary programmes.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285473
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Table B3.2a. Trends in the proportion of public expenditure1 on educational institutions  
and index of change in public and private expenditure, at primary, secondary,  

post-secondary non-tertiary level (2000, 2005, 2008, 2010 to 2012)
Index of change of public and private sources of funds for educational institutions after transfers from public sources, by year

Share of public expenditure  
on educational institutions 

(%)

Index of change between 2000 and 2012 in expenditure  
on educational institutions

(2005 = 100, constant prices)

Public sources Private sources2

2000 2005 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2008 2010 2011 2012
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D Australia 83.7 83.5 82.5 84.7 83.6 82.4 83 108 135 130 129 82 116 123 129 139

Austria    m m m m m 96.0 m m m m m m m m m m
Belgium    m 94.9 95.2 96.0 96.2 96.3 m 113 113 114 116 m 106 88 83 83
Canada3, 4 92.4 89.9 88.6 89.3 89.7 91.0 86 104 116 117 116 63 118 123 120 102
Chile5 68.4 69.8 78.4 78.6 78.3 78.0 94 145 141 165 156 100 92 89 105 101
Czech Republic    91.7 89.9 90.4 90.8 90.9 91.0 78 106 111 114 115 63 101 100 102 102
Denmark3 97.8 97.9 97.6 97.6 97.2 97.2 86 99 108 99 79 89 112 124 134 m
Estonia    m 98.9 99.0 98.7 98.9 99.1 81 124 109 103 105 m 119 129 108 89
Finland    99.3 99.2 99.0 99.2 99.3 99.3 83 107 112 113 112 66 126 104 97 99
France    91.6 91.4 91.2 91.4 91.2 91.0 99 102 106 104 104 97 105 106 107 108
Germany    m m m 87.1 87.2 86.5 m m m m m m m m m m
Greece    91.7 92.5 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    92.7 95.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 94.2 68 96 85 79 75 m m m m m
Iceland    96.4 96.2 96.4 96.2 96.3 96.0 73 108 96 99 98 70 103 96 97 105
Ireland    96.0 96.8 97.7 95.9 95.8 95.7 68 132 138 136 137 87 97 179 183 187
Israel    94.8 93.0 93.0 92.4 89.5 88.9 101 120 129 139 147 74 120 142 217 243
Italy    97.8 96.3 97.1 96.6 96.2 95.5 95 105 98 93 88 55 81 89 96 109
Japan3 89.8 90.1 90.0 93.0 93.0 92.9 98 102 108 108 110 101 103 73 74 76
Korea    80.8 77.0 77.8 78.5 80.7 83.9 72 116 128 133 136 58 111 118 107 88
Luxembourg    m m m m m 97.8 m m m m 96 m m m m m
Mexico    86.1 82.9 82.9 82.7 82.6 82.8 84 103 111 115 119 65 103 112 118 119
Netherlands    86.1 87.1 86.6 86.9 86.6 86.7 81 105 114 113 112 89 111 116 118 117
New Zealand    m m m m m 82.5 m m m m m m m m m m
Norway    99.0 m m m m m 87 107 113 112 112 m m m m m
Poland    95.4 98.2 94.7 93.8 93.9 92.0 87 110 116 115 115 226 337 417 402 538
Portugal    99.9 99.9 99.9 100.0 99.9 85.2 100 95 108 101 m 101 89 87 89 m
Slovak Republic3 97.6 86.2 84.8 88.0 88.6 88.1 84 113 138 129 128 13 126 117 104 108
Slovenia    m 91.9 91.7 91.3 91.1 91.0 m 104 103 100 96 m 107 110 110 108
Spain    93.0 93.5 93.1 91.8 91.1 88.7 92 115 117 113 105 99 122 150 158 192
Sweden    99.9 99.9 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.0 88 103 102 103 103 a a a a a
Switzerland    88.9 86.9 86.3 88.1 88.3 88.5 89 102 108 111 112 74 108 98 98 97
Turkey    m m m m 86.8 85.4 71 121 147 149 165 m m m m m
United Kingdom    m m m m m 84.0 75 94 102 113 114 m m m m m
United States    91.7 91.8 91.8 92.3 91.9 92.0 86 111 110 107 104 87 111 102 105 101

OECD average 92.1 91.5 91.7 91.9 91.6 90.6 85 109 114 115 114 84 118 125 128 137
OECD average for  
19 countries with  
data available for  
all reference years

90.6 89.5 89.6 90.0 89.9 89.7 86 111 117 119 118 83 121 129 134 144

EU21 average 95.1 94.7 94.9 94.4 94.4 92.8 84 107 110 108 106 90 124 137 135 153

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m m m m 66 146 170 175 182 m m m m m
China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia5 m m m m m 78.0 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
Indonesia5 m m m m m 90.6 m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia    m m m m m 97.7 m m m m m m m m m m
Russian Federation    m m m m m 96.7 66 132 126 129 151 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

1. Excluding international funds in public and total expenditure on educational institutions.
2. Including subsidies attribuable to payments to educational institutions received from public sources.
3. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
4. Year of reference 2011 instead of 2012.
5. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285480
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Table B3.2b. Trends in the proportion of public expenditure1 on tertiary education institutions 
and index of change in public and private expenditure (2000, 2005, 2008, 2010 to 2012)

Index of change of public and private sources of funds for educational institutions after transfers from public sources, by year

Share of public expenditure  
on educational institutions 

(%)

Index of change between 2000 and 2012 in expenditure  
on educational institutions

(2005 = 100, constant prices)

Public sources Private sources2

2000 2005 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2008 2010 2011 2012

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D Australia 49.9 45.4 44.9 46.5 45.6 44.9 92 110 129 130 131 77 112 124 129 134

Austria    m m m m m 95.3 m m m m m m m m m m
Belgium    m 90.8 90.0 89.9 90.1 89.9 m 110 118 120 121 m 120 130 130 135
Canada3, 4 61.0 55.1 58.7 56.6 57.4 54.9 93 116 120 121 113 73 100 113 110 113
Chile5 19.5 15.9 14.6 22.1 24.2 34.6 103 118 237 279 405 81 130 158 166 145
Czech Republic    85.4 81.2 79.1 78.8 81.1 79.3 68 127 131 162 145 50 145 152 164 164
Denmark3 97.6 96.7 95.5 95.0 94.5 m 87 98 106 108 m 62 135 164 183 m
Estonia    m 69.9 78.8 75.4 80.4 78.2 93 135 132 159 136 m 84 100 90 88
Finland    97.2 96.1 95.4 95.9 95.9 96.2 89 107 116 120 118 62 127 121 128 116
France    84.4 83.6 81.7 81.9 80.8 79.8 94 110 115 115 113 88 126 130 138 145
Germany    m m m 86.4 86.6 85.9 m m m m m m m m m m
Greece    99.7 96.7 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    76.7 78.5 m m m 54.4 81 106 96 112 79 m m m m m
Iceland    91.8 90.5 92.2 91.2 90.6 90.6 71 118 105 101 107 61 96 97 101 106
Ireland    79.2 84.0 82.6 81.2 80.5 81.8 96 133 132 126 135 133 147 160 161 137
Israel    60.1 46.5 51.3 54.2 49.0 52.4 107 109 125 126 132 62 90 92 113 104
Italy    77.5 73.2 70.7 67.6 66.5 66.0 99 108 102 101 95 79 123 134 139 134
Japan3 38.5 33.7 33.3 34.4 34.5 34.3 107 108 112 117 116 87 110 109 113 113
Korea    23.3 24.3 22.3 27.3 27.0 29.3 75 116 154 160 171 80 130 132 139 133
Luxembourg    m m m m m 94.8 m m m m m m m m m m
Mexico    79.4 69.0 70.1 69.9 67.1 69.7 85 116 130 121 137 49 110 125 132 132
Netherlands    75.0 73.0 71.5 71.8 70.8 70.5 87 107 116 119 119 78 115 123 132 135
New Zealand    m m m m m 52.4 m m m m m m m m m m
Norway    96.3 100.0 96.9 96.0 95.9 96.1 83 102 105 106 108 m m m m m
Poland    66.6 74.0 69.6 70.6 75.5 77.6 52 104 110 109 114 74 129 130 101 93
Portugal    92.5 68.1 62.1 69.0 68.6 54.3 100 96 112 103 78 17 126 107 101 140
Slovak Republic3 91.2 77.3 73.1 70.2 76.9 73.8 79 114 116 140 145 26 143 168 144 175
Slovenia    m 76.5 83.8 84.7 85.2 86.1 m 114 119 121 115 m 72 70 68 60
Spain    74.4 77.9 78.9 78.2 77.5 73.1 83 121 127 123 108 101 114 125 126 140
Sweden    91.3 88.2 89.1 90.6 89.5 89.3 90 105 119 120 122 65 97 93 105 110
Switzerland    m m m m m m 76 91 102 107 111 m m m m m
Turkey    m m m m m 80.4 77 114 144 167 193 m m m m m

United Kingdom    m m m m m 56.9 m m m m m m m m m m

United States    37.4 42.0 41.3 40.0 38.7 37.8 70 110 111 111 112 84 113 121 127 133

OECD average 72.7 70.7 69.1 70.2 70.4 69.7 86 112 123 129 133 71 116 124 127 126
OECD average for  
20 countries with  
data available for  
all reference years

68.8 64.9 64.1 64.9 64.9 64.5 87 113 126 130 136 71 119 126 128 130

EU21 average 84.9 81.5 80.1 80.5 81.3 78.1 86 112 117 122 116 70 120 127 127 127

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m m m m 79 119 148 155 149 m m m m m
China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia5 m m m m m 42.6 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
Indonesia5 m m m m m 70.7 m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia    m m m m m 63.6 m m m m m m m m m m
Russian Federation    m m m m m 63.5 44 147 145 136 142 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

1. Excluding international funds in public and total expenditure on educational institutions.
2. Including subsidies attribuable to payments to educational institutions received from public sources. 
3. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
4. Year of reference 2011 instead of 2012.
5. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285491
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Table B3.3. Annual public expenditure on educational institutions per student,  
by type of institution (2012)

In equivalent USD converted using PPPs for GDP, by level of education and type of institution, based on full-time equivalents  

Primary, secondary  
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary

Primary to tertiary
(including undistributed programmes)

Public 
institutions

Private 
institutions

Total   
public  

and private
Public 

institutions
Private 

institutions

Total   
public  

and private

of which:  
R&D 

activities
Public 

institutions
Private 

institutions

Total   
public  

and private

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia 8 926 6 137 7 971 x(6) x(6) 7 276 5 848 x(10) x(10) 7 837

Austria    12 147 7 373 11 673 16 128 7 815 14 815 3 932 13 297 7 553 12 624
Belgium    11 803 9 773 10 597 14 622 12 711 13 511 4 102 12 936 10 389 11 430
Canada1 9 789 m m 13 028 m m m 10 570 m m
Chile2 4 459 2 726 3 408 6 373 2 080 2 751 321 4 713 2 501 3 225
Czech Republic    5 971 3 975 5 839 8 097 402 7 016 2 168 6 751 2 537 6 395
Denmark    10 843 12 012 11 006 m a m m m m m
Estonia    6 309 4 799 6 244 7 329 4 260 4 795 2 798 6 408 4 324 5 866
Finland    9 284 9 266 9 283 20 194 9 713 17 181 5 822 11 050 9 458 10 839
France    9 230 5 413 8 478 13 803 3 861 11 955 4 309 10 095 5 136 9 129
Germany    x(3) x(3) 8 518 x(6) x(6) 14 438 5 790 x(10) x(10) 9 785
Greece    m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    4 065 4 363 4 116 5 252 2 706 4 832 1 314 4 626 4 096 4 536
Iceland    9 130 6 894 8 956 8 667 7 712 8 497 x(6) 9 723 7 192 9 475
Ireland    9 546 m m 11 539 m m 3 458 9 881 m m
Israel    5 843 7 212 6 122 2 958 6 682 6 273 m 6 189 6 365 6 250
Italy3 8 117 1 636 7 659 7 186 2 024 6 707 3 408 7 931 1 734 7 465
Japan    x(3) x(3) 8 851 x(6) x(6) 6 433 m x(10) x(10) 8 805
Korea    7 589 6 241 7 342 10 540 1 560 3 308 1 368 9 662 3 069 7 103
Luxembourg    21 111 7 419 19 178 32 459 m m 1 202 21 998 m m
Mexico    2 595 7 2 320 8 257 a 5 656 1 468 3 233 5 2 819
Netherlands    9 107 0 8 886 14 063 0 12 786 5 212 10 035 0 9 659
New Zealand    7 205 3 554 6 967 7 736 2 948 7 198 1 776 7 301 3 380 7 011
Norway4 13 700 12 155 13 612 22 267 5 037 19 564 7 168 15 393 15 658 15 413
Poland    5 809 3 610 5 636 7 051 890 5 637 1 255 6 069 2 305 5 636
Portugal4 7 444 1 898 6 605 5 727 1 999 4 989 3 098 7 288 2 019 6 441
Slovak Republic4 4 605 4 659d 4 610d 6 538 x(2) 6 538 2 723 5 145 4 659 5 109
Slovenia    7 956 5 404 7 920 8 750 3 400 8 224 1 615 8 129 4 063 7 995
Spain    8 611 3 747 7 128 10 215 1 037 8 775 2 908 9 004 3 418 7 476
Sweden    10 789 9 902 10 652 20 039 14 229 19 439 9 178 12 496 10 442 12 198
Switzerland    13 540 m m 25 264 m m m 15 859 m m
Turkey    2 454 0 2 377 6 980 0 6 257 m 3 072 0 2 944
United Kingdom    9 506 6 697 8 427 a 13 352 13 352 3 577 9 506 8 702 9 127
United States4 11 676 1 069 10 794 12 492 4 863 10 041 x(6) 11 840 3 224 10 603

OECD average 8 683 5 284 8 039 11 913 4 751 9 223 3 433 9 317 4 889 7 971
EU21 average 9 066 5 664 8 550 12 294 5 227 10 294 3 572 9 592 5 052 8 336

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    3 049 m m 10 455 m m 860 3 441 m m
China    m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia2 2 446 535 2 071 4 201 0 2 203 m 2 898 350 2 270
India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia2 1 389 343 1 096 5 778 284 2 089 m 1 809 531 1 397
Latvia    3 481 2 828 3 470 2 066 3 193 3 109 1 110 3 446 3 175 3 380
Russian Federation    x(3) x(3) 5 167 x(6) x(6) 5 284 x(6) x(10) x(10) 5 719
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa 2 431 m m m m m m m m m

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m

1. Year of reference 2011.
2. Year of reference 2013.
3. Excluding post-secondary non-tertiary education and short-cycle tertiary programmes.
4. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285509



INDICATOR B4

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015252

WHAT IS THE TOTAL PUBLIC SPENDING ON EDUCATION

• Primary to tertiary education accounts for 11.6% of total public spending, on average across OECD 
countries, ranging from 8% or less in Hungary, Italy and Spain, to more than 18% in Mexico and 
New Zealand.

• The proportion of public expenditure devoted to primary to tertiary education decreased between 
2005 and 2012 in nearly two-thirds of the countries with available data for both years, and remained 
stable for most others, except, most notably, in Brazil and Israel, where it increased by 3 percentage 
points or more.

• During the shorter period 2008-12, the height of the economic crisis, the share of public expenditure 
devoted to primary to tertiary education decreased by 2% as public expenditure on education grew 
at a lower rate (or decreased at a faster rate) than public expenditure on all other services in 16 of 
the 26 OECD countries with available data.

 Context
Countries’ decisions concerning budget allocations to various sectors, including education, health 
care, social security and defence, depend not only on the countries’ priorities, but also on whether 
markets, alone, can provide those services adequately, especially at the tertiary level of education. 
Markets may fail to do so if the public bene�ts are greater than the private bene�ts; thus government 
funding can help to increase access to tertiary education. 

However, the economic crisis has put pressure on public budgets to the extent that less public resources 
may be allocated to education. �is, in turn, may a�ect access to or the outcomes and quality of education. 
At the same time, the demand for education and training from people who are not in work may increase, 
requiring more spending on education. Yet higher expenditure is not necessarily associated with better 
outcomes or the quality of education. In addition, levels of expenditure are a�ected by many factors (see 
Indicator B7) that need to be taken into account when comparing countries.

�is indicator presents total public spending on education, relative to both a country’s total public 
spending and to its gross domestic product, to account for the relative sizes of public budgets. In 
addition, it includes data on the di�erent sources of public funding invested in education (central, 
regional and local government) and on the transfers of funds between these levels of government.

Chart B4.1.    Total public expenditure on primary to tertiary education  
as a percentage of total public expenditure (2005, 2008, 2012)

Countries are ranked in descending order of total public expenditure on primary to tertiary education as a percentage of total public expenditure 
in 2012.
Source: OECD. Table B4.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284022
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 Other findings
• While public expenditure on education as a percentage of total public expenditure on all services 

decreased, on average, across OECD countries between 2005 and 2012, public expenditure on 
education relative to GDP increased slightly during this period.

• Most OECD and partner countries (33 out of 38 countries with available data) spend more than 
twice as much on primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education combined as on 
tertiary education.

• At the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels of education, only New Zealand 
had an entirely centralised public funding system. 

 Trends
Between 2000 and 2012, the percentage of total public expenditure devoted to primary to tertiary 
education decreased slightly in half of the countries with available data (13 of 25 countries). The 
decrease was especially substantial (one percentage point or more) in eight countries and exceeded 
two percentage points in Estonia and Mexico. However, the share also increased substantially (by two 
percentage points or more) in some countries, most notably Brazil, Chile, Israel and the Slovak Republic 
(Table B4.2).

There is no clear pattern regarding public expenditure on education as a percentage of GDP between 
2000 and 2012. The share of public expenditure devoted to education decreased in half of the countries 
between 2000 and 2012, as did public expenditure on education as a percentage of GDP in around 
one-third of countries (8 out of 27 countries) during this period. On average across OECD countries 
with available data for both years, expenditure on education as a percentage of GDP increased.

Between 2008 and 2012, in two-thirds of countries (18 of 27 countries with available data), both 
public expenditure on education and total public expenditure for all services increased. However, in 
17 of 27 countries, public expenditure on all services grew faster or decreased slower than public 
expenditure on education (Table B4.2).
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Analysis

Overall level of public resources invested in education

In 2012, total public expenditure on primary to tertiary education as a percentage of total public expenditure for all 
services averaged 11.6% in OECD countries, ranging from 8.0% or less in Hungary (7.5%), Italy (7.4%) and Spain 
(8.0%) to 18% or more in Mexico (18.4%) and New Zealand (18.4%) (Chart B4.1 and Table B4.1).

In most countries, and on average across OECD countries, more than two-thirds of total public expenditure on 
primary to tertiary education as a percentage of total public expenditure was devoted to primary, secondary and 
post-secondary non-tertiary education. This is primarily explained by the near-universal enrolment rates at these 
levels of education (see Indicator C1) and the demographic structure of the population.

Public expenditure devoted to tertiary education amounts to 25.9% of public expenditure from primary to tertiary 
education, on average across OECD countries. The percentages range from about 18% or less in Brazil (18.2%), 
Israel (18.1%), Korea (18.2%), Luxembourg (12.0%) and Portugal (18.3%) to 30% or more in Canada (34.6%), 
Finland (33.6%), Germany (30.5%), the Netherlands (30.9%), Norway (32.5%), Sweden (33.0%) and the 
United States (30.5%), and exceeded 35% in Austria (36.7%) (Table B4.1).

When public expenditure on education is considered as a proportion of total public spending, the relative sizes of 
public budgets must be taken into account. Indeed, the picture is different when looking at public expenditure on 
education as a percentage of GDP, compared with public expenditure on education as a percentage of total public 
expenditure. In 2012, public expenditure on primary to tertiary education as a proportion of GDP was 3.5% or 
less in Indonesia (3.3%), the Russian Federation (3.4%) and the Slovak Republic (3.5%). At the other end of the 
spectrum, only Norway (7.7%) spent more than 7% of its GDP on primary to tertiary education – well above the 
OECD average of 4.8% (Table B4.1).

Chart B4.2. Total public expenditure as a percentage of GDP (2005, 2012)

Note: �is chart represents public expenditure on all services and not simply public expenditure on education.
Countries are ranked in descending order of total public expenditure as a percentage of GDP in 2012.
Source: OECD. Annex 2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284034
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Contrary to expectations, the five countries with the highest total public expenditure on primary to tertiary 
education as a percentage of total public expenditure in 2012 – namely, Brazil, Chile, Mexico, New Zealand and 
Switzerland (Chart B4.1) – are at the bottom end of the spectrum in total public expenditure on all services as a 
percentage of GDP (Chart B4.2). Norway is the exception with high proportions on both counts.

When looking at total public expenditure on all services (including health, social security and the environment), and 
not simply public expenditure on education, as a proportion of GDP, rates differ greatly among countries. In 2012, 
almost one in five countries with available data reported that total public expenditure on all services was more than 
50% of GDP, including France (55.1%) where total public expenditure on all services  was more than 55% of GDP. 
At the other extreme, total public expenditure on all services accounted for about 25% or less in Chile and Mexico 
(24.5% and 25.3% of their GDP respectively) (Chart B4.2 and Annex 2).
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Changes in total public expenditure on education as a percentage of total public expenditure 
between 2000 and 2012

An increase was observed between 2000 and 2005…
Over a period of 5 years (2000-05), public expenditure on primary to tertiary education as a percentage of total public 
expenditure increased in two-thirds of countries (17 of 28 countries with available data for both 2000 and 2005), and 
by 0.2 percentage points on average across OECD countries. Among other countries, public expenditure on primary to 
tertiary education as a percentage of total public expenditure decreased most significantly (by 1 percentage point or 
more) in France and Portugal.

During this period, public expenditure on primary to tertiary education as a percentage of GDP also increased, by 
0.2 percentage point, on average across OECD countries with data for both years. In two-thirds of countries (18 of 
28 countries), public expenditure on education as a percentage of GDP grew more than public expenditure on education 
as a percentage of total public expenditure, reflecting slower growth in GDP than in public expenditure (Table B4.2).

…but a drop was seen after 2005, coinciding with the 2008 financial crisis.
Spending patterns changed considerably between 2005 and 2012. During this seven-year period, public expenditure 
on education as a percentage of total public expenditure decreased in nearly two-thirds of countries (16 of 
27 countries with available data), and by an average of 0.5 percentage point among OECD countries with available 
data for both years. 

The decrease was the largest in Estonia (-2.2 percentage points), Iceland (-1.8) and Mexico (-1.9) and was also substantial 
(-1 percentage point or more) in Hungary, Norway, Poland, Slovenia, Spain and the United States. Nevertheless, 
one-third of countries showed an increase in expenditure on education as a percentage of total public expenditure from 
2005 to 2012. The increases were largest (1 percentage point or more) in Brazil (3.9 percentage points), Chile (1.9), 
Israel (3.0) and Switzerland (1.1).

Comparing data from 2005 and 2012 also shows a different pattern regarding the proportion of GDP spent on education, 
because GDP was also affected by the economic crisis. As a result, public expenditure on primary to tertiary education 
as a percentage of GDP increased or remained stable in two-thirds of countries (21 of 29 countries). On average among 
OECD countries with available data for all years, the increase was 0.1 percentage point. This share decreased the most 
(by 0.9 percentage point) in Hungary and Norway (Table B4.2 and Box B2.1 in Indicator B2).

First effect of the economic crisis: In half of the countries, public expenditure on education 
varied at a slower rate than public expenditure for all services 

The variations observed between 2008 and 2012 are possibly linked to the effects of the global economic crisis, which 
began in 2008. The crisis put more pressure on overall public budgets, requiring governments to prioritise allocations 
among education and other key public sectors, such as health and social security (Table B4.2 and Chart B4.3).

Between 2008 and 2012, there was no clear global trend concerning the evolution of public expenditure on primary 
to tertiary education as a percentage of total public expenditure as was the case for the period 2000-05. 

Nevertheless, in two-thirds of countries (18 of 27 countries with available data), public expenditure on education and 
total public expenditure for all services both increased between 2008 and 2012. In 10 of these 18 countries, public 
expenditure on all services grew faster than public expenditure on education (Table B4.2 and Chart B4.3). The differences 
were greatest in France, Korea and Norway. In the eight other countries, public expenditure on education grew faster 
than public expenditure for all services. In these 18 countries, growth in public expenditure for all services ranged from 
5% in Sweden to 15% or more in Australia, Brazil, Chile and Mexico, and exceeded 30% in Korea.

Among the remaining third of countries (9 of 27 countries with available data), total public expenditure on all 
services and public expenditure on education both decreased in five (Estonia, Hungary, Iceland, Italy and Slovenia). 
In Iceland, public expenditure on all services shrank by as much as 22%, and public expenditure on education also 
fell, but not as steeply (by 8%). In Estonia, Hungary, Italy and Slovenia, public expenditure on education declined 
more steeply than public expenditure on all services (Table B4.2 and Chart B4.3).

In the last four countries (Ireland, Portugal, Spain and the United States), public expenditure on all services and 
public expenditure on education diverged between 2008 and 2012. Public expenditure on education decreased 
(as well as the share of public expenditure on education as a percentage of total public expenditure) in Portugal, 
Spain and the United States, and increased (as did the share of public expenditure on education as a percentage of 
total public expenditure) in Ireland.
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Sources of public funding invested in education

All government sources of expenditure on education, apart from international sources, are classified into three 
different levels of government: central, regional and local. In some countries, the funding of education is centralised; 
in others, funding can become decentralised after transfers among the different levels of government.

In recent years, many schools have become more autonomous and decentralised organisations (see Indicator D6 in 
Education at a Glance 2012 [OECD, 2012]); they have also become more accountable to students, parents and the 
public at large for their outcomes. The results from the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment 
(PISA) suggest that when autonomy and accountability are intelligently combined, they tend to be associated with 
better student performance (OECD, 2013).

Public funding is more centralised at the tertiary level than at lower levels of education (see Tables B4.3 and B4.6 
in Education at a Glance 2014). In 2012, on average across OECD countries, 52.6% of public funds for primary, 
secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education combined came from the central government, before 
transfers (Table B4.3).

For primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education combined, the share of initial public funds 
from the central government differed greatly among countries. Six countries reported a share of less than 10%, 
namely Canada (3.6%), Denmark (5.8%), Germany (7.4%), Norway (9.3%), Poland (4.8%) and Switzerland (3.6%). 
In Canada, funding for primary and secondary education is provided at the provincial/territorial level, with the 
exception of a small amount of federal funding for some First Nations/Aboriginal schools. At the other extreme, 
public funds came nearly exclusively from the central government in Ireland, New Zealand and Turkey, and more 
than 90% of initial public funds came from the central government in Chile (94.9%), the Netherlands (91.0%), 
Portugal (90.6%) and Slovenia (90.4%). 

Nevertheless, this picture changes when transfers among levels of government are taken into account. After these 
transfers, less than 5% of public funds came from central sources in Australia (3.9%), Canada (2.9%), Japan (1.8%), 
Korea (0.8%), Poland (3.8%), Switzerland (0.2%) and the United States (0.5%). Only New Zealand had an entirely 
centralised funding system even after taking transfers into account (Chart B4.4 and Table B4.3). On average across 
OECD countries, 40.6% of public funds for primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels combined 
came from local sources, after transfers, compared with 26.7% before transfers.

Chart B4.3. Index of change between 2008 and 2012 in total public expenditure on education  
as a percentage of total public expenditure 

Primary to tertiary education (2008 = 100, 2012 constant prices)

Countries are ranked in descending order of the change in total public expenditure on primary to tertiary education as a percentage of total public expenditure. 
Source: OECD. Table B4.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284040

Ic
el

an
d

Is
ra

el

C
hi

le

Ir
el

an
d

Br
az

il

Sw
it

ze
rl

an
d

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic

Cz
ec

h 
R

ep
ub

lic

A
us

tr
al

ia

M
ex

ic
o

Sw
ed

en

Ca
na

da

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

Po
la

nd

O
EC

D
 a

ve
ra

ge

Po
rt

ug
al

Ja
pa

n

Fi
nl

an
d

Be
lg

iu
m

Fr
an

ce

Sl
ov

en
ia

N
or

w
ay

K
or

ea

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es

It
al

y

Es
to

ni
a

Sp
ai

n

H
un

ga
ry

135
130
125
120
115
110
105
100

95
90
85
80
75

Index of change Change in total public expenditure on education as a percentage of total public expenditure

Change in public expenditure on education
Change in public expenditure for all services



B4

What is the total public spending on education? – INDICATOR B4 chapter B

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 257

The extent of transfers of public funds from central to lower levels of government varies widely between countries. 
The difference after transfers from central to lower levels of government represents more than 30 percentage points 
in Austria, Chile, Estonia, Finland and Hungary, and more than 40 percentage points in Korea, Latvia, Mexico and 
the Slovak Republic. In Austria, Canada and the United States, the difference after transfers from regional to local 
sources of public funds exceeds 30 percentage points (Chart B4.4).

Definitions
Public expenditure on education covers expenditure on educational institutions and support for students’ living 
costs and for other private expenditure outside institutions. It includes expenditure by all public entities, including 
ministries other than ministries of education, local and regional governments, and other public agencies. OECD 
countries differ in the ways in which they use public money for education. Public funds may flow directly to 
institutions or may be channelled to institutions via government programmes or via households. They may also be 
restricted to the purchase of educational services or be used to support students’ living costs.
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Chart B4.4. Distribution of initial sources of public funds for education by level of government 
in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (2012)

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details. 
2. Funds from local level include funds from regional level of government. 
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of initial sources of funds from the central level of government.
Source: OECD. Table B4.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284057
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All government sources of expenditure on education, apart from international sources, can be classified into three 
levels: central (national) government, regional government (province, state, Bundesland, etc.), and local government 
(municipality, district, commune, etc.). The terms “regional” and “local” apply to governments whose responsibilities 
are exercised within certain geographical subdivisions of a country. They do not apply to government bodies whose 
roles are not geographically circumscribed but are defined in terms of responsibility for particular services, functions 
or categories of students.

Total public expenditure, also referred to as total public spending, corresponds to the non-repayable current and 
capital expenditure of all levels of government: central, regional and local. It includes direct public expenditure on 
educational institutions as well as public support to households (e.g. scholarships and loans to students for tuition 
fees and student living costs) and to other private entities for education (e.g. subsidies to companies or labour 
organisations that operate apprenticeship programmes).

Methodology
Data refer to the financial year 2012 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2014 (for details see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Figures for total public expenditure and GDP have been taken from the OECD National Accounts Database (see 
Annex 2) and use the System of National Accounts 1993. 

Educational expenditure is expressed as a percentage of a country’s total public sector expenditure and as a 
percentage of GDP.

Though expenditure on debt servicing (e.g. interest payments) is included in total public expenditure, it is excluded 
from public expenditure on education. The reason is that some countries cannot separate interest payments for 
education from those for other services. This means that public expenditure on education as a percentage of total 
public expenditure may be underestimated in countries in which interest payments represent a large proportion of 
total public expenditure on all services. 

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table B4.1. Total public expenditure on education (2012)
Direct public expenditure on educational institutions plus public subsidies to households1 and other private entities,  

as a percentage of total public expenditure and as a percentage of GDP, by level of education

Public expenditure1 on education as a percentage  
of total public expenditure

Public expenditure1 on education  
as a percentage of GDP

Primary, secondary 
and post-secondary 

non-tertiary All tertiary

Primary to tertiary
(including 

undistributed 
programmes)

Primary, secondary 
and post-secondary 

non-tertiary All tertiary

Primary to tertiary
(including 

undistributed 
programmes)

(6) (9) (10) (16) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D Australia 10.1 3.4 13.5 3.4 1.1 4.6

Austria    6.1 3.5 9.6 3.1 1.8 5.0
Belgium    8.1 2.7 11.0 4.3 1.4 5.9
Canada2, 3 7.8 4.1 12.0 3.2 1.7 5.0
Chile4 11.6 4.8 16.4 2.8 1.2 4.0
Czech Republic    6.1 2.4 8.9 2.6 1.0 3.7
Denmark    8.6 m m 5.0 m m
Estonia    8.4 2.7 11.2 3.3 1.0 4.4
Finland    7.4 3.8 11.2 4.1 2.1 6.1
France    6.6 2.2 8.8 3.6 1.2 4.8
Germany    6.7 3.0 9.8 2.9 1.3 4.3
Greece    m m m m m m
Hungary    5.3 1.7 7.5 2.6 0.8 3.6
Iceland    10.0 3.2 14.0 4.5 1.4 6.4
Ireland    11.1 3.1 14.2 4.5 1.3 5.7
Israel    9.8 2.3 12.8 4.0 0.9 5.2
Italy    5.8 1.6 7.4 2.8 0.8 3.6
Japan3 6.5 1.8d 8.8 2.7 0.8d 3.7
Korea    9.6 2.6 14.5 3.2 0.9 4.8
Luxembourg    7.5 1.0 8.5 3.2 0.4 3.7
Mexico    13.5 4.0 18.4 3.4 1.0 4.7
Netherlands    7.5 3.3 10.8 3.5 1.6 5.1
New Zealand    13.2 5.2 18.4 4.4 1.7 6.1
Norway3    9.0d 4.6 14.1 4.9d 2.5 7.7
Poland    7.6 2.7 10.3 3.2 1.1 4.3
Portugal3    7.8 1.8d 9.8 3.6 0.8d 4.5
Slovak Republic3 6.3d 2.4 9.0 2.5d 0.9 3.5
Slovenia    7.4 2.5 9.9 3.5 1.2 4.7
Spain    5.9 2.1 8.0 2.8 1.0 3.7
Sweden    7.9 3.9 11.7 3.9 1.9 5.9
Switzerland    10.8 4.2 15.3 3.5 1.3 4.9
Turkey    m m m 2.6 1.4 3.9
United Kingdom    8.8 3.0 11.9 4.0 1.4 5.4
United States3    8.1 3.5d 11.6 3.3 1.5d 4.8

OECD average 8.3 3.0 11.6 3.5 1.3 4.8

EU21 average 7.3 2.6 10.0 3.4 1.2 4.6

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m

Brazil    14.1 3.1 17.2 4.7 1.0 5.7
China    m m m m m m
Colombia4 m m m 3.6 0.9 4.9
India m m m m m m
Indonesia4 m m m 2.3 0.6 3.3
Latvia    m m m 2.9 1.0 3.8

Russian Federation    m m m 2.2 0.9 3.4

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m

South Africa m m m 4.8 0.8 6.1

G20 average m m m m m m

Note: Values for each level of education (columns 1 to 5, 7, 8, 11 to 15, 17 and 18) are available for consultation on line (see Statlink below).
1. Public expenditure presented in this table includes public subsidies to households for living costs (scholarships and grants to students/households and students 
loans), which are not spent on educational institutions. Therefore the figures presented here exceed those on public spending on institutions found in Table B2.3.
2. Year of reference 2011 instead of 2012.
3. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
4. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285522
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Table B4.2. Trends in total public expenditure on primary to tertiary education 
(2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011 and 2012)

Direct public expenditure on educational institutions plus public subsidies to households1 and other private entities,  
as a percentage of total public expenditure and as a percentage of GDP, for primary to tertiary levels of education combined by year

Public expenditure1 on education  
as a percentage  

of total public expenditure
Public expenditure1 on education  

as a percentage of GDP

Index of change between 2008 and 2012 in:
(2008 = 100, 2012 constant prices)

Public 
expenditure 
on education

Public 
expenditure 

for all 
services

Total public 
expenditure on 
education as a 

percentage of total 
public expenditure 2000 2005 2008 2010 2011 2012 2000 2005 2008 2010 2011 2012

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
E
C
D Australia 14.0 14.4 13.2 14.9 14.2 13.5 4.5 4.5 4.3 5.0 4.8 4.6 119 116 102

Austria    m m m m m 9.6 m m m m m 5.0 m 110 m
Belgium    m 10.4 11.3 11.0 10.8 11.0 m 5.3 5.5 5.6 5.6 5.9 106 111 95
Canada2, 3 11.8 11.7 11.7 11.7 11.9 12.0 4.8 4.8 4.8 5.4 5.3 5.0 109 110 99
Chile4 13.8 14.5 15.0 15.4 16.9 16.4 3.5 2.7 3.7 3.5 3.9 4.0 128 115 111
Czech Republic    8.0 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.9 8.9 3.2 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.7 108 106 102
Denmark    13.7 14.0 13.3 13.2 12.5 m 7.2 7.2 6.7 7.5 7.1 m m 112 m
Estonia    13.5 13.4 12.8 12.8 12.5 11.2 4.9 4.5 5.0 5.1 4.7 4.4 86 99 87
Finland    11.8 11.8 11.7 11.6 11.5 11.2 5.5 5.7 5.5 6.2 6.1 6.1 106 111 96
France    10.3 9.3 9.3 9.2 9.0 8.8 5.2 4.9 4.8 5.0 4.9 4.8 102 108 94
Germany    m m m 9.6 9.9 9.8 m m m 4.5 4.4 4.3 m m m
Greece    7.0 9.2 m m m m 3.1 4.0 m m m m m 84 m
Hungary    8.7 9.0 8.4 7.9 7.6 7.5 4.1 4.4 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.6 78 93 83
Iceland    14.0 15.8 11.1 12.5 13.2 14.0 5.7 6.5 6.1 6.1 6.0 6.4 92 78 118
Ireland    13.4 13.9 13.3 9.6 12.9 14.2 4.1 4.5 5.5 6.0 5.8 5.7 103 94 110
Israel    10.7 9.8 10.8 11.1 12.1 12.8 5.2 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.8 5.2 121 108 113
Italy    8.6 8.2 8.4 8.0 7.7 7.4 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.9 3.7 3.6 87 98 88
Japan3 8.6 8.7 8.6 8.5 8.4 8.8 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.7 109 112 97
Korea    15.4 14.4 13.5 14.0 14.0 14.5 3.3 3.6 3.8 3.9 3.9 4.8 120 132 91
Luxembourg    m m m m m 8.5 m m m m m 3.7 m m m
Mexico    20.6 20.4 17.5 17.7 17.3 18.4 3.8 4.3 4.1 4.5 4.4 4.7 116 116 100
Netherlands    10.4 11.4 10.9 10.7 10.9 10.8 4.3 4.8 4.8 5.2 5.1 5.1 105 106 99
New Zealand    m m m m m 18.4 m m m m m 6.1 m m m
Norway    13.8 15.4 14.8 14.0 13.6 14.1 7.8 8.6 8.1 8.1 7.6 7.7 101 111 91
Poland    11.2 11.3 10.4 10.2 10.1 10.3 4.4 4.9 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.3 108 110 99
Portugal    11.4 10.0 9.9 10.0 9.7 9.8 4.7 4.5 4.2 4.9 4.7 4.5 98 100 97
Slovak Republic3 6.4 8.8 8.8 9.2 9.2 9.0 3.3 3.3 3.0 3.6 3.5 3.5 117 113 104
Slovenia    m 11.6 10.6 10.1 9.9 9.9 m 5.2 4.6 5.0 4.9 4.7 92 99 93
Spain    10.0 9.6 9.6 9.2 9.0 8.0 3.8 3.6 3.9 4.1 4.0 3.7 90 108 84
Sweden    12.2 11.8 11.8 12.0 11.9 11.7 6.4 6.0 5.8 5.9 5.8 5.9 105 105 100
Switzerland    13.6 14.1 14.1 15.0 14.9 15.3 4.5 4.9 4.4 4.7 4.7 4.9 112 106 105
Turkey    m m 8.1 8.6 9.0 m 2.5 2.8 2.9 3.5 3.3 3.9 m m m
United Kingdom    m m m m m 11.9 m m m m m 5.4 m m m
United States    12.8 13.3 12.8 12.1 13.0 11.6 4.2 4.6 4.9 5.0 4.8 4.8 99 110 91

OECD average 11.8 12.0 11.4 11.3 11.5 11.6 4.5 4.7 4.6 4.9 4.8 4.8 105 106 98
EU21 average 10.4 10.7 10.6 10.2 10.2 10.0 4.5 4.7 4.7 5.0 4.8 4.6 99 104 95
OECD average  
(countries with  
available data for all years)

11.8 12.0 11.4 11.3 11.5 11.5 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.9 4.8 4.8 ~ ~ ~

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    9.5 13.3 16.1 16.8 17.6 17.2 3.2 4.2 5.0 5.4 5.5 5.7 126 118 107
China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia4 m m m m m m m m m m m 4.9 m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia4 m m m m m m m m m m m 3.3 m m m
Latvia    m m m m m m m m m m m 3.8 m m m

Russian Federation    7.7 7.8 m m m m 2.1 2.7 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.4 m m m

Saudi Arabia 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 6.1 m m m

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

1. Public expenditure presented in this table includes public subsidies to households for living costs (scholarships and grants to students/households and students 
loans), which are not spent on educational institutions. Thus the figures presented here exceed those on public spending on institutions found in Table B2.3.
2. Year of reference 2011 instead of 2012.
3. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
4. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2012. Data refer to 2009-2012 instead of 2008-2011.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285538
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Table B4.3 Sources of public funds for education, for primary, secondary 
and post-secondary non-tertiary education (2012)

Before and after transfers

Initial funds (before transfers between levels of government) Final funds (after transfers between levels of government)

Central Regional Local Total Central Regional Local Total

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Australia 31.7 68.3 m 100.0 3.9 96.1 m 100.0

Austria    76.6 12.6 10.8 100.0 39.6 48.6 11.8 100.0
Belgium    22.7 73.2 4.1 100.0 23.9 72.0 4.1 100.0
Canada1, 2 3.6 75.4 21.0 100.0 2.9 11.5 85.6 100.0
Chile3 94.9 a 5.1 100.0 57.2 a 42.8 100.0
Czech Republic    15.9 58.8 25.3 100.0 13.4 61.2 25.3 100.0
Denmark    5.8 0.0 94.2 100.0 12.4 0.0 87.6 100.0
Estonia    64.7 a 35.3 100.0 26.9 a 73.1 100.0
Finland    41.3 a 58.7 100.0 10.6 a 89.4 100.0
France    70.4 16.9 12.7 100.0 70.2 16.9 12.9 100.0
Germany    7.4 75.1 17.5 100.0 6.8 71.4 21.8 100.0
Greece    m m m m m m m m
Hungary    64.4 x(3) 35.6d 100.0 30.0 x(7) 70.0d 100.0
Iceland    27.4 a 72.6 100.0 26.7 a 73.3 100.0
Ireland    99.1 a 0.9 100.0 83.7 a 16.3 100.0
Israel    89.6 a 10.4 100.0 71.6 a 28.4 100.0
Italy    82.2 8.1 9.7 100.0 81.7 6.7 11.6 100.0
Japan2 16.4 66.8 16.8 100.0 1.8 81.4 16.8 100.0
Korea    70.2 26.4 3.4 100.0 0.8 30.3 68.9 100.0
Luxembourg    89.1 a 10.9 100.0 83.8 a 16.2 100.0
Mexico    78.1 21.9 0.0 100.0 28.5 71.5 0.0 100.0
Netherlands    91.0 0.0 8.9 100.0 88.9 0.0 11.1 100.0
New Zealand    100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Norway2 9.3 0.0 90.7 100.0 8.2 0.0 91.8 100.0
Poland    4.8 1.9 93.3 100.0 3.8 1.9 94.3 100.0
Portugal2 90.6 5.8 3.6 100.0 85.1 5.8 9.2 100.0
Slovak Republic2 81.5 a 18.5 100.0 23.0 a 77.0 100.0
Slovenia    90.4 a 9.6 100.0 90.0 a 10.0 100.0
Spain    14.7 79.4 5.9 100.0 14.3 79.8 5.9 100.0
Sweden    m m m m m m m m
Switzerland    3.6 61.5 34.9 100.0 0.2 61.0 38.8 100.0
Turkey    100.0 a m 100.0 94.3 5.7 m 100.0
United Kingdom    34.5 a 65.5 100.0 34.5 a 65.5 100.0
United States2 11.2 38.5 50.4 100.0 0.5 1.7 97.9 100.0

OECD average 52.6 21.6 26.7 100.0 38.1 24.1 40.6 100.0

EU21 average 55.1 19.5 27.4 100.0 43.3 24.3 37.5 100.0

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m

Brazil    17.6 45.1 37.3 100.0 10.4 47.0 42.6 100.0
China    m m m m m m m m
Colombia3 85.3 5.7 9.0 100.0 85.3 5.7 9.0 100.0
India m m m m m m m m
Indonesia    m m m m m m m m
Latvia    64.2 a 35.8 100.0 20.8 a 79.2 100.0

Russian Federation    m m m m 7.0 71.7 21.3 100.0

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m

South Africa m m m m m m m m

G20 average m m m m m m m m

1.Year of reference 2011.
2. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
3. Year of reference 2013.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285547
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HOW MUCH DO TERTIARY STUDENTS PAY AND WHAT 
PUBLIC SUPPORT DO THEY RECEIVE?
• OECD countries differ significantly in the amount of tuition fees charged by their tertiary 

institutions. In eight OECD countries, public institutions charge no tuition fees for full-time 
students in bachelor or equivalent programmes. However, in more than half of the remaining 
countries with available data, public institutions charge annual tuition fees in excess of USD 2 000 
for national students.

• In all OECD countries, people with a master’s, doctoral or equivalent degree have better labour 
market opportunities compared to those with only a bachelor’s degree. However, in one-third 
of OECD countries, tuition fees charged by public institutions for master’s and doctorate or 
equivalent programmes are not much higher than those charged for bachelor’s degree programmes. 
The difference in tuition fees between bachelor’s and master’s degree programmes is more than 
USD 1 400 only in Australia, Colombia, Korea and the United States. 

• An increasing number of OECD countries charge higher tuition fees for international students than 
for national students, and many also differentiate tuition fees by field of education, largely because 
of the relevance of the different qualifications on the labour market.

 Context
Many countries have similar goals for tertiary education, such as strengthening the knowledge 
economy, increasing access for students, boosting completion rates, and ensuring the �nancial 
stability of their higher education systems. However, OECD countries di�er in the way the spending 
on tertiary education is shared among governments, students and their families and other private 
entities, and in the �nancial support they provide to students.

Chart B5.1.   Average tuition fees charged by public institutions related  
to the proportion of students who benefit from public loans  

and/or scholarships/grants at bachelor’s and equivalent level (2013-14)
For full-time national students, in USD converted using PPPs for GDP, academic year 2013/14

Note: Arrows show how the average tuition fees and the proportion of students who bene�t from public support have changed 
since 1995 further to reforms.
1. Tuition fees refer to England only.
2. Reference year 2011-12.
3. Only includes the major Australian Government scholarships programmes. It excludes all scholarships provided by education 
institutions and the private sector.
4. Swiss data refer to the �nancial year 2013 and the academic year 2012/2013.    
5. Tuition fees range from USD 215 to USD 715 for university programmes depending from the Ministry of Higher Education.
Sources: OECD. Tables B5.1a and B5.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284064
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Policy decisions relating to tuition fees a�ect both the cost of tertiary education to students and the 
resources available to tertiary institutions. Tuition fees paid by students and their families can play a 
signi�cant role in funding tertiary educational institutions (see Indicator B3) and also a�ect decisions 
to enrol in tertiary programmes within the country or abroad (see Indicator C4).

Public support to students and their families enables governments to encourage participation in 
education – particularly among low-income students – by covering part of the cost of education and 
related expenses. In this way, governments address access and equality of opportunity issues. �e 
impact of such support should therefore be judged, at least partly, by examining participation and 
retention in, and completion of, tertiary education.

Public support to students also indirectly funds tertiary institutions. Channelling funding to 
institutions through students may also help to increase competition among institutions and to be more 
responsive to student needs. Since aid for students’ living costs can serve as a substitute for income 
from work, public subsidies may enhance educational attainment by allowing students to work less. 
�is support comes in many forms, including means-based subsidies, family allowances for students, 
tax allowances for students or their parents, or other household transfers. Governments will strive 
to strike the right balance among these di�erent subsidies, especially in a period of �nancial crisis. 
Based on a given amount of subsidies, public support, such as tax reductions or family allowances, 
may provide less support for low-income students than means-tested subsidies, as the former are not 
targeted speci�cally to support low-income students. However, they may still help to reduce �nancial 
disparities among households with and without children in education.

 Other findings
• Countries with high tuition fees tend to be those where private entities, such as enterprises, also 

contribute the most to funding tertiary institutions.

• The high entry rates into tertiary education in some countries that charge no tuition fees may also 
be related to these countries’ highly developed financial support systems for students, and not just 
to the absence of tuitions fees. 

• OECD data show no strong cross-country relationship between levels of tuition fees and 
participation in tertiary education. However, among countries with high tuition fees, student 
financial support systems that offer loans with income-contingent repayment combined with 
means-tested grants may help to promote access and equity while sharing the costs of higher 
education between the state and students.

  Trends

As reported in Education at a Glance 2012, between 1995 and 2010, 14 of the 25 countries with 
available information implemented reforms to tuition fees. In all of these 14 countries except Iceland 
and the Slovak Republic, the reforms were combined with a change in the level of public support 
available to students.

Since 2010, ten countries have introduced reforms on tuition fees in tertiary education. These reforms 
related to all levels of tertiary education in Australia, Belgium (French Community), Estonia, Hungary, 
Italy, Korea, New Zealand, Turkey and the United Kingdom; in Sweden, they focused on bachelor’s and 
master’s or equivalent levels. In all these countries except Belgium (French Community), New Zealand 
and Turkey, these reforms were combined with changes in the support system of students. These 
reforms usually share two different objectives: on the one hand, the need to ensure stability of 
funding for tertiary institutions, and on the other hand, to ensure that all students have access to 
tertiary studies. For example, in the United Kingdom, tuition fees doubled – and nearly tripled in 
some universities – in 2012, as part of a government plan to stabilise university finances. In parallel, 
conditions for student loan repayment have been changed to adapt to the changes in tuition fees 
(see Box B5.2).
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Analysis

Annual tuition fees charged by tertiary educational institutions for national bachelor’s degree 
students

The level of tuition fees charged by tertiary educational institutions – as well as the level and type of financial 
assistance countries provide through their student-support systems – are among the most hotly debated public-
policy topics in education today. The different ways to combine tuition fees and financial support to students 
can greatly influence the access to and equity in tertiary education. Striking the right balance between providing 
sufficient support to institutions through tuition fees and maintaining access and equity is challenging. 

Several factors influence the level of tuition fees, such as the salary of professors, in the competition to hire the best 
ones in a global academic market; the development of non-teaching services (employability services, relations with 
companies); the growth of digital learning; and investments to support internationalisation.

On the one hand, higher tuition fees increase the resources available to educational institutions, support their 
efforts to maintain quality academic programmes and develop new ones, and can help institutions accommodate 
increases in student enrolment. However, high tuition fees may also restrict access to tertiary education for 
students – particularly those from low-income backgrounds – in the absence of a strong system of public support 
to help them pay or reimburse the cost of their studies. In addition, high tuition fees may prevent some students 
from pursuing fields that require extended periods of study, especially when labour market opportunities are not 
sufficient in these fields.

On the other hand, lower tuition fees can help to promote student access and equity in higher education, particularly 
among disadvantaged populations. However, they may also constrain the ability of tertiary institutions to maintain an 
appropriate quality of education, especially in light of the massive expansion of tertiary education in all OECD countries 
in recent years. Moreover budgetary pressures stemming from the global economic crisis may make it more difficult for 
countries that have lower tuition fees to sustain this model in the future.

Differentiating tuition fees (by level of education, field of education, student background or mode of delivery) is a 
way for countries to adjust the level of tuition fees to take into account equity issues to access tertiary education, 
costs to provide education and labour market opportunities. 

There are large differences among countries in the average tuition fees charged by tertiary educational institutions 
for national students in bachelor’s degree or equivalent programmes. In the four Nordic countries with available data 
(Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden), and in Estonia, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Turkey, public institutions 
do not charge tuition fees for full-time students. However tuition fees can be charged in Estonia to part-time students; 
in the Slovak Republic to students enrolled in two or more programmes; and, in Turkey, to students enrolled in evening 
programmes and to those who have not graduated within the theoretical duration of a programme.

By contrast, tuition fees for public institutions are higher than USD 2 000 in more than half of the countries with 
available data, and they exceed USD 4  000 in Australia, Canada, Korea and New Zealand, USD 5  000 in Japan, 
and USD 8 000 in the United Kingdom (for government-dependent private institutions in England only) and the 
United States. Meanwhile, in Austria, Belgium (Flemish and French Communities), Colombia, Italy and Switzerland, 
students are charged lower tuition fees (under USD 2  000) for bachelor’s programmes in public institutions. 
Among the EU21 countries for which data are available, only Italy, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 
(in  government-dependent private institutions) have annual tuition fees that exceed USD  1  500 per full-time 
national student (Table B5.1a and Chart B5.2).

Differentiation of tuition fees across tertiary programmes and between fields of education

In all OECD countries with available data, people with a master’s, doctorate or equivalent degrees have higher earnings 
advantages and better labour market opportunities compared to those with only a bachelor’s degree (see Indicators A5 
and A6). However, the tuition fees charged by public institutions for national students in master’s and doctorate or 
equivalent programmes are generally not much higher than those charged for bachelor’s programmes. In one-third 
of OECD countries, similar tuition fees are charged by public institutions to full-time students regardless of the level 
of the programme. No tuition fee is charged in Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Norway, the Slovak Republic, Sweden 
(for national students) and Turkey; and similar tuition fees are charged in the different levels of tertiary education 
in Austria (about USD 860), Canada (about USD 4  760 to 4  960 for bachelor’s and master’s programmes), Japan 
(about USD 5 150), the Netherlands (USD 2 300 for bachelor’s and master’s programmes) and the United Kingdom 
(about USD 9 000, in government-dependent private institutions). 
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However, the difference between bachelor’s and master’s programmes in tuition fees charged to national students 
is substantial in some countries. Tuition fees for master’s programmes in public institutions are 30% higher than 
those for bachelor’s programmes in Korea and the United States, 60% higher in Australia, and more than four 
times higher in Belgium (French Community) and Colombia (tuition fees for bachelor’s programmes are less than 
USD 600 in these two countries). Expressed in USD, these differences range between USD 1 500 and USD 2 900 in 
Australia, Korea and the United States (Table B5.1a, and Table B5.1c, available on line).

Among countries with available data on tuition fees charged by public institutions for national students in doctoral 
programmes, tuition fees are much lower than those charged for bachelor’s and master’s programmes in a few 
countries, including Australia, Belgium (Flemish Community) and Switzerland. For example, in Australia, tuition fees 
in public institutions amounts to USD 314 for a doctorate, compared with USD 4 473 for a bachelor’s programme, as 
very few national doctoral students pay any fee in Australia (less than 5% of doctoral students in public institutions). 

Chart B5.2. Average annual tuition fees charged by public institutions  
at bachelor’s or equivalent level (2013-14)  
Tuition fees charged to full-time national students,  

converted in USD using PPPs for GDP, academic year 2013/14

Notes: �is chart shows the annual tuition fees charged in equivalent USD converted using PPPs. Countries in bold indicate that tuition fees refer to 
public institutions but more than two-thirds of students are enrolled in private institutions. Expenditure per student (in USD – all services, including 
R&D) in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent programmes and the net entry rate in bachelor’s or equivalent programmes are added next to 
country names (and refer to 2012-13 reference year).
�is chart does not take into account grants, subsidies or loans that partially or fully o�set the student’s tuition fees.
1. Public institutions do not exist at this level of education and almost all students are enrolled in government-dependent private institutions. Tuition 
fees refer to England only.
2. Reference year 2014-15 for tuition fees (2014 in Korea).
3. Reference year  2011-12 for tuition fees.
4. Expenditure per student and entry rate refer bachelor, master, doctorate or equivalent programmes for the whole Belgium. 
5. Tuition fees range from USD 215 to USD 715 for university programmes depending from the Ministry of Higher Education.
Sources: OECD. Tables B1.1a and B5.1a and Indicator C3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284079
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France5 (m, 16 279), Belgium (Fr.) (69%, 15 785)4

Austria (45%, 15 641), Belgium (Fl.) (69%, 15 785)4

Switzerland (60%, 25 264)
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However, in Colombia, Korea, Slovenia and the United States, tuition fees charged for doctoral programmes in public 
institutions are higher than those for bachelor’s and master’s programmes. This is also true in independent private 
institutions, except in Slovenia where data are not available (Table B5.1a, and Table B5.1d, available on line)

When tertiary institutions charge tuition fees for students, these fees are also differentiated by field of education in 
more than half of the countries with available data. The exceptions are Belgium (Flemish and French Communities), 
Italy, the Netherlands and Switzerland. Australia shows the widest spectrum of fees in public educational institutions, 
with highest fees being nearly three times the level of the lowest fees for master’s programmes (from USD 3 876 
in education to USD 10 231 in social sciences, business and law). A ratio of 1 to 3 between tuition fees by field of 
education also appears for bachelor’s and master’s programmes in independent private institutions in Australia, and 
for bachelor’s programmes in public institutions in Colombia (Table B5.2, available on line, and Box B5.1).

Box B5.1. Bases for differentiation of tuition fees by field of education  

Differentiating tuition fees by field of education is a way for countries to adjust the level of tuition fees to take into 
account equity issues to access tertiary education, costs to provide education and labour market opportunities. 
The table below shows that the main rationale for differentiating fees is the relevance of the different qualifications 
on the labour market. This is one of the bases for differentiating tuition fees in all countries with available data, 
except the United States, where differences in tuition fees between fields of education result from differences in 
tuition fees between institutions rather than differences within institutions. In Australia for example, tuition fee 
differentiation is linked to the level of salaries that graduates in certain disciplines can expect to receive. 

However, the public cost of the field of education is also used to differentiate tuition fees in Australia, as well 
as in Hungary and New Zealand. In these countries, the higher the cost of the field of education, the higher 
the level of tuition fees charged by educational institutions.

Chart B5.a. Differentiation of level of tuition fees by field of education,  
tertiary education (2013-14)

National students

 
 
 
 

Di�erentiation 
of level of 

tuition fees 
by �eld of 
education

Reasons for di�erentiation of level of tuition fees by �eld of education
Relevance  

of the di�erent 
quali�cations on 

the labour market

Public 
cost 

of the 
studies Other

(1) (2) (3) (4)

O
E
C
D Australia Yes Yes Yes No

Austria Yes No No No

France Yes m m  

Canada Yes Yes No No

Hungary Yes Yes Yes No

Israel Yes Yes No No

Korea Yes Yes No No

New Zealand Yes Yes Yes No

Norway Yes Yes Yes No

Slovak Republic1 Yes Yes No No

Slovenia2 Yes m m m

United Kingdom Yes Yes No No

United States Yes No No Di�erences in tuition fees by �eld of education are a result of di�erences 
in tuition charged at di�erent institutions (not di�erences in tuition fees 
charged within an institution for di�erent �elds of education).

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Colombia Yes Yes No Each higher education institution de�nes the level of tuition fees and  

the methodology to determine the level of fees (they are usually associated  
to the socioeconomic conditions of students and their families).

Note: Countries without di�erentation of tuition fees by �eld of education are not reported in this table.
1. Di�erentiation of tuition fees in independent private institutions only.
2. Di�erentiation of tuition fees for doctoral or equivalent programmes only. In bachelor’s, master’s or equivalent level, full-time students do not pay 
tuition fees.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
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Tuition fees for non-national students 
National policies regarding tuition fees and financial aid to students generally cover all students studying in the 
country’s educational institutions. Countries’ policies also take international students into account. Differences 
between national and international students, in the fees they are charged or the financial support they may receive 
from the country in which they study, can, along with other factors, such as the public support that these students may 
receive from the country they come from, have an impact on the flows of international students. These differences can 
attract students to study in some countries or discourage students from studying in others (see Indicator C4), especially 
in a context where an increasing number of OECD countries are charging higher tuition fees for international students. 

In the majority of countries with available data (20 out of 38), the tuition fees charged by public educational 
institutions may differ for national and international students enrolled in the same programme. However, in 
countries from the European Union and the European Economic Area (EEA), the same tuition fees are charged for 
nationals and students from the EU and EEA countries. In Austria, for example, the average tuition fees charged 
by public institutions for students who are not citizens of EU or European Economic Area (EEA) countries are 
twice the fees charged for citizens of these countries (for bachelor, master and doctorate programmes in public 
institutions). Similar policies are found in Australia, Belgium (French and Flemish communities), Canada, Chile, 
the Czech Republic, Denmark (as of 2006-07), Estonia, Ireland, the Netherlands, New Zealand (except for foreign 
PhD students), Poland, Portugal, the Russian Federation, Sweden (as of 2011), Turkey, the United Kingdom and the 
United States. In these countries, tuition fees vary based on citizenship or on an individual’s residence, and can also 
vary according to fields of education, as in Sweden (see Table B5.6, available on line, and Indicator C4 and Box C4.2). 

Grants and loans to students 
OECD research (OECD, 2008) suggests that having a robust financial support system is important for ensuring good 
outcomes for students in higher education, and that the type of aid is also critical. A key question in many OECD 
countries is whether financial support for students in tertiary education should be provided primarily in the form 
of grants or loans. Governments support students’ living or educational costs through different combinations of 
these two types of support. Tax reductions and tax credits for education are not included in this indicator. Advocates 
of student loans argue that loans allow available resources to be spread further. If the amount spent on grants were 
used to guarantee or subsidise loans instead, more aid would be available to more students, and overall access to 
higher education would increase.

Chart B5.3. Distribution of scholarships/grants and public loans to students  
in bachelor’s or equivalent level (2013-14)

Percentage of students

1. Reference year 2014-15.
2. Reference year 2011-12.
3. Includes master’s, doctoral or equivalent levels.
4. Includes master’s or equivalent level.
5. Bachelor’s or equivalent level includes short-cycle tertiary programmes. Swiss data refer to the �nancial year 2013 and the academic year 2012/2013.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students receiving �nancial support for their studies. 
Source: OECD. Table B5.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284082
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Loans also shift some of the cost of education to those who benefit most from higher education, namely, the 
individual student reflecting the high private returns of completing tertiary education (see Indicator A7). Opponents 
of loans argue that student loans are less effective than grants in encouraging low-income students to pursue their 
education. They also argue that loans may be less efficient than anticipated because of the various types of support 
provided to borrowers or lenders and the costs of administration and servicing. Finally, high level of student debt 
may have adverse effects both for students and for governments, if large numbers of students are unable to repay 
their loans (see Box B5.1 in Education at a Glance 2014).

Among the few countries with available data on the distribution of financial support to bachelor students in public 
institutions, 75% or more students in Australia, New Zealand, Norway, the United Kingdom and the United States 
benefit from public loans or scholarships/grants. Excluding Norway, these countries are also among countries with 
the highest tuitions fees in OECD countries. In Austria, Belgium (Flemish and French Communities), France, Italy 
and Switzerland, tuition fees are moderate, and most students in these countries do not benefit from financial 
support, but those who do usually receive such support in the form of scholarships and grants. Only bachelor’s 
degree students in Belgium (French Community) benefit from a combination of both loans and scholarships/grants. 
In Finland and Turkey, public institutions do not charge tuition fees, and most students benefit from scholarships 
(Finland) or from scholarships/grants or loans (Turkey) (Table B5.3 and Chart B5.3). 

Country approaches to funding tertiary education 
Although many countries have similar goals for tertiary education, such as strengthening the knowledge economy, 
increasing access for students, encouraging high completion rates, and ensuring the financial stability of their higher 
education systems, countries differ dramatically in the way the cost of higher education is shared among governments, 
students and their families, and other private entities – and in the financial support they provide to students.

Whereas the cost of tertiary education, and the level of support available to students, varies markedly across 
OECD countries, some patterns can be identified to draw a classification of approaches to funding tertiary education. 
Countries can be grouped into four models, according to two factors: the level of tuition fees, and the financial 
support available through the country’s student financial aid system for tertiary education.

There is no single model for financing tertiary education. Countries in which tertiary institutions charge similar 
tuition fees may vary in the proportion of students benefiting from public support and/or in the average amount 
of these subsidies (Tables B5.1a and B5.3, and Chart  B5.1). However, arrangements regarding the tuition fees 
charged by tertiary educational institutions and financial support to students have been the subject of reforms in 
many OECD countries in recent years, to ensure that tertiary institutions have the necessary financial and human 
resources to face the increasing student population, and to ensure equity in access to tertiary studies, so that  some 
countries have moved from one model to another over this period (Chart B5.1 and Box B5.2 on changes in tuition 
fees and financial support to student).

Box B5.2. Reforms on tuition fees and level of public subsidies  
available to students (2010 to 2015)

…

Reforms implemented since 2010 on bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral or equivalent levels

On levels 
of tuition 

fees 

On public support 
to students  

(in combination 
with changes on 

tuition fees) Comments
(1) (2) (3)

Australia Yes Yes Introduction of the demand driven funding system from 2012, under which the government provides 
a subsidy for each student enrolled in a bachelor-level course (excluding medicine) at a public 
university and amended indexation of higher education to better re�ect the costs of higher education. 

Belgium (Fr.) Yes No Since the 2010-11 academic year, reforms to ensure the free provision and the democratization 
of higher education: mainly the abolition of school fees (minerval) for students who receive a 
scholarship from the Ministry of the Wallonia-Brussels Federation and decrease of the amount for 
those from low socio-economic background; for all students the indexing of the amount of school 
fees has been removed for the next �ve years.

Denmark No Yes �e state education grant for students living with their parents has been reduced (around 6% of tertiary 
students live with their parents). Furthermore, the yearly regulation of the state education grant will in 
the future be the same as transfer payments such as unemployment bene�t and social security.    

1. Reforms at bachelor’s, master’s or equivalent levels only.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
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Box B5.2. (continued) Reforms on tuition fees and level of public subsidies  
available to students (2010 to 2015)

Reforms implemented since 2010 on bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral or equivalent levels

On levels 
of tuition 

fees 

On public support 
to students  

(in combination 
with changes on 

tuition fees) Comments
(1) (2) (3)

Estonia Yes Yes To enhance the accessability of tertiary level education and to increase the e�ciency of studies, 
conditions for a university to demand the reimbursement of study costs from a student is based 
on condition relating to full-time enrolment; Estonian being the language of instruction of the 
programme, and completion of the studyload by the student.  
New needs-based student support system introduced in 2013/2014. Students from less privileged 
families can apply for study allowance (EUR 75-220 per month) when studying full time and in 
Estonian language. In addition, starting from 2015, need-based special allowance was introduced if 
the application for a need-based study allowance of a student has been declined and the economic 
situation of the family has been changed since. �e possibility to apply for special study loans from 
banks has remained.

Finland No No �e new Finnish government from 2015 plans to introduce tuition fees for students coming from 
outside the EU and European Economic Area to study in Finland. Between 2010 and 2014 there 
was a tuition fee trial period when it was possible for higher education institutions to charge fees 
to foreign students coming from outside the EU or the European Economic Area and studying in 
university and polytechnic programmes at master’s level given in a foreign language. 

France No No Changes in 2013 and 2014 to increase the �nancial support to tertiary students (increase in the 
amount of scholarships; in the number of scholarships to students and conditions to bene�t from 
scholarship extended).

Hungary Yes Yes �ere are fully state-�nanced, partially state-�nanced, as well as full-paid tuition places in the 
Hungarian higher education. In 2012-13 academic year , the number of fully �nanced places in 
tertiary insitutions has been decreased (by 27%) and the number of places that are 50% �nanced 
by the state have been increased (by a lower rate). �is reduction has mainly a�ected �elds of study 
such as law and economics, with science and technology being better supported.) 
In 2012-13 academic year, a new student loan form (namely Diákhitel2) was launched for all 
students who pay the cost of studies (“cost-refunding” or “tuition fee”), besides Diákhitel1. 
Diákhitel2 can be used only for the cost of studies.

Italy Yes Yes Following the adoption of a general university reform in 2010, the students’ support system 
is currently undergoing signi�cant change. �e main aims of the reform are to strengthen the 
opportunities for students coming from a low socio-economic background and to promote merit 
amongst all students. �e main measures are the de�nition of minimum standards of student 
services, to be guaranteed to all students coming from a low socio-economic background, and 
the creation of a national fund to support the most successful students. In this context, an 
Observatory on Students’ Welfare (Osservatorio per il Diritto allo Studio) was created in 2013 to 
collect information on the student population, to monitor and report on students’ support services, 
and to advise the Ministry on standards for the student support system. While the required 
legislation to implement these reforms has already been approved, administrative procedures and 
implementation measures are currently being developed.

Korea Yes Yes Reforms in 2012 to increase the level of public support for higher education, with the goal of 
expanding access to and improving equity in tertiary education. National scholarships to students 
since 2012 by combining and expanding the existing scholarships for low-income students.

Netherlands No No No reform, but tuition fees are corrected each year for in�ation.
New Zealand Yes No Control increases in tuition fees : limits on how much a provider may increase all fees and course 

costs are de�ned by the Ministry. �is level is set each year and since 2011 has been 4%. A level of 
3% is proposed for the 2016 calendar year.

Slovak Republic No No �e conditions of determining the maximum amount of tuition fees have been amended; speci�c 
charges are determined by each school separately in its internal regulation.

Sweden1 Yes Yes Tuition fees were introduced for non-EEA students 2011 in higher education institutions, except at 
doctoral level, and at the same time public stipend programmes were introduced. �ese stipends are 
distributed via other state agencies than CSN.

Turkey Yes No As of the academic year 2012-13, students in �rst education (regular morning programmes) and 
open education programmes are not charged tuition fees over the course of the theoretical duration 
of the programmes. Tuition fees are paid only by students in public institutions who are enrolled in 
evening programmes and those who have not graduated from a programme within the theoretical 
duration.  

United Kingdom Yes Yes For new students starting courses in England from 2012-13 the maximum tuition fee cap increased 
to GBP 9 000 per year (from GBP 3 290). Tuition fee loans available to students also increased to 
GBP 9 000 per year, with repayment terms also changing (earnings threshold at which repayments 
start increased; a real interest rate to be charged when income is above the earnings threshold; 
earnings thresholds will be increased annually in line with earnings; the length of time before all 
debts are written o� is extended from 25 to 30 years; extension of free loans to part-time students).

United States No No Prior to 2010 the federal government guaranteed student loans provided by banks and non-pro�t 
lenders. In 2010, the guaranteed loan program was eliminated and all U.S. federal student loans 
became direct loans (originated and funded directly by the U.S. Department of Education). 

1. Reforms at bachelor’s, master’s or equivalent levels only.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
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Model 1: Countries with no or low tuition fees and generous student-support systems 

This group is composed of the Nordic countries: Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden. Students pay 
no tuition fee and benefit from generous public support for higher education. In these countries, more than 55% 
of students benefit from public grants, public loans, or a combination of the two (Table B5.3, and Table B5.4 in 
Education at a Glance 2014). These countries have more progressive tax structures (OECD, 2011) and individuals 
face high income tax rates. The average entry rate into bachelor programmes for this group – 59% – is above the 
OECD average of 56% (see Indicator C3, Table C3.1). These entry rates may also reflect the attractiveness of these 
countries’ highly-developed student financial support systems, not just the absence of tuition fees. 

The approach to funding tertiary education in this model reflects these countries’ deeply rooted social values, such 
as equality of opportunity and social equity. The notion that government should provide its citizens with tertiary 
education at no charge to the individual is a salient feature of the culture of education in these countries: the funding 
of both institutions and students is based on the principle that access to tertiary education is a right, rather than a 
privilege. 

However, during the past decade, Denmark and Sweden (as of 2011) decided to introduce tuition fees for 
international students to increase the resources available for their tertiary institutions and/or to improve the 
quality of the programmes they offer (Sweden). Iceland also considered doing so, and between 2010 and 2014, 
Finland implemented a tuition fee trial period for higher education institutions to charge fees to some foreign 
students coming from outside EU or the European Economic Area. Such a change may discourage international 
students from studying in these countries. Sweden has seen a reduction in the number of international students 
in the country since this reform. Between autumn 2010 and autumn 2011 the number of students who were not 
part of an exchange programme and came from outside the European Economic Area and Switzerland decreased by 
almost 80% (Swedish Higher Education Authority, 2013).

Model 2: Countries with high tuition fees and well-developed student-support systems 

The second group includes Australia, Canada, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the 
United States. These countries have potentially high financial obstacles to entry into tertiary education, but they 
also offer significant public support to students. The average entry rate to bachelor programmes for this group of 
countries is 71%, significantly above the OECD average (56%) and higher than most countries with low tuition fees. 

Since 1995, the United Kingdom has moved from Model 4 (countries with lower tuition fees and less-developed 
student-support systems) to Model 2 (Chart B5.1), and the Netherlands moved from Model 1 to Model 2 as tuition fees 
increased and the student-support system is well-developed (see Chart B5.1 in Education at a Glance 2014). Countries 
in Model 2 tend to be those where private entities (e.g. private businesses and non-profit organisations) contribute the 
most to financing tertiary institutions. In other words, in Model 2 countries, the cost of education is shared among 
government, households and private companies (see Chart B3.2 and Table B3.1).

Tuition fees charged by public institutions for bachelor’s programmes (government-dependent private institutions in 
the United Kingdom) exceed USD 4 000 in all these countries (except the Netherlands, where they reach USD 2 300). 
At least 85% of tertiary students receive support from public loans or scholarships/grants in Australia, New Zealand, 
the United Kingdom and the United States, the four countries with data available (Tables B5.1a and B5.3). Student-
support systems are well-developed and mostly accommodate the needs of the entire student population (Table B5.3 
and Table B5.3 in Education at a Glance 2014). 

In this group of countries, access to tertiary education is above the OECD average. For example, Australia and 
New Zealand have among the highest entry rates into bachelor’s programmes (91% and 74%, respectively), although 
these rates also reflect the high proportion of international students enrolled (entry rates excluding international 
students are still above the average). Entry rates were also above the OECD average (56%) in the Netherlands (60%) 
and the United Kingdom (58%) in 2013. These countries spend more on core services (services directly related to 
instruction) per tertiary student than the OECD average and have a relatively high level of revenue from income tax 
as a percentage of GDP, compared to the OECD average. The Netherlands is an outlier, as its level of income taxation 
is below the OECD average (see Table B1.1b, available on line, and Table C3.1).

OECD research (OECD, 2008) suggests that, in general, this model can be an effective way for countries to increase 
access to higher education. However, during periods of economic crisis, high tuition fees impose a considerable 
financial burden on students and their families and can discourage some of them from entering tertiary education, 
even when relatively high levels of student support are available. 
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Model 3: Countries with high tuition fees and less-developed student-support systems 

In Chile, Japan and Korea, most students are charged high tuition fees (more than USD 4 700 for bachelor’s 
programme in public institutions in Japan and Korea in 2013-14; more than USD 5 800 for Chile, as based on 
data from Education at a Glance 2014), but student-support systems are somewhat less developed than those in 
Models 1 and 2. This approach can impose a heavy financial burden on students and their families. Entry rates 
into bachelor’s programmes are slightly above or below the OECD average (58% in Chile, 48% in Japan and 55% in 
Korea). In Japan and Korea, some students who excel academically but have difficulty financing their studies can 
benefit from reduced tuition and/or admission fees or receive total exemptions. 

Japan and Korea are among the countries with the lowest levels of public expenditure allocated to tertiary education 
as a percentage of GDP (see Chart B2.2). This partially explains the small proportion of students who benefit 
from public loans. However, both countries have recently implemented reforms to improve their student-support 
systems. In Korea, reforms in 2012 aimed to expand access to and improve equity in tertiary education by offering 
national scholarships to students and by combining and expanding existing scholarships for low-income students. 

Model 4: Countries with low tuition fees and less-developed student-support systems 

The fourth group includes all other European countries for which data are available (Austria, Belgium, France, Italy, 
and Switzerland in this edition, but also the Czech Republic, Ireland, Poland, Portugal and Spain as based on data 
from Education at a Glance 2014). All of these countries charge moderate tuition fees compared to those in Models 2 
and 3, although since 1995, reforms were implemented in some of these countries – particularly Austria and Italy – to 
increase tuition fees in public institutions (Chart B5.1 and Box B5.1 in Education at a Glance 2012). Model 4 countries 
have relatively low financial barriers to entry into bachelor’s programmes, combined with relatively low levels of 
support for students, which are mainly targeted to specific groups. Tuition fees charged by public institutions in this 
group never exceed USD 1 600, and in countries for which data are available, most students do not benefit from public 
support (Tables B5.1a and B5.3). Turkey is moving from Model 4 to Model 1. As of academic year 2012/13, tuition fees 
are no longer charged in public institutions for students in first education (regular morning programmes) and open 
education programmes, and most students benefit from student loans or scholarship/grants. These reforms aim to 
facilitate access to tertiary education for all.

In Model 4 countries, tertiary institutions usually depend heavily on the state for funding, and participation in tertiary 
education is typically below the OECD average. The average entry rate into bachelor’s programmes in this group of 
countries – 52% – is relatively low; but in some countries, such as Austria and Spain this is complemented by above-
average entry rates into short-cycle tertiary programmes. Similarly, expenditure per student in bachelor’s, master’s 
or doctoral programmes is also comparatively low (see Chart B5.2 and Indicator B1). While high tuition fees can raise 
potential barriers to student participation, Model 4 suggests that lower tuition fees, which are assumed to ease access 
to education, do not necessarily guarantee greater access to tertiary education.

In these countries, students and their families can benefit from support provided by sources other than the ministry 
of education (e.g. housing allowances, tax reductions and/or tax credits for education), but these are not covered in 
this analysis. In France, for example, of total state funding, housing allowances represent about 90% of scholarships/
grants, and about one-third of students benefit from them. Poland is notable in that most students enrolled in 
public institutions have their studies fully subsidised by the state, while students enrolled in part-time studies pay 
the full costs of tuition.

In Model 4 countries, loan systems, such as public loans or loans guaranteed by the state, are not available or are only 
available to a small proportion of students in these countries (Table B5.3). At the same time, the level of public spending 
and the tax revenue from income as a percentage of GDP vary significantly more among this group of countries than 
in the other groups. 

Implementation of public loan systems and amount of public loans 

According to available data, public loan systems (see Box B5.1 on types of student loans in Education at a Glance 
2014) are particularly well-developed in countries with high tuition fees, including Australia, the United Kingdom 
and the United States, where some 62% or more of students benefit from a public loan during their tertiary studies 
in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent programmes (only 32% of doctoral students in the United States). 
Public loan systems are also well-developed in countries where tertiary institutions do not charge tuition fees for 
national students, such as Denmark (35%), Norway (68%) and Sweden (52%). 



chapter B FINANCIAL AND HUMAN RESOURCES INVESTED IN EDUCATION

B5

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015272

The financial support that students receive from public loans during their studies cannot be solely analysed in 
light of the proportion of students who have loans. The support for students also depends on the amount they can 
receive in public loans. Among the 20 countries with available data, the average annual gross amount of public loan 
available to students exceeds USD 4 000 in all countries (with available data) where the majority of student benefit 
from a public loan. It also exceeds this amount in countries where a small or even marginal proportion of students 
benefit from a public loan (for example in Japan) (Table B5.4).

Interestingly, the larger the proportion of students who have a loan, the higher the average annual gross amount of 
loans available to each student. On the one hand, in Belgium (French Community), Estonia and Finland, 9% to 22% 
of students benefit from a loan, and the average annual gross amount of loan in these countries is no more than 
USD 3 500. On the other hand, in Australia, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States, most 
students take out a loan (52% to 92% of students) and the average annual gross amount of loan exceeds USD 4 000 
(Table B5.4).

The comparison of average tuition fees and average amounts of loans should be interpreted with caution since, in a 
given education programme, the amount of a loan can vary widely among students, even if the programme’s tuition 
fees are the same. Nevertheless, such a comparison provides some insight into whether students take a loan to cover 
tuition fees and living expenses. In the OECD countries for which data on annual gross amounts of loans are available 
(in public and private institutions combined), the average amount of public loan exceeds the average tuition fee 
charged by public institutions, except in Australia, Canada (for bachelor’s degree students), the United Kingdom and 
the United States (at bachelor’s and doctoral levels) – four countries with among the highest tuitions fees for bachelor’s, 
master’s and doctoral programmes. This suggests that public loans may help support students’ living expenses during 
their studies, but not necessarily in countries where tuition fees charged to students are the highest. In Canada, the 
average amount of public loan does not exceed the average tuition fee charged by public institution, but data refer only 
to the federal portion of the loan; students typically receive another portion provided by the province or territory, 
often raising the total so that some living expenses are covered.

Among the countries where public institutions charge average tuition fees above USD 2 000 for bachelor’s programmes 
and for which data on annual gross amounts of loans are available, the average amount of a student loan exceeds the 
amount of fees only in Japan, the Netherlands and New Zealand. By contrast, in the United Kingdom (for government-
dependent private institutions) and the United States, the average tuition fee is much higher than the average student 
loan (in the United States, many students have both grants and loans). The largest differences between average tuition 
fees and the average amount of loans are observed in the Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden), 
Estonia and Turkey, where no tuition fee is charged by institutions and a large proportion of students benefit from a 
public loan (or a loan guaranteed by the state). The average loan in these countries ranges from about USD 2 700 in 
Finland (private loan guaranteed by the state) to USD 10 000 in Norway (Table B5.1a and Table B5.4). 

Public loan systems also offer some financial aid to students through the interest rate that these students may have to 
pay, the repayment system or even remission/forgiveness mechanisms (Table B5.3).

Financial support through interest rates
The financial benefits from reducing interest rates on public or private loans is twofold, as the interest rates supported 
by students during and after their studies may differ. Comparing interest rates among countries is difficult, as the 
structure of interest rates, both public and private, is not known and can vary significantly among countries, such 
that a given interest rate may be considered high in one country and low in another. However, differences in rates 
during and after tertiary studies seem intended to reduce the financial burden on students during their studies. 

In Canada, Japan, New Zealand and the Slovak Republic, there is no nominal interest rate on a public loan during 
the period of studies; but after this period, students/graduates may incur an interest charge related to the cost of 
government borrowing or even higher. For example, New Zealand, which made loans interest-free for borrowers 
while they reside in New Zealand, charges an interest rate on loans to borrowers who are overseas. Australia, Brazil, 
Colombia, Estonia, Hungary, Korea, the Netherlands and Sweden do not differentiate between the interest rate 
borne by student during and after their studies. In Australia, a real interest rate is not charged on loans; instead, the 
part of a loan that has remained unpaid for 11 months or more is indexed to ensure that the real value of the loan 
is maintained (Table B5.4).

Repayment of loans
The current reporting of household expenditure on education as part of private expenditure (see Indicator B3) does 
not take into account the repayment of public loans by previous recipients. The repayment period varies among 
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countries, ranging from ten years or less in Australia, Canada, Estonia, New Zealand, the Slovak Republic and 
Turkey, to twenty years or more in Norway, Sweden and in the United States (for income based repayments).

Among the 16 countries with available data on repayment systems, four English-speaking countries (Australia, 
New Zealand and the United Kingdom, and the United States for part of the student’s loans) as well as Hungary, 
Korea (for part of the student’s loans) and the Netherlands make the repayment of loans dependent on graduates’ 
level of income. Among countries with income-contingent repayment systems, the minimum annual income 
threshold above which borrowers have to reimburse the loan varies largely between countries. While it is about 
USD 13 000 in New Zealand, it varies among other countries from USD 20 000 in the Netherlands to more than 
USD 30 000 in Australia and the United Kingdom (Table B5.5).

Besides repayment, schemes for remission (delaying the repayment) and/or forgiveness of student loans exist in 
nearly all countries with a student-loan system. These systems may benefit to significant proportions of students 
who took a loan during their studies. Among countries with available information, the proportion of students 
benefiting from remission and/or forgiveness varies from 2% or less in Australia, Finland, Hungary, Japan, 
New Zealand and Sweden, to 10% in the Netherlands. This can translate into significant proportions of loans 
that are not repaid. In Australia, Canada and the Netherlands, it is estimated that 10% or more of the loans are 
expected not to be repaid.

The conditions to benefit from such mechanisms vary between countries. Death, disability or poor financial 
situation of the graduate who took the loan are commonly accepted reasons for obtaining forgiveness or a 
remission. Furthermore, conditions for remission and/or forgiveness are linked in some countries to the labour 
market situation or to students’ results. For example, in the United States, teachers and individuals in public service 
may apply to loan-forgiveness programmes; in Australia, graduates of specific fields (and employed in a related 
occupation) and graduates who take up related occupations or work in specified locations benefit from remission 
through a reduction of their repayments. In Colombia and Japan, some graduates with particularly outstanding 
results may also expect forgiveness of all or part of their student loan.

Debt at graduation
During economic crises, when young graduates may have difficulties in finding a job, the level of debt at graduation 
becomes a concern. When labour market opportunities are scarce, many graduates may to go back to school – and 
risk assuming even more debt.

In several countries, most students are in debt at graduation. Countries whose tertiary institutions charge high tuition 
fees are also those whose students have the highest levels of debt at graduation. In countries with a relatively small 
proportion of graduates in debt, the debt burden is also lighter. For example, in Finland, fewer than one in two students 
is in debt at graduation for an average of about USD 8 300, while in the United Kingdom (England only), nine out of ten 
graduates have debt from loans of an average of more than USD 30 000 (Table B5.4).

However, and contrary to what could be expected, graduates in countries with no tuition fee can also have a high level 
of debt at graduation. This is the case of students in Norway and Sweden, where the average annual gross amount of 
loan available to each students reaches around USD 10 000 and USD 6 800, respectively, and also covers student living 
expenses, as there is no tuition fee for tertiary studies. In addition, compared to countries with higher tuition fees, income 
is generally lower after graduation and taxes are higher in these countries (see Model 1). 

Definitions
Average tuition fees charged in public and private tertiary institutions distinguishes tuition fees between short-
cycle, bachelor, master, doctorate or equivalent programmes. This indicator gives an overview of tuition fees at each 
level by type of institution and shows the proportions of students who do or do not receive scholarships/grants 
that fully or partially cover tuition fees. Levels of tuition fees and associated proportions of students should be 
interpreted with caution as they are derived from the weighted average of the main programmes. 

Student loans refer to the full range of student loans in order to provide information on the level of support received 
by students. The gross amount of loans provides an appropriate measure of the financial aid to current participants 
in education. Interest payments and repayments of principal by borrowers should be taken into account when 
assessing the net cost of student loans to public and private lenders. In most countries, loan repayments do not 
flow to education authorities, and the money is not available to them to cover other expenditures on education. 
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OECD indicators take the full amount of scholarships and loans (gross) into account when discussing financial aid to 
current students. Some OECD countries also have difficulty quantifying the amount of loans to students. Therefore, 
data on student loans should be treated with some caution.

Methodology
Data refer to the financial year 2013 or school year 2013-14 and are based on a special survey administered by the 
OECD and undertaken in 2015 (for details see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.
htm).

Amounts of tuition fees and amounts of loans in national currency are converted into equivalent USD by dividing 
the national currency by the purchasing power parity (PPP) index for GDP. Amounts of tuition fees and associated 
proportions of students should be interpreted with caution as they represent the weighted average of the main 
tertiary programmes and do not cover all educational institutions.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table B5.1a. [1/2] Estimated annual average tuition fees charged by educational institutions  
(bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent level)1  (2013-14)

National students, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs, by type of institutions and degree structure,  
based on full-time students, academic year 2013-14  

Note: Tuition fees and associated proportions of students should be interpreted with caution as they result from the weighted average of the main tertiary 
programmes and do not cover all educational institutions. However, the figures reported can be considered as good proxies and show the difference among 
countries in tuition fees charged by main educational institutions and for the majority of students. Proportions of students reported in columns 1, 2, 3 and 4 
are based on the data collection used for other indicators (UOE data collection), and refer to school year 2013.
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

O
E
C
D Australia 71 95 a 5 4 473 7 334 314 a a a 8 322 7 537 1 997

Austria    100 85 15d x(3) 861 861 861 861 861 861 m m m
Belgium (Fl.)    65 43 57 1 729 729 301 to 376 x(5) x(6) x(7) m m m
Belgium (Fr.)    88 40 60 a 155 710 m 151 721 m a a a
Canada2 78 m m m 4 761 4 961 m m m m m m m
Chile    100 20 16 64 m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic    97 87 2 12 m m m m m m m m m
Denmark    90 99 1 0 no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees m m m m m m
Estonia    85 18 74 8 no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees m m m
Finland    56 67 33 a no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees a a a

France    96 84 16 x(3) 0 to 8 313 300 to 2 166 458 x(11) x(12) m 1 808  
to 7 598

1 098  
to 12 994 m

Germany    86 94 6 0 m m m m m m m m m
Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    68 89 11 a m m m m m m m m m
Iceland    71 79 20 0 m m m m m m m m m
Ireland    88 98 0 2 m m m m m m m m m
Israel    83 10 72 18 2 957 m m 2 934 m m 7 028 m m
Italy    100 91 a 9 1 602 x(5) 1 235 a a a 6 168 x(11) 2 542
Japan2 91 26 a 74 5 152 5 150 5 149 a a a 8 263 6 926 5 743
Korea    100 25 a 75 4 773 6 281 7 137 a a a 8 554 12 270 11 510
Luxembourg    83 m m m m m m m m m m m m
Mexico    100 68 a 32 m m m m m m m m m
Netherlands    91 m m m 2 300 2 300 a m m m m m a
New Zealand    61 97 3 1 4 113 m 4 290 m m m m m m
Norway2 63 84 5 11 no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees m m m 6 552 8 263 m
Poland    53 91 a 9 m m m m m m m m m
Portugal    95 81 0 19 m m m m m m m m m
Slovak Republic    69 94 a 6 no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees a a a 2 300 1 700 5 847
Slovenia3 81 93 6 1 no tuition fees no tuition fees 5 839 no tuition fees no tuition fees m a a m
Spain    69 85 0 15 m m m m m m m m m
Sweden    50 92 8 a no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees a a a
Switzerland4 77 95 4 1 1 015 1 015 457 1 015 1 015 a m m a
Turkey    100 93 a 7 no tuition fees no tuition fees no tuition fees a a a m m m
United Kingdom2 78 a 100 0 a a a 9 019 9 019 9 019 m m m
United States3 72 60 0 40 8 202 10 818 13 264 a a a 21 189 16 932 22 929

P
ar

tn
er

s Argentina    m  m  m  m  m m m m m m m m m
Brazil    100  26  0  74  m m m a a a m m m
China    m  m  m  m  m m m m m m m m m
Colombia    100  41  0  59  574 3 212 3 667 a a a 3 082 7 097 9 885
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
Latvia    78  0  80  20  m m m m m m m m m
Russian Federation    49  94  0  6  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

1. Scholarships/grants that the student may receive are not taken into account.
2. Reference year 2014-15 for tuition fees (in Japan, for public institutions only).
3. Reference year  2011-12 for tuition fees.
4. Financial reference year 2013 and academic reference year 2012-13.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285566
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Table B5.1a. [2/2] Estimated annual average tuition fees charged by educational institutions  
(bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent level)1  (2013-14)

National students, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs, by type of institutions and degree structure,  
based on full-time students, academic year 2013-14  

Note: Tuition fees and associated proportions of students should be interpreted with caution as they result from the weighted average of the main tertiary 
programmes and do not cover all educational institutions. However, the figures reported can be considered as good proxies and show the difference among 
countries in tuition fees charged by main educational institutions and for the majority of students. Proportions of students reported in columns 1, 2, 3 and 4 
are based on the data collection used for other indicators (UOE data collection), and refer to school year 2013.

  Comment

  (14)

O
E
C
D Australia

Austria    Since the summer term 2009 only national students as well as EU/EEA students who exceed the theoretical duration of study plus a range of tolerance 
are not exempted from paying tuition fees (other reasons for exemption exist). Tuition fees excludes mandatory membership in the official body of 
university students (about USD 43).

Belgium (Fl.)2   Tuition fees charged to student in bachelor’s or master’s or equivalent programmes who do not receive a scholarship. Tuitions fees charged to students 
depend from the status of student regarding scholarship: USD 122 for student receiving a scholarship and USD 482 for students receiving almost a 
scholarship (“bijna beursstudenten”).

Belgium (Fr.)    Tuition fees charged for programmes are the same in public as in private institutions but the distribution of students differs between public and private 
institutions, so the weighted average is not the same.

Canada2

Chile    
Czech Republic    
Denmark    
Estonia    Starting from academic year 2013-14, all  degree programmes taught in Estonian are free of charge for full-time students. Fees can be charged from 

students who do not succeed to study full-time.
Finland    Excluding membership fees to student unions.

France    In public institutions, tuitions fees in most bachelor’s or equivalent programmes are less than USD 750; and fees may exceed this amount in some 
paramedical training. Only annual tuition fees of public institutions depending from the Ministry of Higher Education or the Ministry of Agriculture 
correspond to amounts set by ministerial decrees. Other data on the registration fee are rough estimates with no statistical or regulatory nature.

Germany    
Greece    
Hungary    Students are either fully financed through a state scholarship; partially financed through a state scholarship (50% of the cost of studies), or pay the full 

cost of studies.
Iceland    
Ireland    
Israel    
Italy    Each institution fixes scales for tuition fees dependent on the economic circumstances of the student’s family, according to equity and solidarity criteria 

that respects the general rules determined at national level. The annual average tuition fees are calculated on the basis of the actual tuition fees paid by 
each student (net amount); students totally exempted from fees are not included in the calculation. Students partially exempted are considered on the 
basis of their actual payment. Programmes at equivalent levels are excluded.

Japan2 Average amount of annual tuition fees charged by independent private insitutions refer to fees in private universities for the first academic year.

Korea    
Luxembourg    
Mexico    
Netherlands    Tuition fees in public institutions refer to the mandatory fee and apply to all EEA students. 

New Zealand    Average tuition fees for all tertiary levels in universities only.

Norway2 Tuition fees for independent private institutions refer to the largest private institution, mainly providing courses in business administration (economics, 
marketing and management). Candidates for the doctoral degree are formally not students, but employed as research fellows. The contract period at the 
universities is normally four years, to allow for teaching activities in addition to the three years of research. 

Poland    
Portugal    
Slovak Republic    Generally full-time students do not pay the tuition fees, but students who are simultaneously enrolled in one academic year in two or more study 

programmes offered by a public university in the same level, are required to pay annual tuition fees for the second and the other study programmes 
in the academic year. In addition, students studying longer than the standard duration of study are required to pay annual tuition fees for each 
additional year of study.

Slovenia3 Full-time students do not pay tuition fees. In independent private institutions, students are enrolled on a part-time basis only. 

Spain    
Sweden    Proportion of full-time students include students in master’s or equivalent level (ISCED 7) and short-cycle tertiary programmes (ISCED 5).

Switzerland4

Turkey    As of the academic year 2012/13, in public institutions, students in first education (regular morning programmes) and open education programmes are 
not charged tuition fees over the course of the theoretical duration of the programmes. Tuition fees are charged only for students in public institutions 
who are enrolled in evening programmes and those who have not graduated from a programme within the theoretical duration.

United Kingdom2 Average tuition fees for all tertiary levels.

United States3

P
ar

tn
er

s Argentina     
Brazil     
China    
Colombia    
India
Indonesia    
Latvia    
Russian Federation    
Saudi Arabia
South Africa

1. Scholarships/grants that the student may receive are not taken into account.
2. Reference year 2014-15 for tuition fees (in Japan, for public institutions only).
3. Reference year  2011-12 for tuition fees.
4. Financial reference year 2013 and academic reference year 2012-13.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285566
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Table B5.3. Financial support to students and tuition fees charged by educational institutions (2013-14)
National students, based on full-time students, academic year 2013-14

Bachelor’s or equivalent level

Distribution of financial aid to students
Percentage of students that:

Distribution of scholarships/grants in support of tuition fees
Percentage of students that:

benefit from 
public loans 

only

benefit from 
scholarships/
grants only

 
benefit 

from public 
loans AND 

scholarships/
grants

 DO NOT  
benefit from 

public loans OR 
scholarships/

grants

 
receive 

scholarships/
grants that  

are higher than  
the tuition fees

receive 
scholarships/
grants whose 

amount is 
equivalent to  

the tuition fees

 
receive 

scholarships/
grants that 

partially cover 
the tuition fees

 DO NOT receive 
scholarships/

grants  
in support  

of tuition fees

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Australia1 43 0 44 13 x(7) x(7) 44 56

Austria    a 17 a 83 15 2 0 83
Belgium (Fl.)    a 23d a 77d 23d a a 77d

Belgium (Fr.)    x(3) x(3) 19d 81 19d x(5) x(5) 81d

Canada    m m m m m m m m

Chile    m m m m m m m m

Czech Republic    m m m m m m m m

Denmark    m m m m m m m m

Estonia    m m m m m m m m

Finland    a 52d a 48d 52d a a 48d

France    m 35 m 65 27 7 a 65

Germany    m m m m m m m m

Greece    m m m m m m m m

Hungary    m m m m m m m m

Iceland    m m m m m m m m

Ireland    m m m m m m m m

Israel    m m m m m m m m

Italy5 0d 20d 0d 80d 7d 5d 8d 80d

Japan    m m m m m m m m

Korea    m m m m m m m m

Luxembourg    m m m m m m m m

Mexico    m m m m m m m m

Netherlands2 m m m m 48 0 27 24

New Zealand3 45 5 37 13 m m m m

Norway    14 5 61 20 m m m m

Poland    m m m m m m m m

Portugal    m m m m m m m m

Slovak Republic    m m m m m m m m

Slovenia    a m a a m m m m

Spain    m m m m m m m m

Sweden    m m m m m m m m

Switzerland4 0 7 0 92 8 0 0 92

Turkey5, 6 39 16 0 45 15 0 0 84

United Kingdom5, 7 92d a x(1) 8d a a a 100d

United States8 11 19 55 15 m m m 29

P
ar

tn
er

s Argentina    m m m m m m m m
Brazil    m m m m m m m m
China    m m m m m m m m
Colombia    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
Latvia    m m m m m m m m
Russian Federation    m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m

Note: Distribution of financial aid to students and scholarships/grants in support of tuition fees at master’s and doctoral or equivalent levels are available on line.
1. Only includes the major Australian Government scholarships programmes. It excludes all scholarships provided by education institutions and the private sector.
2. Public institutions only.
3. Average values for full-time students across all levels of tertiary education.
4. Bachelor’s or equivalent level includes short-cycle tertiary programmes. Swiss data refer to the financial year 2013 and the academic year 2012/2013.
5. Reference year 2014-15.
6. Students who benefit from scholarships/grants only includes those receiving public scholarships/grants.
7. Excludes independent private institutions.
8. Reference year 2011-12.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285571
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Table B5.4. [1/2] Public loans to students in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral  
or equivalent programmes (2013-14)

National students, in USD converted using PPPs

Year of the creation  
of a public loan system in the country

Proportion of students  
who have a loan (in %)

(academic year 2013-14)

Average annual gross amount of loan 
borrowed to each student 

(in USD)

Bachelor, master’s, doctoral  
or equivalent level

(1) (2) (3)

O
E
C
D Australia 1989 79 (85% for bachelors, 63% for masters,  

and 2% for doctoral)
4 017

Belgium (Fl.)    a a a

Belgium (Fr.)1 1983 9 1 458

Canada2, 3, 4 1964 m 4 277 (bachelor’s), 5 899 (master’s),  
6 489 (doctoral)

Denmark5 1988/89 about 35 4 723

Estonia2 1995 11 3 487

Finland2 1969 22 2 714

France2 0.1 1 600

Hungary1, 2, 6 2001 m 2 790

Italy2 m m 4 959

Japan5 1943 38 6 483 (interest-free loans);  
8 430 (interest-bearing loans)

Korea7    1994 18.5 5 623

Mexico    1970 m m

Netherlands    1986 m 6 878

New Zealand    1992 m 5 897

Norway5 1947 68 10 083

Poland    1998 m m

Portugal    m m

Slovak Republic7 1997 m 4 510

Slovenia    a a a

Sweden5 2001 (current system); 1965 for first system 52 6 829

Switzerland3 more than 50 years m 3 987

Turkey    1961 32 3 561 (bachelor’s), 7 122 (master’s),  
10 683 (doctoral)

United Kingdom5 1990 92 5 612 (maintenance loan)  
and 10 824 (tuition fee loan)

United States8 1960s 62 (bachelor’s), 67 (master’s); 32 (doctoral) 4 330 (bachelor’s), 16 363 (master’s),  
5 984 (doctoral)

P
ar

tn
er

s Brazil    m  m m  

Colombia    1953  m 3 003

Note: Columns 4, 5 and 6 available on line display the average annual gross amount of loan at bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral or equivalent levels.
1. All students in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent programmes.
2. Private loan guaranteed by the state rather than public loan (in Italy, for the majority of student loans).
3. Reference year 2012-13.
4. Only includes information on the federal portion of student financial assistance, that is to say 60% of student loans provided in the provinces participating in 
the Canada Student Loans Program (CSLP). Excludes the province of Quebec (about 25% of the Canadian population) that does not participate in the CSLP.
5. Reference year 2014-15 (for Japan, 2013-14 reference year for debt at graduation).
6. Data refer to Diákhitel1 only. In the academic year 2012-13 a new student loan form (Diákhitel2) was launched, besides Diákhitel1. Diákhitel2 can be used only for 
the cost of studies (“cost-refunding” or “tuition fee”), while Diákhitel1 can be used for any purpose (e.g. student living expenses).
7. Includes short-cycle tertiary programmes.
8. Reference year 2011-12 for the proportion of students with student loans; reference year 2014-15 for information on interest rates.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285585
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Table B5.4. [2/2] Public loans to students in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral  
or equivalent programmes (2013-14)

National students, in USD converted using PPPs

Subsidy through reduced interest rate Debt at graduation

Interest rate 
during studies

Interest rate 
after studies

Percentage  
of graduates with debt

(in %)
Average debt at graduation  

(in USD)

(7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia 2% (no real interest rate) 2% (no real interest rate) 74% m

Belgium (Fl.)    a a a a

Belgium (Fr.)1 m m m m

Canada2, 3, 4 No nominal interest rate 5.4% m 12 422

Denmark5 4.0 % (interest rate higher than  
cost of government borrowing)

1.0 % (interest rate higher equal  
to cost of government borrowing)

57% 14 856

Estonia2 5.0% 5.0% m m

Finland2 1.0% Full interest rate agreed  
with the private bank

43.5% 8 291

France2 m m m m

Hungary1, 2, 6 Variable (7.5% to 6.5%)  
for Diákhitel1

Variable (7.5% to 6.5%)  
for Diákhitel1

m m

Italy2 m m m m

Japan5 No nominal nor real interest rate Maximum of 3%,  
rest paid by government

m 29 942

Korea7    2.9% 2.9% m m

Mexico    m m m m

Netherlands    Cost of government borrowing 
(0.12%)

Cost of government borrowing 
(0.12%)

67% 18 100

New Zealand    No nominal nor real interest rate No nominal interest rate  
if New Zealand based,  

5.9% otherwise

m USD 13 437 (2014 average for  
both graduates and non-graduate borrowers 

who have left study, and regardless  
of what level they studied at)

Norway5 a (repayment of the loan  
starts after graduation)

2.52% (cost of government 
borrowing, +1.25% to cover 

defaulting costs)

m 26 826

Poland    m m m m

Portugal    m m m m

Slovak Republic7 No nominal nor real interest rate 3.19% 0.81% 3 247

Slovenia    a a a a

Sweden5 1% 1% 77% 22 789

Switzerland3 m m m m

Turkey    a (repayment of the loan  
starts after graduation)

Based on the domestic producer 
price index

m m

United Kingdom5 Retail price index, plus 3%  
(5.5% for 2014-15)

from retail price index  
(2.5% for 2014-15)  to retail price 

index, plus 3% (5.5% for 2014-15), 
based on earnings

91.6% 30 349

United States8 0 to 7.21%  
(cost of government borrowing)

4.66 to 7.21%  
(cost of government borrowing)

m m

P
ar

tn
er

s Brazil    3.4%  3.4%  m m  

Colombia    Consumer price index to consumer 
proce index + 8%  

Consumer price index to consumer 
proce index + 8%  

m 7 298

Note: Columns 4, 5 and 6 available on line display the average annual gross amount of loan at bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral or equivalent levels.
1. All students in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent programmes.
2. Private loan guaranteed by the state rather than public loan (in Italy, for the majority of student loans).
3. Reference year 2012-13.
4. Only includes information on the federal portion of student financial assistance, that is to say 60% of student loans provided in the provinces participating in 
the Canada Student Loans Program (CSLP). Excludes the province of Quebec (about 25% of the Canadian population) that does not participate in the CSLP.
5. Reference year 2014-15 (for Japan, 2013-14 reference year for debt at graduation).
6. Data refer to Diákhitel1 only. In the academic year 2012-13 a new student loan form (Diákhitel2) was launched, besides Diákhitel1. Diákhitel2 can be used only for 
the cost of studies (“cost-refunding” or “tuition fee”), while Diákhitel1 can be used for any purpose (e.g. student living expenses).
7. Includes short-cycle tertiary programmes.
8. Reference years 2011-12 for the proportion of students with student loans; reference year 2014-15 for information on interest rates.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285585
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Table B5.5. [1/2] Repayment and remission of public loans to students in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral 
or equivalent programmes (academic year 2013-14)

National students, in USD converted using PPPs

  Repayment

 

Repayment system

Annual minimum 
income threshold  

(in USD)

Duration of typical 
amortisation period  

(in years)

Estimated annual 
income of recent 

graduates (in USD)
Average annual amount  
of repayment (in USD)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

O
E
C
D Australia Income contingent 33 709 8,5 34 492 2 424

Belgium (Fl.)    a a a m a

Belgium (Fr.)    m m m m m

Canada1, 2, 3 m m 9.5 m m

Denmark4 Mortgage style a 7 to 15 m m

Estonia    Mortgage style a 8 to 10 21 556  
(gross salary in 2012)

m

Finland    Mortgage style a 5 to 15 37 574 1 530

France    m m m m m

Hungary5 Income  
contingent

None 10 to 15 m 1 259 (Diákhitel1);  
664 ((Diákhitel2)

Italy    m m m m m

Japan4 Mortgage style a 15 m 2 178 (from 1 064 to 10 024)

Korea6 Income contingent  
and mortgage style

About 21 755 (income 
contingent loan);  

a (mortgage style loan)

m (income contingent loan);   
up to 10 years (mortgage style loan)

m m

Netherlands    Income  
contingent

19 516 15 m 1 086

New Zealand    Income  
contingent

12 996 7 m 1 907 (12% of income amount  
above income threshold,  

plus any voluntary repayments)

Norway    Mortgage style a 20 m 1 609

Slovak Republic7 Mortgage style a 7.1 (from 5 to 10) m 780 (from 86 to 2 300)

Slovenia    a a a a a

Sweden4 Mortgage style a 25 m Typically 756

Switzerland    m m m m m

Turkey    Mortgage style a 2 to 6 m m

United Kingdom4 Income  
contingent

30 062 m 30 778 616 (1st year of repayment  
for 2012 cohort) to 1 560 (8th year  

of repayment for 2005 cohort)

United States Mortgage style  
and income contingent

m 10 (mortgage style repayment);   
20 to 25 (income based repayment; 

predicted period)

24 448 m

P
ar

tn
er

s Brazil    m  m  m  m  m  

Colombia    Mortgage style a  From same to twice the time of the 
study period

18 982 m  

1. Private loan guaranteed by the state rather than public loan (in Italy, for the majority of student loans).
2. Reference year 2012-13.
3. Only includes information on the federal portion of student financial assistance, that is to say 60% of student loans provided in the provinces participating in the 
Canada Student Loans Program (CSLP). Excludes the province of Quebec (about 25% of the Canadian population) that does not participate in the CSLP.
4. Reference year 2014-15.  
5. In the academic year 2012-13, a new student loan form (namely Diákhitel2) was launched, besides Diákhitel1. Diákhitel2 can be used only for the cost of studies 
(“cost-refunding” or “tuition fee”), while Diákhitel1 can be used for any purpose (e.g. student living expenses).
6. Eligibility rule:  Income Contingent Student Loans, if 35 years old or younger, 7th income decile or below,  took 12 credits or more and gained 70 points or higher 
(maximum 100 points). General Installment Student Loans, if 55 years old or younger, 8th income decile or above, undergraduate and graduate students, took 
12 credits or more, and gained 70 points or higher (maximum 100 points).  
7. Includes short-cycle tertiary programmes.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285591
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Table B5.5. [2/2] Repayment and remission of public loans to students in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral 
or equivalent programmes (academic year 2013-14)

National students, in USD converted using PPPs
  Remission

 

Existence  
of remission/
forgiveness

Conditions for remission/forgiveness Proportion  
of students 
that benefit  

of the 
remission/ 
forgiveness 

Proportion  
of loans  
that are  

not repaid 

Death  
or disability of 
the graduate  Financial situation of the graduate  Other conditions

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

O
E
C
D Australia Yes Death Bankruptcy (forgiveness) Remission : decrease of the compulsory 

HELP repayments for graduates of specific 
fields (and employed in a related occupation) 

and graduates who take up related 
occupations or work in specified locations.

Forgiveness: m 
Remission: 

0.56%

Forgiveness: 
17% 

Remission: 
0.06%

Belgium (Fl.)    a a a a a a
Belgium (Fr.)    m m m m m m
Canada1, 2, 3 Yes a Graduates who have difficulty to pay the 

monthly Canada Student Loan payments 
(based on income and family size)

  m 13%

Denmark4 Yes a Based on financial situation, if the 
graduate does not have a huge debt to 

private creditors. If the debtor has a huge 
debt to both the government (e.g. public 
loans) and private creditors, it is possible 

to apply for a general debt relief.

  A very few About 1%

Estonia    Yes Death; graduates 
who lost the ability 

to work  
at 80%-100%

  Graduates with a child with profound 
disability

6% m

Finland    No a a a a 1.5%
France    m m m m m m
Hungary5 Yes Death; 100% 

disability  
of the graduate

  Pensioner status 0.035% 
(Diákhitel1)

0.063% 
(Diákhitel1)

Italy    m m m m m m
Japan4 Yes Death; physical or 

mental disabilities 
of the graduate

  Graduate school recipients of Category 
1 Loans with particularly outstanding 

results

0.63% m

Korea6 Yes a 65 years old or older people with no 
other income than a national pension, 
and whose income is below a threshold 

(the foundation’s standard) 

Interest relief while serving in the army  
(General Installment Student Loans,  
Income Contingent Student Loans)

m m

Netherlands    Yes a *income level condition is not applied  
to graduate students

  10% 10%

New Zealand    Yes Death Bankruptcy   Less than 
0.2%

m

Norway    Yes Death or illness People with low income,  
or in unemployment 

In case of childbirth or care of small 
children

5% m

Slovak Republic7 m m m m m 1.08%
Slovenia    a a a a a a
Sweden4 Yes Death; not time-

limited sickness 
compensation 

with low income

  People of high age (65/68 years) 2% 7.3%

Switzerland    m m m m m m
Turkey    Yes Death; unability  

to work due  
to disability

    m m

United Kingdom4 Yes Death   Loans are written off 30 years after 
graduation

m m

United States Yes Death  
or disability

Graduates whose federal student 
loan debt is higher than their annual 
discretionary income or represents a 

significant portion of their annual income

Graduates who enter and remain  
in the teaching profession or in public 

services for a certain number of years may 
have a portion of their loans forgiven

m m

P
ar

tn
er

s Brazil    m  m  m  m  m  m  

Colombia    
Yes  

   
On graduation from the programme  

for which loans were approved  
and on obtaining the best results  

in Saber Pro tests
 n  m  

1. Private loan guaranteed by the state rather than public loan (in Italy, for the majority of student loans).
2. Reference year 2012-13.
3. Only includes information on the federal portion of student financial assistance, that is to say 60% of student loans provided in the provinces participating in the 
Canada Student Loans Program (CSLP). Excludes the province of Quebec (about 25% of the Canadian population) that does not participate in the CSLP.
4. Reference year 2014-15.  
5. In the academic year 2012/2013, a new student loan form (namely Diákhitel2) was launched, besides Diákhitel1. Diákhitel2 can be used only for the cost of studies 
(“cost-refunding” or “tuition fee”), while Diákhitel1 can be used for any purpose (e.g. student living expenses).
6. Eligibility rule:  Income Contingent Student Loans, if 35 years old or younger, 7th income decile or below,  took 12 credits or more and gained 70 points or higher 
(maximum 100 points). General Installment Student Loans, if 55 years old or younger, 8th income decile or above, undergraduate and graduate students, took 
12 credits or more, and gained 70 points or higher (maximum 100 points).  
7. Includes short-cycle tertiary programmes.
8. Reference years 2011-12 for the proportion of students with student loans; 2012-13 for debt at graduation, 2014-15 otherwise.  
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285591
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ON WHAT RESOURCES AND SERVICES IS EDUCATION 
FUNDING SPENT?
• About 90% or more of total expenditure on education is devoted to current expenditure, on average 

across OECD countries, and in most OECD countries, at both primary, secondary, post-secondary 
non-tertiary levels combined and at tertiary level.

• In two-thirds (24 of 33) of OECD and partner countries with available data, the share of total 
expenditure devoted to capital expenditure is larger at the tertiary level than at primary, secondary 
and post-secondary non-tertiary levels combined. This may be because new buildings have had to 
be constructed in recent years to accommodate the expansion of tertiary education.

• In OECD and partner countries with available data, most current expenditure goes to compensating 
education staff (teachers and others).

 Context
Decisions about how resources are allocated a�ect the material conditions under which instruction 
takes place and can also in�uence the nature of instruction. 

While savings can be made by cutting capital expenditure (such as not building new schools) and 
some current expenditure (not purchasing certain teaching materials), when pressures on education 
budgets increase, changes in spending on sta� have the greatest impact on overall spending. Still, 
saving money by reducing salaries and bene�ts or cutting the number of teachers and other sta� 
is unpopular politically and possibly counterproductive, in that it discourages good teachers from 
wanting to enter or remain in the profession. In fact, in addition to managing material resources more 
e�ciently, human resources must also be well-managed in order to improve the quality of education 
systems. Deferring expenditures, such as hiring new teachers or salary increases, are temporary 
measures in response to pressures on public budgets.

�is indicator describes the resources and services on which money for education is spent. It shows 
the di�erence between current and capital expenditure. Capital expenditure can be a�ected by 
expanding enrolments, which often require the construction of new buildings. �is indicator also 
presents details on where current expenditure is spent, either on compensation of education sta� or 
elsewhere. Current expenditure is mainly a�ected by teachers’ salaries (see Indicator D3), but also by 

Chart B6.1.   Distribution of current expenditure on educational institutions  
for primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (2012)

1. Public institutions only.
2. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of compensation of all sta� in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary 
education.
Source: OECD. Table B6.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284092
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pension systems, the age distribution of teachers, and the size of the non-teaching sta� employed in 
education. In addition, educational institutions o�er not only instruction but other services, such as 
meals, transport, housing services and/or research activities. All these expenditures are addressed in 
this indicator.

 Other findings
• Current expenditure devoted to purposes other than compensating staff is largest at the tertiary 

level in almost all countries except Brazil and Iceland; and it reaches 33% of all current expenditure, 
on average across OECD countries. In five OECD and partner countries, this proportion is 40% or 
larger. These large proportions could be explained by the higher costs of facilities and equipment 
in tertiary education compared to other levels of education.

• At the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels of education, OECD countries 
spend an average of 21% of current expenditure for purposes other than compensating education 
personnel. In most countries, there is little difference between primary and secondary education in 
the proportion of current expenditure used for purposes other than compensation. However, the 
difference exceeds 5 percentage points in the Czech Republic, Denmark, South Africa and Turkey, 
and 10 percentage points in Indonesia, Ireland and Luxembourg.

• Most current expenditure is related to compensation of sta� in nearly all countries except, at the 
tertiary level, the Czech Republic and Indonesia. Only Brazil and Iceland devote 80% or more of 
current expenditure to sta� compensation at the tertiary level; 19 countries devote similar shares 
of current expenditure to sta� compensation at the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-
tertiary levels of education combined. 
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Analysis

Current and capital expenditure by educational institutions

Education expenditure includes both current and capital expenditure. Current expenditure by educational 
institutions takes account of the spending on school resources used each year to operate schools. It includes, for 
instance, the compensation of teachers and other staff, maintenance of school buildings, students’ meals or the 
rental of school buildings and other facilities. Capital expenditure by educational institutions refers to spending on 
assets that last longer than one year. It includes, for instance, spending on the construction, renovation and major 
repair of school buildings.

The largest share of expenditure is current expenditure, given the labour-intensive nature of instruction. In 2012, 
about 90% or more of total expenditure was devoted to current expenditure at the primary, secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary levels of education combined and at the tertiary level, on average among OECD countries. 
Current expenditure amounts to more than 78% of total expenditure at each level of education in every OECD and 
partner country. The share varies from 86% (Indonesia) to nearly 98% (Austria) in primary education; from nearly 
86% (Portugal) to more than 98% (Austria and South Africa) in secondary education; and from 78% (Turkey) to 97% 
(Belgium) in tertiary education (Tables B6.1 and B6.2 and Chart B6.2).

The OECD average share of current expenditure differs by three percentage points between primary, secondary 
and post-secondary non-tertiary education combined (93.0%) and tertiary education (90.0%). Nevertheless, 
differences among countries between the share of current expenditure on primary, secondary and post-secondary 
non-tertiary education combined and on tertiary education can be relatively large. In most countries, the share of 
current expenditure on the former levels of education is larger than on the latter level. The main exceptions are 
Finland, Israel, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal and Sweden where the share of current expenditure on tertiary 
education exceeds the share in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education combined by more 
than one to four percentage points. In contrast, the share of current expenditure at primary, secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary education combined exceeds the share in tertiary education by five percentage points or 
more in Australia, Hungary, Indonesia, Italy, Latvia, Poland, the Slovak Republic, Spain and Turkey.

The differences among countries are likely to reflect how the different levels of education are organised in each 
country, as well as the degree to which the expansion in enrolments requires the construction of new buildings, 
especially at the tertiary level. Capital expenditure on tertiary education exceeds 15% in Indonesia (20.2%), Latvia 
(18.4%), Poland (18.4%), the Slovak Republic (18.8%) and Turkey (22.0%). The ways countries report expenditure 
related to university buildings may also explain differences in the share of current and capital expenditure at the 
tertiary level. For example, the buildings and lands used for education can be owned, used free of charge, or rented 
by the institutions; and the amount of current and capital expenditure partly depends on the type of real estate 
management used in the country (see Box B6.1 in Education at a Glance 2012 [OECD, 2012]).

Distribution of current expenditure

Current expenditure by educational institutions can be subdivided further into three broad functional categories: 
compensation of teachers, compensation of other staff, and other current expenditures. Other current expenditures 
include, for instance, teaching materials and supplies, maintenance of school buildings, students’ meals and rental 
of school facilities. The amount allocated to each of these categories depends partly on current and projected 
changes in enrolments, on the salaries of education personnel, and on the costs of maintenance and construction 
of education facilities. Despite the fact that the shares of these categories do not change much from year to year, 
countries’ decisions might affect not only the amounts allocated, but also these shares.

At the primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels, more than 62% of current expenditure is devoted 
to compensating teachers, more than 15% to compensating other staff, and more than 21% to expenditure other 
than compensation, on average across OECD countries. For tertiary education, nearly 40% of current expenditure 
is devoted to the compensation of teachers, on average across OECD countries, as larger shares are devoted to 
compensating other staff (more than 26%) and other current expenditure (about 33%).

There are relatively large differences in how current expenditure is allocated between the primary, secondary, and 
post-secondary non-tertiary levels combined and tertiary education. For instance, in all countries, the share devoted 
to compensation of teachers is larger at the combined primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary levels of 
education than at the tertiary level. 



B6

On what resources and services is education funding spent? – INDICATOR B6 chapter B

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 285

The share of other current expenditure is more than 30% in primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary 
education combined in only four countries, namely the Czech Republic (42.0%), Finland (35.7%), the Slovak Republic 
(33.9%) and Sweden (32.2%). In contrast, at the tertiary level, this share is more than 30% in more than half of 
OECD countries with available data and less than 20% in only two countries: Brazil (18.9%) and Iceland (17.4%).

The variation in current expenditure not devoted to compensation of staff between levels of education reflects 
differences in the size of administrative systems (for instance, the number of employees or the equipment available 
to administrative staff) across these levels. The cost of facilities and equipment is expected to be higher in tertiary 
education than in other levels of education. Meanwhile, the differences among countries in compensation of other 
staff likely reflect the degree to which education personnel, such as principals, guidance counsellors, bus drivers, 
school nurses, janitors and maintenance workers, are included in the category “non-teaching staff” (see Indicator D2). 
Compensation of staff involved in research and development at the tertiary level may also explain part of the 
differences, between countries and between levels of education, in the share of current expenditure devoted to 
compensation of other staff.

Chart B6.2. Distribution of current and capital expenditure on educational institutions 
(2012) 

By resource category and level of education

1. Public institutions only (for Italy, except in tertiary education).
2. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of current expenditure on primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table B6.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284103
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Definitions
Capital expenditure refers to spending on assets that last longer than one year, including construction, renovation 
or major repair of buildings and new or replacement equipment. The capital expenditure reported here represents 
the value of educational capital acquired or created during the year in question – that is, the amount of capital 
formation – regardless of whether the capital expenditure was financed from current revenue or through borrowing. 
Neither current nor capital expenditure includes debt servicing. 

Current expenditure refers to spending on goods and services consumed within the current year and requiring 
recurrent production in order to sustain educational services. Current expenditure by educational institutions 
other than on compensation of personnel includes expenditure on sub-contracted services such as support services 
(e.g. maintenance of school buildings), ancillary services (e.g. preparation of meals for students) and rental of school 
buildings and other facilities. These services are obtained from outside providers, unlike the services provided by 
the education authorities or by the educational institutions using their own personnel.

Methodology
Data refer to the financial year 2012 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2014 (for details see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 

Calculations cover expenditure by public institutions or, where available, by both public and private institutions.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.

References
OECD (2012), Education at a Glance 2012: OECD Indicators, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2012-en.

Indicator B6 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285627

Table B6.1 Expenditure by primary and secondary educational institutions, by resource category (2012)

Table B6.2 Expenditure by educational institutions, by resource category and level of education (2012)

Cut-off date for the data: 23 October 2015. Updates can be found on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2012-en
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Table B6.1. Expenditure by primary and secondary educational institutions,  
by resource category (2012)

Distribution of total and current expenditure by educational institutions from public and private sources

Primary Secondary

Percentage  
of total expenditure

Percentage  
of current expenditure

Percentage  
of total expenditure

Percentage  
of current expenditure
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia 91.3 8.7 62.9 15.3 78.2 21.8 90.8 9.2 x(11) x(11) 75.0 25.0

Austria 97.8 2.2 62.0 13.3 75.3 24.7 98.1 1.9 66.9 6.9 73.8 26.2

Belgium1 95.2 4.8 67.5 21.6 89.1 10.9 97.8 2.2 71.3 17.9 89.2 10.8

Canada1, 2 93.2 6.8 63.7 15.0 78.6 21.4 93.2 6.8 63.7 15.0 78.6 21.4

Chile m m m m m m m m m m m m

Czech Republic 90.1 9.9 43.8 18.8 62.6 37.4 93.0 7.0 43.5 12.7 56.2 43.8

Denmark 90.1 9.9 68.3 19.2 87.4 12.6 93.4 6.6 65.1 16.9 82.0 18.0

Estonia m m m m m m m m m m m m

Finland1 93.1 6.9 54.5 10.4 64.8 35.2 92.6 7.4 50.6 13.4 64.0 36.0

France 91.6 8.4 56.3 21.3 77.6 22.4 91.5 8.5 57.9 23.6 81.5 18.5

Germany 93.7 6.3 x(5) x(5) 82.2 17.8 92.0 8.0 x(11) x(11) 82.7 17.3

Greece m m m m m m m m m m m m

Hungary 96.9 3.1 x(5) x(5) 70.5 29.5 97.0 3.0 x(11) x(11) 70.4 29.6

Iceland 94.9 5.1 x(5) x(5) 74.1 25.9 93.8 6.2 x(11) x(11) 73.2 26.8

Ireland3 94.6 5.4 71.6 18.5 90.1 9.9 95.6 4.4 63.9 15.1 79.1 20.9

Israel 90.0 10.0 x(5) x(5) 83.7 16.3 92.5 7.5 x(11) x(11) 79.4 20.6

Italy3 96.4 3.6 62.0 21.0 83.0 17.0 97.9 2.1 61.9 19.8 81.7 18.3

Japan1 86.9 13.1 x(5) x(5) 85.8 14.2 88.0 12.0 x(11) x(11) 85.9 14.1

Korea 87.1 12.9 56.3 15.2 71.5 28.5 87.0 13.0 56.0 15.8 71.8 28.2

Luxembourg 86.5 13.5 71.8 5.6 77.4 22.6 91.0 9.0 77.1 11.1 88.2 11.8

Mexico3 97.5 2.5 86.4 8.2 94.6 5.4 97.4 2.6 75.3 15.7 91.1 8.9

Netherlands 88.3 11.7 x(5) x(5) 82.5 17.5 88.0 12.0 x(11) x(11) 81.6 18.4

New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m

Norway1 90.3 9.7 x(5) x(5) 80.6 19.4 88.7 11.3 x(11) x(11) 80.0 20.0

Poland 94.7 5.3 x(1) x(1) x(1) x(1) 96.6 3.4 x(7) x(7) x(7) x(7)

Portugal1, 3 96.1 3.9 x(5) x(5) 87.3 12.7 85.7 14.3 x(11) x(11) 85.2 14.8

Slovak Republic1 96.3 3.7 49.7 13.3 63.0 37.0 97.2 2.8 54.1 13.5 67.5 32.5

Slovenia1 93.1 6.9 x(5) x(5) 80.4 19.6 92.8 7.2 x(11) x(11) 76.4 23.6

Spain1 95.0 5.0 67.6 10.4 78.0 22.0 94.9 5.1 72.6 9.0 81.6 18.4

Sweden 93.4 6.6 52.9 16.6 69.5 30.5 92.7 7.3 51.1 15.3 66.4 33.6

Switzerland1, 3 90.3 9.7 66.0 17.0 82.9 17.1 92.9 7.1 73.0 12.1 85.1 14.9

Turkey3 95.4 4.6 x(5) x(5) 90.3 9.7 93.5 6.5 x(11) x(11) 84.4 15.6

United Kingdom 97.2 2.8 68.8 9.5 78.4 21.6 97.6 2.4 65.1 10.8 75.9 24.1

United States 91.2 8.8 54.6 26.8 81.4 18.6 91.2 8.8 54.6 26.7 81.4 18.6

OECD average 92.9 7.1 62.5 15.6 79.3 20.7 93.2 6.8 62.4 15.1 78.2 21.8
EU21 average 93.7 6.3 61.3 15.3 77.7 22.3 94.0 6.0 61.6 14.3 76.9 23.1

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil2 91.4 8.6 x(5) x(5) 72.9 27.1 92.5 7.5 x(11) x(11) 73.5 26.5
China m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia3, 4 91.5 8.5 81.7 9.7 91.5 8.5 91.5 8.5 81.7 9.7 91.5 8.5
India m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia4 86.0 14.0 x(5) x(5) 84.6 15.4 92.1 7.9 x(11) x(11) 68.6 31.4
Latvia 87.9 12.1 x(5) x(5) 74.8 25.2 88.1 11.9 x(11) x(11) 72.2 27.8

Russian Federation 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 Africa3 94.1 5.9 77.4 4.6 82.0 18.0 98.6 1.4 82.6 4.6 87.2 12.8

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “x” code in Table B1.1a for details.
2. Year of reference 2011.
3. Public institutions only.
4. Year of reference 2013.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285635
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Table B6.2. Expenditure by educational institutions, by resource category and level of education (2012)
Distribution of total and current expenditure by educational institutions from public and private sources

Primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary

Percentage  
of total expenditure

Percentage  
of current expenditure

Percentage  
of total expenditure

Percentage  
of current expenditure
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia 91.2 8.8 x(5) x(5) 76.0 24.0 85.2 14.8 x(11) x(11) 62.4 37.6

Austria 98.0 2.0 65.2 8.7 73.9 26.1 93.3 6.7 59.8 5.0 64.9 35.1

Belgium 96.9 3.1 69.9 19.2 89.1 10.9 97.0 3.0 49.0 28.4 77.4 22.6

Canada1, 2 93.2 6.8 63.7 15.0 78.6 21.4 89.5 10.5 38.2 28.3 66.5 33.5

Chile m m m m m m m m m m m m

Czech Republic 92.2 7.8 43.6 14.4 58.0 42.0 90.6 9.4 25.2 15.4 40.6 59.4

Denmark 91.9 8.1 66.6 17.9 84.5 15.5 m m m m m m

Estonia m m m m m m m m m m m m

Finland 92.8 7.2 51.9 12.4 64.3 35.7 96.4 3.6 33.8 28.9 62.7 37.3

France 91.6 8.4 57.3 22.9 80.2 19.8 92.0 8.0 39.7 38.6 78.4 21.6

Germany 92.4 7.6 x(5) x(5) 82.1 17.9 89.8 10.2 x(11) x(11) 66.7 33.3

Greece m m m m m m m m m m m m

Hungary 96.9 3.1 x(5) x(5) 70.1 29.9 90.5 9.5 x(11) x(11) 60.5 39.5

Iceland 94.4 5.6 x(5) x(5) 73.6 26.4 95.3 4.7 x(11) x(11) 82.6 17.4

Ireland3 95.2 4.8 65.8 16.6 82.4 17.6 94.1 5.9 43.2 28.6 71.9 28.1

Israel 91.0 9.0 x(5) x(5) 81.9 18.1 94.6 5.4 x(11) x(11) 70.9 29.1

Italy3, 4 97.3 2.7 60.5 20.4 80.8 19.2 90.5 9.5 33.3 29.5 62.9 37.1

Japan2 87.5 12.5 x(5) x(5) 85.8 14.2 87.2 12.8 x(11) x(11) 59.6 40.4

Korea 87.0 13.0 56.1 15.6 71.7 28.3 86.2 13.8 34.9 19.5 54.4 45.6

Luxembourg3 89.1 10.9 74.8 8.8 83.6 16.4 86.6 13.4 16.5 50.0 66.4 33.6

Mexico3 97.5 2.5 81.1 11.8 92.9 7.1 93.2 6.8 61.7 15.3 77.0 23.0

Netherlands 88.1 11.9 x(5) x(5) 81.9 18.1 89.5 10.5 x(11) x(11) 70.3 29.7

New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m

Norway2 89.4 10.6 x(5) x(5) 80.2 19.8 93.9 6.1 x(11) x(11) 68.1 31.9

Poland 95.7 4.3 x(1) x(1) x(1) x(1) 81.6 18.4 x(11) x(11) 75.7 24.3

Portugal2, 3 89.8 10.2 x(5) x(5) 86.1 13.9 92.8 7.2 x(11) x(11) 70.8 29.2

Slovak Republic2 96.9 3.1 52.7 13.4 66.1 33.9 81.2 18.8 31.5 22.2 53.7 46.3

Slovenia 92.9 7.1 x(5) x(5) 78.3 21.7 88.9 11.1 x(11) x(11) 72.9 27.1

Spain 94.9 5.1 70.5 9.6 80.0 20.0 85.2 14.8 54.1 21.4 75.5 24.5

Sweden 93.0 7.0 52.0 15.8 67.8 32.2 96.6 3.4 x(11) x(11) 64.3 35.7

Switzerland3 91.8 8.2 69.9 14.2 84.2 15.8 88.9 11.1 49.4 27.3 76.7 23.3

Turkey3 94.2 5.8 x(5) x(5) 86.4 13.6 78.0 22.0 x(11) x(11) 62.4 37.6

United Kingdom 97.4 2.6 66.7 10.3 77.0 23.0 93.7 6.3 35.6 28.1 63.6 36.4

United States2 91.2 8.8 54.6 26.7 81.4 18.6 86.7 13.3 29.4 35.4 64.8 35.2

OECD average 93.0 7.0 62.4 15.2 78.6 21.4 90.0 10.0 39.7 26.4 67.1 32.9

EU21 average 93.8 6.2 61.4 14.6 77.0 23.0 90.6 9.4 38.3 26.9 66.6 33.4

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil3 92.1 7.9 x(5) x(5) 73.2 26.8 90.6 9.4 x(11) x(11) 81.1 18.9

China m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia3, 5 91.5 8.5 81.7 9.7 91.5 8.5 m m m m m m

India m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia5 88.3 11.7 x(5) x(5) 78.3 21.7 79.8 20.2 x(11) x(11) 31.2 68.8

Latvia 88.0 12.0 x(5) x(5) 73.3 26.7 81.6 18.4 x(11) x(11) 64.7 35.3

Russian Federation 90.2 9.8 x(5) x(5) 77.4 22.6 85.8 14.2 x(11) x(11) 62.9 37.1

Saudi Arabia3, 5 m m m m m m m m m m m m

South Africa3 96.0 4.0 79.7 4.6 84.3 15.7 m m m m m m

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m

1. Year of reference 2011.
2. Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to “X” code in Table B1.1a for details.
3. Public institutions only (For Italy and the United Kingdom, except in tertiary education. For Luxembourg, in tertiary education only).
4. Excludes short-cycle tertiary programmes.
5. Year of reference 2013.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285646
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WHICH FACTORS INFLUENCE THE LEVEL OF EXPENDITURE 
ON EDUCATION?
• Four factors influence expenditure on education related to the salary cost of teachers per student: 

instruction time of students, teaching time of teachers, teachers’ salaries and estimated class size. 
Consequently, a given level of the salary cost of teachers per student may result from different 
combinations of these four factors.

• In most countries, the salary cost of teachers per student increases with the level of education.

• Between 2010 and 2013, the salary cost of teachers per student increased in a majority of countries 
at the primary and lower secondary levels of education. On average, it increased by 2.6% (from 
USD 2 550 to USD 2 616) at the primary level and by 1.0% (from USD 3 185 to USD 3 215) at the 
lower secondary level.

 Context
Governments have become increasingly interested in the relationship between the amount of 
resources devoted to education and student learning outcomes. Governments seek to provide more 
and better education for their populations while, at the same time, ensuring that public funding is used 
e�ciently, particularly when public budgets are being tightened. Teachers’ compensation is usually 
the largest part of expenditure on education and thus of expenditure per student (see Indicator B6). 
�e salary cost of teachers is a function of the instruction time of students, the teaching time of 
teachers, teachers’ salaries and the number of teachers needed to teach students, which depends on 
estimated class size (Box B7.1).

Di�erences among countries in these four factors may explain di�erences in the level of expenditure 
per student. Similarly, a given level of expenditure may be associated with di�erent combinations of 
these factors. �is indicator examines the choices countries make when investing their resources in 
primary and secondary education, and explores how changing policy choices between 2005, 2010 
and 2013 relating to these four factors a�ected the salary cost of teachers. However, some of these 
choices do not necessary re�ect policy decisions but, rather, demographic changes, such as shrinking 
numbers of students. �us, for example, in countries where enrolments have been declining in recent 
years, class size would also shrink (assuming all other factors remain constant), unless there was a 
simultaneous drop in the number of teachers as well.

Chart B7.1.   Salary cost of teachers per student, by level of education (2013)
In  USD

Countries are ranked in descending order of the salary cost of teachers per student in lower secondary education.
Source: OECD. Table B7.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284112
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 Other findings
• Similar levels of expenditure among countries can mask a variety of contrasting policy choices. This 

helps to explain why there is no simple relationship between overall spending on education and 
the level of student performance. For example, at the upper secondary level of education, Austria 
and Canada had similar levels of salary costs of teachers per student in 2013, above the average. In 
Austria, this was the result of the combination of above-average teachers’ salaries and instruction 
time, and below-average teaching time and estimated class size. In Canada, it was mostly the result 
of above-average teachers’ salaries and, to a lesser extent, of below-average estimated class size, 
whose effects were slightly counterbalanced by above-average teaching time and below-average 
instruction time.

• Teachers’ salaries are most often the primary factor influencing the difference from the average 
salary cost of teachers per student at each level of education; estimated class size is the second 
factor.

• When differences in countries’ wealth are taken into account, teachers’ salaries are less often the 
primary factor influencing the difference from the average salary cost of teachers per student.

 Trends

�e increase in the salary cost of teachers per student between 2010 and 2013 was mostly in�uenced 
by changes in two factors: teachers’ salaries and estimated class size. During this period, among 
countries with available data for both years, teachers’ salaries decreased by an average of less than 
1% at the primary and lower secondary levels, while estimated class size decreased by 1% at the 
primary level and increased by more than 10% at the lower secondary level. Variations in the other 
two factors, instruction time and teaching time, are usually smaller in most countries, but the average 
is in�uenced by large variations in some countries. Teaching time at the lower secondary level varied 
the most during the period, and increased, on average, by 2.9% among countries with available data 
for both years.

At the primary and lower secondary levels of education, a similar number of countries increased 
and decreased teachers’ salaries and/or estimated class size between 2010 and 2013. �ese changes 
resulted in an increase in the salary cost per student in the majority of countries and on average 
across countries with available data for both years. However, the salary cost per student decreased 
in some countries during this period, most signi�cantly (by around 15% or more) in Portugal and 
Spain at both primary and lower secondary levels. In both of these countries, decreases in teachers’ 
salaries combined with increases in estimated class size are the main reasons for decreases in the 
salary cost of teachers per student. Some other countries also introduced reforms since 2005 that 
a�ected the salary cost of teachers per student. For instance, in Hungary, teaching time was increased 
at the secondary level in 2006, decreasing the number of teachers required at this level. �at, in turn, 
reduced expenditure on teachers’ salaries. Italy implemented reforms on class size to increase slightly 
the number of students per class. �is resulted in a decrease in the salary cost of teachers per student 
(see Table B7.5 in Education at a Glance 2012 [OECD, 2012]).
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Analysis
Variation in the salary cost of teachers per student, by level of education 

Per-student expenditure reflects the structural and institutional factors that relate to the organisation of schools 
and curricula. Expenditure can be broken down into the compensation of teachers and other expenditure (defined 
as expenditure for all purposes other than teacher compensation). Teacher compensation usually constitutes the 
largest part of expenditure on education. As a result, the level of teacher compensation divided by the number of 
students (referred to here as “salary cost of teachers per student”) is the main proportion of expenditure per student.

Box B7.1. Relationship between salary cost of teachers per student and instruction time  
of students, teaching time of teachers, teachers’ salaries and class size

One way to analyse the factors that have an impact on expenditure per student and to measure the extent 
of their effects is to compare the differences between national figures and the OECD average. This analysis 
computes the differences in expenditure per student among countries and the OECD average, and then 
calculates the contribution of these different factors to the variation from the OECD average.

This exercise is based on a mathematical relationship between the different factors and follows the method 
presented in the Canadian publication Education Statistics Bulletin (2005) (see explanations in Annex 3). 
Educational expenditure is mathematically linked to factors related to a country’s school context (number of 
hours of instruction time for students, number of teaching hours for teachers, estimated class size) and one 
factor relating to teachers (statutory salary). 

Expenditure is broken down into compensation of teachers and other expenditure (defined as all expenditure 
other than compensation of teachers). Compensation of teachers divided by the number of students, or “the 
salary cost of teachers per student” (CCS), is estimated through the following calculation: 

 
CCS = SAL  instT 1

teachT
 1

ClassSize
 = SAL

Ratiostud/teacher

SAL: teachers’ salaries (estimated by statutory salary after 15 years of experience) 
instT: instruction time of students (estimated as the annual intended instruction time, in hours, for students)
teachT: teaching time of teachers (estimated as the annual number of teaching hours for teachers) 
ClassSize: a proxy for class size 
Ratiostud/teacher: the ratio of students to teaching staff 

With the exception of class size (which is not computed at the upper secondary level, as class size is difficult to 
define and compare because students at this level may attend several classes depending on the subject area), 
values for the different variables can be obtained from the indicators published in Education at a Glance (Chapter 
D). However, for the purpose of the analysis, an “estimated” class size or proxy class size is computed based on 
the ratio of students to teaching staff and the number of teaching hours and instruction hours (see Box D2.2). 
As a proxy, this estimated class size should be interpreted with caution. 

Using this mathematical relationship and comparing a country’s values for the four factors to the OECD averages 
makes it possible to measure both the direct and indirect contribution of each of these four factors to the 
variation in salary cost per student between that country and the OECD average (for more details, see Annex 3). 
For example, in the case where only two factors interact, if a worker receives a 10% increase in the hourly wage 
and increases the number of hours of work by 20%, his/her earnings will increase by 32% as a result of the direct 
contribution of each of these variations (0.1 + 0.2) and the indirect contribution of these variations due to the 
combination of the two factors (0.1 * 0.2). To account for differences in countries’ level of wealth when comparing 
salary costs per student, salary cost per student, as well as teachers’ salaries, can be divided by GDP per capita (on 
the assumption that GDP per capita is an estimate of countries’ level of wealth). This makes it possible to compare 
countries’ “relative” salary cost per student (see Education at a Glance 2015 tables, available on line). 

The salary cost of teachers per student is estimated based on theoretical values: statutory salaries at a specific 
point in the salary scale, theoretical instruction time of student and statutory teaching time of teachers; and 
estimated class size. As a consequence, this measure may differ from the actual salary cost of teachers resulting 
from the combination of actual average values for these four factors. This also explains part of the differences 
between this indicator and Indicators B1, B2, B3 and B6 that are based on actual expenditure and student 
population at each level of education. 



B7

Which factors in�uence the level of expenditure on education? – INDICATOR B7 chapter B

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 293

The salary cost of teachers per student is based on the instruction time of students, the teaching time of teachers, 
teachers’ salaries and the number of teachers needed to teach students, which depends on estimated class size 
(Box  B7.1). As a consequence, differences among countries in these four factors may explain differences in the 
level of expenditure. In the same way, a given level of expenditure may result from a different combination of these 
factors.

Salary costs of teachers per student show a common pattern across OECD countries: they usually rise with the 
level of education taught. However, in some countries they are lower at the upper secondary level than at the lower 
secondary level. Overall, among OECD countries with available data for each of these different levels in 2013, the 
average salary cost of teachers per student is USD 2 677 per primary student, USD 3 350 per lower secondary 
student and USD 3 749 per upper secondary student (Chart B7.1).

Disparities in salary cost of teachers among OECD countries

The variation in salary cost of teachers per student between levels of education is significant among countries. In 
2013, there was a difference of less than USD 100 in Canada, Chile, Hungary, Iceland and Mexico among these three 
levels of education, but the difference was over USD 1 900 in France and exceeded USD 2 000 in Belgium (Flemish 
and French Communities) and Slovenia (Table B7.1 and Chart B7.1).

This increase in the salary cost of teachers per student with the level of education taught is partly the result of 
increases in teachers’ salaries and in the instruction time of students at higher education levels. In 2013, the 
OECD average salary varies from USD 41  864 at the primary level to USD 43  634 at the lower secondary level 
and USD 45 701 at the upper secondary level. Meanwhile, the OECD average annual instruction time varies from 
794 hours at the primary level, to 905 hours at the lower secondary level and 929 hours at the upper secondary level. 
The increase is also related to the fact that teaching time generally decreases as the level of education increases, 
implying that more teachers are necessary to teach a given number of students (the OECD average annual teaching 
time in 2013 decreases from 772 hours at the primary level, to 694 hours at the lower secondary level to 643 hours 
at the upper secondary level). However, larger classes at higher levels of education tend to reduce the salary cost per 
student (the OECD average estimated class size increases between primary, lower secondary and upper secondary 
levels from 15.2 students to 17.3 students to 17.6 students, respectively) (Tables B7.2a and b, and Table B7.2c, 
available on line).

Variations in salary costs of teachers per student between 2010 and 2013

The salary cost of teachers per student also varies over time in a given level of education. These changes are only 
analysed at the primary and lower secondary levels of education because trend data are not available at the upper 
secondary level. This analysis is also limited to countries with data for both 2010 and 2013 (24 and 23 countries, 
respectively, for the primary and lower secondary levels), as comparable data over a larger period (for 2005, 2010 
and 2013) are available for fewer countries.

The salary cost of teachers per student increased slightly (by less than 3%) at both the primary and lower secondary 
levels between 2010 and 2013 (from USD 2 550 to USD 2 616 at the primary level and from USD 3 185 to USD 3 215 
at the lower secondary level), on average across the countries with available data for both years (Chart B7.2).

In most countries, the salary cost of teachers per student at both of these levels of education increased between 
2010 and 2013. The increase reached 25% or more in Korea at the primary level and exceeded 35% in Israel at the 
primary level and in Poland at the lower secondary level (Chart B7.3).

However, the salary cost of teachers per student also fell between 2010 and 2013 in a significant number of countries, 
most notably in Portugal (by 29% at the primary level and 34% at the lower secondary level) and Spain (by around 
15% at the primary level and 24% at the lower secondary level). Decreases of more than 10% and up to 15% in the 
salary cost of teachers per student were also observed at the primary level in Hungary and Italy, and at the lower 
secondary level in Belgium (French Community), Hungary and Slovenia (Chart B7.2).

Impact of teachers’ salaries and class size on salary cost of teachers per student

Of the four factors that determine the level of the salary cost of teachers, two are largely responsible for the wide 
variations in this cost: teachers’ salaries and class size. Between 2010 and 2013, among countries with available data 
for this period, average teachers’ salaries (expressed in constant prices)  decreased by less than 1% at the primary 
and lower secondary levels, while estimated class size decreased by 1% at the primary level and increased by more 
than 10% at the lower secondary level (Tables B7.2a and b).
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At both the primary and lower secondary levels, the small decrease in average teachers’ salaries (in real terms) 
across OECD countries with comparable data for 2010 and 2013 resulted from decreases and increases in a similar 
number of countries. Teachers’ salaries decreased most notably (by 10% or more) in Hungary, Portugal and Spain at 
both these levels, and this contributed (with the increase in estimated class size) to the decrease in the salary cost 
of teachers per student in these countries (Chart B7.3).

Among countries with data for both 2010 and 2013, the small decrease in average estimated class size at the primary 
level and the large increase in average estimated class size at the lower secondary level also resulted from decreases 
and increases in a similar number of countries. At the primary and lower secondary levels, the largest reductions 
were observed in countries that had relatively large estimated classes in 2010 (Chile and Israel at the primary level, 
and Poland at the lower secondary level) and also in countries with below-average estimated class size in 2010 
(Luxembourg at both primary and lower secondary levels). In all four of these countries, this resulted in an increase 
of the salary cost per student. Nevertheless, estimated class size also increased significantly in some countries, 
contributing to a decrease in salary cost per student. This was the case most notably in Portugal (from 10.6 to 14.3 
at the primary level and from 9.5 to 15.3 at the lower secondary level), in Poland at the primary level (from 9.3 to 
11.2 students), and in the French Community of Belgium (from 11.6 to 13.7 students) and Spain (from 14.9 to 
17.2 students) at the lower secondary level.

Chart B7.2. Change in the salary cost of teachers per student,  
primary and lower secondary education (2005, 2010 and 2013)  

In USD

Countries are ranked in descending order of the salary cost of teacher per student in 2010.
Source: OECD. Tables B7.3 and B7.4. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284120
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Changes in instruction time and teaching time, the two other factors influencing the salary cost of teachers, averaged 
from -0.5% to 2.9% at both primary and lower secondary levels (among countries with available data for both years) 
during the same period (Tables B7.2a and B7.2b). This may reflect the political sensitivity of implementing reforms 
in these areas (see Table B7.5 in Education at a Glance 2012).

Nevertheless, in a small number of countries, instruction time and/or teaching time did change significantly. For 
example in Norway, Poland and Portugal, reforms were recently introduced to increase instruction time in reading 
and mathematics. Between 2010 and 2013, teaching time changed most significantly (by more than 100 hours) in 
Korea (a decrease from 807 to 667 hours at the primary level) and Luxembourg (an increase from 634 to 739 hours 
at the lower secondary level). Instruction time changed also significantly (by more than 100 hours) between 2010 
and 2013 in some countries as well. At the lower secondary level, instruction time decreased by more than 100 hours 
in Iceland and increased by more than 100 hours in Portugal.

Relationship between expenditure on education and policy choices 

Higher levels of expenditure on education cannot automatically be equated with better performance by education 
systems. This is not surprising, as countries spending similar amounts on education do not necessarily have similar 
education policies and practices. For example, at the upper secondary level of education, Austria and Canada had 
similar levels of salary cost of teachers per student in 2013 (USD 5 093 and USD 4 839, respectively) both higher 
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Chart B7.3. Change in the salary cost of teachers per student, teachers’ salaries  
and estimated class size, primary and lower secondary education (2010, 2013)

Change in percentage, between 2010 and 2013

Countries are ranked in descending order of  the change in the salary cost of teachers per student  between 2010 and 2013. 
Source: OECD. Tables B7.2a, B7.2b, B7.3 and B7.4. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284134
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than the OECD average. In Canada, this was largely because teachers’ salaries were higher than the average, whereas 
in Austria, it was the result of the combination of below-average estimated class size and teaching time and, to a 
lesser extent, of above-average instruction time and teachers’ salaries. Hungary and the Slovak Republic also had 
similar salary cost of teachers per student (below the average). Both countries had similar teachers’ salaries and 
teaching time, but the two other factors (instruction time and estimated class size) influenced the salary cost of 
teachers in different ways in the two countries (Table B7.5 and Chart B7.4).

In addition, even though countries may make similar policy choices, those choices can result in different levels of 
salary cost of teachers per student. For example, in Canada and Ireland, the salary cost of teachers per student at the 
upper secondary level is the result of balancing two opposing effects: above-average teaching time reduces the salary 
cost of teachers per student relative to the OECD average, and relatively high teachers’ salaries (and small estimated 
class size in Canada) increase the salary cost of teachers per student relative to the OECD average.

The salary cost of teachers per student resulting from this combination is above the OECD average in these two 
countries, but the difference from the OECD average varies from USD 315 more in Ireland to USD 1 091 more in 
Canada (Table B7.5 and Chart B7.4).

Chart B7.4. Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student,  
upper secondary education (2013) 

In USD

Note: Contributions expressed in percentage of GDP per capita are also available in a similar chart on line.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the di�erence between the salary cost of teachers per student and the OECD average.
Sources: OECD. Table B7.5. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284144

How to read this chart
This chart shows the contribution (in USD) of the factors influencing the difference between salary cost of teachers per student in the country 
and the OECD average. For example, in Chile, the salary cost of teachers per student is USD 2 624 lower than the OECD average. This is because 
Chile has lower teachers’ salaries (- USD 1 183) than the OECD average, above-average instruction time for students (+ USD 557), above-average 
teaching time for teachers (- USD 1 136), and above-average estimated class size (- USD 863).
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Main factors influencing the salary cost of teachers per student, by level of education

Comparing the salary cost of teachers per student to the OECD average and how the four factors contribute to this 
difference allows for an analysis of the extent of each factor’s impact on the differences in salary cost of teachers 
per student. At each level of education, teachers’ salaries are most often the primary factor – that is, the factor with 
the largest impact – influencing the difference in the average salary cost of teachers per student. Among countries 
with available data in 2013, teachers’ salaries were the primary factor in 22 of 29 countries at the primary level, in 
17 of 30 countries at the lower secondary level, and in 14 of 16 countries at the upper secondary level. This is true 
in countries with the highest and lowest levels of salary cost of teachers per student.
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For example, at the lower secondary level, the above-average salaries of teachers is the main factor influencing 
the difference from the average salary cost of teachers per student in the country with the highest salary cost 
(Luxembourg), as well as in seven of the ten countries with the lowest salary cost of teachers per student (Chile, 
the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Israel, Poland and the Slovak Republic) (Table B7.4).

Estimated class size is the second most influential factor responsible for the difference in salary cost of teachers per 
student at each level of education (for 4 countries at the primary level, 11 countries at the lower secondary level, 
and 1 country at the upper secondary level). At the lower secondary level, below-average estimated class size is 
the primary factor in 3 of the 6 countries with the highest salary cost of teachers per student, namely Austria and 
Belgium (Flemish and French Communities) (Box B7.2 and Table B7.4).

Box B7.2. Main factors influencing salary cost of teacher per student, by level of education (2013)

Primary education Lower secondary education Upper secondary education

Salary 22 countries  
AUS (+), BFL (+), BFR (+), CAN (+), 
CHL (-), CZE (-), EST (-), DEU (+), 
GRC (-), HUN (-), ISL (-), IRL (+), 
ISR (-), ITA (-), JPN (+), KOR (+), 

LUX (+), NLD (+), POL (-), PRT (-), 
SVK (-), TUR (-)

17 countries  
AUS (+), CAN (+), CHL (-), CZE (-), 

EST (-), DEU (+), GRC (-),  
HUN (-), ISL (-), IRL (+), ISR (-), 

ITA (-), LUX (+), NLD (+), POL (-), 
PRT (-), SVK (-)

14 countries  
BFL (+), BFR (+), CAN (+), 
CHL (-), FRA (-), DEU (+), 
HUN (-), IRL (+), ISR (-), 
ITA (-), LUX (+), NLD (+), 

SVK (-), TUR (-)

Instruction 
time

1 country  
FIN  (-)

1 country
ESP  (+)

0 country 

Teaching time 2 countries  
FRA  (-), SVN  (+)

1 country  
USA  (-)

1 country  
AUT  (+)

Estimated  
class size

4 countries  
AUT (+), MEX (-),  
NOR (+), ESP (+) 

11 countries  
AUT (+), BFL (+), BFR (+), FIN (+), 
FRA (-), JPN (-), KOR (-), MEX (-), 

NOR (+), SVN (+), TUR (-)

1 country  
PRT  (+)

Note: For each level of education, countries are included in the cell corresponding to the factor which has the largest impact (measured in USD) on the 
salary cost of teachers’ per student. The positive or negative signs show whether the factor increases or decreases the salary cost of teacher per student.
Sources: OECD. Tables B7.3, B7.4 and B7.5. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285727

Main factors influencing the salary cost of teachers per student, after accounting  
for countries’ wealth 

The level of teachers’ salaries and, in turn, the level of the salary cost of teachers per student, depend on a country’s 
relative wealth. To control for differences in wealth among countries, the levels of teachers’ salaries (and salary cost 
per student) relative to GDP per capita were analysed. Comparing the relative salary cost of teachers per student using 
this analysis affects the ranking of countries (Chart B7.4 continued, available on line). However, the position of only 
a few countries changes significantly compared to the analysis in USD. At the upper secondary level, Luxembourg 
has the highest salary cost of teachers per student in USD, mainly as a result of the high USD salaries, but not 
as a proportion of per capita GDP, even if the salary cost of teachers per student is still above the OECD average 
because of below-average estimated class size. As a result, teachers’ salaries, as a percentage of per capita GDP, 
do not raise the salary cost of teachers per student (Tables B7.3 continued, B7.4 continued, B7.5 continued, and 
Chart B7.4 continued, available on line).

Even after accounting for differences in countries’ wealth, teachers’ salaries, as a percentage of GDP per capita, and 
estimated class size are the main factors influencing variations from the average salary cost of teachers per student 
at each level of education (Box B7.2 continued, available on line).
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Methodology
Data referring to the 2013 school year, as well as 2005 and 2010 data relating to salaries of teachers and teaching 
time are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics and on the Survey on Teachers and the Curriculum, 
which were both administered by the OECD in 2014. Other data referring to the 2005 and 2010 school year are 
based on the UOE data collection on education statistics, and on the Survey on Teachers and the Curriculum, which 
were both administered by the OECD and published in the 2007 and 2012 editions of Education at a Glance (data on 
ratio of student to teaching staff and instruction time). Data for 2013 instruction time refer to 2014 data from the 
2014 edition of Education at a Glance. The consistency of 2005, 2010 and 2013 data has been validated (for details, 
see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Salary cost of teachers per student is calculated based on teachers’ salaries, the number of hours of instruction for 
students, the number of hours of teaching for teachers, and the estimated class size (a proxy of the class size; see 
Box D2.2). In most cases, the values for these variables are derived from Education at a Glance (see above). At upper 
secondary level, teachers’ salaries and teaching time refer to general programmes. Teachers’ salaries in national 
currencies are converted into equivalent USD by dividing the national currency figure by the purchasing power 
parity (PPP) index for private consumption, following the methodology used in Indicator D3 on teachers’ salaries, 
which results in the salary cost per student expressed in equivalent USD. Further details on the analysis of these 
factors are available in Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.

Reference
OECD (2012), Education at a Glance 2012: OECD Indicators, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2012-en. 

Indicator B7 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285656

Table B7.1 Salary cost of teachers per student, by level of education (2013)

Table B7.2a Factors used to compute the salary cost of teachers per student, in primary education  
(2005, 2010 and 2013)

Table B7.2b Factors used to compute the salary cost of teachers per student, in lower secondary education 
(2005, 2010 and 2013)

WEB Table B7.2c Factors used to compute the salary cost of teachers per student, in upper secondary education 
(2013)

Table B7.3 Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student in primary education 
(2005, 2010 and 2013)

WEB Table B7.3 (continued) Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student in primary education (2013)

Table B7.4 Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student  
in lower secondary education (2005, 2010 and 2013)

WEB Table B7.4 (continued) Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student  
in lower secondary education (2013)

Table B7.5 Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student  
in upper secondary education (2013)                    

WEB Table B7.5 (continued) Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student  
in upper secondary education (2013)    

Additional material available on line only
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285656

WEB Chart B7.4 (continued) Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student,  
upper secondary education (2012)

WEB Box B7.2 (continued) Main factors influencing salary cost of teachers per student as a percentage of per capita GDP, 
by level of education (2013)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2012-en
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Table B7.1. Salary cost of teachers per student, by level of education (2013)      
In equivalent USD, converted using PPPs for private consumption, and in percentage of per capita GDP 

Salary cost of teachers per student
(in USD)

Salary cost of teachers per student
(in percentage of GDP per capita)

Primary Lower secondary Upper secondary Primary Lower secondary Upper secondary
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

O
E
C
D Australia 3 608 4 684 m 8.1 10.6 m

Austria 3 609 5 191 5 093 8.2 11.8 11.6

Belgium (Fl.) 3 842 5 218 6 344 9.8 13.4 16.2

Belgium (Fr.) 3 739 5 078 6 167 9.6 13.0 15.8

Canada 4 755 4 755 4 839 11.4 11.4 11.6

Chile 1 181 1 095 1 124 6.0 5.5 5.7

Czech Republic  973 1 633 m 3.7 6.2 m

Denmark m m m m m m

England m m m m m m

Estonia 1 015 1 350 m 4.5 6.0 m

Finland 3 008 4 749 m 8.0 12.7 m

France 1 735 2 374 3 643 4.8 6.6 10.1

Germany 4 047 5 047 5 573 9.7 12.1 13.4

Greece 2 720 3 515 m 12.1 15.7 m

Hungary 1 229 1 252 1 287 5.9 6.0 6.1

Iceland 2 985 2 970 m 7.4 7.4 m

Ireland 3 426 4 063 4 063 8.7 10.4 10.4

Israel 1 956 2 131 2 391 6.5 7.0 7.9

Italy 2 692 3 100 2 963 8.5 9.8 9.4

Japan 2 790 3 491 m 8.3 10.4 m

Korea 2 981 2 941 m 9.6 9.4 m

Luxembourg 11 674 12 821 12 821 13.7 15.0 15.0

Mexico  958 1 057 m 6.5 7.2 m

Netherlands 3 258 4 176 3 593 7.6 9.7 8.4

New Zealand m m m m m m

Norway 4 307 4 525 m 7.0 7.4 m

Poland 2 247 2 519 m 9.9 11.1 m

Portugal 2 777 3 516 4 366 11.4 14.4 17.9

Scotland m m m m m m

Slovak Republic  924 1 254 1 152 3.9 5.2 4.8

Slovenia 2 392 4 661 m 9.2 17.9 m

Spain 3 067 4 052 m 10.4 13.8 m

Sweden m m m m m m

Switzerland m m m m m m

Turkey 1 368 1 459 1 800 8.5 9.1 11.2

United States m 3 967 m m 7.5 m

OECD average 2 677 3 350 3 749 7.9 9.4 10.4

Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285662
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Table B7.2a. [1/2] Factors used to compute the salary cost of teachers per student,  
in primary education (2005, 2010 and 2013)

Teachers’ salary
(annual, in USD. 2013 constant prices)

Instruction time 
(for students, hours per year)

Teaching time
(for teachers, hours per year)

2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%) 2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%) 2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia1 50 684 53 076 56 335 6.1  952  982 1 010 2.9  888  868  879 1.3

Austria1 42 514 44 344 43 015 -3.0  690  690  705 2.2  774  779  779 0.0

Belgium (Fl.) 47 103 47 821 48 690 1.8 m m  821 m  752  752  752 0.0

Belgium (Fr.)1 44 457 46 111 47 381 2.8  840  840  849 1.1  722  732  721 -1.5

Canada m m 66 702 m m  917  919 0.3 m  799  796 -0.4

Chile1 m 25 771 26 610 3.3 m 1 083 1 049 -3.2 1 128 1 105 1 129 2.2

Czech Republic2 m m 18 273 m  661  588  676 15.0  813  862  827 -4.1

Denmark 51 700 54 558 52 672 -3.5  671  701  754 7.6  640  650  662 1.8

England 54 792 50 317 47 279 -6.0  880  893  861 -3.5 m  684  722 5.6

Estonia1 10 070 13 857 13 233 -4.5  752  595  661 11.0  630  630  619 -1.7

Finland1 37 024 41 276 39 701 -3.8  530  608  632 3.9  677  680  677 -0.5

France1 35 709 34 804 33 500 -3.7  918  847  864 2.0  924  924  924 0.0

Germany1 58 592 60 865 63 221 3.9  627  641  683 6.5  808  805  800 -0.6

Greece 34 859 35 333 25 826 -26.9  864  720  783 8.8  604  589  569 -3.4

Hungary1 19 280 15 143 13 061 -13.8  555  555  616 11.0  583  604  601 -0.5

Iceland1 35 173 33 350 31 145 -6.6  720  800  729 -8.9  671  624  624 0.0

Ireland1 51 371 59 108 56 057 -5.2  941  915  915 0.0  915  915  915 0.0

Israel1 23 621 29 035 29 869 2.9  666  914  957 4.7  731  820  840 2.5

Italy1 35 402 35 367 33 230 -6.0  990  891  891 0.0  739  770  752 -2.3

Japan1 51 724 48 139 48 546 0.8  707  735  762 3.7  578  707  736 4.2

Korea1 53 256 49 598 51 594 4.0  667  667  648 -2.9  883  807  667 -17.4

Luxembourg1 73 586 100 460 102 956 2.5  847  924  924 0.0  774  739  810 9.5

Mexico1 24 353 25 097 26 533 5.7  800  800  800 0.0  800  800  800 0.0

Netherlands m m 54 001 m  940  940  940 0.0  930  930  930 0.0

New Zealand m m 43 292 m m m m m m m  922 m

Norway1 38 749 41 099 44 538 8.4  599  701  748 6.7  741  741  741 0.0

Poland1 20 453 23 132 24 921 7.7 m  600  635 5.8 m  644  629 -2.3

Portugal1 43 221 42 528 36 663 -13.8  855  757  806 6.5  765  779  747 -4.0

Scotland 48 098 47 148 43 991 -6.7 a a a m  893  855  855 0.0

Slovak Republic1 m 14 354 15 650 9.0 m  695  680 -2.0 m  841  832 -1.1

Slovenia1 38 258 41 882 38 261 -8.6  621  621  664 7.0  627  627  627 0.0

Spain1 44 294 47 288 42 187 -10.8  793  875  787 -10.0  880  880  880 0.0

Sweden 34 971 m 38 175 m  741  741  754 1.8 m m a m

Switzerland 60 689 61 677 63 504 3.0 m m m m m m m m

Turkey1 23 762 27 122 27 139 0.1  720  720  720 0.0  720  720  720 0.0

United States 60 284 55 802 59 339 6.3 m m  967 m m m m m

OECD average 41 602 42 112 41 864 -1.8  761  773  794 2.5  771  771  772 -0.4

Average for 24 countries  
with all data available 
for 2010 and 2013

~ 39 700 39 389 -0.8 ~  769  781 1.5 ~  773  769 -0.5

Note: Data in this table come either from chapter D (for 2005, 2010 and 2013 data relating to salaries of teachers and teaching time, 2013 data on ratio of 
student to teaching staff) or from 2007 and 2012 editions of Education at a Glance (data on ratio of student to teaching staff and instruction time). Data for 2013 
instruction time refer to 2014 data from the 2014 edition of Education at a Glance. Please see notes on these data in these tables.
1. Countries with all data available for both 2010 and 2013.
2. Current instruction time for 2005 and 2010, minimum instruction time for 2013.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285671
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Table B7.2a. [2/2] Factors used to compute the salary cost of teachers per student,  
in primary education (2005, 2010 and 2013)

Ratio of students to teaching staff
(number of students per teacher)

Estimated class size
(number of students per classroom)

2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%) 2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%)
(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) = (13)*(5) / (9) (18) = (14)*(6) / (10) (19) = (15)*(7) / (11) (20)

O
E
C
D Australia1 16.2 15.7 15.6 -0.8 17.4 17.8 17.9 0.8

Austria1 14.1 12.2 11.9 -2.6 12.6 10.8 10.8 -0.5

Belgium (Fl.) 12.8 12.4 12.7 2.2 m m 13.8 m

Belgium (Fr.)1 12.8 12.4 12.7 2.2 14.9 14.2 14.9 4.9

Canada m 17.9 14.0 -21.7 m 20.6 16.2 -21.2

Chile1 25.9 24.6 22.5 -8.6 m 24.2 20.9 -13.3

Czech Republic2 17.5 18.7 18.8 0.6 14.3 12.7 15.4 20.6

Denmark 11.9 11.5 m m 12.5 12.4 m m

England 14.9 19.8 m m m 25.9 m m

Estonia1 m 13.1 13.0 -0.5 m 12.4 13.9 12.4

Finland1 15.9 14.0 13.2 -5.9 12.5 12.5 12.3 -1.7

France1 19.4 18.7 19.3 3.3 19.2 17.1 18.1 5.4

Germany1 18.8 16.7 15.6 -6.5 14.6 13.3 13.3 0.2

Greece 11.1 m 9.5 m 15.8 m 13.1 m

Hungary1 10.6 10.8 10.6 -1.3 10.1 9.9 10.9 10.1

Iceland1 11.3 10.3 10.4 1.5 m 13.2 12.2 -7.5

Ireland1 17.9 15.9 16.4 2.8 18.4 15.9 16.4 2.8

Israel1 17.3 20.6 15.3 -25.8 15.7 22.9 17.4 -24.2

Italy1 10.6 11.3 12.3 8.9 14.2 13.1 14.6 11.4

Japan1 19.4 18.4 17.4 -5.3 23.7 19.1 18.0 -5.8

Korea1 28.0 21.1 17.3 -18.1 21.2 17.4 16.8 -3.7

Luxembourg1 m 10.1 8.8 -12.7 m 12.6 10.1 -20.3

Mexico1 28.3 28.1 27.7 -1.6 28.3 28.1 27.7 -1.6

Netherlands 15.9 15.7 16.6 5.3 16.1 15.9 16.8 5.3

New Zealand 18.1 16.2 16.4 1.0 m m m m

Norway1 10.9 10.5 10.3 -1.1 8.8 9.9 10.4 5.5

Poland1 11.7 10.0 11.1 11.4 m 9.3 11.2 20.5

Portugal1 10.8 10.9 13.2 21.3 12.1 10.6 14.3 34.6

Scotland 14.9 19.8 m m m m m m

Slovak Republic1 18.9 17.1 16.9 -0.7 m 14.1 13.9 -1.7

Slovenia1 15.0 16.2 16.0 -1.5 14.9 16.1 16.9 5.5

Spain1 14.3 13.2 13.8 4.6 12.9 13.1 12.3 -5.9

Sweden 12.2 11.7 12.7 8.6 m m m m

Switzerland 14.6 14.9 14.8 -1.0 m m m m

Turkey1 25.8 21.7 19.8 -8.5 25.8 21.7 19.8 -8.5

United States 14.9 14.5 15.3 5.6 m m m m

OECD average 16.1 15.6 14.9 -1.4 16.2 15.8 15.2 0.9

Average for 24 countries  
with all data available 
for 2010 and 2013

~ 15.6 17.1 9.6 ~ 15.5 15.3 -1.3

Note: Data in this table come either from chapter D (for 2005, 2010 and 2013 data relating to salaries of teachers and teaching time, 2013 data on ratio of 
student to teaching staff) or from 2007 and 2012 editions of Education at a Glance (data on ratio of student to teaching staff and instruction time). Data for 2013 
instruction time refer to 2014 data from the 2014 edition of Education at a Glance. Please see notes on these data in these tables.
1. Countries with all data available for both 2010 and 2013.
2. Current instruction time for 2005 and 2010, minimum instruction time for 2013.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285671
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Table B7.2b. [1/2] Factors used to compute the salary cost of teachers per student, 
in lower secondary education (2005, 2010 and 2013)

Teachers’ salary
(annual in USD, 2013 constant prices)

Instruction time 
(for students, hours per year)

Teaching time
(for teachers, hours per year)

2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%) 2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%) 2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia1 50 801 53 076 56 315 6.1  970  997 1 015 1.8  810  819  821 0.3

Austria1 46 053 47 996 46 631 -2.8  913  914  900 -1.5  607  607  607 0.0

Belgium (Fl.) 47 103 47 821 48 690 1.8 m m  928 m  684  669  669 0.0

Belgium (Fr.)1 44 956 46 111 47 381 2.8  960  960  971 1.1  662  671  661 -1.5

Canada m m 66 702 m m  922  921 -0.1 m  740  743 0.4

Chile1 m 25 771 26 610 3.3 m 1 083 1 062 -2.0 1 128 1 105 1 129 2.2

Czech Republic2 m m 18 273 m  902  862  874 1.3  647  647  620 -4.1

Denmark 51 700 55 344 53 431 -3.5  880  900  930 3.3  640  650  662 1.8

England 54 792 50 317 47 279 -6.0  900  925  911 -1.5 m  703  745 5.9

Estonia1 10 070 13 857 13 233 -4.5 1 073  802  823 2.5  630  630  619 -1.7

Finland1 41 697 44 578 42 877 -3.8  796  777  844 8.7  592  595  592 -0.5

France1 38 567 37 834 36 589 -3.3  959  971  991 2.1  648  648  648 0.0

Germany1 63 357 67 426 68 698 1.9  872  887  866 -2.3  758  756  752 -0.5

Greece 34 859 35 333 25 826 -26.9  998  796  785 -1.3  434  415  415 0.0

Hungary1 19 280 15 143 13 061 -13.8  717  671  710 5.9  555  604  601 -0.5

Iceland1 35 173 33 350 31 145 -6.6  872  969  839 -13.4  671  624  624 0.0

Ireland1 51 924 59 749 56 667 -5.2  848  929  935 0.7  735  735  735 0.0

Israel1 24 071 26 428 28 715 8.7  971  981 1 004 2.3  579  598  644 7.6

Italy1 38 563 38 534 36 207 -6.0 1 016 1 023  990 -3.2  605  630  616 -2.3

Japan1 51 724 48 139 48 546 0.8  869  877  895 2.1  505  602  608 1.1

Korea1 53 127 49 485 51 489 4.1  867  859  842 -2.0  621  627  557 -11.2

Luxembourg1 96 227 107 575 110 243 2.5  782  908  845 -6.9  642  634  739 16.7

Mexico1 31 129 32 257 34 083 5.7 1 167 1 167 1 167 0.0 1 047 1 047 1 047 0.0

Netherlands m m 66 831 m 1 067 1 000 1 000 0.0  750  750  750 0.0

New Zealand m m 44 509 m m m m m m m  841 m

Norway1 38 749 41 099 44 538 8.4  827  836  868 3.8  656  654  663 1.5

Poland1 20 453 23 132 24 921 7.7 m  765  810 5.9 m  572  555 -3.0

Portugal1 43 221 42 528 36 663 -13.8  880  757  892 17.8  623  634  609 -4.0

Scotland 48 098 47 148 43 991 -6.7 a a a a  893  855  855 0.0

Slovak Republic1 m 14 354 15 650 9.0 m  822  828 0.7 m  652  645 -1.1

Slovenia1 38 258 41 882 38 261 -8.6  791  817  767 -6.1  627  627  627 0.0

Spain1 50 864 53 880 46 907 -12.9  956 1 050 1 061 1.1  713  713  713 0.0

Sweden 35 860 m 38 852 m  741  741  754 1.8 m m a m

Switzerland 69 260 70 052 71 929 2.7 m m m m m m m m

Turkey 25 116 28 279 28 110 -0.6  791  768  840 9.4  504  504  504 0.0

United States 55 361 59 163 60 965 3.0 m m 1 011 m m m  981 m

OECD average 43 680 43 795 43 634 -1.8  903  895  905 1.0  677  679  694 0.2

Average for 23 countries 
with all data available  
for 2010 and 2013

~ 41 921 41 540 -0.9 ~  905  910 0.5 ~  686  706 2.9

Note: Data in this table come either from chapter D (for 2005, 2010 and 2013 data relating to salaries of teachers and teaching time, 2013 data on ratio 
of student to teaching staff) or from 2007 and 2012 editions of Education at a Glance (data on ratio of student to teaching staff and instruction time). 
Data for 2013 instruction time refer to 2014 data from the 2014 edition of Education at a Glance. Please see notes on these data in these tables.
1. Countries with all data available for both 2010 and 2013.
2. Current instruction time for 2000 and 2005, minimum instruction time for 2013.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table B7.2b. [2/2] Factors used to compute the salary cost of teachers per student, 
in lower secondary education (2005, 2010 and 2013)

Ratio of students to teaching staff
(number of students per teacher)

Estimated class size
(number of students per classroom)

2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%) 2005 2010 2013

Variation 
2010-2013 

(%)
(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) = (13)*(5) / (9) (18) = (14)*(6) / (10) (19) = (15)*(7) / (11) (20)

O
E
C
D Australia1 12.1 12.0 12.0 0.0 14.5 14.6 14.9 1.6

Austria1 10.6 9.3 9.0 -3.3 16.0 14.0 13.3 -4.7

Belgium (Fl.) 9.4 8.1 9.3 15.2 m m 12.9 m

Belgium (Fr.)1 9.4 8.1 9.3 15.2 13.7 11.6 13.7 18.2

Canada m 17.9 14.0 -21.7 m 22.3 17.4 -22.1

Chile1 25.9 25.1 24.3 -3.2 m 24.6 22.9 -7.1

Czech Republic2 13.5 11.2 11.2 -0.2 18.8 14.9 15.8 5.4

Denmark 11.9 11.5 m m 16.4 15.9 m m

England 15.1 17.1 m m m 22.5 m m

Estonia1 m 10.4 9.8 -5.8 m 13.2 13.0 -1.7

Finland1 10.0 9.8 9.0 -7.5 13.4 12.7 12.9 1.1

France1 14.2 15.0 15.4 2.5 21.0 22.5 23.6 4.7

Germany1 15.5 14.9 13.6 -8.5 17.9 17.4 15.7 -10.1

Greece 7.9 m 7.3 m 18.1 m 13.9 m

Hungary1 10.4 10.7 10.4 -2.5 13.4 11.9 12.3 3.8

Iceland1 11.3 10.3 10.5 2.1 14.7 16.0 14.1 -11.6

Ireland1 15.5 14.4 13.9 -3.1 17.9 18.2 17.8 -2.5

Israel1 13.4 12.8 13.5 5.6 22.4 20.9 21.0 0.4

Italy1 10.1 11.9 11.7 -1.7 17.0 19.3 18.8 -2.7

Japan1 15.1 14.4 13.9 -3.5 26.0 21.0 20.5 -2.6

Korea1 20.8 19.7 17.5 -11.1 29.0 27.0 26.5 -1.9

Luxembourg1 9.0 9.1 8.6 -5.8 11.0 13.1 9.8 -24.9

Mexico1 33.7 32.7 32.2 -1.4 37.6 36.5 35.9 -1.4

Netherlands 16.2 16.5 16.0 -3.0 23.1 22.0 m m

New Zealand 16.8 16.3 16.4 0.5 m m m m

Norway1 10.2 9.9 9.8 -0.7 12.9 12.7 12.9 1.6

Poland1 12.7 12.7 9.9 -22.0 m 17.0 14.4 -14.8

Portugal1 7.5 7.9 10.4 31.2 10.6 9.5 15.3 61.1

Scotland 15.1 17.1 m m m m m m

Slovak Republic1 14.1 13.6 12.5 -8.2 m 17.1 16.0 -6.6

Slovenia1 11.1 8.0 8.2 2.8 14.0 10.4 10.0 -3.5

Spain1 12.5 10.1 11.6 14.8 16.8 14.9 17.2 16.1

Sweden 12.0 11.4 12.0 5.2 m m m m

Switzerland 11.7 11.8 11.8 -0.1 m m m m

Turkey m m 19.3 m m m 32.1 m

United States 15.1 14.0 15.4 9.9 m m 15.8 m

OECD average 13.6 13.4 13.0 -0.3 18.1 17.6 17.3 -0.2

Average for 23 countries 
with all data available  
for 2010 and 2013

~ 13.2 12.9 -1.8 ~ 15.5 17.1 10.4

Note: Data in this table come either from chapter D (for 2005, 2010 and 2013 data relating to salaries of teachers and teaching time, 2013 data on ratio 
of student to teaching staff) or from 2007 and 2012 editions of Education at a Glance (data on ratio of student to teaching staff and instruction time). 
Data for 2013 instruction time refer to 2014 data from the 2014 edition of Education at a Glance. Please see notes on these data in these tables.
1. Countries with all data available for both 2010 and 2013.
2. Current instruction time for 2000 and 2005, minimum instruction time for 2013.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table B7.3. Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student  
in primary education (2005, 2010 and 2013)         

In equivalent USD, converted using PPPs for private consumption

Salary cost of teachers  
per student

Difference  
(in USD) from  

the 2013  
OECD average  

of
USD 2 677

Contribution of the underlying factors to the difference  
from the OECD average 

Effect (in USD)  
of teachers’ salary 

below/above  
the 2013  

OECD average  
of

USD 39 960

Effect (in USD)  
of instruction time 

(for students)  
below/above  

the 2013  
OECD average  

of
789 hours

Effect (in USD)  
of teaching time

(for teachers)  
below/above  

the 2013  
OECD average  

of
770 hours

Effect (in USD)  
of estimated  

class size  
below/above  

the 2013  
OECD average  

of
15.3 students 

per class

2005 2010 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
(1) (2) (3) (4)= (5)+(6)+(7)+(8) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Australia 3 125 3 373 3 608  931 1 082  781 - 424 - 508

Austria 3 007 3 623 3 609  932  232 - 355 - 39 1 094

Belgium (Fl.) m m 3 842 1 165  636  131  75  324

Belgium (Fr.) 3 477 3 720 3 739 1 062  541  235  208  78

Canada m m 4 755 2 078 1 853  563 - 124 - 214

Chile m 1 046 1 181 -1 496 - 753  553 - 710 - 585

Czech Republic m m  973 -1 704 -1 301 - 270 - 127 - 7

Denmark 4 343 4 738 m m m m m m

England m 2 537 m m m m m m

Estonia m 1 058 1 015 -1 662 -1 931 - 333  420  181

Finland 2 329 2 942 3 008  331 - 19 - 635  368  616

France 1 845 1 862 1 735 - 943 - 384  200 - 397 - 362

Germany 3 110 3 643 4 047 1 370 1 529 - 490 - 130  462

Greece 3 150 m 2 720  43 -1 209 - 20  834  438

Hungary 1 817 1 406 1 229 -1 448 -2 188 - 511  527  723

Iceland 3 108 3 246 2 985  308 - 716 - 228  601  651

Ireland 2 866 3 714 3 426  749 1 035  456 - 534 - 208

Israel 1 368 1 412 1 956 - 721 - 672  452 - 202 - 298

Italy 3 339 3 120 2 692  15 - 497  328  62  122

Japan 2 670 2 620 2 790  113  535 - 94  122 - 450

Korea 1 902 2 349 2 981  304  729 - 565  409 - 269

Luxembourg m 9 940 11 674 8 997 5 648 1 033 - 337 2 653

Mexico  860  892  958 -1 719 - 691  25 - 67 - 986

Netherlands m m 3 258  581  899  524 - 569 - 274

New Zealand m m m m m m m m

Norway 3 551 3 931 4 307 1 630  375 - 186  132 1 309

Poland m 2 322 2 247 - 430 -1 191 - 551  515  797

Portugal 4 003 3 905 2 777  99 - 235  60  82  193

Scotland m m m m m m m m

Slovak Republic m  842  924 -1 753 -1 535 - 259 - 137  177

Slovenia 2 549 2 580 2 392 - 285 - 111 - 437  524 - 261

Spain 3 094 3 594 3 067  390  156 - 5 - 386  625

Sweden m m m m m m m m

Switzerland m m m m m m m m

Turkey  921 1 251 1 368 -1 309 - 753 - 180  133 - 509

United States m m m m m m m m

OECD average  
(countries with 
available data for both 
2010 and 2013)

~ 2 550 2 616 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
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Table B7.4. Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student 
in lower secondary education (2005, 2010 and 2013)     
In equivalent USD, converted using PPPs for private consumption

Salary cost of teacher  
per student

Difference (in USD) 
from the 2013  
OECD average  

of
USD 3 350

Contribution of the underlying factors to the difference  
from the OECD average 

Effect (in USD)  
of teachers’ salary 

below/above  
the 2013  

OECD average  
of

USD 43 634

Effect  (in USD)  
of instruction time 

(for students)  
below/above  

the 2013  
OECD average  

of
905 hours

Effect (in USD)  
of teaching time

(for teachers)  
below/above  

the 2013  
OECD average  

of
694 hours

Effect (in USD)  
of estimated  

class size  
below/above  

the 2013  
OECD average  

of
17 students 

per class

2005 2010 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013 2013
(1) (2) (3) (4)= (5)+(6)+(7)+(8) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Australia 4 185 4 414 4 684 1 335 1 019  458 - 681  538

Austria 4 341 5 167 5 191 1 841  280 - 25  567 1 019

Belgium (Fl.) m m 5 218 1 869  464  105  154 1 146

Belgium (Fr.) 4 758 5 691 5 078 1 728  343  290  203  893

Canada m m 4 755 1 406 1 708  71 - 280 - 93

Chile m 1 027 1 095 -2 254 -1 001  342 - 985 - 610

Czech Republic m m 1 633 -1 716 -2 106 - 90  287  193

Denmark 4 343 4 806 m m m m m m

England m 2 937 m m m m m m

Estonia m 1 332 1 350 -2 000 -2 721 - 237  285  673

Finland 4 179 4 566 4 749 1 400 - 71 - 283  638 1 115

France 2 722 2 518 2 374 - 975 - 503  260  197 - 929

Germany 4 081 4 534 5 047 1 698 1 885 - 187 - 339  339

Greece 4 426 m 3 515  166 -1 895 - 513 1 849  724

Hungary 1 857 1 415 1 252 -2 098 -2 669 - 579  354  796

Iceland 3 108 3 246 2 970 - 380 -1 075 - 245  341  599

Ireland 3 350 4 149 4 063  713  968  120 - 213 - 162

Israel 1 800 2 072 2 131 -1 218 -1 132  284  208 - 578

Italy 3 802 3 243 3 100 - 250 - 604  290  389 - 324

Japan 3 430 3 339 3 491  141  367 - 39  455 - 642

Korea 2 554 2 513 2 941 - 408  533 - 235  710 -1 416

Luxembourg 10 692 11 780 12 821 9 471 6 502 - 537 - 491 3 998

Mexico  923  986 1 057 -2 293 - 514  552 - 842 -1 488

Netherlands m m 4 176  826 1 619  380 - 297 - 875

New Zealand m m m m m m m m

Norway 3 785 4 145 4 525 1 176  81 - 166  179 1 082

Poland m 1 823 2 519 - 830 -1 666 - 335  677  493

Portugal 5 763 5 350 3 516  166 - 601 - 51  452  366

Scotland m m m m m m m m

Slovak Republic m 1 056 1 254 -2 096 -2 198 - 206  170  138

Slovenia 3 447 5 243 4 661 1 312 - 538 - 678  413 2 114

Spain 4 062 5 345 4 052  702  267  586 - 99 - 52

Sweden m m m m m m m m

Switzerland m m m m m m m m

Turkey m m 1 459 -1 891 -1 029 - 180  787 -1 470

United States m m 3 967  617 1 240  410 -1 296  262

OECD average  
(countries with 
available data for both 
2010 and 2013)

~ 3 185 3 215 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285709
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Table B7.5. Contribution of various factors to salary cost of teachers per student 
in upper secondary education (2013)      

In equivalent USD, converted using PPPs for private consumption

Salary cost  
of teacher  

per student

Difference from  
the OECD average  

of
USD 3 749

Contribution of the underlying factors to the difference from the OECD average

Effect (in USD) 
of teachers’ salary 

below/above 
the OECD average  

of
USD 48 248

Effect  (in USD) 
of instruction time  

(for students)  
below/above  

the OECD average  
of

921 hours

Effect (in USD)  
of teaching time

(for teachers)  
below/above  

the OECD average  
of

674 hours

Effect (in USD) 
 of estimated class 
size below/above  

the OECD average  
of

17.6 students 
per class

(1) (2) = (3) + (4) + (5) + (6) (3) (4) (5) (6)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m

Austria 5 093 1 344  173  73  595  503

Belgium (Fl.) 6 344 2 596 1 283  40  378  895

Belgium (Fr.) 6 167 2 419 1 130 - 397  562 1 124

Canada 4 839 1 091 1 408 - 61 - 430  173

Chile 1 124 -2 624 -1 183  557 -1 136 - 863

Czech Republic m m m m m m

Denmark m m m m m m

England m m m m m m

Estonia m m m m m m

Finland m m m m m m

France 3 643 - 105 - 998  440  147  305

Germany 5 573 1 824 1 948  63 - 274  88

Greece m m m m m m

Hungary 1 287 -2 462 -2 638 - 256  312  120

Iceland m m m m m m

Ireland 4 063  315  629  62 - 337 - 39

Israel 2 391 -1 358 -1 929  294  530 - 253

Italy 2 963 - 786 - 868 - 60  306 - 164

Japan m m m m m m

Korea m m m m m m

Luxembourg 12 821 9 073 6 108 - 692 - 744 4 400

Mexico m m m m m m

Netherlands 3 593 - 156 1 216  19 - 397 - 994

New Zealand m m m m m m

Norway m m m m m m

Poland m m m m m m

Portugal 4 366  618 -1 145 - 560  424 1 899

Scotland m m m m m m

Slovak Republic 1 152 -2 596 -2 470 - 112  217 - 231

Slovenia m m m m m m

Spain m m m m m m

Sweden m m m m m m

Switzerland m m m m m m

Turkey 1 800 -1 949 -1 452 - 259  821 -1 059

United States m m m m m m

Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285712
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WHO PARTICIPATES IN EDUCATION?

• Access to education for 5-14 year-olds is universal in all OECD and most partner countries with 
available data.

• In 2013, enrolment rates among 15-19 year-olds were greater than 70% in 32 of the 37 OECD and 
partner countries with available data.

• In almost all OECD countries, more than one in five 20-29 year-olds participated in education in 
2013.

 Context
In times of economic hardship, the advantage of education for labour-market prospects becomes even 
clearer. Education systems in OECD and most G20 countries now provide universal access to basic 
education, such that both pre-primary and upper secondary education are becoming universal in most 
countries (see also Indicator C2). �e expansion of upper secondary education is both a response to 
increasing demand and a result of various policy changes, ranging from more �exible curricula and 
a reshaping of vocational studies, to e�orts to expand access to education to the entire population. 
While the same changes have been made to tertiary education, participation rates at the higher level 
of education are signi�cantly lower.

Upper secondary education has become the minimum quali�cation for a smooth and successful 
transition into the labour market; attainment of this level of education reduces the risk of 
unemployment (see Indicator A5). Successful completion of upper secondary programmes is vital for 
addressing equity issues (OECD, 2010a; OECD, 2011), but graduation rates vary widely among OECD 
countries (see Indicator A2). To help ensure good returns for individuals, education systems must be 
able to help students acquire the skills they need both to make them employable in the short term, and 
to enable them to pursue learning throughout their working lives (OECD, 2010b). �e deep structural 
changes that have occurred in the global labour market over the past decades suggest that better-
educated individuals will continue to have an advantage as the labour market becomes increasingly 
more knowledge-based.

Chart C1.1. Enrolment rates of 15-19 and 20-29 year-olds (2013)

1. Underestimated because many resident students go to school in the neighbouring countries.
2. Excludes post-secondary non-tertiary education.
3. Year of reference 2012.
4. Excludes enrolments in ISCED 7 and 8.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the enrolment rates of 15-19 year-olds.
Source: OECD. Table C1.1a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284155
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 Other findings
• Based on 2013 enrolment patterns, a 5-year-old in an OECD country can expect to participate in 

more than 17 years of full-time and part-time education, on average, before reaching the age of 40. 
The expected duration of education ranged from 13 years in Saudi Arabia to 19 years or more in 
Australia, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Iceland and Sweden.

• Across OECD countries in 2013, at least 90% of the school-age population participated in an 
average of 13 years of formal education. Twenty-eight out of the 40 countries with available data 
were equal or above this OECD average, while 12 countries were below the average. 

 Trends
Between 2005 and 2013, enrolment rates for 15-19 year-olds in OECD countries increased, on average, 
from 82% to 84%. While the rates increased by nearly 30 percentage points during this period in Turkey, 
they remained virtually unchanged in France, Hungary, Israel and the Slovak Republic (Table C1.6, 
available on line). In 2013, enrolment rates for 15-19 year-olds were still 70% or lower in Brazil, 
Colombia, Israel, Mexico and Turkey. Among 20-29 year-olds, enrolment rates in OECD countries 
increased, on average, 4 percentage points, from 24% in 2005 to 28% in 2013.
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Analysis
In 20 of the 40 OECD and partner countries with available data in 2013, full enrolment in education (defined here 
as enrolment rates exceeding 90% of the population of the age range covering a certain level of studies) begins 
between the ages of 3 and 4 (age 2 in Denmark, Iceland and Norway); in the other 17 countries, full enrolment starts 
between the ages of 5 and 6, except in the Russian Federation and Saudi Arabia, where it starts at 7. In most OECD 
and partner countries, at least 75% of 3-4 year-olds were enrolled in either pre-primary or primary programmes 
(Table C1.1a and Indicator C2). In Belgium, Denmark, France, Iceland, Israel, Italy, New Zealand, Norway, Spain and 
the United Kingdom, enrolment rates among 3-4 year-olds reached at least 96% in 2013.

Box C1.1. Expected years in education

The estimation of expected years in education includes enrolment in all forms of formal education, including 
non-continuous and incomplete participation. Thus, based on 2013 enrolment patterns, a 5-year-old in an 
OECD country can expect to participate in education for more than 17 years, on average, before reaching 
the age of 40. More specifically, this person can expect to be enrolled for around one year in early childhood 
education, nearly 6 years in primary education, 3 years in lower secondary education, 4 years in upper secondary 
education, 0.3 years in post-secondary non-tertiary education, and 3 years in tertiary education. This same 
student can expect to participate in full-time studies for 16 years and in part-time studies for around one year. 
Women can expect to be enrolled in full-time education for about 17 years while men can expect to be enrolled 
for 16 years, on average.

Among countries with available data, the expected number of years in education ranges from 15 years or less in 
Colombia, Indonesia, Japan, Luxembourg, Mexico and Saudi Arabia, to 19 years or more in Australia, Belgium, 
Denmark, Finland, Iceland and Sweden. (Table C1.5).

Enrolment in an education programme is not limited to a particular age range. Based on 2013 data, Australia, 
Belgium, Finland, Iceland, New Zealand and Sweden show significant shares of their adult populations – 
particularly adults who are between 40 and 64 – participating in education. This is explained by larger part-
time enrolments and/or by lifelong learning programmes in these countries. For instance, credit-based systems 
in Sweden allow adults to study selected parts of a programme in formal education as a way to upgrade their 
skills in a specific area.

Expected years in education is only an estimate of the potential number of years an individual may expect to be 
in education. This estimation is not comparable to educational attainment, and may also differ from projections 
of future attainment, because the time spent in a given programme may change within the population.

Participation in compulsory education

Compulsory education varies across countries. In 2013, the starting age of compulsory education ranged from age 
4 in Brazil, Luxembourg and Mexico, to age 7 in Estonia, Finland, Indonesia, the Russian Federation, South Africa 
and Sweden. In the United Kingdom and the United States, the starting age ranged between ages 4 and 5 and ages 4 
and 6, respectively; in Switzerland, the age range was from 5 to 7 (as the reference date for the data collection is 
1 January, children could be a year younger when they enter compulsory education). 

Compulsory education comprises primary and lower secondary programmes in all OECD countries, and upper 
secondary education in most of them, according to the theoretical age ranges associated with the different levels of 
education in each country. Enrolment rates among 5-14 year-olds are higher than 90%, i.e. there is universal coverage 
of basic education, in nearly all OECD and partner countries with available data. In 2013, enrolment rates in 34 out of 
the 39 countries with available data for this age range were around 95% or higher (Table C1.1a and Table X1.3).

Participation in upper secondary education

In recent years, countries have increased the diversity of their upper secondary programmes. This diversification is both 
a response to the growing demand for upper secondary education and a result of changes in curricula. Curricula have 
gradually evolved from separating general and vocational programmes to offering more comprehensive programmes 
that include both types of learning, leading to more flexible pathways into further education or the labour market.
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Based on 2013 data, enrolment rates among 15-19 year-olds, i.e. those typically in upper secondary programmes 
or in transition to upper levels of education, reached at least 80% in 26 of the 37 OECD and partner countries with 
available data. In Belgium, Ireland, Latvia, the Netherlands, Poland, and Slovenia, these rates were higher than 90% 
(Table C1.1a). By contrast, the proportion of people of this age group who were not enrolled in education exceeded 
20% in Austria, Canada, Chile, Italy and Luxembourg, and exceeded 30% in Brazil and Turkey. In Israel, more than 
35% of the age group were not enrolled in education, largely due to conscription, while in Colombia and Mexico this 
proportion exceeded 40% (Table C1.1a and Chart C1.2).

Chart C1.2. Distribution of 15-19 year-olds enrolled in upper secondary education,  
by programme orientation (2013)

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of students in general programmes. 
Source: OECD. Table C1.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284162
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General programmes Vocational programmes

In 2013, at least 85% of 15-year-olds in 36 of the 38 countries with available data were enrolled in secondary 
education (Table C1.1b, available on line).

The variation in upper secondary enrolment rates reflects different completion requirements or age limits. For 
example, in the Netherlands, students aged 20 years and older represent 42% of total enrolments in upper secondary 
vocational programmes (Table C1.2). Education policies, combined with other factors, such as longer programmes, 
grade repetition, and late entry into the labour market or participation in education while employed, among others, 
have resulted in larger numbers of older students participating in upper secondary education (see Indicator A2). 
Consequently, in some OECD countries, around one in five to one in three 20-year-olds is still enrolled in upper 
secondary education. This is the case in Denmark (33%), Germany (23%), Luxembourg (25%), the Netherlands 
(27%) and Switzerland (25%) (Table C1.1b, available on line).

Vocational education and training (VET) programmes
Many countries have recently renewed their interest in vocational education and training (VET) programmes, as 
these programmes are seen as effective in developing skills among those who would otherwise lack qualifications to 
ensure a smooth and successful transition into the labour market (OECD, 2010a). Countries with well-established 
vocational and apprenticeship programmes have been more effective in holding the line on youth unemployment 
(see Indicator C5). At the same time, some consider vocational education a less-attractive option than academic 
education; and some research suggests that participation in vocational education increases the risk of unemployment 
at later ages (Hanushek et al., 2011).

In most countries, a student who successfully completes an apprenticeship programme is usually awarded an upper 
secondary or post-secondary qualification. In some countries, it is possible to earn higher qualifications, like the 
Advanced Diploma awarded in Australia. Vocational programmes in OECD countries offer different combinations 
of vocational studies along with apprenticeship programmes. Upper secondary students in many education systems 
can enrol in vocational programmes, but some OECD countries delay vocational training until students graduate 
from upper secondary education. For instance, while vocational programmes are offered as upper secondary 
education in Austria, Hungary and Spain, similar programmes are typically offered as post-secondary education in 
Canada (see Indicator A2).
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In more than one-third of the countries for which 2013 data are available, the percentage of students who participated 
in vocational programmes exceeded 50% of all students enrolled in upper secondary education – and this proportion 
was at least 70% in Austria, the Czech Republic and Finland. In the other two-thirds of countries, more than 50% of 
upper secondary students were enrolled in general programmes rather than in VET. This proportion was larger than 
80% in Brazil, Ireland, Korea, Saudi Arabia and South Africa (Table C1.2). 

In most countries, vocational education at the upper secondary level is school-based only. However, some countries 
offer programmes that combine both school and work. Some 60% of all upper secondary students in Switzerland are 
enrolled in these combined vocational programmes as are more than 30% of all upper secondary students in Austria, 
China, Denmark, Germany and Latvia (Table C1.2).

Participation of young adults in education
In 2013, an average of 28% of 20-29 year-olds in OECD countries were enrolled in some type of education. The 
largest proportions of this age group enrolled in education (more than 40%) were found in Denmark and Finland. 
Meanwhile, in Indonesia, Luxembourg and Mexico less than 15% of young adults in this age group were enrolled 
(Table C1.1a and Chart C1.1).

In most of the countries analysed, 20-year-olds are typically enrolled in tertiary education. In 2013, nearly 37% of 
20-year-olds in OECD countries were enrolled in tertiary education, on average. In Korea, seven in ten 20-year-olds 
were enrolled in this level of education, whereas in Belgium, Ireland and Slovenia, at least one in two people of this 
age were enrolled. By contrast, fewer than one in four 20-year-olds in Brazil, China, Colombia, Denmark, Germany, 
Iceland, Israel, Luxembourg, Mexico, Sweden and Switzerland were enrolled in tertiary education (Table C1.1b, 
available on line).

Returning to or continuing studies is an option for adults who want to improve and diversify their skills and 
make themselves more adaptable to the changing demands of the labour market. In the current context of high 
unemployment and changing skills needs in the labour market, some countries, such as Chile, have established 
specific policies to encourage adults to pursue vocational studies.

Gender differences
Recent studies have emphasised the importance of having a more balanced approach to gender, given that half of 
the economic growth in OECD countries over the past 50 years can be attributed to higher educational attainment, 
which, in turn, has been achieved mainly because more girls and women are participating in all levels of education 
(OECD, 2012).

The gender gap in enrolment is relatively narrow for people younger than 20, but it increases among older individuals. 
On average across OECD countries, 30% of 20-29 year-old women and 27% of men the same age participated in 
education in 2013. There were important differences within countries. In Poland, for instance, 38% of women 
were enrolled while only 27% of men were. In Poland, Slovenia and Sweden, the enrolment rate for women was 
at least 11 percentage points higher than that for men. In Korea, the 14 percentage-point difference in favour of 
men’s enrolment rates compared with women’s enrolment rates in 2013 is linked to delayed graduation among men 
completing their mandatory military service.

In most countries, enrolment rates among 30-39 year-olds were also higher among women than men. Australia, 
Finland, Iceland, New Zealand and Sweden had the highest rates of women of this age participating in education, 
with Sweden showing the widest gender gap, of almost eight percentage points (Table C1.1a).

Part-time studies

The new International Standard Classification of Education 2011 (ISCED 2011), used for the first time in this edition 
of Education at a Glance, allows for more disaggregated data for the tertiary level of education, among others. Instead 
of the ISCED-97 tertiary type A and type B programmes discussed in previous editions, tertiary education is now 
broken down into short-cycle tertiary programmes, bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral or equivalent programmes.

Students in tertiary education are more likely to enrol full time rather than part time, regardless of their choice of 
programme. In 2013, more than 77% of tertiary students, on average across OECD countries with available data, 
were enrolled full time, and in Austria, Colombia, the Czech Republic, Mexico, Portugal and Turkey, more than 95% of 
students were. Students are more likely to be enrolled full time in bachelor’s or equivalent programmes (OECD average 
of 80%). Although most of the students enrolled in short-cycle tertiary programmes are also enrolled full time 
(OECD average of 73%), the proportion of these students is the smallest among all tertiary students.
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In 2013, 27% of students in short-cycle tertiary programmes were enrolled part time, on average across 
OECD countries. In Australia and the United States, more than 50% of enrolments in these programmes were part 
time, in New Zealand, more than 60% were, in Belgium, 72% were, and in the United Kingdom, 89% of enrolments 
in short-cycle tertiary programmes were part time. There are, however, significant gender differences in some 
countries. In the Netherlands, for example, 37% of women were enrolled part time compared to 27% of men. In 
Germany, Ireland and New Zealand, the gender difference in these proportions is around eight percentage points 
(Table C1.3).

Part-time enrolments in bachelor’s or equivalent programmes did not exceed full-time enrolments in any country 
except Sweden, where 55% of students in these programmes study part time. In Poland, 47% of students at this level 
of education are enrolled part time. In 17 of the 31 countries with available data, more than 20% of enrolments in 
bachelor’s or equivalent programmes were part time (Table C1.3). 

Twenty-nine of the 33 OECD and partner countries with available data offered part-time enrolments in master’s 
or equivalent programmes in 2013. More than 50% of students in master’s or equivalent programmes in Finland, 
New Zealand and the Russian Federation chose to enrol part time – far more than the OECD average of 26%. In 
Australia, Ireland, Luxembourg, Poland, the United Kingdom and the United States, more than 40% of students at 
this level of education also chose part-time enrolment (Table C1.3).

The relative size of the public and private sectors 

In most OECD and partner countries, most students, from primary through tertiary education, are enrolled in public 
institutions. On average across OECD countries in 2013, around 90% of primary students, 86% of lower secondary 
students and 81% of upper secondary students were enrolled in public schools. At least 90% of all lower secondary 
students in 35 of the 39 countries with available data attended either public or government-dependent private 
institutions; and the same percentage was observed among upper secondary students in 31 of the 39 countries with 
data available. (Table C1.4a)

Based on the new ISCED 2011 classification, 69% of tertiary students were enrolled in public institutions in 2013, 
on average across OECD countries. At least 90% of students in tertiary education were enrolled in public institutions 
in Australia, Denmark, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Sweden and Turkey. In contrast, less 
than 20% of tertiary students were enrolled in public institutions in Chile, Estonia, Israel, Korea, Latvia and the 
United Kingdom (where 100% of students were enrolled in government-dependent private institutions) (Table C1.4b 
and Chart C1.3). 

Chart C1.3. Distribution of students in tertiary education,  
by type of institutions (2013)

1. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of students in public institutions.
Source: OECD. Table C1.4b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284178
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Public institutions provide 100% of short-cycle tertiary education in Finland, Luxembourg and Saudi Arabia, while 
in Denmark, Mexico, the Russian Federation, South Africa, Turkey and the United States, at least 90% of enrolments 
in these programmes are in public institutions (see Indicator C3 for details on the different fields of education that 
students choose for this level of education in these countries). Similarly, 95% or more of enrolments in master’s 
or equivalent programmes in Australia, China, Denmark, Germany, Ireland, New Zealand, Norway, Saudi Arabia, 
South Africa and Switzerland are in public institutions. All enrolments in doctoral or equivalent programmes in 
China, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the Russian Federation, 
Saudi Arabia, South Africa and Switzerland are in public institutions (Table C1.4b).

Definitions
Intensity of participation refers to students’ commitment of time to their studies. A full-time student is one 
whose commitment to study (both inside and outside of an educational institution) represents 75% or more of the 
school week, as it applies locally at that level of education, and if the student would normally be expected to be in 
the programme for the entire school academic year. A part-time student is one whose commitment is less that 75% 
of the school week, or one who is expected to be in the programme for less that the full school year. 

Secondary programmes can be subdivided into three categories, based on the degree to which they are oriented 
towards a specific class of occupations or trades and lead to a qualification that is relevant to the labour market:

In combined school- and work-based programmes, less than 75% of the curriculum is presented in the school 
environment or through distance education. These programmes can be organised in conjunction with education 
authorities or institutions and include apprenticeship programmes that involve concurrent school-based and work-
based training, and programmes that involve alternating periods of attendance at educational institutions and 
participation in work-based training (sometimes referred to as “sandwich” programmes).

In school-based programmes, instruction takes place (either partially or exclusively) in educational institutions. 
These include special training centres run by public or private authorities or enterprise-based special training 
centres if these qualify as educational institutions. These programmes can have an on-the-job training component 
involving some practical experience at the workplace. Programmes are classified as school-based if at least 75% of 
the programme curriculum is presented in the school environment. This may include distance education.

General education programmes are not explicitly designed to prepare participants for specific occupations or 
trades, or for entry into further vocational or technical education programmes (less than 25% of programme content 
is vocational or technical).

The degree to which a programme has a vocational or general orientation does not necessarily determine whether 
participants have access to tertiary education. In several OECD countries, vocationally oriented programmes are 
designed to prepare students for further study at the tertiary level, and in some countries general programmes do 
not always provide direct access to further education.

Vocational or technical education 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. Vocational programmes are further divided into two categories (school-based 
and combined school- and work-based programmes), based on the amount of training provided in school as opposed 
to the workplace.

Methodology
Data on enrolments are for the school year 2012/13 and are based on the UOE data collection on education systems 
administered annually by the OECD. Except where otherwise noted, figures are based on head counts; that is, they 
do not distinguish between full-time and part-time study because the concept of part-time study is not recognised 
by some countries. In some OECD countries, part-time education is only partially covered in the reported data. 
Net enrolment rates, expressed as percentages in Table C1.1a, 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. 

In Table C1.6 (available on line), data on trends in enrolment rates for the years 2005 and 2013 are based on a special 
survey carried out in March 2015 among OECD countries, Brazil and the Russian Federation.

Expected years in education are calculated as the proportion of the population enrolled at specific ages over an 
age range. The main assumption is that every year of full enrolment would correspond to a full year of expected 
education for an individual below that age.
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Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table C1.1a. Enrolment rates, by age group (2013)
Students in full-time and part-time programmes, in both public and private institutions

Number of 
years at which 
at least 90%  

of the 
population  

of school age 
are enrolled

Age range  
at which at 
least 90%  

of the  
population  

of school age 
are enrolled

Students as a percentage of the population of a specific age group

Enrolment 
rate of total 
population

Age 2  
and 

under1
Ages  
3-4

Ages  
5-14

Ages  
15-19 

Ages 20 to 29 Ages 30 to 39

Ages 
40-64M + W Men Women M + W Men Women

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D Australia 13 5 - 17 36 72 100 86 34 33 35 13 13 14 7 30

Austria    13 4 - 16 15 81 98 79 27 25 28 6 6 6 1 21
Belgium    15 3 - 17 17 98 98 92 34 30 39 10 8 11 5 27
Canada2, 3 12 5 - 16 m m 100 73 22 20 24 5 4 5 1 18
Chile    13 5 - 17 18 67 97 79 28 27 29 6 6 6 1 28
Czech Republic    13 6 - 18 6 71 98 90 26 23 29 3 3 4 1 20
Denmark    16 2 - 17 61 97 99 88 45 42 48 9 8 10 2 29
Estonia    14 4 - 17 30 89 96 87 30 26 34 7 5 9 1 23
Finland    13 6 - 18 28 71 97 86 41 38 44 16 15 18 5 27
France    15 3 - 17 4 100 99 85 21 19 23 1 1 1 1 23
Germany    15 3 - 17 33 94 99 89 34 34 33 4 5 4 0 20
Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    14 4 - 17 3 84 97 87 27 26 29 4 3 5 1 21
Iceland    16 2 - 17 44 96 99 88 40 37 44 14 11 17 5 33
Ireland    15 4 - 18 0 70 100 97 22 22 22 4 4 4 1 26
Israel    15 3 - 17 31 100 98 65 22 19 25 6 7 6 2 33
Italy    15 3 - 17 5 96 100 78 25 22 28 2 2 3 0 18
Japan4 14 4 - 17 0 88 100 m m m m m m m m 16
Korea    14 3 - 17 63 92 98 87 31 38 24 2 2 2 1 24
Luxembourg    12 4 - 15 2 85 97 78 13 13 12 2 2 1 0 20
Mexico    9 5 - 13 2 66 100 54 14 15 13 3 3 3 2 30
Netherlands    14 4 - 17 0 91 100 91 31 32 31 3 3 3 1 24
New Zealand    15 3 - 17 41 98 100 84 28 25 30 10 8 12 5 30
Norway    17 2 - 18 55 96 100 87 30 27 33 7 6 9 2 28
Poland    13 5 - 18 2 60 96 90 32 27 38 3 2 4 2 22
Portugal    14 4 - 17 0 84 100 88 24 24 24 4 4 4 1 20
Slovak Republic    12 6 - 17 4 68 94 85 21 17 24 3 2 4 1 20
Slovenia    15 4 - 18 37 87 97 92 33 27 39 3 3 4 1 21
Spain    15 3 - 17 32 96 97 87 29 28 31 5 5 5 2 22
Sweden    16 3 - 18 46 94 98 86 35 29 41 14 10 18 4 27
Switzerland    13 5 - 17 0 22 100 86 26 27 26 4 5 4 1 19
Turkey    9 6 - 14 m 22 96 69 31 33 29 8 8 7 1 29
United Kingdom    15 3 - 17 11 96 98 81 21 20 22 6 5 8 3 24
United States    12 5 - 16 m 54 97 81 26 23 29 8 6 9 2 26

OECD average 13 4 - 16 21 81 98 84 28 27 30 6 5 7 2 24

EU21 average 14 4 - 16 17 86 98 87 29 26 31 6 5 6 2 23

P
ar

tn
er

s Argentina2 12 5 - 16 m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil5 10 6 - 15 16 65 95 70 20 18 21 7 6 8 2 28

China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia    7 5 - 13 19 62 93 57 17 16 18 6 6 7 2 30

India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    8 6 - 15 2 27 90 71 12 12 13 0 0 0 0 27

Latvia    15 4 - 18 0 86 98 94 28 25 32 5 4 6 1 21

Russian Federation    11 7 - 17 18 76 93 84 20 18 22 3 3 4 0 20

Saudi Arabia 5 7 - 11 0 17 88 m m m m 1 1 1 1 30

South Africa2 m m m m m m m m m 0 0 0 0 27

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Notes: Mismatches between the coverage of the population data and the enrolment data mean that the participation rates may be underestimated for countries such 
as Luxembourg that are net exporters of students and may be overestimated for those that are net importers. Rates above 100% in the calculation are shown in italics. 
1. Includes only institution-based early childhood programmes that have an intentional education component. These are not the only form of effective education 
available below the age of 3, therefore inferences about access to and quality of early childhood education and care should be made with caution. In countries where 
an integrated system of pre-primary and care exists enrolment rate is noted as not applicable for children aged 2 and under.
2. Year of reference 2012.
3. Excludes post-secondary non-tertiary education.
4. Excludes students aged 17 and older enrolled in tertiary education.
5. Excludes enrolments in ISCED 7 and 8.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285743
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Table C1.2. Percentage of students in upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education, 
by programme orientation and age group (2013)

  Upper secondary Post-secondary non-tertiary 
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e

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia 50 50 79 78 m 82 18 a 100 73 75 m

Austria    30 70 10 a 34 29 71 a 100 42 a 61
Belgium    40 60 41 39 4 43 57 8 92 54 72 a
Canada    m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile    69 31 3 m m 67 33 a a a a a
Czech Republic    26 74 17 0 7 29 71 79 21 m 100 13
Denmark    57 43 66 0 43 75 25 a a a a a
Estonia    66 34 20 0 0 68 32 a 100 48 2 4
Finland    30 70 61 a 11 51 49 a 100 97 a 70
France    57 43 14 m 12 60 40 49 51 10 m a
Germany    52 48 43 a 41 65 35 10 90 15 2 49
Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    74 26 17 8 19 74 26 a 100 17 28 100
Iceland    69 31 65 31 13 82 18 2 98 82 61 14
Ireland    99 1 83 a a 100 0 a 100 24 18 m
Israel    60 40 0 a 4 59 41 100 a a a a
Italy    41 59 6 m m 41 59 a 100 0 m m
Japan    77 23 m 2 a 77 23 m m m m a
Korea    82 18 0 m a 82 18 m m m m m
Luxembourg    40 60 23 1 14 44 56 a 100 58 a 100
Mexico    61 39 5 a a 61 39 a a a a a
Netherlands    33 67 42 1 m 45 55 a 100 85 0 97
New Zealand    67 33 71 75 m 87 13 x(9) 100d 52d 66d m
Norway    48 52 25 4 15 53 47 a 100 75 72 a
Poland    51 49 6 5 7 47 53 a 100 36 88 a
Portugal    54 46 29 a a 61 39 a 100 27 0 a
Slovak Republic    32 68 6 2 5 32 68 a 100 36 31 13
Slovenia    34 66 23 23 a 39 61 a a a a a
Spain    66 34 50 24 m 79 21 m m m m m
Sweden    53 47 33 20 1 54 46 29 71 69 8 44
Switzerland    34 66 23 0 60 37 63 100 0 50 0 0
Turkey    55 45 5 a a 53 47 a a a a a
United Kingdom    56 44 53 66 25 66 34 a a a a a
United States    m m m m m m m a 100 54 42 m

OECD average 54 46 31 20 17 59 41 13 87 48 39 47

EU21 average 50 50 32 15 15 55 45 11 89 41 32 55

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    92 8 21 a a 92 8 a 100 48 a a
China    54 46 16 0 46 63 37 67 33 m 100 a
Colombia    74 26 1 a m 72 28 100 a a a m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia    56 44 3 a a 56 44 a a a a a
Latvia    61 39 19 0 39 62 38 a 100 27 14 100

Russian Federation1 m m m m m m m a 100d 9d 0d m

Saudi Arabia 95 5 68 m m 99 1 a a a a a

South Africa2 88 12 71 m m m m a 100 27 a a

G20 average 65 35 30 37 25 69 31 14 86 m 44 49

1. Upper secondary vocational programmes are partially included in post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary programmes.
2. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285759
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Table C1.3. Percentage of students in tertiary ISCED levels and total tertiary, 
by intensity of study and gender (2013)

Short-cycle tertiary Bachelor’s or equivalent Master’s or equivalent Total tertiary 
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M
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W
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D Australia 46 54 51 57 75 25 23 27 54 46 44 48 67 33 31 35

Austria    100 a a a 100 a a a 100 a a a 100 a a a

Belgium    28 72 90 60 73 27 28 26 64 36 41 32 70 30 32 29

Canada1 88 12 11 13 79 21 20 22 69 31 28 34 80 20 18 21

Chile    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Czech Republic    100 0 0 0 99 1 1 2 94 6 4 7 97 3 2 3

Denmark    71 29 26 33 89 11 10 12 94 6 7 6 m m m m

Estonia    a a a a 85 15 18 13 85 15 17 14 85 15 17 13

Finland    100 a a a 65 35 41 29 41 59 59 59 56 44 48 40

France    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany    68 32 25 33 90 10 10 9 95 5 6 3 86 14 16 12

Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Hungary    71 29 26 30 67 33 28 37 71 29 25 31 69 31 28 34

Iceland    52 48 55 39 75 25 23 26 60 40 37 41 71 29 27 30

Ireland    72 28 24 32 95 5 5 4 59 41 42 40 85 15 15 15

Israel    100 a a a 80 20 19 21 94 6 7 5 86 14 13 15

Italy    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Japan    97 3 2 3 90 10 8 12 98 2 2 3 92 8 6 9

Korea    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Luxembourg    100 0 0 0 99 1 0 1 57 43 49 38 83 17 18 15

Mexico    100 a a a 100 a a a 100 a a a 100 a a a

Netherlands    69 31 27 37 92 8 8 9 86 14 11 17 91 9 8 10

New Zealand    38 62 57 66 63 37 34 39 36 64 63 65 56 44 42 46

Norway    60 40 46 24 63 37 32 40 71 29 25 31 63 37 34 40

Poland    67 33 32 33 53 47 45 49 52 48 45 50 53 47 45 48

Portugal    a a a a 95 5 6 4 96 4 5 3 95 5 6 4

Slovak Republic    82 18 15 19 69d 31d 26d 34d x(5) x(6) x(7) x(8) 69 31 27 34

Slovenia    54 46 46 45 81 19 17 20 89 11 10 12 77 23 23 22

Spain    92 8 5 11 71 29 31 27 64 36 39 34 73 27 28 26

Sweden    91 9 11 7 45 55 55 55 61 39 34 43 53 47 44 49

Switzerland    73 27 32 23 71 29 35 23 86 14 16 12 76 24 28 19

Turkey    100 a a a 100 a a a 100 a a a 100 a a a

United Kingdom    11 89 87 91 86 14 13 15 51 49 47 50 69 31 28 33

United States    46 54 52 55 77 23 22 24 54 46 42 48 62 38 35 39

OECD average 73 27 27 26 80 20 19 20 74 26 25 26 77 23 22 23

EU21 average 74 26 26 27 81 19 19 19 74 26 26 26 77 23 23 23

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    100 a a a 100 a a a m m m m m m m m

China    69 31 32 30 80 20 20 20 72 28 33 21 75 25 26 24

Colombia    100 a a a 100 a a a 100 a a a 100 a a a

India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    m a a a 100 a a a 100 a a a m m m m

Latvia    51 49 51 48 76 24 24 25 84 16 15 16 73 27 27 27

Russian Federation2 79d 21d 22d 19d x(9) x(10) x(11) x(12) 49d 51d 51d 52d 57d 43d 42d 44d

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

South Africa1 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

G20 average 73 27 26 27 89 11 11 12 77 23 23 24 79 21 20 22

1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Upper secondary vocational programmes are partially included in post-secondary non-tertiary and tertiary programmes.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285765
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Table C1.4a. Percentage of students in primary and secondary education, by type of institution (2013)

Primary Lower Secondary Upper Secondary
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia 69 31 31 a 63 37 37 m 63 37 37 m

Austria    94 6 6d x(3) 91 9 9d x(7) 90 10 10d x(11)

Belgium    46 54 54 m 42 58 58 m 41 59 59 m

Canada1 94 6 6d x(3) 91 9 9d x(7) 94 6 6d x(11)

Chile    m m m m m m m m m m m m

Czech Republic    98 2 2 a 97 3 3 a 85 15 15 a

Denmark    85 15 15 0 73 27 26 1 98 2 2 0

Estonia    95 5 a 5 96 4 a 4 97 3 a 3

Finland    98 2 2 a 95 5 5 a 81 19 19 a

France    85 15 14 0 78 22 22 0 68 32 31 1

Germany    95 5 5d x(3) 90 10 10d x(7) 92 8 8d x(11)

Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m m

Hungary    86 14 14 a 85 15 15 a 73 27 27 a

Iceland    97 3 3 0 99 1 1 0 80 20 19 1

Ireland    99 1 0 1 100 0 0 0 98 2 0 2

Israel    77 23 23 a 84 16 16 a 94 6 6 a

Italy    93 7 a 7 96 4 a 4 91 9 5 4

Japan    99 1 a 1 93 7 a 7 68 32 a 32

Korea    98 2 a 2 82 18 18 a 56 44 44 a

Luxembourg    90 10 0 9 81 19 10 9 83 17 7 10

Mexico    91 9 a 9 89 11 a 11 83 17 a 17

Netherlands    m m m m m m m m m m m m

New Zealand    98 2 0 2 95 5 0 5 85 15 10 5

Norway    97 3 2 0 97 3 3 0 89 11 11 0

Poland    96 4 1 3 94 6 2 4 84 16 1 15

Portugal    88 12 4 8 87 13 7 6 79 21 5 16

Slovak Republic    94 6 6 a 93 7 7 a 85 15 15 a

Slovenia    99 1 1 0 100 0 0 0 96 4 2 2

Spain    68 32 28 4 71 29 27 3 75 25 17 8

Sweden    90 10 10 0 85 15 15 0 82 18 18 0

Switzerland    94 6 1 4 91 9 3 6 85 15 9 5

Turkey    97 3 a 3 97 3 a 3 97 3 a 3

United Kingdom    89 11 6 4 48 52 47 6 26 74 69 5

United States    92 8 a 8 92 8 a 8 92 8 a 8

OECD average 90 10 ~ ~ 86 14 ~ ~ 81 19 ~ ~

EU21 average 89 11 ~ ~ 84 16 ~ ~ 80 20 ~ ~

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    84 16 a 16 88 12 a 12 86 14 a 14

China    94 6 6d x(3) 91 9 9d x(7) 90 10 10d x(11)

Colombia    82 18 0 18 81 19 0 19 75 25 0 25

India m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    82 18 a 18 64 36 a 36 50 50 a 50

Latvia    99 1 a 1 99 1 a 1 98 2 a 2

Russian Federation    99 1 a 1 99 1 a 1 98 2 a 2

Saudi Arabia 90 10 x(2) x(2) 92 8 x(6) x(6) 80 20 x(10) x(10)

South Africa1 96 4 x(2) x(2) 96 4 x(6) x(6) 94 6 x(10) x(10)

G20 average 91 9 ~ ~ 85 15 ~ ~ 78 22 ~ ~

1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285770



chapter C ACCESS TO EDUCATION, PARTICIPATION AND PROGRESSION

C1

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015320

Table C1.4b. Percentage of students in tertiary ISCED level and total tertiary, by type of institution (2013)

Total Tertiary Short-cycle tertiary Bachelor’s or equivalent Master’s or equivalent Doctoral or equivalent 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D Australia 92 8 3 6 74 26 16 10 95 5 0 5 95 5 a 5 99 1 a 1

Austria    84 16 16d x(3) 82 18 18d x(7) 79 21 21d x(11) 89 11 11d x(15) 99 1 1d x(19)

Belgium    42 58 57 m 37 63 63 m 43 57 57 0 40 60 60 1 58 42 42 0

Canada    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Chile    16 84 12 72 3 97 2 94 20 80 15 65 26 74 16 58 44 56 44 11

Czech Republic    87 13 2 11 86 14 14 a 84 16 3 13 90 10 a 10 100 0 a 0

Denmark    98 2 2 0 97 3 3 0 97 3 3 0 100 0 0 0 100 0 0 0

Estonia    16 84 74 10 a a a a 23 77 64 13 1 99 95 4 0 100 99 1

Finland    72 28 28 a 100 0 0 a 65 35 35 a 92 8 8 a 100 0 0 a

France    79 21 3 18 67 33 12 21 86 14 2 13 78 22 0 22 99 1 0 1

Germany    92 8 8d x(3) 80 20 20d x(7) 88 12 12d x(11) 97 3 3d x(15) 100 0 0 0

Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Hungary    83 17 17 a 44 56 56 a 87 13 13 a 89 11 11 a 94 6 6 a

Iceland    81 19 19 0 45 55 55 0 81 19 19 0 83 17 17 0 95 5 5 0

Ireland    98 2 m m m m m m 98 2 0 2 97 3 0 3 99 1 0 1

Israel    15 85 73 12 38 62 62 0 12 88 73 16 7 93 79 14 0 100 100 0

Italy    91 9 a 9 0 100 0 100 90 10 a 10 92 8 a 8 95 5 0 5

Japan    21 79 a 79 8 92 a 92 20 80 a 80 47 53 a 53 75 25 a 25

Korea    19 81 a 81 2 98 a 98 24 76 a 76 31 69 a 69 36 64 a 64

Luxembourg    m m m m 100 0 0 0 m m m m m m m m m m m m

Mexico    69 31 a 31 96 4 a 4 69 31 a 31 47 53 a 53 67 33 a 33

Netherlands    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m 100 a a a

New Zealand    88 12 11 1 57 43 40 4 96 4 4 0 97 3 3 0 100 0 0 0

Norway    83 17 7 9 60 40 40 0 81 19 7 12 95 5 2 3 98 2 1 1

Poland    72 28 a 28 89 11 a 11 70 30 a 30 74 26 a 26 93 7 a 7

Portugal    82 18 0 18 a a a a 79 21 0 21 85 15 0 15 93 7 0 7

Slovak Republic    82 18 0 17 74 26 26 a 81 19 0 19 83 17 0 17 94 6 0 6

Slovenia    86 14 6 8 76 24 2 21 85 15 7 8 92 8 5 2 87 13 4 10

Spain    84 16 2 14 80 20 13 7 84 16 0 16 85 15 0 15 92 8 0 8

Sweden    91 9 9 0 51 49 49 0 95 5 5 0 92 8 8 0 93 7 7 0

Switzerland    82 18 9 9 8 92 19 73 80 20 11 9 95 5 3 2 100 0 0 0

Turkey    94 6 a 6 97 3 a 3 94 6 a 6 85 15 a 15 94 6 a 6

United Kingdom    a 100 100 a a 100 100 a a 100 100 a a 100 100 a a 100 100 a

United States    72 28 a 28 90 10 a 10 66 34 a 34 46 54 a 54 62 38 a 38

OECD average 69 31 ~ ~ 59 41 ~ ~ 69 31 ~ ~ 71 29 ~ ~ 80 20 ~ ~

EU21 average 74 26 ~ ~ 66 34 ~ ~ 74 26 ~ ~ 76 24 ~ ~ 84 16 ~ ~

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m m 58 42 a 42 m m m m m m m m m m m m

China    85 15 15 a 87 13 13 a 81 19 19 a 100 a a a 100 a a a

Colombia    52 48 0 48 76 24 0 24 42 58 0 58 28 72 0 72 68 32 0 32

India m m 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 32 68 a 68 50 50 a 50 79 21 a 21

Latvia    8 92 65 27 41 59 18 41 a 100 72 28 a 100 92 8 a 100 93 7

Russian Federation    87 13 a 13 95 5 a 5 83 17 a 17 86 14 a 14 100 0 a 0

Saudi Arabia 94 6 x(2) x(2) 100 0 x(6) x(6) 94 6 x(10) x(10) 82 18 x(14) x(14) 100 0 0 0

South Africa1 95 5 x(2) x(2) 90 10 x(6) x(6) 97 3 x(10) x(10) 95 5 x(14) x(14) 100 0 0 0

G20 average 71 29 ~ ~ 63 37 ~ ~ 68 32 ~ ~ 69 31 ~ ~ 80 20 ~ ~

1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285780
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Table C1.5. Expected years in education from age 5 through 39, by level of education, 
intensity of study and gender (2013)  

  Full-time Part-Time1 Full-time + Part-time1
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  M + W Men Women M + W Men Women M + W Men Women Men + Women

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
E
C
D Australia 16 16 16 3 3 3 19 19 19 0 7 4 3 1 4

Austria    17 17 17 a a a 17 17 17 1 4 4 4 0 4
Belgium    16 16 16 3 2 3 19 18 19 1 6 3 5 0 3
Canada2 16 16 16 1 0 1 16 16 17 m 6 3 3 m 3
Chile    m m m m m m 17 17 17 1 6 2 4 a 4
Czech Republic    17 17 18 0 0 0 17 17 18 1 5 4 4 m 3
Denmark    19 19 19 1 0 1 20 19 20 1 7 4 4 a 4
Estonia    17 16 18 1 1 1 18 17 18 2 6 3 3 1 3
Finland    18 18 19 2 2 2 20 19 20 2 6 3 5 0 4
France    m m m m m m 16 16 17 1 5 4 3 0 3
Germany    18 18 18 0 0 0 18 18 18 1 4 6 3 1 3
Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hungary    16 16 16 1 1 1 17 17 17 m 4 4 4 1 3
Iceland    18 17 18 2 2 2 20 19 20 1 7 3 5 0 3
Ireland    17 17 17 1 0 1 18 18 18 0 8 3 3 1 3
Israel    15 15 16 0 0 0 16 16 16 1 6 3 3 0 3
Italy    17 16 17 0 0 0 17 16 17 1 5 3 5 0 3
Japan    16 15 15 0 0 0 16 16 15 1 6 3 3 0 m
Korea    m m m m m m 17 18 17 1 6 3 3 m 5
Luxembourg3 15 15 15 0 0 0 15 15 15 1 6 3 4 0 1
Mexico    14 14 14 a a a 14 14 14 1 7 3 2 a 2
Netherlands    18 18 18 0 0 0 18 18 18 1 6 4 3 0 3
New Zealand    15 15 16 3 2 3 18 17 19 0 6 4 4 1 3
Norway    17 17 17 1 1 1 18 18 19 1 7 3 4 0 3
Poland    16 15 16 2 2 3 18 17 19 2 6 3 3 1 3
Portugal    17 17 17 0 0 0 17 17 18 1 7 3 3 0 3
Slovak Republic    15 15 16 1 1 1 16 16 17 1 4 5 4 0 3
Slovenia    17 16 18 1 1 1 18 18 19 1 6 3 5 a 4
Spain    16 16 17 1 1 1 18 17 18 1 6 4 4 m 4
Sweden    16 16 17 3 2 3 19 18 20 2 7 3 4 0 3
Switzerland    17 17 17 1 1 1 17 17 17 2 6 3 4 0 3
Turkey    17 17 17 a a a 17 17 17 0 5 4 4 a 4
United Kingdom    15 15 15 2 2 2 17 16 17 0 6 3 5 a 3
United States    15 15 16 2 2 2 17 17 18 1 6 3 3 m 4

OECD average 16 16 17 1 1 1 17 17 18 1 6 3 4 0 3

EU21 average 17 16 17 1 1 1 18 17 18 1 6 4 4 0 3

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil4 16 15 16 a a a 16 15 16 1 5 4 3 0 2
China    m m m m m m m m m m m 3 2 m 1
Colombia    14 14 15 a a a 14 14 15 1 5 4 2 0 2
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia    14 14 14 a a a 14 14 14 1 6 3 2 a 2
Latvia    17 16 17 1 1 1 18 17 18 2 6 3 3 0 3
Russian Federation    14 14 15 2 1 2 16 16 16 2 4 5 1 1 4
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m 13 14 12 m m m m a m
South Africa2 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 4 3 m 3

1. Expected years in part-time education must be interpreted with caution since they may reflect variations due to different intensities of participation among 
countries, levels and individuals of different ages.
2. Year of reference 2012.
3. High levels of enrolment abroad and immigration may affect expected years in education.
4. Excludes enrolments in ISCED 7 and 8.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: EUROSTAT. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285796
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HOW DO EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION SYSTEMS DIFFER 
AROUND THE WORLD?
• Fifteen-year-old students who had attended at least one year of pre-primary education perform 

better on the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) test than those who 
did not, even after accounting for their socio-economic backgrounds.

• Early childhood education is particularly beneficial for students with an immigrant background. 
Among 15-year-old immigrant students who arrived in their OECD host country before the age of 6, 
the gap in performance between those who had attended pre-primary education and those who had 
not is equivalent to around two years of schooling. 

• In a majority of OECD countries, education now begins for most children well before they are 
5 years old. Some 74% of 3-year-olds are enrolled in early childhood education across OECD countries; 
among OECD countries that are part of the European Union, 80% of 3-year-olds are enrolled.

 Context
As family structures change, so do the relative ages of parents. More women and men are waiting 
until later in life to begin their families. �ey do so for a number of reasons, including planning for 
greater �nancial security and emotional maturity, taking more time to �nd a stable relationship, and 
committing to their careers before turning their attention to having children. As younger and older 
parents are also more likely to be in the workforce today, there is a growing need for early childhood 
education. In addition, there is increasing awareness of the key role that early childhood education 
plays in the cognitive and emotional development of the young. As a result, ensuring the quality of 
early childhood education and care (ECEC) has become a policy priority in many countries.

Enrolling children in early childhood education can also mitigate social inequalities and promote 
better student outcomes overall. Many of the inequalities found in education systems are already 
evident when children enter formal schooling and persist as they progress through the school system. 
Because inequalities tend to grow when school is not compulsory, earlier entrance into the school 
system may reduce these inequalities. In addition, pre-primary education helps to prepare children to 
enter and succeed in formal schooling.

�ere are many di�erent ECEC systems and structures within OECD countries. Consequently, there 
is also a range of di�erent approaches to identifying the boundary between early childhood education 
and childcare (Box C2.1 and see the De�nitions section). �ese di�erences should be taken into account 
when drawing conclusions from international comparisons.

Chart C2.1. Enrolment rates at age 3 and 4 in early childhood education (2013)

1. Year of reference 2014.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the enrolment rates of 3 year-olds in pre-primary programmes.
Source: OECD. Table C2.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284184
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 Other findings
• Almost nine out of ten 4-year-olds (88%) are enrolled in early childhood or primary education 

across OECD countries.

• Some 84% of funding of pre-primary educational institutions in European OECD countries come 
from public sources compared to 80% on average across OECD countries. 

• Expenditure on pre-primary education accounts for an average of 0.6% of GDP while expenditure 
on early childhood education development accounts for an average of 0.4% of GDP.

• In most countries, the proportions of children enrolled in private early childhood education are 
considerably larger than those enrolled in private primary and secondary educational institutions. 
Thus, more than 50% of children enrolled in early childhood development programmes attend 
private institutions, on average. This can result in heavy financial burdens for parents, even when 
government subsidies are provided. 

• The ratio of children to teaching staff is an indicator of the resources devoted to early childhood 
education. The child-teacher ratio at the pre-primary level, excluding non-teaching staff (e.g. teachers’ 
aides), ranges from more than 20 children per teacher in Chile, China, Colombia, France, Indonesia 
and Mexico, to fewer than 10 in Estonia, Iceland, New Zealand, the Russian Federation, Slovenia, 
Sweden and the United Kingdom.

• Some countries make extensive use of teachers’ aides in pre-primary education. Twelve countries 
reported smaller ratios of children to contact sta� than of children to teaching sta�. As a result, 
the ratios of children to contact sta� in pre-primary education are substantially lower than the 
ratios of children to teaching sta� (more than two fewer children) in Austria, Chile, China, France, 
Norway and the Russian Federation. 

 Trends
Over the past decade, many countries have expanded early childhood education. �is increased focus 
has resulted in the extension of compulsory education to lower ages in some countries, free early 
childhood education, universal provision of early childhood education, and the creation of programmes 
that integrate care with formal pre-primary education. 

On average among those OECD countries with 2005 and 2013 data, enrolments in pre-primary 
education rose from 52% of 3-year-olds in 2005 to 72% in 2013, and from 69% of 4-year-olds in 
2005 to 85% in 2013. �e enrolment rates of 4-year-olds in pre-primary education increased by 
20  percentage points or more in Australia, Chile, Korea, Mexico, Poland, Russian Federation and 
Turkey between 2005 and 2013.

 Note
ISCED level 0 refers to early childhood programmes that have an intentional education component. 
ISCED level 0 programmes target children below the age of entry into primary education (ISCED 
level 1). �ese programmes aim to develop cognitive, physical and socio-emotional skills necessary for 
participation and well-being in school and society.

�anks to the new ISCED classi�cation, level 0 covers now early childhood education for all ages, 
including very young children. Programmes are sub-classi�ed into two categories, depending on the 
level of complexity of the educational content: early childhood educational development (code 01) and 
pre-primary education (code 02). Early childhood educational development programmes (code 01) are 
generally designed for children younger than 3. �ey are introduced as a new category in ISCED 2011 
and were not covered by ISCED-97. Pre-primary education (code 02) corresponds exactly to level 0 
in ISCED-97. Early childhood educational development programmes are not provided in Belgium 
(except in the Flemish Community), the Czech Republic, France, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, 
Poland, Portugal, the Slovak Republic and Switzerland. In these countries, other structures exist, but 
the programmes providing ECEC are outside the scope of ISCED 2011 or outside the scope of the UOE 
data collection (see more details in Box C2.1 and in the De�nitions section).
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Analysis
In a majority of OECD countries, ECEC policy has paralleled the evolution of women’s participation in the labour 
force. More and more women have become salaried employees since the 1970s, as the service- and knowledge-based 
economies expanded. Because economic prosperity depends on maintaining a high employment-to-population 
ratio, encouraging more women to enter the labour market has prompted greater government interest in expanding 
ECEC services. In the 1970s and 1980s, European governments, in particular, put family and childcare policies into 
place to encourage couples to have children and ensure that it is feasible for women to combine work and family 
responsibilities (OECD, 2013a; 2011a).

There is a growing body of evidence that children who start strong in their learning and well-being will have better 
outcomes when they grow older. Such evidence has prompted policy makers to design early interventions and 
re-think their education spending patterns to gain “value for money”.

Enrolment in early childhood education

Early childhood education, as defined in the ISCED 2011 classification, is the initial stage of organised instruction for 
many children and can play a significant role in their development. While primary and lower secondary enrolment 
patterns are fairly similar throughout OECD countries, there is significant variation in early childhood education 
programmes among OECD and other G20 countries. This includes the overall level of participation in programmes, 
the typical starting age for children, financing and the duration of the programme (Table C2.5). 

In most OECD countries, education now begins for most children well before they are 5 years old. Almost nine 
out of ten 4-year-olds (88%) are enrolled in pre-primary and primary education across OECD countries. In the 
OECD countries that are part of the European Union, 91% of 4-year-olds are enrolled. Enrolment rates for pre-primary 
and primary education at this age vary from 95% or more in Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, 
Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Spain and the United Kingdom, to less 
than 60% in Colombia, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and Turkey. Switzerland also falls into this group, but because 
enrolment in integrated programmes is not reported for those countries (see the Definitions section), the true 
enrolment rate cannot be calculated and is likely to be higher than that reported here. In Switzerland, the enrolment 
rate in early childhood education is highest among 5-year-old children (Table C2.1).

Enrolment in early childhood education and PISA performance at age 15

On average across OECD countries, 74% of the 15-year-old students assessed by the OECD Programme for 
International Student Assessment (PISA) reported that they had attended more than one year of pre-primary 
education. According to students’ responses, enrolment in more than one year of pre-primary education was nearly 
universal about ten years ago in Belgium, France, Hungary, Iceland, Japan and the Netherlands, where over 90% of 
15-year-olds reported that they had attended pre-primary education for more than one year. Pre-primary education 
is rare in Turkey, where fewer than 30% of 15-year-olds had attended pre-primary education for any period of time. 
More than one year of pre-primary education is uncommon in Australia, Chile, Ireland and Poland, where fewer than 
52% of students reported that they had attended pre-primary education for that length of time (see OECD, 2013b, 
Table IV.3.33). 

Box C2.1. Coverage of early childhood education programmes (ISCED 01 and ISCED 02) in Indicator C2

In ISCED 2011 (and now for the first time in Education at a Glance 2015), level 0 covers early childhood 
education for all ages, including very young children. Programmes are sub-classified into two categories 
depending on age and the level of complexity of the educational content: early childhood educational 
development (code 010) and pre-primary education (code 020). Early childhood educational development 
programmes (code 010) are generally designed for children younger than 3. They are introduced as a new 
category in ISCED 2011 and were not covered by ISCED 1997. Pre-primary education (code 020) corresponds 
exactly to level 0 in ISCED 1997. 

Data from age-integrated programmes designed to include children both younger and older than 3 should be 
allocated to 010 and 020, according to the age of the children, as indicated above. This may involve estimation 
of expenditures and personnel at levels 010 and 020, respectively. …
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However, some countries internally define early childhood education more broadly than others. Thus, the 
comparability of international statistics on programmes at ISCED level 0 depends on each country’s willingness 
and ability to report data for this level according to a standard international definition, even if that definition 
diverges from the one that the country uses in compiling its own national statistics. In this regard, the data 
reported in Education at a Glance as ISCED level 0 programmes may differ from national reporting of early 
childhood education.

To ensure international comparability of data, several criteria need to be met to determine whether or not a 
programme should be classified as ISCED level 0 and included in reporting. For a programme to be reported 
as ISCED level 0, it must:

• Have adequate intentional educational properties; and

• Be institutionalised; and

• Be targeted at children within the age range starting from age 0 up to the age of entry into ISCED level 1 
education; and also

• Meet the minimum intensity/duration (an intensity of at least 2 hours per day; and a duration of at least 
100 days a year).

Programmes should wherever possible also:

• Have a regulatory framework recognised by the relevant national authorities; and

• Have trained or accredited staff as per the appropriate regulatory framework.Programmes that provide 
childcare only (i.e. supervision, nutrition and health) are excluded from this Indicator. Where both 
educational and non-educational programmes exist and it is possible to enrol in each independently, only the 
educational programmes are reported in Indicator C2. For example, in an institution that offers a daytime 
educational programme as well as extended afternoon or evening childcare programmes, and where parents 
may choose to enrol their child in either or both programmes, only the daytime educational programme is 
reported in Indicator C2. Integrated programmes in which the non-educational portion is greater than the 
educational portion may be included as long as the educational portion meets certain criteria. 

ISCED level 0 also excludes purely family-based arrangements that may be purposeful but do not meet the 
UOE definition of a “programme” (e.g. informal learning by children from their parents, other relatives or 
friends is not included under ISCED level 0). Also excluded are learning activities delivered from private homes 
or other institutionalised centres that are outside the jurisdiction of an appropriate national early childhood 
education authority or regulatory body, regardless of whether the activities are organised in the style of an 
approved early childhood education programme. An example of this would be a private citizen who, of his or 
her own volition, provides learning opportunities for young children that nominally meet the ISCED level 
criteria around intentional education, intensity/duration and staff qualification requirements, but who is not 
recognised by an authorising body.

Examples of programmes to be excluded from reporting include: 

• Programmes where attendance can be ad-hoc or of a drop-in style where individual children will not 
experience a continuity of structured learning opportunities. 

• Short-duration programmes, such as vacation care, which may have an educational curriculum but not a 
sustained period of instruction or learning opportunities.

• Programmes with intentional educational properties but with no minimum level of attendance, such as 
when parents are free to choose an intensity and duration of their child’s attendance that does not meet the 
ISCED level 0 criteria.

• Early childhood services that are open for extended hours and provide intentional educational activities 
during these hours, but do not require a minimum intensity/duration of attendance or enrolment.

OECD countries will continue working together to improve methods of reporting statistics on early childhood 
education. Country-specific information can be found in Annex 3 of this publication and in Table C2.5.
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PISA analyses find that in most countries, students who had attended at least one year of pre-primary education tend 
to perform better than those who had not, even after accounting for students’ socio-economic background. PISA 
research also shows that the relationship between pre-primary attendance and performance tends to be stronger 
in school systems with longer duration pre-primary education, smaller child-to-teacher ratios in pre-primary 
education, and higher public expenditure per child at the pre-primary level (OECD 2013b, Table IV.3.33). 

Participation in early childhood education is particularly beneficial for children with an immigrant background. 
Across OECD countries, an average of 69% of 3-6 year-old immigrant children were enrolled in pre-primary 
education in 2012 – an attendance rate that was 7 percentage points lower than among their native-born peers. 
In the European Union, immigrant children are only marginally less likely than native-born children to attend 
pre-primary education. There are, however, some exceptions: in the Czech Republic, Italy and Norway, for example, 
attendance rates are 10 percentage points lower among immigrant children (see Figure 13.5 in Indicators of Immigrant 
Integration 2015: Settling In [OECD/European Union, 2015]).

Among immigrant children of comparable socio-economic backgrounds who had arrived in their OECD host country 
before the age of 6, those who had attended pre-primary education scored better in the PISA reading assessment, 
when they were 15 years old, than those who had not attended pre-primary education in their OECD host country. 
The performance gap between the two groups is 75 score points, equivalent to around two years of schooling 
(the performance gap related to pre-school attendance is narrower, but still considerable, among non-immigrant 
15-year-old students). The benefits of early childhood education for immigrant children are particularly significant 
in France, Finland, Israel and the United States. This finding has special resonance in the United States, where 
proportion of immigrant children who are enrolled in early childhood education is relatively small (Chart C2.2). 

In addition, early arrival in the host country (e.g. before the age of six) contributes to better results among immigrant 
children. Thus, those who arrived in their OECD host country between the ages of 6 and 10 earn PISA reading scores 
that are, on average, 19 points lower compared to those who had arrived in their host country before the age of 6. The 
gap exceeds 39 score points (the equivalent of around one year of schooling) in Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, 
Iceland and Israel (see Table 13.A1.6 in Indicators of Immigrant Integration 2015: Settling In [OECD/European Union, 
2015]).

Chart C2.2. Mean PISA scores of 15-year-old students who did or did not attend preschool  
in the host country (2012)

Differences in PISA reading scores after accounting for socio-economic background

Note: White bars and markers indicate di�erences which are not statistically signi�cant (with a probability of 0.05). Positive �gures means that those 
who had attended preschool scored better in the PISA reading assessment than those who had not attended preschool.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the di�erence in PISA reading scores between the immigrants who arrived in their OECD host country before the age 
of 6 and who had attended pre-primary education and those who had not attended pre-primary education.
Source: OECD Programme of International Student Assessment (PISA). Indicators of Immigrant Integration 2015: Settling In (http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.1787/9789264234024-en), Figure 13.6. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284199
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Early childhood education programmes for even younger children are not as extensive. In some countries, demand 
for early childhood education for children aged 3 and under far outstrips supply, even in countries that provide for 
long parental leave. Four out of ten 2-year-olds are enrolled in early childhood education across OECD countries, as a 
whole, growing to almost three out of four (74%) for 3-year-olds. The highest enrolment rates of 3-year-olds in early 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264234024-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264234024-en
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childhood education are found in Belgium, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, New Zealand, Norway, Spain and the 
United Kingdom. In countries where public funding for parental leave is limited, many working parents must either 
look to the private market, where parents’ ability to pay significantly influences access to quality services, or else 
rely on informal arrangements with family, friends and neighbours (Table C2.1, Chart C2.1 and Starting Strong III 
[OECD, 2011b]). 

Some countries have made access to pre-primary education almost universal for children by the time they are three. 
The availability of early childhood education is growing quickly in most countries. On average among OECD countries 
with 2005 and 2013 data, enrolments in pre-primary education rose from 52% of 3-year-olds in 2005 to 72% in 
2013, and from 69% of 4-year-olds in 2005 to 85% in 2013 (Table C2.1).

Early childhood education, by type of institutions

As countries continue to expand their early childhood education programmes, it will be important to consider 
parents’ needs and expectations regarding accessibility, cost, programme and staff quality and accountability. When 
parents’ needs for quality, accessibility or accountability are not met in public institutions, some parents may be 
more inclined to send their children to private pre-primary institutions, childcare programmes, or extracurricular 
activities. (Shin et al., 2009).

Chart C2.3. Percentage of pupils enrolled in public institutions 
in early childhood education (2013)

1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Year of reference 2014.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of pupils enrolled in public institutions in pre-primary education.
Source: OECD. Table C2.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284204 
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In most countries, a minority of students attends private schools at the primary through upper secondary levels. 
However, the proportions of children enrolled in private pre-primary schools are considerably larger: some 15% of 
children in pre-primary education are enrolled in independent private schools on average across OECD countries. 
When considering pre-primary independent private and government-dependent private schools together, 39% 
of children are enrolled in private pre-primary programmes. This proportion exceeds 50% in Australia, Belgium, 
Germany, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan, Korea, New Zealand and the United Kingdom (Table C2.2 and Chart C2.3). 
Moreover, in 12 out of 13 OECD countries with available data, except New Zealand, the share of children enrolled 
in private (both independent and government-dependent) early childhood education development programmes 
(ISCED 01) is larger than the share enrolled in private pre-primary (ISCED 02) schools. In New Zealand, almost 
all early childhood education institutions are private government-dependent, and these cover 98% of enrolled 
children at both ISCED 01 and ISCED 02 levels. On average, about 58% of all children enrolled in early childhood 
development programmes are in independent or government-dependent private schools while only 39% of pre-
primary children are. In most of these countries, the proportion of private funding is also larger for early childhood 
education development programmes (ISCED 01) than for pre-primary programmes (ISCED 02). This can result in 
heavy financial burdens for parents, even when government subsidies are provided (Table C2.2 and Chart C2.3).
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Financing early childhood education 

Sustained public funding is critical for supporting the growth and quality of early childhood education programmes. 
Appropriate funding helps to recruit professional staff who are qualified to support children’s cognitive, social and 
emotional development. Investment in early childhood facilities and materials also helps support the development 
of child-centred environments for learning. In countries that do not channel sufficient public funding to cover 
both quantity and quality, some parents may be more inclined to send their children to private ECEC services, 
which implies heavy financial burdens (OECD, 2011b); others may prefer to stay home, which can hinder a parent’s 
participation in the labour force (OECD, 2011a).

Public expenditure on pre-primary education is mainly used to support public institutions, but in some countries it 
also funds private institutions, to varying degrees. At the pre-primary level, annual expenditure, from both public 
and private sources, per child for both public and private institutions averages USD 8 008 in OECD countries. 
However, expenditure varies from USD 4 000 or less in Israel, Latvia and South Africa, to more than USD 10 000 in 
Australia, Iceland, Luxembourg, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States (Table C2.3, and see Table B1.1a 
in Indicator B1). 

At the early childhood educational development level, annual expenditure, from both public and private sources, per 
child, for both public and private institutions averages USD 12 324 in OECD countries with available data. 

Chart C2.4. Expenditure on pre-primary educational institutions (2012)
As a percentage of GDP, by  funding source

1. Includes some expenditure on childcare.
2. Public institutions only.
3. Year of reference 2013.
4. Public expenditure only.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the total public and private expenditure on pre-primary educational institutions as a percentage of GDP.
Source: OECD. Table C2.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933291276
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Expenditure on pre-primary education accounts for an average of 0.6% of the collective GDP. Differences between 
countries are significant. For example, while 0.1% or less of GDP is spent on pre-primary education in Indonesia 
and South Africa, 0.8% or more is spent in Finland, Iceland, Latvia, Norway, Slovenia, and Sweden (Table C2.3 
and Chart C2.4). These differences are largely explained by enrolment rates, legal entitlements and costs, and the 
different starting age for primary education; they are also influenced by the extent to which this indicator covers 
private early childhood education. In Switzerland, the absence of data on integrated programmes at this level is 
also likely to understate the true level of expenditure and enrolments in early childhood education programmes 
(see more details in Box C2.1), and may affect the comparability of the data to that of other countries. Inferences 
on access to and quality of ECEC should therefore be made with caution (Table C2.3 and Box C2.1). Differences 
in expenditure as a percentage of GDP could be influenced by the duration of programmes. In some countries, 
like New Zealand, pre-primary education spans two years, while in other countries it spans three or even four 
years (see Table C2.5). The duration of a programme has an impact on the level of expenditure devoted to early 
childhood education.
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Publicly funded pre-primary education tends to be more strongly developed in the European than the non-European 
countries of the OECD. In Europe, the concept of universal access to education for 3-6 year-olds is generally accepted. 
Most countries in this region provide all children with at least two years of free, publicly funded pre-primary 
education in schools before they begin primary education. With the exception of Ireland and the Netherlands, such 
access is generally a statutory right from the age of 3, and in some countries, even before then. Compared to primary, 
secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education, pre-primary institutions receive the largest proportion of 
funds (20%) from private sources. However, this proportion varies widely, ranging from 5% or less in Belgium, 
Latvia and Luxembourg, to 50% or more in Australia and Japan (Table C2.3 and Starting Strong II [OECD, 2006]).  

The child-teacher ratio varies considerably across OECD countries 
Research demonstrates that enriched, stimulating environments and high-quality pedagogy are fostered by better-
qualified practitioners, and that better-quality staff-child interactions facilitate better learning outcomes. While 
qualifications are one of the strongest predictors of staff quality, the level of qualification tells only part of the 
story. Qualifications indicate how much specialised and practical training is included in initial staff education, what 
types of professional development and education are available to, and taken up by, staff, and how many years of 
experience staff have accumulated. In addition, working conditions can influence professional satisfaction, which 
is likely to affect the ability and willingness of professionals to build relationships and interact attentively with 
children (Shin et al., 2009). High turnover disrupts the continuity of care, undermines professional development 
efforts, lowers overall quality, and adversely affects child outcomes.

The ratio of children to teaching staff is also an important indicator of the resources devoted to education. That 
ratio is obtained by dividing the number of full-time equivalent children at a given level of education by the number 
of full-time equivalent teachers at that level and in similar types of institutions. However, this ratio does not take 
into account instruction time for students, nor how much time teachers spend teaching. Therefore, it cannot be 
interpreted in terms of class size. The number of children per class summarises different factors, but distinguishing 
between these factors helps to identify differences in the quality of education systems (see Indicator D2).

Table C2.2 shows the ratio of children to teaching staff and also the ratio of children to contact staff (e.g. teachers and 
non-professional staff [teachers’ aides]) in early childhood education. Some countries make extensive use of teachers’ 
aides at the pre-primary level. Twelve out of 24 OECD and G20 countries reported smaller ratios of children to contact 
staff (Column 10 of Table C2.2) than of children to teaching staff. The ratios of children to contact staff are substantially 
lower in Austria, Chile, China, France, Norway and the Russia Federation. On average across OECD countries, there are 
14 children for every teacher in pre-primary education. The child-teacher ratio, excluding teachers’ aides, ranges from 
more than 20 children per teacher in Chile, China, Colombia, France, Indonesia and Mexico, to fewer than 10 in Estonia, 
Iceland, New Zealand, the Russian Federation, Slovenia, Sweden and the United Kingdom (Table C2.2 and Chart C2.5).

Chart C2.5. Ratio of pupils to teaching staff in early childhood education (2013)
Public and private institutions, calculation based on full-time equivalents

Note: �e �gures should be interpreted with some caution because the indicator compares the teacher/student ratios in countries with “education-only” 
and  “integrated education and daycare” programmes. In some countries, the sta� requirements in these two types of provision are very di�erent.
Countries are ranked in descending order of students to teaching sta� ratios in pre-primary education.
Source: OECD. Table C2.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933291280
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Definitions 
Education-only programmes in early childhood education are those that primarily offer education services for a short 
period of the day. Working parents usually have to use additional care services in the morning and/or afternoon.

Integrated programmes in early childhood education are those that provide both early childhood education and 
care in the same programme.

Some variations at the national level cannot be presented, and information on the “characteristics of programmes” 
has been simplified in some cases. For example, in some countries, the starting age of early childhood education 
programmes differs among jurisdictions or regions. In these instances, the information that is the most common 
or typical is reported.

ISCED level 0 refers to early childhood programmes that have an intentional education component. ISCED level 0 
programmes target children below the age of entry into primary education (ISCED level 1).

Programmes at ISCED level 0 are typically designed with a holistic approach to support children’s early cognitive, 
language, physical, social and emotional development and to introduce young children to organised instruction in 
an institutionalised setting. At this level, programmes are not necessarily highly structured, but they are designed 
to provide an organised and purposeful set of learning activities in a safe environment. They allow children to 
learn through interaction with other children under the guidance of staff/educators, typically through creative and 
play-based activities. 

ISCED level 0 refers to those early childhood programmes that have an intentional education component. These 
programmes aim to develop the socio-emotional skills necessary for participation in school and society, to develop 
some of the skills needed for academic readiness, and to prepare children for entry into primary education. 

Along with an intentional child-development and education focus, a key defining factor of ISCED level 0 programmes 
is the sustained intensity and duration of delivery of intentional educational activities. These are what differentiate 
ISCED level 0 from other programmes, such as childcare and occasional, after hours or vacation care. 

ISCED level 0 programmes target children below the age of entry into ISCED level 1. There are two categories of 
ISCED level 0 programmes: ISCED 010 - early childhood educational development, and ISCED 020 - pre-primary 
education. ISCED 010 has intentional educational content designed for younger children (typically in the age range 
of 0 to 2 years), while ISCED 020 is typically designed for children from age 3  to the start of primary education 
(ISCED level 1).

Programmes classified at ISCED level 0 may be referred to in many ways nationally, for example: early childhood 
education and development, play school, reception, pre-primary, pre-school, Kindergarten, Kita, Krippe, or educación 
inicial. For programmes provided in crèches, daycare centres, private homes, nurseries, Tagespflege or guarderías, it 
is important to ensure that they meet the ISCED level 0 classification criteria specified below. For international 
comparability purposes, the term “early childhood education” is used to label ISCED level 0 (see also Box C2.1 and 
ISCED 2011 Operational Manual: Guidelines for Classifying National Education Programmes and Related Qualifications 
(OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO Institute for Statistics [2015]).

In addition to the above, the educational properties of ISCED level 0 programmes can be further described as follows:

• ISCED 010 - Early childhood educational development

The learning environment is visually stimulating and language 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. 
Typically aimed at very young children aged 0-2.

• ISCED 020 - Pre-primary education

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. Aimed at children in the years immediately prior to 
starting compulsory schooling, typically aged 3-5. 
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Methodology
ISCED level 0 programmes are usually school-based or otherwise institutionalised for a group of children. As 
the institutions authorised to provide ISCED level 0 programmes vary between jurisdictions (e.g. centre-based, 
community-based, home-based), to be reported in the UOE collection both the programme and the mode or institution 
of delivery should be recognised within the respective early childhood education system.  Particular care is given 
to programmes delivered from home-based settings: if the programme meets the criteria as set out above and is 
recognised under the respective regulations, it is included in reporting. 

To further ensure international comparability of data, once a programme has been identified as an ISCED level 0 
early childhood education programme by meeting the criteria above, the following rules apply when collecting data 
on the programmes for UOE purposes. These rules are applied to programmes in their entirety (not just to the 
intentional education component): 

Full-time equivalents for enrolments

The concepts used to define full-time and part-time participation at other ISCED levels, such as study load, student 
participation, and the academic value or progress that the study represents, are not easily applicable to ISCED level 0. 
In addition, the daily or weekly hours that represent a typical full-time enrolment in an education programme 
at ISCED level 0 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. 

A consensus has not been reached on a methodology for calculating FTE for enrolments at ISCED 0 level but it 
is recommended in UOE reporting to estimate children enrolled in full-time equivalents by ISCED 0 enrolment 
headcount (i.e. all enrolments counted as full-time). Headcount is not a satisfying criterion for full-time equivalent 
for indicators, such as expenditure per student (even if it is accepted for enrolment comparisons), but most countries 
are in favour of this solution; the same guarantee was not offered by other estimation methods. 

Institutions that provide both education programmes and childcare programmes

In some countries, institutions providing early childhood education also provide extended day or evening 
childcare programmes. Education programmes traditionally provided during the day may now be provided outside 
these hours to offer further flexibility to parents and carers of children. These are given special consideration in 
reporting. 

Where the childcare components are distinctly separate from early childhood education components (for example, 
the two components are offered as individual programmes in which children must enrol separately), the childcare 
components are excluded from reporting. If the programme is in the form of extended day or evening programmes 
that meet all of the criteria listed above, they are included in reporting as educational programmes. 

Where both education and noneducation programmes exist and it is possible to enrol in each independently, only 
the education programmes are reported. Integrated programmes are included when the non-education portion is 
greater than the education portion, only when the education portion meets the criteria listed above. For example, 
in an institution that offers a daytime education programme as well as extended afternoon or evening childcare 
programmes, and parents may choose to enrol their child in either or both programmes, only the daytime educational 
programme is reported in the UOE data collection.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table C2.1. Enrolment rates in early childhood education and primary education, by age (2005, 2013) 
Enrolment rates (2013) Enrolment rates (2005)

Age 2 Age 3 Age 4 Age 5 Age 6 Age 3 Age 4
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19)

O
E
C
D Australia 55 0 55 47 15 62 80 2 82 16 85 100 0 100 100 17 51 2 53

Austria    27 7 34 9 62 71 91 0 91 96 0 96 40 58 98 m m m m

Belgium    a 51 51 a 98 98 98 0 98 97 1 98 4 93 98 m m 0 m

Canada    m m m m m m m 0 m 92 0 92 m 99 m m m m m

Chile    27 2 29 6 45 51 83 0 83 93 0 93 13 84 97 23 30 12 42

Czech Republic    a 18 18 a 59 59 83 0 83 89 0 89 48 48 97 66 91 0 91

Denmark    91 1 92 5 91 96 97 0 97 97 2 99 8 92 99 m m m m

Estonia    x(2) 67d 67 x(5) 87d 87 91d 0 91 90d 0 90 79d 14 92 80 84 0 84

Finland    52 0 52 0 68 68 75 0 75 80 0 80 97 0 98 62 69 0 69

France    a 11 11 a 100 100 100 0 100 100 1 100 2 99 100 101 101 0 101

Germany    59 0 59 0 92 92 96 0 96 97 0 98 34 62 96 80 89 0 89

Greece    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m a 56 0 56

Hungary    m 9 m m 75 m 93 0 93 96 0 96 69 23 92 73 91 0 91

Iceland    95 0 95 0 96 96 97 0 97 95 0 96 0 99 99 m m m m

Ireland    a 0 0 a 46 46 57 37 95 3 99 100 0 100 100 m m 44 m

Israel    45 0 45 0 100 100 100 0 100 99 0 99 15 83 98 66 84 0 84

Italy    a 16 16 a 94 94 98 a 98 90 9 99 1 99 100 99 102 0 102

Japan    a a a a 81 81 95 a 95 97 a 97 a 100 100 69 95 a 95

Korea    83 0 83 0 90 90 93 0 93 91 1 91 0 93 93 14 30 0 30

Luxembourg    a 5 5 a 71 71 99 0 99 95 5 100 5 91 96 62 95 a 95

Mexico    5 0 5 3 40 44 89 0 89 84 28 100 1 100 100 23 69 0 69

Netherlands    a 0 0 a 83 83 100 0 100 99 0 99 0 100 100 m 98 0 98

New Zealand    65 0 65 0 96 96 100 0 100 4 97 100 0 100 100 m m 0 m

Norway    90 0 90 0 95 95 97 0 97 98 0 98 1 100 100 m m 0 m

Poland    a 6 6 a 52 52 66 a 66 92 8 100 78 9 86 28 38 0 38

Portugal    a 0 0 a 78 78 90 0 90 97 0 98 6 96 100 61 84 0 84

Slovak Republic    a 12 12 a 63 63 74 0 74 81 0 81 41 50 90 m m 0 m

Slovenia    68 0 68 0 84 84 89 0 89 91 0 91 5 92 98 67 76 0 76

Spain    52 0 52 0 96 96 97 0 97 97 0 97 1 96 97 94 99 0 99

Sweden    88 0 88 0 93 93 94 0 94 95 0 95 96 1 97 m m m m

Switzerland    a 0 0 a 3 3 41 0 41 96 0 97 58 42 100 9 39 0 39

Turkey    m m m a 7 7 36 a 36 41 32 74 a 99 99 2 5 0 5

United Kingdom    32 0 32 0 97 97 62 34 96 0 97 97 0 97 97 m m 32 m

United States    m m m a 41 41 66 0 66 85 5 90 21 76 97 39 68 0 68

OECD average 33 6 39 2 72 74 85 2 88 81 14 95 22 75 97 52 69 3 72

EU21 average 26 10 35 1 79 80 88 4 91 84 11 95 31 66 97 67 84 4 84

P
ar

tn
er

s Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    31 1 32 44 9 53 70 0 70 81 7 88 10 85 95 m m m m

China    a m m a m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia    31 2 33 37 10 47 34 1 35 60 19 79 8 78 86 m m m m

India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    7 0 7 9 11 21 19 0 19 23 4 27 50 70 100 m m m m

Latvia    a 0 0 a 83 83 89 0 89 96 0 96 93 4 97 66 73 0 73

Russian Federation    51 0 51 0 73 73 79 a 79 80 1 81 75 13 88 55 55 0 55

Saudi Arabia1 a m m a 2 2 32 0 32 15 0 15 0 83 83 m m m m

South Africa2 a m m a 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  m  

Note:  In cases where a category is not applicable (code “a”) in a country, the value zero has been imputed for the purpose of calculating the OECD and EU21 averages. 
Early childhood education target children aged below the age of entry into ISCED level 1. There are two categories of ISCED level 0 programmes: early childhood 
educational development (ISCED 01) and pre-primary education (ISCED 02). Enrolment rates at young ages should be interpreted with care; mismatches between 
the coverage of the population data and the enrolment data mean that the participation rates may be underestimated for countries such as Luxembourg that are net 
exporters of students and may be overestimated for those that are net importers. 
1. Year of reference 2014.
2. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, Indonesia: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-
at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285815
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Table C2.2. Profile of early childhood educational development programmes  
and pre-primary education (2013)

Early childhood educational development programmes=ISCED 01, pre-primary education=ISCED 02
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

O
E
C
D Australia 42 m m a 37 63 a m m m m 3 4 1 5 a a PT

Austria    87 34 66d x(3) 72 28d x(6) 6 9 9 14 3 3 3 6 5 1 FT
Belgium    m a a a 47 53 m a a m 16 3 3 3 to 4 6 a a FT
Canada    m m m m 93 7d x(6) m m m m m m m 6 m m m
Chile    80 m m m m m m 9 13 19 27 0 4 2 m a a FT/PT
Czech Republic    100 a a a 98 2 a a a 14d 14 3 3 3 6 a a FT
Denmark    63 43 12 45 80 20 0 m m m m 0 1 5 6 m m FT
Estonia    m x(5) a x(6) 96d a 4d m x(11) m 9d 0 3 4 7 m m FT
Finland    79 87 13 a 91 9 a m m m 10 0 1 5 to 6 7 a a FT
France    100 a a a 87 12 0 a a 15 22 2 2 to 3 3 6 a a FT
Germany    77 27 73d x(3) 35 65d x(6) 5 5 9 10 3 3 3 6 a a FT
Greece    m m m m m m m m m 12 12 4 4 1 to 2 6 5 1 FT
Hungary    m m m m 91 9 a m m 11 11 3 3 3 7 5 1 FT
Iceland    69 81 19 0 87 13 0 3 3 6 6 0 2 4 6 a a FT/PT
Ireland    m a a a 2 0 98 a a m m 3 3 1 4 to 5 a a FT/PT
Israel    76 a 73 27 58 29 12 m m m m 3 3 3 6 3 3 FT
Italy    m a a a 70 a 30 a a 14 14 m m m m a a FT
Japan    100 a a a 28 a 72 a a 14 15 3 3 3 6 a a FT
Korea    59 7 93 a 19 81 a 6 6 14 14 3 3 to 5 3 6 m m FT
Luxembourg    100 a a a 90 0 10 a a 11 11 3 3 3 6 4 2 FT
Mexico    95 37 a 63 86 a 14 26 83 25 25 3 4 to 5 3 6 3 3 FT
Netherlands    100 a a a 70 a 30 a a 14 16 3 3 to 4 2 to 3 6 5 1 FT
New Zealand    62 2 98 0 2 98 0 m 4 m 8 0 3 2 5 a a FT/PT
Norway    64 50 50 0 54 46 0 x(10) x(11) 5d 11d 0 1 5 6 a a FT/PT
Poland    100 a a a 82 2 17 a a m 16 3 2 to 3 4 7 6 1 FT
Portugal    m a a a 54 30 16 a a m 17 3 3 3 6 a a FT
Slovak Republic    100 a a a 95 5 a a a 13 13 2 3 3 6 a a FT
Slovenia    70 96 3 0 97 3 0 6 6 9 9 3 3 3 6 a a FT
Spain    77 52 16 32 69 27 4 m 9 m 15 0 2 to 3 3 to 4 6 a a FT
Sweden    73 81 19 0 83 17 0 m 5 6 6 1 1 to 2 4 to 5 7 a a FT/PT
Switzerland    m a a a 95 1 4 a a m 16 4 5 2 6 4 2 FT
Turkey    m m m m 88 a 12 m m m 17 3 4 to 5 1 to 3 6 a a FT
United Kingdom    83 28 42 30 47 44 9 m m m 10 3 3 2 5 a a FT/PT
United States    m m a m 59 a 41 a a 10 12 3 4 1 6 a a FT/PT

OECD average 81 43 40 18 61 24 15 9 14 12 14
EU21 average 86 52 28 20 67 18 15 6 7 11 13

P
ar

tn
er

s Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m FT
Brazil    64 63 a 37 75 a 25 8 13 15 17 0 1 5 6 4 2 FT
China    100 a a a 50 50d x(6) a a 17 22 m m m m m m FT
Colombia    42 100 0 m 64 0 36 m 16 20 20 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    61 0 a 100 10 a 90 m 20 19 21 m m m m m m FT
Latvia    100 a a a 95 a 5 m a m 14 m m m m m m m
Russian Federation    84 100 a a 100 a a x(10) x(11) 4d 10d m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia1 100 a a a 58 m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa2 100 a a a 94 m m m m m m m m m m m m m

G20 average 82  23 42 35 44 33 23 11  23  14  16    

1. Year of reference 2014.
2. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes  
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285821
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Table C2.3. Expenditure on early childhood educational institutions (2012)     
Expenditure on educational institutions  

as a percentage of GDP
Proportions of total expenditure  

from public sources
Annual expenditure per student  

by educational institutions for all services

Early 
childhood 

educational 
development Pre-primary

All early 
childhood 
education

Early 
childhood 

educational 
development Pre-primary

All early 
childhood 
education

Early 
childhood 

educational 
development Pre-primary

All early 
childhood 
education

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia1 0.3 0.2 0.4 4 47 21 10 054 10 298 10 146

Austria    0.1 0.5 0.6 69 87 84 9 434 7 716 7 954
Belgium    m 0.7 m m 96 m m 6 975 m
Canada    m m m m m m m m m
Chile2 x(3) x(3) 0.9 x(6) x(6) 82 x(9) x(9) 4 599
Czech Republic    a 0.5 0.5 a 92 92 a 4 447 4 447
Denmark1 x(3) x(3) 1.4 x(6) x(6) 81 x(9) x(9) 10 911
Estonia    x(3) x(3) 0.4 x(6) x(6) 99 x(9) x(9) 2 193
Finland    0.4 0.8 1.2 90 89 89 17 860 9 998 11 559
France    a 0.7 0.7 a 93 93 a 6 969 6 969
Germany    0.3 0.5 0.8 70 79 76 13 720 8 568 9 744
Greece    m m m m m m m m m
Hungary1 m 0.7 m m 92 m m 4 539 m
Iceland    0.6 1.1 1.7 88 85 86 12 969 10 250 11 096
Ireland m m m m m m m m m
Israel1 m 0.7 m m 85 m m 3 416 m
Italy3 a 0.4 0.4 a 91 91 a 7 892 7 892
Japan    a 0.2 0.2 a 44 44 a 5 872 5 872
Korea    m 0.3 m m 62 m m 5 674 m
Luxembourg    m 0.7 m m 99 m m 19 719 m
Mexico    x(3) x(3) 0.6 x(6) x(6) 83 x(9) x(9) 2 445
Netherlands    a 0.4 0.4 a 87 87 a 8 176 8 176
New Zealand    0.4 0.6 1.0 72 87 80 12 656 9 670 10 726
Norway    1.0 1.1 2.1 86 86 86 15 604 9 050 11 383
Poland3 a 0.7 0.7 a 76 76 a 6 505 6 505
Portugal3 m 0.6 m m 61 m m 5 713 m
Slovak Republic    a 0.5 0.5 a 83 83 a 4 694 4 694
Slovenia1 0.4 0.8 1.3 75 79 78 11 665 7 472 8 726
Spain    0.2 0.7 0.9 62 73 70 7 924 6 182 6 588
Sweden    0.5 1.2 1.8 m m m 14 180 12 212 12 752
Switzerland3 a 0.2 0.2 a m m a 5 457 5 457
Turkey    m m m m m m m m m
United Kingdom    0.1 0.5 0.6 64 63 63 9 495 10 699 10 548
United States1 m 0.5 m m 75 m m 10 042 m

OECD average 0.4 0.6 0.8 68 80 78 12 324 8 008 7 886
EU21 average 0.3 0.7 0.8 72 84 83 12 040 8 146 7 977

P
ar

tn
er

s Argentina m m m m m m m m m
Brazil1, 3 x(3) x(3) 0.6 m m m x(9) x(9) 2 939
China    m m m m m m m m m
Colombia2 x(3) x(3) 0.5 x(6) x(6) 57 x(9) x(9) 1 236
India m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia2 m 0.1 m m 88 m m m m
Latvia    a 0.8 0.8 a 98 98 a 3 067 3 067
Russian Federation    x(3) x(3) 0.8 x(6) x(6) 89 x(9) x(9) 4 887
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m
South Africa3 a 0.1 0.1 a m m a 806 806

G20 average m m m m  m  m  m m m

1. Includes some expenditure on childcare.
2. Year of reference 2013.
3. Public institutions only.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285830
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Table C2.4. Profile of education-only and integrated pre-primary programmes (2013)    

Education-only programmes
Integrated programmes

(includes education and childcare services)
Relative proportion of enrolments  

reported in Education at a Glance (%)

Exist 
nationally

Delivered 
by qualified 

teacher
Have a formal 

curriculum
Exist 

nationally

Delivered 
by qualified 

teacher
Have a formal 

curriculum
Education-only 

programmes
Integrated 

programmes Total

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

O
E
C
D Australia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes x(9) x(9) 100

Austria    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 3 97 100
Belgium    Yes Yes Yes No a a 100 a 100
Canada    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m m m
Chile    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes x(9) x(9) 100
Czech Republic    Yes Yes Yes No a a 100 a 100
Denmark    No a a Yes Yes Yes a 100 100
Estonia    No a a Yes Yes Yes a 100 100
Finland    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 31 69 100
France    Yes Yes Yes No a a 100 a 100
Germany    Yes Yes Yes No a a 100 a 100
Greece    Yes Yes Yes Yes m m 100 m 100
Hungary    No a a Yes Yes Yes a 100 100
Iceland    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 1 99 100
Ireland    No a a Yes a a a 100 100
Israel    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 98 2 100
Italy    No a a Yes m m a 100 m
Japan    Yes Yes Yes Yes Varies Varies x(9) x(9) 100
Korea    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes x(9) x(9) 100
Luxembourg    Yes Yes Yes No a a 100 a 100
Mexico    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 99 1 100
Netherlands    Yes Yes Yes Yes No Varies 70 30 100
New Zealand    No a a Yes Yes Yes a 100 100
Norway    No a a Yes Yes Yes a 100 100
Poland    Yes Yes Yes No a a 100 a 100
Portugal    No a a Yes Yes Yes a 100 100
Slovak Republic    Yes Yes Yes No a a 100 a 100
Slovenia    No a a Yes Yes Yes a 100 100
Spain    Yes Yes Yes No a a 100 a 100
Sweden    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 17 83 100
Switzerland    Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m 100 m 100
Turkey    Yes Yes Yes No a a 100 a 100
United Kingdom    Yes Yes Yes Yes Varies Yes x(9) x(9) 100
United States    Yes Varies Varies Yes Varies Varies x(9) x(9) 100

P
ar

tn
er

s Argentina    m m m m m m m m m
Brazil    Yes Yes No Yes Yes No x(9) x(9) 100
China    m m m m m m m m m
Colombia    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
Latvia    m m m m m m m m m
Russian Federation    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

Source: OECD, INES Working Party special data collection on early childhood education programmes. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-
a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285840
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Table C2.5. [1/3]  Coverage of early childhood education programmes in OECD and partner countries
ISCED 01 and ISCED 02, based on ISCED 2011 classifications

  ISCED 010 – Early childhood development programmes 020 – Pre-primary education
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O
E
C
D Australia Early childhood 

education
Early childhood 

education
0  2 - 4 Pre-primary, preschool Preschool programs 

delivered in educational 
institution settings or 

educational  
long-day care settings.

4 1

Austria Kinderkrippe Crèche 0 3 Kindergarten Kindergarten 3 3

Vorschulstufe Pre-primary stage  
(of primary school)

6 1

Belgium (Fl.) Kinderopvang Childcare 0 2.5 - 3 Gewoon kleuteronderwijs Regular nursery education 2.5 - 3 3

Buitengewoon 
kleuteronderwijs

Special nursery education 2.5 - 3 3

Belgium (Fr.) a Enseignement maternel 
ordinaire

Regular pre-primary 
education

2.5 - 3 3

Enseignement maternel 
spécialisé

Special pre-primary 
education

2.5 - 3 3

Canada Early childhood 
development or 

equivalent

Pre-elementary education 
or equivalent – Early 

childhood development

3 - 4 1 - 2 Kindergarten Pre-elementary education  
or equivalent –  
Kindergarten

4 - 5 1

Chile Educación Parvularia 
(Sala Cuna y Nivel 

Medio Menor)

Pre-primary education 
(Day care and Lower 

Middle Level)

0 - 2 3 Educación Parvularia  
(Nivel Medio Mayor,  
Nivel de Transición 1  

y Nivel de Transición 2)

Pre-primary education  
(Upper middle level,  
1st transition level  

and 2nd transition level)

3 - 5 3

Czech Republic a Mateřská škola Kindergarten 3 3

Přípravné třídy pro děti se 
sociálním znevýhodněním

Preparatory classes for 
socially disadvantaged 

children

6 1

Přípravný stupeň základní 
školy speciální

Preparatory stage  
of special basic school

6 3

Denmark Vuggestue Nursery school 0 - 2 3 Børnehave Kindergarten 3 - 5 2

Estonia Included with ISCED-02 Alusharidus  
(alushariduse 

raamõppekava)

Pre-primary education 
(general study programme of 

pre-primary education)

0 6

Finland 0-2-v. lapset 
päiväkodeissa

Kindergartens  
(0 to 2-year-old children), 

including special 
education programmes

0 - 2 1 - 3 3-5-v. lapset päiväkodeissa Kindergartens  
(3 to 5-year-old children), 

including special education 
programmes

3 - 5 1 - 3

0-2-v. lapset 
perhepäivähoidossa

Family day care  
(0 to 2-year-old children), 

including special 
education programmes

0 - 2 1 - 3 6-v. lasten esiopetus Pre-primary education 
for 6-year-old children 
in kindergartens and 

comprehensive schools, 
including special education 

programmes

6 1

3-5-v. lapset 
perhepäivähoidossa

Family day care  
(3 to 5-year-old children), 

including special education 
programmes

3 - 5 1 - 3

France a Enseignement 
préélémentaire

Pre-elementary education 2 - 3 3

Germany Krippen Crèche, Day nursery 0 2 - 3 01 Kindergärten Kindergarten 3 3

02 Schulkindergärten School kindergarten 6 1

03 Vorklassen Pre-school classes 5 1

Greece Vrefonipiakos 
 stathmos

Kindergarten 
Early childhood

0  1 - 3 Nipiagogio Pre-primary 4 - 5 1 - 2

Hungary Bölcsőde  
(2 évestől)

Créche 2 1 Óvoda Kindergarten (of which one 
year pre-school education)

3 3

Iceland Leikskóli I Pre-primary schools I 0  1 - 3 Leikskóli II Pre-primary schools II 3 0 to  
3 years, 
variable

5 ára bekkur 0 grade for 5-year-olds 5 1

Source: ISCED 2011 mappings. For more details, see Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285850
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Table C2.5. [2/3] Coverage of early childhood education programmes in OECD and partner countries
ISCED 01 and ISCED 02, based on ISCED 2011 classifications

 ISCED 010 – Early childhood development programmes 020 – Pre-primary education
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D Ireland a

 
Early start Early start 3 - 4 1

 Traveller Pre-School 
Programmes

Traveller Pre-School 
Programmes

3 - 4 1

Privately provided  
Pre-Primary education – 
Early Childhood Care and 
Education (ECCE) Scheme 

and the Community
Childcare Subvention  

(CCS) Programme

Privately provided  
Pre-Primary education –  
Early Childhood Care and 
Education (ECCE) Scheme  

and the Community
Childcare Subvention  

(CCS) Programme

 3 years  
2 months 

to   
4 years  

6 months

1

Israel Hinuh be ganey  
misrad ha kalkala  

or harevacha

Early childhood education 
supervised by Ministry  

of Economy or by 
Ministry of Welfare  

0 3 Hinuh kdam yesody-ganey 
yeladim-ziburi  

(misrad ha kalkala,  
misrad ha revacha  

ve misrad ha hinuh)

Pre-primary  
education-public  

(supervised by Ministry  
of Economy, Ministry  
of Welfare or by MoE)

3 3

Hinuh kdam yesody-ganey 
yeladim-prati

Pre-primary  
education-independent 

private

3 3

Italy a Scuola dell’infanzia Pre-primary school 3 3

Japan a Yochien Kindergarte 3 - 5 1 - 3

Tokubetsu-shien-gakko 
Yochi-bu 

School for special needs 
education, kindergarten 

department

3 - 5 1 - 3

Hoikusho Day nursery 3 - 5 1 - 3

Korea 어린이집 (0 - 2세) 
(Eorinyijip, age 0 - 2)

Infant course,  
Childcare centre

0 - 2 1 - 3 어린이집 (3 - 5세)  
(Eorinyijip, age 3 - 5)

Kindergarten course, 
Childcare centre

3 - 5 1 - 3

특수학교  
(Teuksu-hakgyo),

영아과정 
(Younga kwajeong)

Infant course, 
Special school

0 - 2 1 - 3 유치원 (Yuchiwon) Kindergarten 3 - 5 1 - 3

특수학교 (Teuksu-hakgyo), 
유치원과정  

(Yuchiwon-kwajeong)

Kindergarten course,  
Special school

3 - 5 1 - 3

Luxembourg a Enseignement fondamental/
cycle 1-éducation précoce

Early maturity education 3 1

Éducation précoce Early maturity education 
(independent private 

institutions)

<4 1

Enseignement  
fondamental/cycle 1 – 
 éducation préscolaire 

(Spillschoul)

Pre-primary education 4 2

Éducation préscolaire Pre-primary education 
(independent private 

institutions)

4 2

Mexico Educación Inicial Early Childhood 
Education

0 3 Educación Preescolar Pre-primary Education 3 2 - 3

Netherlands Early childhood 
education

Early childhood  
education

0 <= 3 Voorschools onderwijs Pre-school education in day 
care centres and play groups

3 1

Barnehage,  
0 - 2 åringer

Kindergarten 0 2 Basisonderwijs en speciaal 
basisonderwijs, groep  

1 en 2

Pre-primary education in 
school settings, including 
pre-primary special needs 

education group  
(class) 1 and 2

4 2

New Zealand Early childhood 
education

Early childhood  
education

0 <= 3 Early childhood education Early childhood education 3 2

Norway Barnehage, 0 - 2 åringer Kindergarten 0 2 Barnehage, 3 - 5 åringer Kindergarten 3 3

Poland a Wychowanie przedszkolne Pre-school education 3 4

Wychowanie przedszkolne 
specjalne

Special pre-school education 3 4

Portugal a Educação pré-escolar Pre-primary education 3 - 5 3

Source: ISCED-2011 mappings. For more details, see Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285850
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Table C2.5. [3/3] Coverage of early childhood education programmes in OECD and partner countries
ISCED 01 and ISCED 02, based on ISCED 2011 classifications

 ISCED 010 – Early childhood development programmes 020 – Pre-primary education
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O
E
C
D Slovak Republic a Materská škola Kindergarten 3 3

Špeciálna materská škola Special Kindergarten 3 3

Prípravné triedy na 
základnej škole

Preparatory classes  
in basic school

6 1

Prípravné triedy v  
špeciálnej škole

Preparatory classes  
in special school

6 1

Slovenia Pedšolska vzgoja 
(1.starostno obdobje)

Pre-school education  
(1st age period)

1 2 Predšolska vzgoja  
(2. starostno obdobje)

Pre-school education  
(2nd age period)

3 3

Spain Educación Infantil 
Primer ciclo (0-2 años)

Early childhood education 0 3 Educación infantil segundo 
ciclo (3+ años)

Pre-primary education 3 3

Sweden Förskola  
för barn/elever  

under 3 år

Pre-school,  
for children/pupils 

younger than 3 years

0 0 - 2 Förskola för barn/ 
elever 3 år eller äldre

Pre-school, for children/ 
pupils 3 years of age or older

3 3

Förskoleklass Pre-school classes 6 1

Switzerland a Vorschule, préscolarité, 
prescolarità

Kindergarten 4 - 6 2

Besonderer Lehrplan, 
programme d’enseignement 

spécial, programma 
scolastico speciale

Special needs education 
programmes

4 - 6 2

Turkey Erken çocukluk dönemi 
eğitimi (0-2 yaş)

Early childhood care  
and education (ages 0-2)

0 - 2 1 - 2 Okul öncesi eğitimi  
(3-5 yaş)

Pre-primary education  
(ages 3-5)

3 - 5 1 - 3

United Kingdom Children’s Centres 
(including Sure Start 

centres)

Children’s Centres 
(including Sure Start 

centres)

1 2 Reception and nursery 
classes in schools

Reception and nursery  
classes in schools

3 1 - 2

Registered 
childminders

Registered  
childminders

1 2 Preschool or  
pre-kindergarten

Preschool or  
pre-kindergarten

2 - 4 1 - 2

Day nurseries Day nurseries 1 2 Kindergarten Kindergarten 4 - 6 1

United States m Preschool or  
pre-kindergarten

Preschool or  
pre-kindergarten

2 - 4 1 - 2

Kindergarten Kindergarten 4 - 6 1

P
ar

tn
er

s Brazil Educação Infantil – 
creche

Nursery schools/ 
daycare centres

0 3 Educação Infantil –  
pré-escola

Pre-school 4 2

Colombia Atención integral  
a la primera infnacia

Early childhood 
educational development 

0 3 Pre-jardin (3 year-olds) , 
Jardin (4 year-olds),  and 
Transicicón (5-year-olds)

Pre-primary education  3 - 5  1 - 3

Latvia Pirmskolas izglitibas 
programmas  

(līdz 2 gadu vecumam)

Pre-primary education 
programmes  

(part of the programme 
up until the age  

of 2 years)  
(early childhood 

education)

0 1 - 2 Pirmskolas izglitibas 
programmas  

(no 3 gadu vecuma)

Pre-primary education 
programmes  

(part of the programme from 
the age of 3 years on)

3 1 - 4

Russian Federation Программы развития 
детей младшего 

возраста

Early childhood 
educational development 

0 2 Дошкольное образование Pre-primary education 3 3

Source: ISCED-2011 mappings. For more details, see Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285850
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HOW MANY STUDENTS ARE EXPECTED TO ENTER  
TERTIARY EDUCATION?
• Some 57% of young adults in OECD countries are expected to enter a bachelor’s degree or equivalent 

programme over their lifetime, and 22% are expected to enter a master’s degree or equivalent 
programme over their lifetime.

• In all OECD countries except Korea, the most popular fields of education chosen by new entrants 
into tertiary programmes are social sciences, business and law.

• On average across OECD countries, 54% of new entrants into tertiary education are women, and 
82% are under the age of 25. Some 13% of all entrants are international students.

 Context
Entry rates estimate the proportion of people who are expected to enter a speci�c type of tertiary 
education programme during their lifetime. �ey provide some indication of the accessibility of 
tertiary education, the perceived value of attending tertiary programmes, and the degree to which a 
population is acquiring the high-level skills and knowledge that can create and fuel knowledge-based 
economies. High entry and enrolment rates in tertiary education imply that a highly educated labour 
force is being developed and maintained. 

In OECD countries, the belief that skills acquired through higher education are valued more than 
those held by people with lower educational attainment stems from the perception, both real and 
feared, that “routine” jobs can be mechanised or performed in low-wage countries. �ere is also a 
common understanding that knowledge and innovation are key to sustaining economic growth. 
Tertiary institutions not only have to meet growing demand by expanding the number of places they 
o�er, they also have to adapt their programmes and teaching methods to match the diverse needs of 
a new generation of students.

Chart C3.1. First-time tertiary entry rates (2013)

Note: Mismatches between the coverage of the population data and the new-entrants data mean that the entry rates for those 
countries that are net exporters of students may be underestimated and those that are net importers may be overestimated. 
�e adjusted entry rates seek to compensate for that. Please refer to Annex 3 for further speci�c information by country. 
1. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of entry rate at tertiary level.
Source: OECD. Table C3.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284214
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 Other findings
• At least one in 25 students in Austria, Germany, Switzerland and the United Kingdom is expected 

to enter a doctoral programme over their lifetime, but fewer than one in 200 students in Chile, 
China, Colombia, Indonesia, Mexico and Saudi Arabia is expected to do so.

• Based on current patterns, it is estimated that an average of 18% of today’s young adults in 
OECD countries will enter a short tertiary programme over their lifetime, and 57% will enter a 
bachelor’s degree or equivalent programme. 

• In Austria, Luxembourg and New Zealand, more than one in five entrants into a bachelor’s 
programme are international students, well above the OECD average of 9%.

• On average, 23% of students entering master’s-level tertiary education do so as part of a long first-
degree programme; in Sweden, more than 90% of these students do.

 Note
Entry rates represent the percentage of an age cohort that is expected to enter a tertiary programme 
over a lifetime. This estimate is based on the number of new entrants in 2013 and the age distribution 
of this group. Therefore, the entry rates are based on a “synthetic cohort” assumption, according to 
which the current pattern of entry constitutes the best estimate of the behaviour of today’s young 
adults over their lifetime.

Entry rates are sensitive to changes in the education system, such as the introduction of new 
programmes. For example, during the implementation of the Bologna Process, some students in 
European countries stayed for longer than expected in tertiary education, while others postponed 
their entrance to be given a degree adaptable to the new classification. Entry rates can be very high, and 
even greater than 100% (thus clearly indicating that the synthetic cohort assumption is implausible), 
during a period when there is an unexpectedly high number of entrants.  

In some countries, high entry rates may reflect a temporary phenomenon – namely the effects of 
economic cycles and crises, when prospective students align their expectations to the realities of the 
job market, or government incentives. Second-chance programmes, through which the government 
encourages older students to re-join education, can also boost entry rates. 

A surge in the number of international students can temporarily inflate entry rates. The percentage 
of expected new entrants into tertiary programmes changes dramatically when international 
students are excluded from the calculation. Together with older students, 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 a tertiary programme. When 
international and older students are not counted, some countries are notable for their high tertiary 
entry rates.
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Analysis

Overall access to tertiary education 

The transition to ISCED 2011 helps to distinguish between the various levels of tertiary education – including 
short-cycle tertiary, bachelor’s degrees, master’s degrees and doctoral programmes – in Education at a Glance 2015.  

It is estimated that 67% of young adults in OECD countries will enter tertiary education at least once during their 
lifetime if current patterns of entry continue. This average drops to 60% when international students are excluded 
and to 51% if only domestic students younger than 25 are considered (Chart C3.1). Some countries have very high 
tertiary entry rates largely because of popular short-cycle programmes. In Chile, for example, around 89% of young 
people are expected to enter tertiary education at least once in their lifetime – with 45% of them entering short-
cycle programmes (Tables C3.1 and C3.2). 

Some 18% of tertiary students across OECD countries enter short-cycle programmes as do 12% of tertiary students 
in the 21 members of the European Union that are also part of the OECD. In some countries, such as Chile, more 
than 40% of students are expected to enter short-cycle tertiary education, while in 6 out of 30 countries, 1% or less 
are. These programmes do not exist in Estonia, Finland, Greece and Portugal (Tables C3.1 and C3.2).

In most countries, the largest proportion of tertiary students enters bachelor’s degree programmes (ISCED 6). 
Across OECD countries, 57% of young people will enter one of these programmes during their lifetime, although 
this rate varies widely across countries. In Luxembourg, for example, given the large proportion of its citizens who 
study abroad, first-time entry rates stand at only 22% at the bachelor’s level. Conversely, Australia, which has a large 
population of international tertiary students, has a first-time entry rate of 91%. When international entrants are 
excluded from the calculation, Australia’s entry rate falls to 76%. 

Many OECD countries invest heavily to provide education beyond the bachelor’s level. Some countries have entry 
rates as high as 46% for master’s programmes (Poland) and around 5% for doctoral programmes (Germany and 
Switzerland). 

Around 22% of students across OECD countries are expected to enter a master’s programme over their lifetime, and 
14% of domestic students are expected to enter those programmes before the age of 30. After excluding international 
students from the calculation, entry rates into master’s programmes vary from 35% and 37% in Iceland and the 
Slovak Republic, respectively, to 3% in China.

Only 2% of young people will enter a doctoral programme over their lifetime, and only 1% of all domestic students 
are expected to do so before the age of 30.

International students
As previously discussed, international students are of great relevance in understanding how entry rates describe 
a country’s education system. Many of those entering a certain level of education may come from abroad or may 
have attained the previous level of their education in a foreign country, which substantially alters the indicators. 
For example, when international students are excluded, the entry rates for bachelor’s degree programmes decrease 
by an average of 2 percentage points.

At the master’s and doctoral levels, the change in rates is also relevant after accounting for international students. 
The first-time entry rate for master’s programmes, calculated only for domestic students, is 3 percentage points 
lower than that for all students, on average. First-time entry rates at the doctoral level decreases from 2.5% to 1.8%, 
which is also a relatively large difference. Indicator C4 discusses in greater detail students’ motivation for pursuing 
higher education, particularly master’s and doctoral programmes, in other countries. 

Students above the typical age
The “typical age” is the age at which most students enter a given education level. After excluding students above the 
typical age at entry, there are substantial differences in the estimates for first-time tertiary entry rates for domestic 
students, ranging from 60% to 50%, on average. This means that half of all young people across OECD countries 
are expected to enter a tertiary-level programme before the age of 25 (Table C3.1). But in some countries, students 
first entering this level of education are older. In Iceland, Israel and Switzerland, for example, at least 30% of those 
entering tertiary education are older than 25 (Table C3.2).

Doctoral entry rates are also affected by this adjustment in the calculations. Although 1.8% of all domestic youth are 
expected to enter a PhD programme, only 1.1% will do so before they turn 30.
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Profile of first-time entrants into tertiary education

By level of education
Knowing the level at which students enter tertiary education helps to determine the depth and length of the studies 
in which they engage. Most education systems begin tertiary education at the bachelor’s-degree level.

Chart C3.2. shows that across OECD countries, 72% of new entrants at the tertiary level start at the bachelor’s level 
and about 10% begin at the master’s level or equivalent, essentially corresponding to long first degrees. Some 18% 
of new entrants, on average, enter short tertiary programmes, although in Turkey, 50% or more of new entrants 
do. In Luxembourg, Portugal, Sweden and Switzerland, more than one out of five new entrants enter master’s 
programmes (Table C3.2).

Chart C3.2. Distribution of first-time new entrants, by level of education (2013)

1. Master’s degrees are included with Bachelor’s degrees.
2. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in decreasing order of the percentage of �rst-time entrants in bachelor’s degrees or equivalent. 
Source: OECD. Table C3.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284224
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Women’s participation in tertiary education
Women make up the majority of entrants into tertiary education in all countries except Mexico, Saudi Arabia, 
Switzerland and Turkey. On average across OECD countries, 54% of new entrants are women. The largest shares of 
female new entrants (58%) are found in the Czech Republic, Iceland and Sweden. Nevertheless, equal participation 
of men and women at a given education level does not imply evenly balanced distribution across fields of study. 
Women are over-represented in programmes that will lead to relatively lower-paying jobs, namely teaching and 
nursing, while men are over-represented in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) fields. 
Table C3.3. shows the gender gaps in fields of study at the bachelor’s level (see section below). 

Proportion of new entrants above the typical age 
The age of new entrants into tertiary education varies across OECD countries because of differences in the typical 
age at which students graduate from upper secondary education, the intake capacity of institutions (admissions 
with numerus clausus, one of many methods used to limit the number of students who may study at a tertiary 
institution), the opportunity cost of entering the labour market before enrolling in tertiary education, and cultural 
expectations.

During the recent economic crisis, some young people postponed entry into the labour market and remained in 
education. Some governments have also developed second-chance programmes, aimed at people who left school 
early, to raise the level of skills available in the workforce and increase opportunities for people to acquire practical 
education and competencies. Nevertheless, entering tertiary education at a later stage is more costly from both public 
and personal perspectives. It means that for a period of time, the productive potential of individuals is untapped. 
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As a  result,  tax revenues are lower and public expenditures may be higher (see Indicator B7). Older students may 
face more difficulties combining work and study and thus may be unable to complete the programmes on time. 
Understanding that delays in completing education are costly to the education system, governments are introducing 
measures to foster timely completion. 

The proportion of older first-time entrants into tertiary programmes may reflect the flexibility of the programmes 
and their suitability to students outside the typical age group. It may also reveal the value placed on work experience 
before entering higher education, which is a characteristic of countries with small proportions of entrants below 
the typical age (less than 75%), namely Colombia, Denmark, Iceland, Israel, Luxembourg and Switzerland. Older 
entrants can also reflect a response to policies aimed at expanding lifelong learning and more flexible access to 
tertiary education. The reasons differ substantially from one country to another. For instance, in Australia, taking 
a gap year before entering tertiary education has become a trend. In 2009/10, almost one in four students took a 
gap year, and 51% of them declared “work” as their main reason for taking the year off from education (Lumsden 
and Stanwick, 2012). 

Share of international students
In most countries, all international students enrolling for the first time in a country are counted as new entrants, 
regardless of their previous education in other countries. To highlight the impact of international students on entry 
rates, Chart C3.1 shows both unadjusted and adjusted entry rates (i.e. the entry rate when international students 
are excluded from consideration).

The total share of international students entering a tertiary programme for the first time ranges from close to zero 
in Chile to over 40% in Luxembourg. It is also high (around 25%) in Austria and New Zealand. On average, however, 
13% of all new entrants in OECD countries come from abroad (Table C3.2).

Share of new entrants, by field of education
In all countries with available data, except Korea, more students pursue tertiary programmes in the fields of 
social sciences, business and law than in any other subject. In Korea, 25% of new entrants pursue their studies in 
engineering, manufacturing and construction. 

Science-related fields, which include science and engineering, manufacturing and construction, are comparatively 
less popular. On average, the least popular fields are agriculture (2%) and services (6%) (Table C3.2). 

Bachelor’s programmes

Bachelor’s degrees are the most popular diplomas of tertiary education in all countries, meaning that students are 
more likely to enter this level of education than any other level of tertiary education. Almost three out of four people 
who enter tertiary education for the first time will enrol in a bachelor’s degree programme (Table C3.2). Some 57% 
of young people across OECD countries are expected to enter a bachelor’s degree programme at some point in their 
lifetime (Table C3.1). 

In 31 of the 35 countries for which data are available, women are more likely than men to enter a bachelor’s 
programme. In Sweden, 61% of all entrants at that level are women as are 44% of all entrants into bachelor’s 
programmes in Japan (Table C3.3). 

Traditionally, students enter a bachelor’s programme immediately after having completed upper secondary 
education, and this remains true in many countries. On average, 83% of new entrants into a bachelor’s programme 
are younger than 25. In 6 of the 26 countries for which these proportions are calculated, 90% or more of new 
entrants are below the typical age of 25. However, in some countries, the transition from upper secondary to 
tertiary education may occur at a later age because of time spent in the labour force or the military. The fact that 
some countries require young people to serve in the armed forces postpones their entry into tertiary education. For 
example, Israel and Switzerland, where 68% and 67%, respectively, of new entrants to bachelor’s programmes are 
under the age of 25, both have mandatory conscription.

Over half (54%) of those who enter a bachelor’s programme do so in education, humanities or social sciences and 
27%, on average, enter an engineering or science programme. Some 12% of new entrants choose to pursue health 
and welfare studies. The largest proportions of entrants into a bachelor’s programme in education, humanities or 
social sciences (70% or more) are observed in Israel and Luxembourg, while in Germany, 40% of all entrants into 
bachelor’s programmes choose the field of science and engineering (Table C3.3).
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Although more women than men choose education, humanities or social sciences to study at the bachelor’s level 
(except in Japan, where only 15% of new entrants into these fields are women), a larger share of men than women 
chooses engineering and science. Meanwhile, 78% of all entrants into bachelor’s-level health and welfare studies are 
women, on average (Table C3.3). 

The share of international entrants at the bachelor’s level varies widely across OECD countries, from 25% in 
Luxembourg and 24% in Austria to less than 1% in Chile and China (Table C3.3). The countries with the largest 
shares of international students see a steep drop in their entry rates when international students are excluded 
from the calculations. In Australia, first-time entry rates into bachelor’s programmes drop from 91% to 76% when 
international students are excluded from the calculation (Table C3.1). 

Short-cycle programmes

Compared to other education levels, short tertiary programmes have the most diverse profile of entrants. Although 
54% of new entrants into short tertiary programmes are women, on average, this proportion varies from less than 
25% in Italy and Saudi Arabia to 81% in Poland. 

On average across OECD countries, 68% of those entering a short-cycle programme (ISCED 5) are younger than 25; 
in seven countries, more than 80% are. By contrast, in Denmark, Iceland, Sweden and the United Kingdom, fewer 
than one in two new entrants is under 25.

A small proportion of international students enters short-cycle tertiary programmes, although around 20% of 
international students in New Zealand, the United Kingdom and 30% in Iceland do.

Master’s programmes 

This year, thanks to the new data collection, Education at a Glance can provide analysis on bachelor’s and master’s 
programmes separately. Both programmes are increasingly popular, particularly in OECD countries. 

Master’s programmes attract a larger share of international students than bachelor’s programmes (see Indicator C4). 
On average, 21% of all first-time entrants at the master’s level are international students. 

Of all new entrants, 27% are older than 30, the typical age for earning a master’s degree. The percentage range 
from more than 50% in Chile and Colombia to less than 5% in Belgium and Indonesia.

Chart C3.3. Percentage of entrants below typical age (2013)

Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of new entrants at doctoral level younger than 30 years old.
Source: OECD. Tables C3.2 and C3.4. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284233
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The proportion of students entering a long first-degree programme out of the total of those entering a master’s 
degree or equivalent programme varies across countries. In Sweden, over 94% of entrants into a master’s programme 
(ISCED 7) do so as part of a long first degree. By contrast, in Denmark, Mexico and Switzerland, long first-degree 
programmes are rare; and in Indonesia, Korea and the Netherlands there is no such programme.
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On average across OECD countries, 56% of those entering master’s programmes are women. Below-average 
proportions of women entering master’s programmes are observed in China (47%), Indonesia (48%), Japan (33%), 
Saudi Arabia (43%), Switzerland (48%) and Turkey (44%). 

Doctoral programmes

Graduate-level research, particularly at the doctoral level, plays a crucial role in innovation and economic growth, 
and contributes significantly to the national and international knowledge base. Businesses are attracted to countries 
that make this level of research readily available (Halse and Mowbray, 2011; Smith, 2010), while individuals who 
attain this level of education benefit from higher wages and higher employment rates (see Indicators A5 and A6).

Several countries are developing doctoral programmes or changing the funding policy to attract international 
students. Attracting the best students from around the world helps to ensure that a country plays a leading role in 
research and innovation (Smith, 2010). Not surprisingly, in 8 of the 22 countries for which data are available, more 
than 40% of students entering doctoral programmes are international students – as are more than 90% of students 
entering these programmes in Luxembourg.

On average across OECD countries, 61% of entrants at the doctoral level are younger than 30 (Table C3.4). A larger 
share of younger entrants may reflect lower dropout rates and greater emphasis on acquiring specialised skills with 
a first degree in tertiary education. Some countries offer incentives, such as grants, scholarships, international 
mobility programmes, part-time jobs and distance learning, to encourage students to pursue advanced studies 
straight after completion of their first degree in tertiary education. By contrast, tuition fees, availability of 
scholarships, and / or cultural expectations, such as being expected to enter the labour force by a certain age or to 
gain professional experience prior to entering advanced education may explain why some new entrants are older. 

Definitions
Entry rate is the sum of age-specific entry rates, calculated by dividing the number of entrants of a certain age into 
a certain education level by the total population of that age.

Entry rate adjusted for international students is the entry rate when calculated excluding international students 
in the numerator of each age-specific entry rate.

Entry rate below typical age is the sum of age-specific entry rates for age groups below the typical age.

International students are those students who left their country of origin and moved to another country for 
the purpose of study. International students enrolling for the first time in a programme are considered first-time 
entrants. 

New entrants are students who enrol at the relevant level of education for the first time. 

Tertiary-level entry rate is an estimated probability, based on current entry patterns, that a young adult will enter 
tertiary education during his or her lifetime. 

Methodology
Data refer to the academic year 2012/13 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2014 (for details, see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 
The fields of education used in the UOE data collection instruments follow the revised ISCED 11 classification by 
field of education. The same classification is used for all levels of education.

Table C3.1, and Table C3.5, available on line, show the sum of net entry rates for all ages. Tables C3.2, C3.3 and C3.4 
present the share of entrants with different profiles.   

The net entry rate for a specific age is obtained by dividing the number of first-time entrants of that age for each 
type of tertiary education by the total population in the corresponding age group. The sum of net entry rates is 
calculated by adding the rates for each year of age. The result represents an estimate of the probability that a young 
person will enter tertiary education in his/her lifetime if current age-specific entry rates continue. 

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Indicator C3 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285864

Table C3.1 First-time entry rates, by tertiary ISCED level (2013)

Table C3.2 Profile of first-time new entrants into tertiary education (2013)

Table C3.3 Profile of first-time new entrants into bachelor’s programmes (2013)

Table C3.4 Profile of first-time new entrants, by level of education (2013)

WEB Table C3.5 Tertiary entry rates, by ISCED level and year (2005, 2013)
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Table C3.1. First-time entry rates, by tertiary ISCED level (2013)
Sum of age-specific entry rates, by demographic group

Short tertiary (2-3 years)
ISCED 5

Bachelor’s or equivalent
ISCED 6

Master’s or equivalent
ISCED 7

Doctoral or equivalent
ISCED 8 First-time tertiary

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total

Excluding 
international 

students

Total
Younger 
than 25 Total

Younger 
than 25 Total

Younger 
than 30 Total

Younger 
than 30 Total

Younger 
than 25

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia m m m 91 76 60 28 15 7 3.6 2.2 0.9 m m m

Austria    35 35 29 45 34 26 28 20 17 4.0 2.6 1.7 74 57 47

Belgium    m m m 69 62 60 26 21 20 1.0 0.5 0.5 67 56 54

Canada    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Chile    49 49 34 58 58 45 13 12 6 0.4 0.4 0.2 89 89 68

Czech Republic    0 0 0 64 58 49 31 27 24 3.5 3.0 2.4 67 59 51

Denmark    32 29 11 71 66 50 32 25 21 3.7 2.5 1.4 87 75 56

Estonia    a a a 70 68 55 25 24 19 2.0 1.8 1.2 m m m

Finland    a a a 55 51 41 11 8 4 2.6 1.9 0.9 55 48 41

France    m m m m m m m m m 2.5 m m m m m

Germany    0 0 0 48 46 38 25 18 17 5.4 3.9 4.0 59 53 45

Greece    a a a 66 m m 11 m m 2.1 m m m m m

Hungary    13 m m 41 m m 14 m m 1.7 m m m m m

Iceland    6 4 1 80 68 48 39 35 17 2.5 1.8 0.5 86 70 49

Ireland    20 20 17 59 57 53 m m m m m m m m m

Israel    23 m m 57 55 37 21 20 9 1.8 1.7 0.6 71 m m

Italy    0 m m 37 m m 23 m m 1.7 m m 42 m m

Japan    28 m m 48 m m 9 8 7 1.2 1.0 m 78 m m

Korea    34 m m 55 m m 14 m m 3.3 m m m m m

Luxembourg    4 3 3 22 17 16 30 10 7 0.7 0.1 0.0 36 22 19

Mexico    3 m m 35 m m 4 m m 0.4 m m 38 m m

Netherlands    1 1 0 60 54 51 17 13 12 1.2 0.7 0.7 65 55 52

New Zealand    38 30 13 74 58 43 9 7 3 2.7 1.3 0.5 92 68 51

Norway    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Poland    1 1 1 73 m m 46 m m 3.0 m m 79 78 70

Portugal    a a a 52 51 45 36 34 27 3.3 2.7 1.2 64 63 56

Slovak Republic    1 1 1 56 54 m 39 37 m 2.9 2.7 2.0 60 57 50

Slovenia    28 28 19 79 77 71 28 27 23 2.7 2.5 1.8 75 72 68

Spain    26 m m 46 46 42 10 8 7 m m m 70 m m

Sweden    9 9 4 47 45 33 29 24 18 2.7 1.6 0.7 56 51 40

Switzerland    5 m m 60 m m 21 m m 4.9 m m 76 m m

Turkey    35 m m 34 m m 8 m m 1.5 m m 70 m m

United Kingdom    9 7 3 58 48 40 28 15 8 4.0 2.2 1.4 58 51 42

United States    39 38 27 m m m 13 12 7 1.2 0.7 0.4 52 51 47

OECD average 18 m m 57 55 45 22 20 14 2.5 1.8 1.1 67 60 50

EU21 average 12 m m 56 52 45 26 21 16 2.7 2.0 1.4 63 57 49

P
a
rt

n
e
rs 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

China    25 25 m 25 25 m 3 3 m 0.3 0.3 m m m m

Colombia    16 m m 46 m m 11 m m 0.1 m m 62 m m

India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    m m m 29 m m 2 m m 0.1 m m m m m

Latvia    26 m m 77 m m 18 m m 2.3 m m m m m

Russian Federation    38 m m 72 m m 11 m m 2.0 m m m m m

Saudi Arabia 12 m m 72 m m 3 m m 0.2 m m m m m

South Africa1 m m m m m m m m m m m m 19 m m

G20 average 20 m m 50 m m 13 m m 2 m m m m m

Note: Mismatches between the coverage of the population data and the new-entrants data mean that the entry rates for those countries that are net exporters of 
students may be underestimated and those that are net importers may be overestimated. The adjusted entry rates seek to compensate for that. Please refer to Annex 3 
for further specific information by country.
1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285873
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Table C3.2. Profile of first-time new entrants into tertiary education (2013)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Austria    54 79 23 44 37 19 13 10 33 11 19 2 6 7

Belgium    56 94 17 m 97 3 m m m m m m m m

Canada    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Chile    52 78 0 45 52 3 10 4 25 6 20 2 19 14

Czech Republic    58 83 12 1 91 8 9 9 32 13 15 5 12 6

Denmark    54 74 14 24 70 6 7 11 42 9 11 1 17 2

Estonia    m m m m m m 7 13 29 15 16 2 10 8

Finland    55 82 12 a 94 6 4 10 23 9 23 2 20 8

France    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany    50 83 10 0 81 18 10 11 30 16 22 2 6 3

Greece    m m m m m m 8 14 29 14 19 4 11 2

Hungary    m m m m m m 6 11 37 10 14 3 9 11

Iceland    58 69 18 5 89 6 11 16 36 12 10 1 12 3

Ireland    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Israel    56 69 m 24 76 a 18 9 35 9 20 0 8 0

Italy    56 90 m 1 84 15 4 17 33 11 19 3 10 3

Japan    50 m m 36 62 2 9 15 27 3 17 3 16 9

Korea    m m m m m m 7 18 20 7 25 1 14 7

Luxembourg    53 71 41 10 60 29 16 11 49 10 5 1 9 0

Mexico    49 94 m 9 91 m 10 5 41 5 26 2 10 1

Netherlands    52 91 16 1 93 6 9 8 40 8 9 1 18 6

New Zealand    55 76 26 30 68 2 8 16 34 17 8 1 12 5

Norway    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Poland    56 88 2 a m m 10 10 34 9 17 2 8 9

Portugal    56 86 2 a 80 20 8 11 34 8 18 2 13 7

Slovak Republic    57 85 5 2 98d x(6) 13 7 31 10 16 2 14 7

Slovenia    53 93 4 15 80 5 6 8 33 11 21 4 7 11

Spain    53 84 m 37 55 8 m m m m m m m m

Sweden    58 76 9 2 74 24 11 14 28 10 18 1 16 3

Switzerland    49 64 m 4 70 26 8 9 37 9 16 1 12 6

Turkey    49 87 m 50 48 2 7 13 39 7 16 3 9 5

United Kingdom    55 82 13 15 82 2 10 16 29 18 9 1 15 1

United States    53 92 2 45 55 a m m m m m m m m

OECD average 54 82 13 18 72 10 9 11 33 10 17 2 12 6

EU21 average 55 84 13 12 75 13 9 11 33 11 16 2 12 5

P
a
rt

n
e
rs 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

China    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia    51 74 m 26 74 a 9 4 48 4 24 2 7 3

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

Latvia    m m m m m m 6 9 40 8 16 2 12 7

Russian Federation    m m m 40 51 8 8 4 38 8 27 2 7 7

Saudi Arabia 45 m m 14 85 1 m m m m m m m m

South Africa1 57 78 m 42 58 a 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: Columns 1 to 6 refer to students entering tertiary education for the first time, while columns 7 to 14 refer to the sum of all students entering a given tertiary 
level for the first time.
1. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285889
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Table C3.3. Profile of first-time new entrants into bachelor’s programmes (2013)
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Percentage of new entrants in bachelor's 
programmes by field of education

Percentage of female new entrants in bachelor's 
programmes by field of education

 Education, 
humanities 
and social 
sciences

Sciences 
and 

engineering

Health  
and  

welfare Other

 Education, 
humanities 
and social 
sciences

Sciences 
and 

engineering

Health  
and  

welfare Other

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 57 78 16 57 19 18 5 60 31 73 57

Austria    55 76 24 61 33 3 3 65 35 81 45

Belgium    55 96 11 53 16 26 5 59 19 74 52

Canada    m m m m m m m m m m m

Chile    51 79 0 44 27 18 11 60 23 77 47

Czech Republic    58 82 9 47 29 12 12 68 33 86 48

Denmark    56 76 8 50 20 26 4 57 31 78 29

Estonia    55 78 4 47 31 11 11 67 29 90 43

Finland    56 80 8 38 32 20 11 67 23 87 63

France    m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany    47 81 5 51 40 4 5 63 24 79 41

Greece    54 90 m 52 33 10 5 65 34 72 47

Hungary    50 84 m 49 32 6 13 64 23 84 51

Iceland    59 71 14 59 25 12 4 64 36 85 64

Ireland    53 91 4 49 26 21 4 56 30 75 48

Israel    58 68 4 70 24 6 1 64 34 79 44

Italy    55 89 m 53 31 8 8 63 38 72 46

Japan    44 m m 67 20 7 6 48 15 70 69

Korea    47 98 m 48 35 9 7 57 30 68 37

Luxembourg    51 90 25 72 20 8 0 57 22 70 a

Mexico    50 94 m 55 31 10 4 59 29 66 33

Netherlands    52 94 12 56 16 20 8 54 21 75 48

New Zealand    59 75 22 58 27 13 2 63 41 78 49

Norway    m m m m m m m m m m m

Poland    55 88 m 47 32 8 13 65 34 82 50

Portugal    57 84 2 56 21 13 9 61 34 82 46

Slovak Republic    56 m 4 51 27 13 9 67 31 78 39

Slovenia    54 90 3 50 31 7 12 66 30 78 53

Spain    55 87 1 60 24 10 5 62 30 75 45

Sweden    61 73 4 58 23 15 4 65 36 84 50

Switzerland    48 67 m 54 25 14 7 55 20 77 45

Turkey    50 92 m 67 23 5 5 54 37 75 36

United Kingdom    55 84 16 53 31 14 2 59 37 79 66

United States    m m m m m m m m m m m

OECD average 54 83 9 54 27 12 7 61 30 78 48

EU21 average 55 85 9 53 27 13 7 62 30 79 48

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m m m m m m m m m

China    54 m 0 m m m m m m m m

Colombia    54 75 m 60 29 8 2 61 34 74 43

India m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    51 100 m 61 21 12 6 54 36 71 36

Latvia    55 73 m 56 25 11 9 65 23 78 54

Russian Federation    m m m 63 29 1 7 m m m m

Saudi Arabia 48 m m m m m m m m m m

South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m

G20 average 51 m m m m m m m m m m

Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285893
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Table C3.4. Profile of first-time new entrants, by level of education (2013)
Descriptive indicators for first-time entrants into ISCED 5, 7 and 8

Short tertiary (2-3 years)
ISCED 5

Master’s or equivalent
ISCED 7

Doctoral or equivalent
ISCED 8

Percentage  
of women 

new 
entrants

Percentage 
of new 

entrants 
younger 

than 
25 years old

Percentage 
of 

international 
new entrants

Percentage 
of women 

new 
entrants

Percentage 
of new 

entrants 
younger 

than 
30 years old

Percentage 
of 

international 
new entrants

Percentage 
of long first 

degree

Percentage  
of women 

new 
entrants

Percentage 
of new 

entrants 
younger 

than 
30 years old

Percentage 
of 

international 
new entrants

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia m m m 54 66 47 m 50 49 38

Austria    53 82 2 54 83 28 41 48 64 36

Belgium    m m m 53 95 21 65 48 77 48

Canada    m m m m m m m m m m

Chile    50 70 0 58 48 6 10 46 44 10

Czech Republic    62 82 4 59 85 12 14 46 79 15

Denmark    51 41 11 56 84 20 0 49 61 32

Estonia    a a a 61 79 5 15 53 71 13

Finland    a a a 57 56 30 10 54 47 27

France    m m m m m m m 46 70 m

Germany    77 50 a 53 91 25 42 42 73 28

Greece    a a a 58 53 m m 50 46 m

Hungary    63 77 m 59 82 m m 49 68 m

Iceland    50 24 30 67 52 9 2 55 34 29

Ireland    38 83 2 m m m m m m m

Israel    51 63 m 61 51 5 m 50 40 6

Italy    23 75 m 59 92 m 29 51 55 m

Japan    61 m m 33 m m 21 31 m 14

Korea    51 91 m 50 57 m a 40 40 m

Luxembourg    65 90 10 51 61 66 a 47 72 91

Mexico    38 93 m 53 65 m a 48 38 m

Netherlands    53 62 0 54 94 24 a 49 86 40

New Zealand    53 53 21 58 56 26 m 53 50 52

Norway    m m m m m m m m m m

Poland    81 75 a 65 88 m 12 53 85 m

Portugal    a a a 56 75 6 27 54 38 21

Slovak Republic    68 77 1 61 m 5 7 48 70 8

Slovenia    46 62 1 61 86 5 12 54 69 7

Spain    49 79 m 55 78 19 45 m m m

Sweden    49 49 0 58 76 15 94 48 58 43

Switzerland    60 53 m 48 80 m 0 47 73 m

Turkey    47 82 m 44 78 m 20 44 68 m

United Kingdom    57 49 19 59 70 47 m 47 64 44

United States    54 71 1 62 66 13 m 53 72 42

OECD average 54 68 m 56 73 21 23 48 61 31

EU21 average 56 69 m 57 79 22 29 49 66 32

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    m m m m m m m m m m

China    49 m 0 47 m 13 m 38 m 3

Colombia    44 72 m 56 36 m m 35 21 m

India m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    m m m 48 100 m a 41 89 m

Latvia    60 64 m 62 87 m 4 57 50 m

Russian Federation    m m m m m m m 42 m m

Saudi Arabia 24 m m 43 m m m 33 m m

South Africa m m m m m m m m m m

G20 average 48 m m 50 m m m 43 m m

Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285907
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WHO STUDIES ABROAD AND WHERE?

• In 2013, more than 4 million students were enrolled in tertiary education outside their country of 
citizenship. Australia, Austria, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Switzerland and the United Kingdom have 
the largest proportion of international students as a percentage of their total tertiary enrolments.

• Students from Asia represent 53% of international students enrolled worldwide. China is the 
country with the largest numbers of citizens enrolled abroad, followed by India and Germany.

• The proportion of international students among total enrolments tends to be much larger at the 
most advanced levels of tertiary education. On average across OECD countries 24% of students 
enrolled in doctoral or equivalent programmes are international students, against an average of 9% 
in all levels of tertiary education.

 Context
As national economies become more interconnected and participation in education expands, tertiary 
education emerges as a means to broaden students’ horizons and help them to better understand the 
world’s languages, cultures and business methods. Tertiary education is becoming more international 
through a number of means, for example distance education, international education-related internships 
and training experiences, crossborder delivery of academic programmes and o�shore satellite campuses. 
Among the phenomena related to the internationalisation of tertiary education, enrolling in a study 
programme abroad is receiving considerable attention from students and policy-makers. By providing 
an opportunity to expand knowledge of other societies and languages, studying abroad is an important 
cultural and personal experience for students as well as a way to improve their employability in the 
globalised sectors of the labour market.

Student mobility has increased dramatically over the recent past, due to a range of factors. �e exploding 
demand for tertiary education worldwide and the perceived value of studying at prestigious post-
secondary institutions abroad contribute to an increasing and diversi�ed �ow of international students, 
ranging from those who cannot �nd a place to study in post-secondary education at home to students 
of high academic achievement studying at high-quality programmes and institutions. In addition, the 
educational value associated with a diverse student body, the substantial revenues that can be earned 
by expanding education for international students, and economic and political considerations prompted 
some governments and institutions make major e�orts to attract students from outside their national 
borders (Altbach and Knight, 2007; Knight, 2008).

Chart C4.1. Student mobility in tertiary education (2013)
International or foreign student enrolments as a percentage of total tertiary education

1.Year of reference 2012.   
2. Foreign students are de�ned on the basis of their country of citizenship, these data are not comparable with data on international 
students and are therefore presented separately in the chart.       
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of international or foreign students in total tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Table C4.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284241
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One key economic consideration for countries hosting international students is that these students 
can later become high-skilled workers. Countries that “export” students to other countries for 
studying purposes risk losing, permanently,  many of their talented citizens (what is commonly known 
as “brain drain”); but the fact that many developing countries sponsor a number of international 
students suggests that at least some of these students will return to their home country or establish 
social and business links between their home and host countries, developing what some authors 
(e.g. Solimano, 2002) call “brain circulation”.

In the current economic climate, shrinking support for scholarships and grants, as well as tighter 
budgets for individuals, may slow the pace of student mobility. But limited labour market opportunities 
in students’ countries of origin may increase the attractiveness of studying abroad as a way to gain a 
competitive edge, and thus boost student mobility.

�roughout this indicator, the terms “international students” refers to students who have moved 
from their country of origin with the purpose of studying  (according to the criterion of country of 
prior education or the criterion of usual residence, see the De�nitions section within this Indicator). 
�e term “foreign students” refers to students who are not citizens of the countries in which they 
are enrolled, but may be long-term residents or were born in that country. In general, international 
students are a subset of foreign students (see the De�nitions section at the end of this indicator).

 Other findings
• Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Japan, the United Kingdom and the United States together 

receive more than 50% of all international students worldwide.

• In 2013, the number of international students enrolled in tertiary education in OECD countries 
was, on average, three times the number of students from OECD countries studying abroad.

• In some countries, international students are concentrated in some particular fields of study. For 
example, 53% of the international students in the Slovak Republic study health and welfare, 40% of 
those in Iceland are enrolled in the humanities and arts, and 23% of those in Chile study education.

  Trends

Estimates for 2013 of the number of individuals worldwide who moved abroad with the purpose of 
study (i.e. international students) are not comparable with previous years, because too few countries 
were providing this information in the past. However, time series of the total number of students 
enrolled abroad (foreign students) can be constructed until 2012 (Box C4.3). �ese time series show 
that during 2005-12 the number of foreign tertiary students enrolled worldwide increased by 50%.
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Analysis

Extent of international student mobility in tertiary education

Among countries for which data on international students are available, Australia, Austria, Luxembourg, 
New Zealand, Switzerland and the United Kingdom show the highest levels of incoming student mobility, measured 
as the proportion of international students among total tertiary enrolment. In Luxembourg, 44% of students 
enrolled in tertiary education are from another country. Similarly, international students represent 16% or more 
of total tertiary enrolments in Australia, Austria, New Zealand, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. In contrast, 
international students account for 3% or less of total tertiary enrolments in Chile, Estonia, Mexico,  Poland, Slovenia 
and Spain (Table C4.1 and Chart C4.1).

Among countries using the definition of international students based on country of citizenship, the Czech Republic 
had the largest proportion of foreign students (9%) of the total enrolled at the tertiary level. In contrast, foreign 
enrolments represented less than 2% of total tertiary enrolments in China, Korea, the Russian Federation and 
Turkey (Table C4.1 and Chart C4.1).

Proportion of international students at different levels of tertiary education 

The proportion of international students is different at different levels of tertiary education. It is highest for the 
most advanced tertiary education programmes, at the master’s or doctoral level, or equivalent. This could be because 
capacity constraints in the countries of origin may be particularly severe at these levels of education; the returns 
to study abroad, and in more prestigious institutions, may be higher for master’s or doctoral programmes than at 
lower levels of tertiary education; and students in these programmes may be a particular subgroup of the population 
that is more likely to travel and live abroad, independently from their educational choices. Attracting international 
students in doctoral or equivalent programmes is particularly appealing to host countries because of their potential 
contribution to research and development, either as students or later as highly qualified immigrants.

Comparing the distribution of international and foreign students across countries by level of tertiary education 
gives a fair indication of which programmes are relatively more attractive in each country. 

Chart C4.2. Student mobility in tertiary education, by ISCED level (2013)
International or foreign student enrolments as a percentage of total tertiary education

1.Year of reference 2012.   
2. Foreign students are de�ned on the basis of their country of citizenship, these data are not comparable with data on international students and 
are therefore presented separately in the chart.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of international or foreign students in doctoral or equivalent programmes.
Source: OECD. Table C4.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284253
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In 2013, on average across OECD countries, the share of international students in short-cycle (typically vocational) 
tertiary programmes (5%) was smaller than at any other level of tertiary education. However, in some countries, 
international students were more represented in short-cycle programmes than at the bachelor’s or master’s 
(or equivalent) level. This is the case in Iceland and New Zealand, in which international students represent 21% of 
the total number of students enrolled in these programmes, Spain (6%) and, among countries with data on foreign 
students, Italy (5%) (Table C4.1 and Chart C4.2).

International enrolments at the bachelor’s level were also relatively low (6%) on average across OECD countries. 
Among the countries for which data are available, they exceeded enrolments at the master’s level only in Austria and 
Latvia, where international students represented 20% and 4% of total enrolments at the bachelor’s or equivalent 
level, respectively.

The proportion of international students was much higher at the most advanced levels of education: on average 
across OECD countries, 14% of students in master’s programmes or the equivalent were international students as 
were 24% of students at the doctoral level. Luxembourg had the largest proportion of international students at the 
master’s or equivalent level (67%) followed by Australia (38%), the United Kingdom (36%) and Switzerland (27%) 
(Table C4.1 and Chart C4.2). 

For all reporting countries, except Australia, Germany, Hungary and Poland, the largest proportion of international 
students is found in doctoral or equivalent programmes. In Luxembourg and Switzerland, the majority of the students 
enrolled at this level are international. The proportion of international students enrolled in programmes at the doctoral 
or equivalent level is also large (exceeding 35%) in Belgium, France, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Switzerland and 
the United Kingdom. In contrast, this proportion is 5% or smaller in Chile, Mexico, Poland and, among the countries 
that reported data based on the criteria of citizenship, China, Israel, the Russian Federation and Turkey.

Proportion of international students in different fields of study 

On average across the OECD countries with data on international students, more than one-third of international 
students enroll in the field of social sciences, business and law. Other popular fields are engineering, manufacturing 
and construction (14%),  health and welfare (13%), the humanities and arts (13%) and the sciences (11%). The 
fields enrolling the smallest proportions of international students, on average, are agriculture (2%), education and 
services (both 4%) (Table C4.2). 

However, there are appreciable differences between countries. In Australia, Estonia and Luxembourg, for example, 
the majority of international students is enrolled in the field of social sciences, business and law, whereas in the 
Slovak Republic the majority of international students study health and welfare. Other countries have a particularly 
large share of international students concentrated in one of the other fields: in Chile, 23% of international students 
are enrolled in education; in Iceland, 40% are enrolled in the humanities and arts; in Sweden, 20% are enrolled in 
the sciences; and in Finland, 31% are enrolled in engineering. A relatively large proportion of international students 
studying a particular subject in a particular country may indicate a comparative advantage of this country in this 
field of education, good work opportunities in related fields of work, or that admission policies for this field of 
education are less restrictive in this country than in others.

Indicator A3 extends this analysis by showing the number of international students in each field of study relative to 
the total number of students in that field of study, by level of tertiary education. 

Major destinations of international students

OECD countries attract 73% of all students enrolled abroad in countries reporting data to the OECD or the 
UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Within the OECD area, EU21 countries host the largest proportion (35%) of 
international students. Some 71% of international students enrolled in EU21 countries come from another 
EU21 country, which may be partly an effect of EU mobility policies. North America is also an attractive region 
for international students,  as the United States and Canada combined account for 23% of the total. The profile 
of international students in this region is more diverse than that observed in the European Union. For instance, 
although 55% of Canadians studying abroad are in the United States, they account for only 3% of the international 
students studying in the United States. Similarly, 11% of Americans studying abroad chose Canada, but they 
account for only 6% of all international students enrolled in tertiary education in Canada (Tables C4.3 and C4.4, 
and Table C4.6, available on line). 

Among the countries providing data on international students, Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Japan, the 
United Kingdom and the United States enrolled more than one in two international students in 2013. In absolute 
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terms, the United States hosted the largest number of all international students (19% of the total), followed by the 
United Kingdom (10%), Australia and France (6%), Germany (5%), Canada and Japan (both 3%) and, among the 
countries with data on foreign students only, the Russian Federation (3%). Although these destinations account for 
more than half of all tertiary students pursuing their studies abroad, other countries play a substantial role in the 
international education market (Chart C4.3, and Table C4.6, available on line). Besides the eight major destinations, 
significant numbers of students from abroad were enrolled in Austria, China, Italy, the Netherlands and Saudi Arabia 
(2%) in 2013 (Table C4.6). Notice that, since the statistics displayed in Chart C4.3, and in Table C4.6 (available 
on line) relate to international students, they are not directly comparable with the statistics on the distribution of 
foreign students by country of destination presented in the previous edition of Education at a Glance (OECD, 2014a).

Chart C4.3. Distribution of foreign and international students in tertiary education,  
by country of destination (2013) 

Percentage of foreign and international tertiary students reported to the OECD  
who are enrolled in each country of destination

1.Year of reference 2012.   
2. Data refer to foreign instead of international students.
Source: OECD. Table C4.4, and Table C4.6, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284267 
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Underlying factors in students’ choice of a country of study 

Language of instruction
The language spoken and used in instruction is likely to affect international students’ choices over their potential 
destination countries. Countries whose language of instruction is widely spoken and read, such as English, French, 
German, Russian and Spanish, can be particularly attractive to international students, both in absolute and relative 
terms. Japan is a notable exception: despite a language of instruction that is not widely used around the world, it 
enrols large numbers of international students, 93% of whom are from Asia (Table C4.3).

The prevalence of predominantly English-speaking destinations, such as Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the 
United Kingdom and the United States, in part reflects the progressive adoption of English as a global language. 
It may also reflect the fact that students intending to study abroad are likely to have learned English in their 
home country or wish to improve their English-language skills through immersion in a native English-speaking 
context.

English-taught tertiary education programmes are offered in an increasing number of institutions in non-English-
speaking countries. The diffusion of English as a medium of instruction is especially noticeable in the Nordic 
countries (Box C4.1).
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Quality of programmes
International students select their study destination based, at least in part, on the quality of education offered, as 
perceived from a wide array of information on, and rankings of, higher education programmes now available, both 
in print and on line. The large proportion of top-ranked higher education institutions in the principal destination 
countries, and the growing number of institutions in these rankings that are based in fast-growing student 
destinations  draw attention to the increasing importance of quality in attracting students. There seems to be a 
correlation between the position of universities in international university rankings and their attractiveness to 
international students (e.g. Marconi, 2013). Besides rankings, other sources of information and the overall academic 
reputation of particular institutions or programmes are likely to play a large role.

Tuition fees
Tuition fees make up a substantial part of the cost of studying (see Indicator A7), and it is reasonable to expect 
that students take them into consideration when deciding where to study abroad. The cost of education differs 
substantially across countries, as well as the level of public subsidies and support (see Indicators B3 and B5). 

Box C4.1. European countries offering tertiary education programmes in English

The proportion of tertiary education institutions offering English-Taught Programmes (ETPs) at ISCED 
level 5 or 6 in 2013/2014 varied greatly across European countries. Within the sample for which the Academic 
Cooperation Association (ACA) collected data (Wächter and Maiworm, 2014), the three countries in which 
a majority of insitutions offer at least one programme entirely taught in English are Finland (83%), Sweden 
(81%) and the Netherlands (65%). These countries also score well in terms of international student enrolment 
(Chart C4.3). In general, the proportion of institutions offering ETPs tends to be above average in the the 
groups of countries that Wächter and Maiworm (2014) define as “Nordic” and “Central-West Europe”, and 
below average in Southern and East European countries, with Slovenia (9%) and Croatia (7%) showing the 
lowest values.

The proportion of institutions offering ETPs may not be the best indicator for measuring the diffusion of 
ETPs across tertiary education systems. When this indicator is compared with an alternative, such as  the 
proportion of students enrolled in ETPs, it turns out that the two measures are far from perfectly correlated 
(r=0.54). However, international data on the proportion of institutions offering ETPs are, for the moment, 
more reliable (Wächter and Maiworm, 2014, p. 36).

Chart C4.a. Percentage of tertiary education education institutions offering ETPs  
at ISCED level 5 or 6, academic year 2013/2014
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Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of tertiary education education institutions o�ering ETPs at ISCED level 5 or 6.
Source: Wächter and Maiworm (2014), Table 1.4, www.aca-secretariat.be/index.php?id=792.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284288
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Furthermore, in some countries public subsidies and support can be mostly directed towards national students, 
so that tuition fees are differentiated for national and international students (Box C4.2). In other cases, the same 
tuition fees apply to students coming from a specific sub-group of countries as to national students. For example, 
among EU countries, international students from other EU countries are treated as domestic students with respect 
to tuition fee charges (European Commission, 2010). Finally, some countries make no difference between national 
and international students from any country of origin in terms of tuition fees. All these factors create a large 
variation in the tuition fees that international students have to pay (Box C4.2).

Box C4.2. Tuition fees for international students 

The tuition fees that international students have to pay to enrol in tertiary education in different countries 
can be very different. For example, in 2013 international students paid no tuition fees for enrolling in 
Finland, Iceland, Norway, the Slovak Republic or Slovenia at the bachelor’s or equivalent level in a public 
institution. Conversely, at this type of institution and this level of education the average annual tuition fees 
for international students were on average around 15 000 USD PPP or higher in Australia, Canada, Estonia (for 
some educational programmes only), New Zealand and the United States (Indicator B5). In many countries, 
the tuition fees paid by international students are higher than for nationals (Table C.4a). 

Table C4.a. Differentiation in tuition fees between domestic and international students

Tuition fee structure OECD and other G20 countries 

Di�erent tuition fees for international 
students than for domestic students

Australia,1 Austria,2 Belgium,2,3 Canada, Chile, the Czech Republic,2 

Denmark,2 Estonia,2 Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,2 
New Zealand,4 Poland,2 the Russian Federation, Sweden,5 Turkey, the 
United Kingdom,2 the United States.6

Same tuition fees for international
and domestic students

Brazil, Colombia, France, Germany, Hungary,  Israel, Italy, Japan,7 Korea, 
Mexico,8 Portugal, Spain, Switzerland.

No tuition fees neither for international
nor domestic students

Finland, Iceland, Norway, Slovak Republic, Slovenia.9

1. International students (excepting students from New Zealand) are not eligible for government-subsidised places in Australia and 
therefore pay the full fee. While this typically results in international students having higher tuition fees than domestic students, who 
are usually given subsidised places, some domestic students in public universities and all students in independent-private universities are 
full-fee paying and pay the same tuition fees as international students.
2. For non-European Union or non-European Economic Area students. For the other EU countries for which information is missing, the 
EU regulation according to which international students from other EU countries are treated as domestic students with respect to tuition 
fee charges (European Commission, 2010) is relevant.
3. In Belgium (Flemish Community), for non-EEA students, the institutions have the autonomy to fix the amount of the tuition fee, 
except for some categories of students (for example, refugees, asylum seekers).
4. Except for students in advanced research programmes, or for students from Australia.
5. There are no tuition fees for national students in Sweden. Fees apply only for students from outside the EEA and Switzerland.
6. In public institutions, international students pay the same fees as domestic out-of-state students. However, since most domestic 
students are enrolled in-state, international students pay higher tuition fees than most domestic students, in practice. In private 
universities, the fees are the same for national and international students.
7. This information applies only to public institutions.
8. Some institutions charge higher tuition fees for international students.
9. No tuition fees in bachelor’s and master’s programmes for EU students and for citizens of countries outside the EU that signed bilateral 
or multilateral agreements on educational co-operation with Slovenia, and for students who are themselves, or their parents, residents 
of the Republic of Slovenia (residence for tax purposes); others pay the same tuition fees as part-time students. International students in 
doctoral programmes pay similar amounts of tuition fees as other students. 
Source: OECD. Indicator B5. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Countries that charge international students the full cost of education reap significant economic benefits. Several 
countries in the Asia-Pacific region have actually made international education an explicit part of their socio-economic 
development strategy and have initiated policies to attract international students on a revenue-generating or at least 
a cost-recovery basis. New Zealand has successfully adopted differentiated tuition fees for international students 
(except those enrolling in PhDs), and it continues to attract a large number of international students (Table C4.1). 
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This suggests that tuition fees do not necessarily discourage prospective international students, as long as the quality 
of education provided is high and its potential returns make the investment worthwhile. 

Immigration policy
In recent years, several OECD countries have eased their immigration policies to encourage the temporary or 
permanent immigration of international students (OECD, 2014b). This makes these countries more attractive to 
students by improving their job prospects and increases the pool of talent from which their economies can draw. For 
example, Canada and Australia allow international students to stay in the country after their studies to look for a job 
for a maximum of three and four years, respectively. Most other OECD countries issue similar job-search permits 
for international students for a shorter duration. Students are issued a work permit only if, within the duration of 
their job-search permit, they find a job matching their qualifications according to some criteria. Some countries in 
which these criteria were particularly strict, such as France, have recently relaxed them (OECD, 2014b), which will 
presumably help them to attract and retain international students. 

Other factors
The decision if and where to study abroad is often a complex one, and students base it on a number of other factors 
such as: recognition of foreign degrees and of workload carried out abroad, including government policies to facilitate 
the transfer of credits between home and host institutions; the quality and admission policies of tertiary education 
in the home country; future opportunities to come back to work in the home country; and cultural aspirations. 
In addition, geographical, trade or migration links between countries can play a large role. This is true both for 
current geopolitical areas such as the European Union and the North American Free Trade Agreement area, and 
those related to historical links, such as the former Soviet Union, the Commonwealth or the Francophonie.

Profile of international student intake in different destinations

Global balance of student mobility in OECD countries
OECD countries receive more international students than they send to study abroad for tertiary education. In 2013, 
OECD countries hosted three international students for every citizen who was studying outside his or her country 
of origin. In absolute terms, this represents 2.9 million international students in OECD countries, compared to less 
than 1 million students studying outside their OECD country of citizenship. As 89% of OECD citizens studying 
abroad study in another OECD country, about seven out of ten international students in the OECD area come from 
a country that is not an OECD member (Tables C4.4 and C4.5).

At the country level, the balance varies greatly. While in Australia there are more than 20 international students 
for each Australian student abroad, the ratio is less than 1 in Chile, Estonia, Iceland, Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Norway, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and, among countries with data on foreign students, Brazil, Israel, 
Korea and Saudi Arabia. In addition to Australia, all the other countries among the five with the highest ratio 
of incoming international students per national student abroad (equal or above 6:1) have English as an official 
language (either legally or de facto): New Zealand, South Africa, the United Kingdom and the United States 
(Table C4.5).

Main regions of origin
Students from Asia form the largest group of international students enrolled in countries reporting data to the OECD 
or the UNESCO Institute for Statistics: 53% of the total in all reporting destinations (Chart C4.4). In particular, 
students from China account for 22% of all international students enrolled in tertiary education in the OECD area, 
the highest share among all reporting countries (Table C4.3). Some 31% of all Chinese students studying abroad 
are enrolled in the United States, while more than 45% choose either Australia, Canada, Japan,  Korea, or the 
United Kingdom (Table C4.4). The second-largest proportion of international students within the OECD comes 
from India (6%), almost half of which goes to the United States.

Within OECD countries, the largest sender is Germany, accounting for 3.9% of all international students in tertiary 
education in the OECD area, followed by Korea (3.6%), France (2.4%) and the United States (1.7%).

Across OECD countries in 2013, an average of 19% of all international students came from neighbouring countries 
that share land or maritime borders with the host country (Table C4.5, and Table C4.6, available on line). Among 
OECD and partner countries, more than 60% of international or foreign students came from neighbouring countries 
in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Poland, the Slovak Republic and the Russian Federation. 
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In some cases, mobility from neighbouring countries reflects local patterns of mobility – students in border regions 
studying abroad but also relatively close to home. For example, although data are not available, many Belgian, 
French and German students in Luxembourg could have family living within a few hundred kilometres from  the 
location where they study. In some other cases, mobility from neighbouring countries could reflect historic patterns 
of mobility developed within a formerly unified country which divided into two or more countries. For example, 
74% of foreign students in the Czech Republic come from the Slovak Republic (Table C4.4). 

Chart C4.4. Distribution of foreign and international students in tertiary education,  
by region of origin (2013)

Percentage of foreign and international tertiary students enrolled worldwide

Source: OECD. Table C4.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284277
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Box C4.3. Long-term trends in the global number of foreign students

Comparable data on the global number of foreign students are available only until 2012, because since this year 
many countries started supplying data on international students only. As a result, trends in the global number 
of foreign students are based on the data until 2012 published in the previous edition of this publication 
(OECD, 2014a). These data show that, over the past three decades, the number of students enrolled outside 
their country of citizenship has risen dramatically, from 0.8 million worldwide in 1975 to 4.5 million in 2012, 
a more than fivefold increase (Chart C4.b). The increase in global demand for tertiary education, reduced 
transportation and communication costs, and the internationalisation of labour markets for highly skilled 
people has given students stronger incentives to study abroad as part of their tertiary education. In addition, 
many governments and supra-national institutions have shown interest in promoting academic, cultural, 
social and political ties among countries. This is most evident in the European Union, which, in 2011, set the 
ambitious goal that, by 2020, 20% of its graduates from higher education would have experience of tertiary-
level study or training abroad (Council of the European Union, 2011).

Chart C4.b. Long-term growth in the number of students enrolled  
outside their country of citizenship (1975-2012)

Growth in internationalisation of tertiary education (in millions)

Source: OECD (2014a) Education at a Glance 2014.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933291298
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Data on foreign enrolment worldwide comes from both the OECD and the UNESCO Institute for Statistics  (UIS). UIS provided the 
data on all countries for 1975-95 and most of the non-OECD countries for 2000, 2005, 2010, 2011 and 2012. The OECD provided the 
data on OECD countries and other non-OECD economies in 2000 and 2012. Both sources use similar definitions, thus making their 
combination possible. Missing data were imputed with the closest data reports to ensure that breaks in data coverage do not result in 
breaks in time series.
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Definitions
The country of prior education is the country in which students obtained the qualification required to enrol in 
their current level of education. Country-specific operational definitions of international students are indicated in 
the tables as well as in Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Foreign students are those who are not citizens of the country in which the data are collected. While pragmatic and 
operational, this classification is inappropriate for capturing student mobility because of differing national policies 
regarding the naturalisation of immigrants. For instance, Australia has a greater propensity to grant permanent 
residence to its immigrant populations than Switzerland. 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 is 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.

International students are those who left their country of origin and moved to another country for the purpose 
of study. Depending on country-specific immigration legislation, mobility arrangements, such as the free mobility 
of individuals within the EU and the EEA, 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.

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.

Methodology
Data on international and foreign students refer to the academic year 2012/13 unless otherwise indicated and are 
based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered by the OECD in 2013. 

The fields of education used in the UOE data collection instruments follow the revised ISCED classification by field of 
education. The same classification is used for all levels of education (for details see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/
education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). Additional data from the UNESCO Institute for Statistics are also included.

Data on international and foreign students are obtained from enrolments in their countries of destination. The 
method used for obtaining data on international and foreign students is therefore the same as that used for 
collecting data on total enrolments, i.e. records of regularly enrolled students in an education programme.

Domestic and international students are usually counted on a specific day or period of the year. This procedure 
makes it possible to measure the proportion of international enrolments in an education system, but the actual 
number of individuals involved may be much higher since many students study abroad for less than a full academic 
year, or participate in exchange programmes that do not require enrolment, such as inter-university exchanges or 
short-term advanced research programmes.

Trends are based on data until 2012, because since this year a considerable number of countries supply data only on 
international students, and not on foreign students. This enhances the cross-country comparisons, but it introduces 
a break in the time series. The data do not include students enrolled in countries that did not report international or 
foreign students to the OECD or to the UNESCO Institute for Statistics. All statements on students enrolled abroad 
may therefore underestimate the actual number of citizens studying abroad (Table C4.3), especially in cases where 
many citizens study in countries that did not report their foreign students to the OECD or UNESCO Institute for 
Statistics, such as India.

Data on the total number of students enrolled abroad are based on the number of international students counts 
and, for the countries for which these are not available, on foreign students counts. The data do not include students 
enrolled in countries that did not report international or foreign students to the OECD or to the UNESCO Institute 
for Statistics. Aggregates, market shares and proportions of international students coming from particular countries 
rely on this estimate of the total (Tables C4.4, C4.5, and Table C4.6, available on line, Charts C4.3 and C4.4). 

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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Table C4.1. International student mobility and foreign students in tertiary education (2013)
International and foreign students enrolled as a percentage of all students (international plus domestic)

Reading the first column of the upper section of the table (international): 18% of all students in tertiary education in Australia are international students and  
17% of all students in tertiary education in Switzerland are international students. The data presented in this table on international student mobility represent 
the best available proxy of student mobility for each country.
Reading the first column of the lower section of the table (foreign): 9% of all students in tertiary education in the Czech Republic are not Czech citizens, and  
2% of all students in tertiary education in Korea are not Korean citizens. 

Share of international or foreign students by level of tertiary education

Total tertiary education
Short-cycle tertiary 

programmes
Bachelor’s  

or equivalent level
Master’s  

or equivalent level
Doctoral  

or equivalent level
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

International students 

O
E
C
D Australia 18 12 14 38 33

Austria    17 1 20 19 28
Belgium    10 6 8 16 38
Canada1 9 9 7 13 26
Chile 0 0 0 2 3
Denmark    10 13 6 18 30
Estonia    3 a 2 4 7
Finland    7 0 5 11 17
France 10 4 8 13 40
Germany    7 0 4 12 7
Hungary    6 0 4 14 7
Iceland    7 21 6 6 20
Ireland 6 2 6 10 25
Japan    4 4 3 8 19
Luxembourg    44 16 24 67 84
Mexico    0 0 0 1 3
Netherlands 10 1 8 17 38
New Zealand    16 21 13 20 43
Norway    4 5 2 7 21
Poland    1 0 1 2 2
Portugal 4 a 3 5 15
Slovak Republic    5 0 4 6 9
Slovenia    3 1 2 4 8
Spain    3 6 1 5 16
Sweden 6 0 2 9 32
Switzerland    17 a 10 27 52
United Kingdom    17 5 13 36 41
United States    4 2 3 8 32

OECD average 9 5 6 14 24

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Latvia 4 1 4 3 6

  Foreign students2

O
E
C
D Czech Republic 9 4 8 11 13

Greece    m m m m m

Israel    m m 3 4 5

Italy    4 5 4 4 12

Korea 2 0 1 6 8

Turkey    1 0 1 4 4

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m

India    m m m m m

Brazil    m 0 0 m m

China    0 0 0 1 2

Colombia m m m m m

Indonesia    m m m m m

Russian Federation    2 1 x(4) 3d 4

Saudi Arabia    m m m m m

South Africa m m m m m

Note: Countries using the “foreign students” definition are not taken into account in the OECD average.
1. Year of reference 2012.     
2. Foreign students are defined on the basis of their country of citizenship, these data are not comparable with data on international students and are therefore 
presented separately in the table.     
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285923
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Table C4.2. Distribution of international and foreign students enrolled in tertiary programmes,  
by field of education (2013)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

  International students

O
E
C
D Australia 2 6 52 12 3 2 1 7 13 1 10 2 0 100

Austria    6 17 38 12 4 3 1 4 15 2 8 2 0 100

Belgium    4 14 23 7 2 3 1 1 11 5 34 2 1 100

Canada1 1 6 41 15 4 3 3 5 18 1 5 2 10 100

Chile 23 6 32 4 1 1 0 1 14 2 7 13 0 100

Denmark    3 10 41 11 1 1 2 7 20 3 11 1 0 100

Estonia    0 16 55 9 1 1 0 6 7 8 5 1 0 100

Finland    2 11 27 11 2 2 0 6 31 2 10 6 0 100

France 1 17 38 18 3 5 3 6 14 0 7 2 2 100

Germany2 5 19 26 15 m m m m 25 2 6 2 1 100

Hungary    3 11 21 4 1 1 0 2 9 8 40 4 0 100

Iceland    7 40 25 14 5 7 0 2 6 2 5 1 0 100

Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Japan    2 21 38 2 m m m m 17 2 2 2 13 100

Luxembourg    6 9 62 12 4 2 1 5 5 1 3 0 3 100

Mexico    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Netherlands 3 12 43 7 m m m m 11 2 13 8 2 100

New Zealand    4 9 39 18 4 3 3 9 9 1 7 7 6 100

Norway    5 17 26 14 3 4 1 6 12 2 10 5 10 100

Poland    2 11 42 7 1 1 0 5 7 1 22 8 0 100

Portugal 6 13 35 11 4 4 1 2 18 1 10 6 0 100

Slovak Republic    11 5 18 2 1 0 0 1 6 2 53 2 0 100

Slovenia    5 13 39 13 3 2 1 6 15 3 7 5 0 100

Spain    4 9 30 8 1 1 0 5 15 1 26 7 0 100

Sweden 3 11 25 20 6 6 2 6 27 1 11 2 0 100

Switzerland    5 16 33 18 5 7 2 3 17 1 7 2 1 100

United Kingdom    2 13 45 15 5 3 2 5 15 1 8 2 0 100

United States    2 13 33 18 6 4 2 6 16 1 9 3 4 100

OECD average 4 13 36 11 3 3 1 5 14 2 13 4 2 100

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Latvia 1 8 42 4 0 0 0 4 5 0 27 12 0 100

Foreign students2

O
E
C
D Czech Republic 2 10 38 16 3 3 1 9 11 3 17 4 0 100

Greece    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    2 21 31 7 2 2 1 2 21 2 15 2 0 100

Korea 2 22 45 5 2 1 0 2 16 1 4 4 0 100

Turkey    6 13 38 9 2 3 1 3 16 2 12 5 0 100

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina1 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

Brazil    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

Colombia 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

Russian Federation    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

Note: Countries using the “foreign students” definition are not taken into account in the OECD average.
1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Foreign students are defined on the basis of their country of citizenship; these data are not comparable with data on international students and are therefore 
presented separately in the table and chart.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285934
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Table C4.3. [1/2] Distribution of international and foreign students in tertiary education, 
by country of origin (2013)

International and foreign students enrolled in tertiary education from a given country of origin as a percentage  
 of all international or foreign students in the country of destination, based on head counts

The table shows for each country the proportion of international students in tertiary education who are residents of or had their prior education in a given country of origin.  
When data on student mobility are not available, the table shows the proportion of foreign students in tertiary education that have citizenship of a given country of origin. 
Reading the first column: 2.7% of international tertiary students in Australia come from Korea, 1.2% of international tertiary students in Australia come from the United States, etc.
Reading the seventh column: 49.3% of international tertiary students in Estonia come from Finland, 3.0% of international tertiary students in Estonia come from Turkey, etc.
Reading column 29: 60.5% of foreign tertiary students in the Czech Republic are Slovak citizens, 0.8% of foreign tertiary students in the Czech Republic are Norwegian citizens, etc. 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D Australia a 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.1 m 0.1 6.4 0.4 0.1

Austria    0.1 a 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.2 4.2 0.8 2.3 0.4 0.0 0.5 m 0.5 0.1 0.4 0.2
Belgium    0.0 0.3 a 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.6 0.2 1.0 0.7 0.0 14.9 m 3.4 0.0 0.2 0.1
Canada    1.5 0.2 0.3 a 0.1 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.3 1.0 2.6 7.5 0.2 0.4 m 0.3 0.9 0.5 1.6
Chile    0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 a 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 m 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.0
Czech Republic    0.0 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.6 1.6 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.2 1.8 0.1 0.0 0.5 m 0.3 0.0 0.5 2.9
Denmark    0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 a 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 6.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 m 0.3 0.3 2.3 0.2
Estonia    0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.5 a 2.5 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.1 m 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0
Finland    0.0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.9 49.3 a 0.1 0.4 0.4 2.5 0.2 0.1 0.2 m 0.5 0.1 0.9 0.1
France    0.5 0.9 34.9 7.2 0.6 1.7 0.4 0.9 a 2.9 1.6 5.4 3.5 0.5 31.6 m 1.7 0.9 1.1 1.1
Germany    0.6 39.8 1.5 0.7 0.4 11.0 1.8 2.5 2.8 a 12.2 12.7 4.0 0.4 16.2 m 35.8 1.4 5.2 2.2
Greece    0.0 0.6 0.7 0.1 0.0 1.6 0.2 0.5 0.9 1.2 0.8 0.4 0.6 0.0 1.7 m 2.8 0.0 0.6 0.1
Hungary    0.0 2.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.4 0.8 0.2 0.8 a 1.2 0.2 0.1 0.5 m 0.7 0.0 0.4 0.2
Iceland    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.6 a 0.0 0.0 0.0 m 0.2 0.0 1.4 0.0
Ireland    0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.1 0.4 a 0.0 0.1 m 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.3
Israel    0.1 0.2 0.1 0.7 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8 3.6 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 m 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2
Italy    0.2 11.0 1.7 0.3 0.2 2.7 1.1 1.2 2.7 2.2 1.2 3.8 1.8 0.1 2.7 m 2.2 0.2 1.4 1.0
Japan    0.7 0.4 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.8 1.3 1.5 0.2 a 0.1 m 0.2 1.8 0.8 0.2
Korea    2.7 0.3 0.1 1.3 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.8 1.8 0.1 0.2 0.4 12.2 0.0 m 0.4 3.4 0.0 0.2
Luxembourg    0.0 1.2 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.6 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 a m 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mexico    0.2 0.2 0.2 1.0 2.3 0.4 0.2 0.7 0.9 0.9 0.4 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.4 a 0.5 0.2 0.6 0.1
Netherlands    0.1 0.4 7.7 0.1 0.0 1.2 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.3 1.4 0.8 0.1 0.7 m a 0.3 0.9 0.0
New Zealand    1.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 m 0.0 a 0.1 0.0
Norway    0.5 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 12.1 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.2 4.1 2.9 0.3 0.1 0.0 m 0.6 0.5 a 4.9
Poland    0.1 1.6 0.7 0.2 0.0 3.7 0.4 1.1 0.8 2.9 0.5 7.0 1.3 0.1 1.4 m 1.4 0.1 2.2 a
Portugal    0.0 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.0 1.7 m 0.6 0.1 0.4 0.6
Slovak Republic    0.0 1.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 11.8 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 m 0.4 0.0 0.5 0.4
Slovenia    0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.1 m 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1
Spain    0.1 0.9 1.0 0.1 0.4 2.3 0.8 1.0 1.9 2.7 2.2 4.6 1.4 0.1 1.0 m 1.4 0.1 1.6 3.5
Sweden    0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 8.5 0.5 2.0 0.2 0.3 2.2 5.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 m 0.4 0.3 8.2 3.8
Switzerland    0.1 1.1 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.5 1.2 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.0 0.3 m 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1
Turkey    0.2 4.4 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.5 3.0 0.8 0.8 2.8 2.8 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.6 m 0.8 0.1 0.6 2.0
United Kingdom    0.7 0.9 0.5 0.8 0.0 2.2 0.6 1.0 0.9 0.8 1.6 4.0 16.4 0.3 0.7 m 1.9 1.3 1.1 0.7
United States    1.2 1.1 0.5 5.5 0.5 2.1 1.8 1.5 1.4 2.0 2.2 6.5 9.0 1.5 1.2 m 0.9 5.4 2.2 3.1

Total from OECD 11.6 73.1 56.2 20.7 4.9 64.8 65.8 21.4 20.1 34.4 54.2 78.2 52.0 16.9 78.2 m 59.9 24.4 35.7 30.2

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 m 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0

 Brazil 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.5 9.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 1.7 1.3 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 m 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.1
 China 35.2 1.1 1.1 25.6 0.1 4.1 3.4 9.8 11.0 9.9 1.8 2.6 12.6 66.1 2.0 m 7.0 29.5 7.9 2.2
 Colombia 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.5 44.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.1 0.7 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.3 m 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.1
 India 6.5 0.5 0.5 7.1 0.1 0.9 1.0 2.9 0.8 2.9 0.4 1.3 4.2 0.4 0.9 m 1.3 16.6 2.6 0.8
 Indonesia 3.8 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.8 0.0 0.2 0.1 1.7 0.1 m 1.4 1.0 0.8 0.1
 Latvia 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.8 5.9 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.1 1.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 m 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.2
 Russian Federation 0.4 1.4 0.6 0.4 0.0 0.6 9.0 10.1 1.6 4.8 1.0 2.2 0.5 0.2 1.3 m 0.9 0.8 6.8 2.1
 Saudi Arabia 2.0 0.1 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 1.1 0.0 3.9 0.2 0.0 m 0.1 2.4 0.1 1.7
 South Africa 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.1 m 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1

Total from other G20 and 
partner countries 49.1 3.9 3.4 38.1 56.5 9.5 20.3 24.3 17.1 21.1 4.6 8.7 22.3 68.9 5.2 m 12.2 51.1 20.9 7.5

Main geographic regions
Total from Africa 2.9 1.3 12.0 9.5 0.2 2.5 1.4 11.9 40.9 8.3 4.6 1.7 4.6 0.8 8.0 m 1.6 1.0 12.6 2.2
Total from Asia 85.2 10.8 5.6 56.7 0.5 11.2 15.5 35.2 23.2 32.7 22.0 10.7 41.2 93.5 6.9 m 14.5 69.5 34.7 16.2
Total from Europe 4.3 82.0 57.4 11.9 2.0 81.4 79.1 30.0 20.1 43.6 69.5 75.2 35.7 2.9 82.1 m 64.2 7.0 46.1 76.0
    of which, from EU21 countries 3.1 64.9 57.5 10.2 1.8 43.7 58.6 15.7 13.8 23.1 37.8 62.4 32.8 2.3 74.9 m 55.3 5.4 28.6 17.5
Total from North America 2.6 1.3 0.8 5.8 0.6 2.6 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.4 3.2 9.2 16.5 1.8 1.6 m 1.2 6.3 2.7 4.8
Total from Oceania 2.0 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.4 0.1 m 0.1 9.2 0.4 0.1
Total from Latin America  
and the Caribbean 2.0 1.2 2.0 6.0 95.4 1.8 1.4 2.1 6.0 5.1 0.6 2.8 1.3 0.7 1.3 m 2.5 1.2 3.4 0.6

Not specified 0.8 3.2 22.2 9.6 1.3 0.0 0.1 18.4 7.6 7.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 m 15.7 5.9 0.0 0.1

Total from all countries 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  m 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  

1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Excludes doctoral or equivalent programmes (for Germany, these programmes are included only in main geographic regions).
3. Foreign students are defined on the basis of their country of citizenship; these data are not comparable with data on international students and are therefore 
presented separately in the table.
4. Excludes students in short-cycle tertiary programmes.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285949
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Table C4.3. [2/2] Distribution of international and foreign students in tertiary education, 
by country of origin (2013)

International and foreign students enrolled in tertiary education from a given country of origin as a percentage  
 of all international or foreign students in the country of destination, based on head counts

The table shows for each country the proportion of international students in tertiary education who are residents of or had their prior education in a given country of origin.  
When data on student mobility are not available, the table shows the proportion of foreign students in tertiary education that have citizenship of a given country of origin. 
Reading the first column: 2.7% of international tertiary students in Australia come from Korea, 1.2% of international tertiary students in Australia come from the United States, etc.
Reading the seventh column: 49.3% of international tertiary students in Estonia come from Finland, 3.0% of international tertiary students in Estonia come from Turkey, etc.
Reading column 29: 60.5% of foreign tertiary students in the Czech Republic are Slovak citizens, 0.8% of foreign tertiary students in the Czech Republic are Norwegian citizens, etc. 
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(21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (36) (37) (37) (38) (39) (40)

O
E
C
D Australia 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.0 m 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.1 m 0.0 0.0 0.4

Austria    0.1 0.9 1.7 0.3 0.5 2.6 0.4 0.1 0.2 m 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.9 m 0.0 0.0 0.5
Belgium    1.2 0.0 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.0 m 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.3 m 0.0 0.0 0.4
Canada    0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.9 1.5 3.3 0.1 m 2.2 0.1 0.9 0.0 1.5 0.2 m 0.0 0.0 1.4
Chile    0.1 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.0 m 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 m 0.0 0.2 0.3
Czech Republic    0.2 54.0 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.1 a m 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.4 m 0.0 0.0 0.4
Denmark    0.1 0.0 0.5 0.1 1.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.0 m 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 m 0.0 0.0 0.2
Estonia    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 m 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 2.0 m 0.3 0.3 0.1
Finland    0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 6.0 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.0 m 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.6 m 0.0 0.0 0.3
France    2.5 0.3 0.5 5.0 2.1 17.4 2.8 1.0 0.3 m 6.8 1.4 0.1 0.4 2.4 1.9 m 0.0 0.2 2.3
Germany    1.8 4.3 1.0 2.7 6.4 25.5 3.4 1.2 1.0 m 1.8 1.7 0.2 3.0 3.9 16.2 m 0.0 0.5 3.8
Greece    0.2 10.4 0.2 0.3 2.3 1.4 2.6 0.2 0.9 a 0.1 3.7 0.0 2.5 1.0 0.2 m 0.0 0.0 0.9
Hungary    0.1 0.9 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.1 m 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.5 m 0.0 0.0 0.3
Iceland    0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 m 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 m 0.0 0.0 0.1
Ireland    0.1 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 3.0 0.1 0.1 m 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 m 0.0 0.0 0.5
Israel    0.0 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.3 m a 1.8 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.2 m 0.0 0.0 0.3
Italy    2.3 0.5 6.9 8.4 1.9 8.8 2.0 0.5 0.4 m 1.2 a 0.0 0.1 1.6 1.6 m 0.0 0.2 1.5
Japan    0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.7 2.4 0.1 m 0.2 0.4 2.1 0.2 1.1 0.1 m 0.0 0.3 1.0
Korea    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 1.1 8.6 0.1 m 1.3 0.7 a 0.0 3.6 0.4 m 0.0 0.1 3.4
Luxembourg    0.5 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 1.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 m 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 m 0.0 0.0 0.3
Mexico    0.3 0.1 0.1 4.4 0.5 0.6 0.4 1.7 0.1 m 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 m 0.0 0.1 0.8
Netherlands    0.9 0.1 0.3 0.5 1.1 0.6 0.8 0.2 0.1 m 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.7 m 0.0 0.0 0.4
New Zealand    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 m 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 m 0.0 0.0 0.2
Norway    0.1 4.4 0.1 0.2 1.7 0.2 1.2 0.3 0.8 m 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.6 3.8 m 0.0 0.1 0.6
Poland    1.1 2.6 0.6 1.0 1.2 1.1 1.3 0.2 1.0 m 0.4 1.7 0.1 0.4 0.8 1.7 m 0.0 0.0 0.8
Portugal    a 0.7 0.1 3.2 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.1 1.1 m 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.8 m 0.0 0.4 0.3
Slovak Republic    0.1 a 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 60.5 m 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.3 1.1 0.5 m 0.0 0.0 1.1
Slovenia    0.1 0.1 a 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 m 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 m 0.0 0.0 0.1
Spain    5.8 1.1 0.5 a 1.4 1.5 1.4 0.6 0.1 m 0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.8 m 0.0 0.2 0.9
Sweden    0.2 0.6 0.2 0.2 a 0.4 0.8 0.5 0.4 m 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.6 4.7 m 0.0 0.1 0.5
Switzerland    0.4 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 a 0.7 0.2 0.0 m 0.7 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.3 m 0.0 0.0 0.4
Turkey    0.4 0.2 0.3 0.4 1.1 1.3 0.8 1.4 0.2 m 0.3 1.1 0.2 a 1.0 3.3 m 0.0 0.1 1.0
United Kingdom    2.6 1.2 0.3 1.0 1.3 1.0 a 1.2 1.1 m 2.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.9 1.2 m 0.0 0.1 0.8
United States    1.9 0.2 0.5 1.5 1.8 1.9 3.5 a 0.5 m 19.5 0.7 2.6 0.5 1.7 0.8 m 0.0 0.3 1.6
Total from OECD 23.5 84.8 15.8 34.5 35.6 71.1 32.7 25.9 70.0 m 42.1 19.3 7.0 9.2 28.9 47.5 m 0.3 3.8 27.7

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina 0.2 0.0 0.2 2.4 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.0 m 1.9 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 m 0.0 0.5 0.2

 Brazil 32.8 0.1 0.1 2.4 0.4 1.2 0.4 1.3 0.1 m 1.3 1.1 0.1 0.0 1.0 0.1 a 0.0 0.0 1.0
 China 1.7 0.2 0.8 2.2 10.0 2.6 19.6 28.7 0.3 m 0.6 11.9 68.6 0.6 21.9 0.3 m 0.0 0.2 20.8
 Colombia 0.3 0.0 0.0 10.2 0.4 0.7 0.2 0.8 0.1 m 0.4 1.0 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.0 m 0.0 0.2 0.7
 India 0.4 0.0 0.5 0.5 4.2 1.5 5.3 11.8 0.4 m 0.7 1.2 1.1 0.6 5.6 2.7 m 0.0 0.1 5.3
 Indonesia 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.9 0.0 m 0.0 0.2 1.3 2.1 0.9 0.1 m 0.0 0.0 0.9
 Latvia 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 m 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 a m 0.5 0.4 0.2
 Russian Federation 0.7 0.6 1.5 1.3 1.7 2.0 0.9 0.6 8.6 m 8.4 2.6 0.6 0.1 1.3 11.0 m a 0.3 1.3
 Saudi Arabia 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.2 5.4 0.2 m 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 2.2 0.0 m 0.0 0.0 2.1
 South Africa 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.0 m 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 m 0.0 0.2 0.2
Total from other G20 and 
partner countries 36.9 2.0 3.4 19.3 17.6 8.8 29.9 50.1 9.9 m 14.3 18.5 72.2 3.6 34.2 14.2 m 0.5 1.8 32.6

Main geographic regions
Total from Africa 29.1 1.1 0.8 8.2 4.5 4.6 8.2 4.4 1.3 m 2.7 12.6 2.2 5.0 8.2 2.7 m 0.0 2.7 8.0
Total from Asia 8.0 6.0 3.2 5.6 33.5 10.8 53.6 74.4 11.4 m 8.5 27.5 91.5 48.6 52.5 25.8 m 59.9 55.1 52.6
Total from Europe 24.2 92.1 94.7 35.3 37.6 73.1 30.6 8.9 85.4 m 49.7 50.1 1.7 16.6 25.2 70.3 m 30.6 30.4 25.4
    of which, from EU21 countries 19.7 78.5 14.4 24.5 27.6 64.3 22.0 6.7 67.6 m 16.3 12.3 0.8 7.8 17.1 38.3 m 0.3 2.4 16.4
Total from North America 2.3 0.3 0.6 1.8 2.3 2.9 5.1 3.4 0.6 m 21.7 0.8 3.5 0.5 3.2 1.0 m 0.0 0.4 3.0
Total from Oceania 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.0 m 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.1 m 0.0 0.0 0.7
Total from Latin America  
and the Caribbean 36.0 0.4 0.6 48.9 2.2 4.6 2.0 8.1 0.6 m 6.3 8.9 0.8 0.1 5.5 0.1 m 0.0 3.0 5.4
Not specified 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 19.6 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 m 10.4 0.0 0.0 29.0 4.7 0.0 m 9.4 8.4 4.9

Total from all countries 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  m 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  m 100.0  100.0  100.0  

1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Excludes doctoral or equivalent programmes (for Germany, these programmes are included only in main geographic regions).
3. Foreign students are defined on the basis of their country of citizenship; these data are not comparable with data on international students and are therefore 
presented separately in the table.
4. Excludes students in short-cycle tertiary programmes.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285949
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Table C4.4. [1/2] Students abroad in tertiary education, by country of destination (2013)
Number of foreign and international students enrolled in tertiary education in a given country of destination as a percentage  

of all students enrolled abroad in reporting destinations, based on head counts

The table shows for each country the proportion of students studying abroad in tertiary education in a given country of destination.
Reading the second column: 4.9% of Czech citizens enrolled in tertiary education abroad study in Austria, 15.9% of Italian citizens enrolled in tertiary education abroad study 
in Austria, etc.
Reading the first row: 2.4% of Australian citizens enrolled in tertiary education abroad study in France, 21.8% of Australian citizens enrolled in tertiary education abroad 
study in New Zealand, etc.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22)

O
E
C
D Australia a 1.1 0.3 2.8 0.0 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.3 2.4 3.8 m 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.5 2.8 0.6 0.0 m 0.6

Austria 1.4 a 0.2 0.7 0.0 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.5 2.6 51.8 m 1.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 1.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 m 2.3
Belgium 0.8 1.4 a 1.7 0.0 0.1 1.5 0.0 0.4 17.0 8.6 m 0.3 0.1 0.7 0.6 1.4 0.4 0.1 3.4 m 18.7
Canada 7.6 0.3 0.2 a 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.3 2.8 1.3 m 0.4 0.1 2.0 0.5 0.2 0.6 1.1 0.0 m 0.5
Chile 6.4 0.6 0.8 2.4 a 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.3 7.6 6.2 m 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 3.5 0.3 0.1 0.0 m 0.6
Czech Republic 0.9 4.9 0.3 0.6 0.0 a 1.4 0.2 0.5 5.2 10.9 m 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 1.0 0.4 0.1 0.1 m 1.9
Denmark 3.3 1.5 0.4 1.4 0.0 0.1 a 0.1 0.8 3.0 8.4 m 0.3 1.4 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.0 0.1 0.1 m 3.7
Estonia 0.8 1.7 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.2 10.1 a 12.1 2.4 11.0 m 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1 1.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 m 4.2
Finland 1.3 2.6 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.1 3.2 10.9 a 3.3 9.0 m 0.9 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.9 1.6 0.1 0.1 m 3.9
France 1.5 0.9 20.7 12.9 0.0 0.2 0.7 0.0 0.3 a 7.5 m 0.4 0.1 0.6 0.9 1.6 1.0 0.1 1.2 m 1.5
Germany 1.2 23.4 0.6 0.8 0.0 0.3 2.7 0.0 0.5 5.3 a m 2.1 0.1 0.4 0.2 1.2 0.5 0.1 0.4 m 20.5
Greece 0.3 1.2 0.8 0.3 0.0 1.0 1.3 0.0 0.3 5.4 6.4 a 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 8.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 a 5.3
Hungary 1.2 18.6 1.2 0.6 0.0 0.6 6.3 0.1 1.9 5.7 18.1 m a 0.2 0.3 0.4 4.0 1.1 0.1 0.1 m 5.1
Iceland 1.1 0.8 0.3 1.9 0.0 0.2 41.6 0.1 0.6 1.5 3.3 m 4.4 a 0.2 0.0 0.9 0.7 0.0 0.0 m 4.1
Ireland 1.6 0.6 0.2 0.7 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.2 2.5 2.1 m 1.4 0.0 a 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 m 1.2
Israel 1.8 0.6 0.2 5.6 0.0 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.1 1.1 9.1 m 4.3 0.0 0.1 a 8.7 0.2 0.0 0.0 m 0.6
Italy 1.2 15.9 1.5 0.8 0.0 0.3 1.6 0.0 0.5 12.4 8.8 m 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.2 a 0.4 0.0 0.2 m 3.0
Japan 5.2 0.8 0.2 2.5 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.4 4.1 5.0 m 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.0 a 3.5 0.0 m 0.4
Korea 6.1 0.2 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.7 3.1 m 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 14.8 a 0.0 m 0.2
Luxembourg 0.1 9.3 17.7 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.1 14.5 35.2 m 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 a m 1.5
Mexico 2.1 0.5 0.4 4.8 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.5 7.4 6.6 m 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.2 1.3 0.6 0.2 0.0 a 1.2
Netherlands 1.8 2.1 24.4 0.7 0.0 0.2 2.6 0.0 0.7 3.5 5.6 m 0.5 0.1 0.8 0.5 1.2 0.9 0.1 0.1 m a
New Zealand 50.6 0.6 0.1 2.0 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.0 0.3 1.1 2.0 m 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.2 1.5 1.2 0.0 m 0.4
Norway 6.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.0 1.8 19.8 0.0 0.3 1.8 2.0 m 4.7 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 m 2.1
Poland 0.8 4.9 1.3 1.2 0.0 1.6 4.6 0.0 1.0 7.7 24.3 m 0.5 0.4 0.7 0.2 5.9 0.4 0.1 0.2 m 4.0
Portugal 1.1 1.3 1.7 1.5 0.0 3.9 1.7 0.0 0.5 13.4 4.1 m 0.9 0.0 0.4 0.0 1.7 0.3 0.0 0.4 m 3.7
Slovak Republic 0.3 4.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 73.8 1.1 0.0 0.1 1.1 2.6 m 7.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 m 0.9
Slovenia 1.0 24.9 0.7 1.0 0.0 0.7 2.3 0.0 0.7 2.8 9.9 m 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.1 10.0 0.5 0.1 0.1 m 4.9
Spain 0.8 2.2 1.5 0.4 0.0 0.2 2.3 0.0 0.8 14.4 17.6 m 1.5 0.2 0.6 0.1 2.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 m 3.2
Sweden 3.9 1.1 0.4 0.8 0.0 1.0 14.0 0.1 2.4 2.3 3.1 m 2.5 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.7 1.3 0.1 0.0 m 1.7
Switzerland 3.1 6.6 1.3 1.9 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.0 0.3 9.3 18.8 m 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.6 7.1 0.5 0.1 0.1 m 2.2
Turkey 0.9 6.1 0.4 1.4 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 3.5 10.5 m 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.8 0.3 0.2 0.0 m 1.1
United Kingdom 5.7 2.1 0.8 3.6 0.0 1.5 2.2 0.0 0.8 6.9 5.1 m 1.1 0.2 7.2 0.9 1.0 1.4 0.3 0.1 m 4.5
United States 4.3 1.2 0.3 11.3 0.0 0.3 0.9 0.1 0.5 4.8 5.9 m 0.7 0.1 1.7 3.0 0.8 3.2 2.2 0.1 m 0.9

Total from OECD countries 3.1 5.4 2.6 2.9 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.1 0.5 4.8 7.1 m 1.2 0.1 0.7 0.5 1.7 2.4 0.4 0.2 m 4.3
of which, from EU21 countries 1.4 8.5 4.5 2.6 0.0 5.0 2.4 0.2 0.6 5.9 8.4 m 1.5 0.1 0.8 0.3 1.9 0.6 0.1 0.4 m 7.1

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina 1.6 0.5 0.3 1.4 0.8 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2 8.2 4.2 m 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 4.1 0.7 0.4 0.1 m 0.4

Brazil 2.8 0.6 0.5 2.0 0.9 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.3 11.7 7.7 m 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 2.7 0.8 0.1 0.0 m 0.6
China 12.1 0.1 0.1 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3 3.5 2.7 m 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.3 12.3 5.2 0.0 m 0.7
Colombia 5.3 0.5 0.5 2.5 5.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 9.3 5.2 m 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 3.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 m 0.9
India 8.4 0.2 0.1 5.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 1.0 2.9 m 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.0 m 0.5
Indonesia 21.7 0.2 0.2 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 1.5 3.6 m 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 5.1 1.7 0.0 m 2.2
Latvia 0.4 1.4 0.6 0.3 0.0 0.1 12.1 1.6 1.8 2.5 9.9 m 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.2 1.8 0.4 0.0 0.1 m 7.3
Russian Federation 1.7 1.8 0.5 0.9 0.0 6.2 0.3 0.3 4.0 6.5 17.0 m 0.4 0.0 0.1 1.6 3.8 0.6 0.6 0.1 m 1.1
Saudi Arabia 6.4 0.1 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.3 m 0.3 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.2 0.0 m 0.1
South Africa 10.4 0.7 0.8 2.7 0.0 0.2 0.7 0.0 0.3 1.3 2.8 m 0.1 0.0 0.7 1.2 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.0 m 1.5

Total from other G20 
countries 10.7 0.2 0.1 4.5 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.5 3.4 3.6 m 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 1.3 8.2 3.5 0.0 m 0.7

Total from all countrie 6.2 1.8 1.1 3.4 0.1 1.0 0.7 0.0 0.5 5.7 4.9 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.3 2.0 3.4 1.4 0.1 0.2 1.7

Note: The proportion of students abroad is based only on the total of students enrolled in countries reporting data to the OECD and UNESCO Institute for Statistics.
1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Data refer to foreign instead of international students.
3. Excludes doctoral or equivalent programmes.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285958
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Table C4.4. [2/2] Students abroad in tertiary education, by country of destination (2013)
Number of foreign and international students enrolled in tertiary education in a given country of destination as a percentage  

of all students enrolled abroad in reporting destinations, based on head counts

The table shows for each country the proportion of students studying abroad in tertiary education in a given country of destination.
Reading the second column: 4.9% of Czech citizens enrolled in tertiary education abroad study in Austria, 15.9% of Italian citizens enrolled in tertiary education abroad 
study in Austria, etc.
Reading the first row: 2.4% of Australian citizens enrolled in tertiary education abroad study in France, 21.8% of Australian citizens enrolled in tertiary education abroad 
study in New Zealand, etc.
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(23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36) (37) (38) (39) (40) (41)

O
E
C
D Australia 21.8 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.5 1.1 0.7 15.3 32.6 90.8 27.6 m 0.0 0.0 9.2 100.0

Austria 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.6 0.3 1.0 0.8 7.8 1.2 11.2 6.2 94.4 75.8 m 0.2 0.0 5.6 100.0
Belgium 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.4 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.6 2.5 0.8 22.8 6.8 95.2 81.2 m 0.1 0.0 4.8 100.0
Canada 0.8 0.1 1.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.9 0.1 12.9 54.9 89.7 23.0 m 0.0 0.0 10.3 100.0
Chile 1.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 13.4 0.2 1.2 0.0 6.7 22.9 75.7 40.8 m 0.0 0.0 24.3 100.0
Czech Republic 0.1 0.4 6.4 0.2 43.8 0.1 0.9 0.5 1.3 0.1 9.8 5.9 98.5 88.4 m 0.1 0.0 1.5 100.0
Denmark 2.6 4.0 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.2 5.2 1.4 0.7 26.0 24.3 93.9 53.4 m 0.2 0.0 6.1 100.0
Estonia 0.0 0.8 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 3.0 1.0 0.1 25.9 4.7 82.7 74.4 m 1.6 8.7 17.3 100.0
Finland 0.4 1.0 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 1.4 18.0 1.1 0.1 21.4 7.8 92.2 77.4 m 0.7 0.0 7.8 100.0
France 0.5 0.1 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.7 10.9 0.3 15.2 10.5 95.0 56.2 m 0.1 0.0 5.0 100.0
Germany 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.0 1.3 1.3 10.0 1.3 11.8 7.8 95.6 72.8 m 0.5 0.0 4.4 100.0
Greece 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 2.9 0.0 0.5 1.6 1.8 3.8 29.5 5.3 77.2 65.4 m 0.0 0.0 22.8 100.0
Hungary 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.1 1.0 0.1 1.3 0.9 2.5 0.2 13.6 7.4 94.2 79.8 m 0.2 0.0 5.8 100.0
Iceland 0.1 4.5 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.8 9.5 1.3 0.1 7.5 12.9 99.0 76.5 m 0.1 0.0 1.0 100.0
Ireland 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.1 76.4 6.7 97.5 87.6 m 0.0 0.0 2.5 100.0
Israel 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.2 2.9 13.6 52.2 30.1 m 0.0 0.0 47.8 100.0
Italy 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.1 0.4 9.7 1.0 8.4 0.1 16.8 8.3 94.5 74.5 m 0.1 0.0 5.5 100.0
Japan 2.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.4 9.3 56.4 94.4 23.1 m 0.0 0.0 5.6 100.0
Korea 1.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 4.1 60.8 95.1 10.3 m 0.0 0.0 4.9 100.0
Luxembourg 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 5.3 0.0 11.7 0.9 99.5 92.7 m 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0
Mexico 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 8.9 0.4 1.1 0.0 5.6 49.0 92.8 34.1 m 0.0 0.0 7.2 100.0
Netherlands 0.7 0.6 0.1 0.9 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.9 2.1 0.0 23.3 13.2 91.1 70.3 m 0.2 0.0 8.9 100.0
New Zealand a 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.9 0.0 8.9 22.9 94.9 15.5 m 0.0 0.0 5.1 100.0
Norway 1.1 a 7.6 0.1 2.5 0.0 0.5 2.4 0.5 0.7 26.8 11.1 94.8 73.9 m 0.7 0.0 5.2 100.0
Poland 0.1 0.9 a 0.6 1.1 0.1 2.4 1.3 2.1 1.0 22.0 6.4 97.7 84.1 m 0.2 0.0 2.3 100.0
Portugal 0.2 0.4 1.3 a 0.7 0.0 15.5 1.1 2.0 0.1 20.7 7.9 86.6 72.9 m 0.2 0.0 13.4 100.0
Slovak Republic 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 a 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.5 4.2 1.1 99.6 97.0 m 0.1 0.0 0.4 100.0
Slovenia 0.1 0.4 0.9 0.4 0.3 a 1.2 0.7 1.9 0.4 12.7 8.1 88.4 74.5 m 0.0 0.0 11.6 100.0
Spain 0.2 0.5 3.3 2.8 0.4 0.0 a 1.2 2.4 0.0 19.7 16.0 95.5 74.2 m 0.3 0.0 4.5 100.0
Sweden 0.6 4.2 5.9 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.8 a 1.2 0.2 18.3 22.9 90.6 54.9 m 0.9 0.0 9.4 100.0
Switzerland 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.0 1.9 0.6 a 0.4 23.5 11.3 92.8 74.1 m 0.1 0.0 7.2 100.0
Turkey 0.1 0.1 1.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.5 1.2 a 6.4 21.0 59.6 34.3 m 0.2 0.0 40.4 100.0
United Kingdom 1.8 0.3 0.7 1.3 0.4 0.0 1.9 1.1 1.6 0.4 a 31.0 86.0 38.8 m 0.1 0.0 14.0 100.0
United States 3.4 0.3 1.3 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.7 1.4 0.4 22.1 a 73.6 44.0 m 0.0 0.0 26.4 100.0

Total from OECD countries 1.1 0.3 0.9 0.4 0.9 0.0 2.0 0.9 3.5 0.5 14.3 21.3 89.3 53.2 m 0.2 0.0 10.7 100.0
of which, from EU21 countries 0.4 0.5 0.9 0.5 1.5 0.1 2.6 1.3 5.6 0.8 17.1 9.8 93.4 71.1 m 0.2 0.1 6.6 100.0

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.1 17.1 0.2 2.1 0.0 2.3 22.0 70.4 38.6 m 0.0 0.0 29.6 100.0

Brazil 0.4 0.3 0.1 14.6 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.3 1.7 0.0 4.8 31.9 90.2 48.8 a 0.0 0.0 9.8 100.0
China 1.7 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.0 11.2 30.9 88.2 20.9 m 0.0 0.0 11.8 100.0
Colombia 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 21.5 0.4 1.2 0.0 3.5 23.4 84.1 45.7 m 0.0 0.0 15.9 100.0
India 3.6 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.2 11.5 48.2 84.9 18.5 m 0.0 0.0 15.1 100.0
Indonesia 1.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.6 3.8 16.8 63.0 12.4 m 0.0 0.0 37.0 100.0
Latvia 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.6 1.8 0.7 0.0 30.6 4.1 81.6 74.1 m a 9.7 18.4 100.0
Russian Federation 0.6 1.1 1.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 1.3 0.8 1.7 0.1 6.5 8.4 69.3 52.0 m 0.7 a 30.7 100.0
Saudi Arabia 1.3 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 12.0 54.8 84.0 15.0 m 0.0 0.0 16.0 100.0
South Africa 1.3 0.3 0.2 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4 1.3 0.3 16.3 23.2 69.0 27.4 m 0.0 0.0 31.0 100.0

Total from other G20 
countries

1.8 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.2 10.9 34.3 85.3 23.8 m 0.0 0.1 14.7 100.0

Total from all countrie 1.0 0.2 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.1 1.4 0.6 1.2 1.3 10.3 19.4 72.9 34.8 0.4 0.1 3.4 27.1 100.0

Note: The proportion of students abroad is based only on the total of students enrolled in countries reporting data to the OECD and UNESCO Institute for Statistics.
1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Data refer to foreign instead of international (mobile) students.
3. Excludes doctoral or equivalent programmes.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285958
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Table C4.5. Mobility patterns of foreign and international students (2013)
Regional and cross-border mobility, balance on mobility and use of the official language  

of the host country in countries of origin

Percentage of national tertiary 
students enrolled abroad

Number  
of international students  

per national student abroad

Percentage  
of international students  

from neighbouring countries1

Percentage of students  
from countries with  

the same official language

(1) (2) (3) (4)

O
E
C
D Australia 1 21 34 21

Austria 4 4 58 54

Belgium 3 3 48 58

Canada2 3 3 6 32

Chile 1 0 18 84

Czech Republic3 3 3 63 0

Denmark 2 6 43 0

Estonia 7 0 65 0

Finland 3 3 15 2

France 3 3 15 27

Germany 4 2 16 10

Greece m m m m

Hungary 3 2 38 0

Iceland 14 0 9 0

Ireland 8 1 16 45

Israel3 4 1 1 0

Italy3 3 2 25 4

Japan 1 4 79 0

Korea3 3 0 71 0

Luxembourg 68 0 63 35

Mexico 1 0 m m

Netherlands 2 5 41 4

New Zealand 2 8 9 36

Norway 7 1 21 0

Poland 1 1 62 0

Portugal 3 1 6 62

Slovak Republic 14 0 61 0

Slovenia 3 1 40 7

Spain 2 2 24 43

Sweden 4 1 20 6

Switzerland 5 4 56 61

Turkey3 1 1 20 11

United Kingdom 1 14 12 25

United States4 0 12 6 22

OECD total 2 3 19 21

EU21 total 3 3 23 21

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m

Brazil3 0 0 m m

China3 2 m m m

Colombia3 1 m m m

India m m m m

Indonesia3 1 m m m

Latvia 7 1 m m

Russian Federation3, 5 1 3 87 46

Saudi Arabia3 6 1 32 44

South Africa2, 3 1 6 48 70

1. The neighbouring countries considered have land or maritime borders with the host country.
2. Year of reference 2012.
3. Data refer to foreign instead of international students.
4. Even though there is no official language in the United States, English has been used for Column (4).
5. The percentage of foreign students coming from neighbouring countries includes those from former Soviet Union countries, mostly of central Asia.
Source: OECD and UNESCO Institute for Statistics for most data on non-OECD countries. Latvia: Eurostat. CIA World Factbook 2014 for worldwide official 
languages. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285960
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TRANSITION FROM SCHOOL TO WORK: WHERE ARE  
THE 15-29 YEAR-OLDS? 
• The percentage of 20-24 year-olds not in education ranges from less than 40% in Denmark and 

Slovenia to over 70% in Brazil, Colombia, Israel and Mexico.

• On average across OECD countries, 18% of 20-24 year-olds are neither employed nor in education 
or training (NEET). 

• Countries in which a large share of 15-29 year-olds are employed and study at the same time usually 
show small proportions of students who work 35 hours or more per week. In the Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Iceland, the Netherlands and Norway, more than 25% of adults study and work the same 
time, but less than 30% of them work 35 or more hours per week.

 Context
�e length and the quality of the schooling that individuals receive have an impact on students’ 
transition from education to work, as do labour market conditions, the economic environment and 
demographics. For example, in some countries, young people traditionally complete schooling before 
they look for work; in others, education and employment are concurrent. In some countries, there 
is little di�erence between how young women and men experience their transitions from school to 
work, while in other countries, signi�cant proportions of young women raise families full time after 
leaving the education system and do not enter the labour force.

�e ageing of the population in OECD countries should favour employment among young people as, 
theoretically, when older people leave the labour market their jobs are made available to the young. 
However, during recessionary periods, fewer job vacancies make the transition from school to work 
substantially more di�cult for young people, as those with more work experience are favoured over 
new entrants into the labour market. When labour market conditions are unfavourable, young people 
often tend to stay in education longer, because high unemployment rates drive down the opportunity 
costs of education. At the same time, most countries are adopting policies that raise the age of 
retirement. Delaying retirement slows job rotation, which tends to lead to a decrease in job vacancies. 
�is may account for di�erences in the number of young people (entrants) and older people (leavers) 
in the labour market.

Chart C5.1. NEET population among 20-24 year-olds, by gender (2014)

Note: NEET refer to young people neither in employment nor in education or training 
1. Brazil, Chile, Korea: Year of reference 2013.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of the 20-24 year-old NEET population of men and women.
Source: OECD. Table C5.2a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284290
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To improve the transition from school to work, regardless of the economic climate, education systems 
should aim to ensure that individuals have the skills that are needed in the labour market. During 
recessions, public investment in education could be a sensible way to counterbalance unemployment 
and invest in future economic growth by building the needed skills. In addition, public investment 
could be directed towards potential employers in the form of incentives to hire young people.

 Other findings
• On average across OECD countries, 48% of 15-29 year-olds were in education in 2014. Of the 

remaining 52%, 36% held a job, 7% were unemployed, and 9% were outside of the labour force.

• Women are more often neither in employment nor in education or training (NEET) than men. 
Among 20-24 year-olds, 19.4% of women and 16.4% of men were NEET in 2014, on average across 
OECD countries. In Mexico and Turkey, the gender difference in the shares of 20-24 year-olds who 
were NEET was around 30 percentage points. 

• Across OECD countries, and among all young people who are employed and no longer in school, 
men are more likely to �nd a full-time job than women. On average, 82% of young men work full 
time compared with 67% of young women. 

 Trends
Most countries have encouraged students to continue their studies beyond compulsory schooling. 
As a result, the average number of years of formal education expected after compulsory schooling has 
increased considerably. On average across OECD countries, since 2000, about one year has been added 
to the duration of formal education; in the Czech Republic, the Netherlands, the Slovak Republic and 
Turkey, two years or more have been added (Table C5.1b, available on line). 

Governments’ efforts to improve educational attainment among their populations have resulted 
in significant changes in participation in education over the years. In 2000, an average of 35% of 
20-24 year-olds in OECD countries were in education; by 2014, that proportion had grown to 46% 
(Table C5.2b, available on line). 

During the same period, the proportion of 20-24 year-olds not in education but employed fell from 
42% to 36%. While the percentage of individuals in education increased steadily between 2000 and 
2014, trends in the proportion of 20-24 year-olds who were neither in employment nor in education 
or training (NEET) remained stable at around 17-19% between 2000 and 2014 (Table C5.2b, available 
on line).
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Analysis

Young people in education or not, and their labour market status

Young people tend to make the transition from education to the labour market between the ages of 15 and 29. 
As expected, the older individuals in this age band are less likely to be enrolled in educational institutions than the 
younger individuals. In 2014, on average across OECD countries, 86% of 15-19 year-olds, 46% of 20-24 year-olds and 
17% of 25-29 year-olds were in education. In some countries, relatively large shares young people study and work at 
the same time. For example, in Australia, Denmark, Germany, Iceland, the Netherlands, Norway and Switzerland, 
more than one in four 20-24 year-olds study and work concurrently (Table C5.2a).

Among those who were not in education in 2014 (i.e. 14% of 15-19 year-olds, 54% of 20-24 year-olds and 83% 
of 25-29 year-olds), what was their status in the labour market? Chart C5.2 shows that, on average, among all 
20-24 year-olds, 36% were not in education and employed, about 9% were not in education and unemployed, and 9% 
were not in education and inactive (i.e. not employed and not looking for a job). The percentage of 20-24 year-olds 
not in education ranged from less than 40% in Denmark and Slovenia to over 70% in Brazil, Colombia, Israel and 
Mexico (Table C5.2a).

Chart C5.2. Percentage of 20-24 year-olds in education/not in education,  
by work status (2014)

1.  Brazil, Chile: Year of reference 2013.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of 20-24 year-olds not in education. 
Source: OECD. Table C5.2a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284300
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Participation in education and the labour market also differs according to educational attainment. Those who 
have completed tertiary education (which represents the highest level of education) and are no longer in education 
are usually employed, whereas individuals who are not in education and who did not complete upper secondary 
education are distributed almost evenly among employment, unemployment or inactivity. In Mexico and Turkey, less 
than 40% of 15-29 year-olds with only lower secondary education who did not complete upper secondary education 
are still in school. In the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Poland, the Slovak Republic, 
Slovenia, Sweden and Switzerland, 80% or more of young people who did not finish upper secondary education are 
still in school (Table C5.3a).

Young people who are neither in employment nor in education or training (NEET)

Unemployment and employment rates are useful indicators of how people engage in the labour market. Young 
individuals are particularly likely to delay their entry into the labour market or drop out of the labour force and 
become inactive. While increasing numbers of young people tend to stay in education beyond the age of compulsory 
schooling without being active in the labour market, it would be inappropriate to consider them as a high-risk group. 
Consequently, the proportion of young people who are neither in employment nor in education or training (NEET) 
is a better measure of the difficulties young people face when they are searching for a job, as it includes not only 
those who do not manage to find a job (unemployed) but also those who do not actively seek employment (inactive).

On average across OECD countries in 2014, 15.5% of 15-29 year-olds, 7.2% of 15-19 year-olds, 17.9% of 
20-24 year-olds and 20.5% of 25-29 year-olds were NEET (Table C5.2a).

The most important ages to study when analysing the NEET population are 20-24 year-olds. At this age, compulsory 
education does not affect the proportion of inactive or unemployed. However, when analysing the proportion of 
NEET, it is important to remember that a significant proportion of 20-24 year-olds are continuing their studies after 
compulsory education. 

In 2014, Greece, Italy and Turkey were the only countries where more than 30% of 20-24 year-olds were NEET. Turkey 
has the highest proportion of NEET, but it is also the only country among these three to show a decrease in the 
percentage of NEET between 2005 and 2014, from 49.7% in 2005 to 36.3% in 2014 (Table C5.2b, available on line).

Germany’s share of 20-24 year-old NEET (18.7%) was above the OECD average (17.4%) in 2005, but by 2014, that 
share fell back to 10.1%, well below the OECD average of 17.9%. In fact, the proportion of 20-24 year-old NEET in 
Germany is one of the smallest among OECD countries along with those in Iceland (9.4%), Luxembourg (9.0%), the 
Netherlands (10.4%) and Norway (10.0%) (Table C5.2a).

Women are more often NEET than men. Some 16.4% of 20-24 year-old men were NEET in 2014 compared with 
19.4% of women that age, on average across OECD countries. In Mexico and Turkey, the gender difference in the 
shares of 20-24 year-olds who were NEET in 2014 is around 30 percentage points. The greatest difference in favour 
of women is observed in Luxembourg, where 6.3% of women but 11.8% of men were NEET. Chart C5.1 shows that 
there is no direct association between a country’s overall proportion of NEET and the gender gap in shares of NEET. 
In Italy and Turkey, more than 30% of 20-24 year-olds were NEET; but while the gender gap among NEET of those 
ages is large in Turkey, it is almost non-existent in Italy (Table C5.2a).

Working hours

The extent to which 15-29 year-olds participate in the labour market not only varies in terms of employment, but 
it also varies in intensity of work. As the transition between school and work will most likely occur during this 
period in a young person’s life, work intensity should be analysed separately between students and non-students. 
The latter are largely young people who recently finished their education and are available to work full time, while 
students have to divide their time between work and school. The participation levels between these two groups are 
therefore very different. Students show lower levels of employment and fewer hours worked, while non-students 
show higher employment rates and dedicate more hours to work.

Working and studying at the same time: Finding a good balance
The varying levels of employment among 15-29 year-old students can be explained by cultural, economic or social 
differences across countries. For instance, in some countries, students may wait until they finish their studies 
before looking for a job, while in other countries, young people may be more inclined to work during their studies 
to gain some experience on the labour market or to finance their studies (and/or other expenses). In the latter case, 
when work and education/learning are pursued simultaneously, it becomes important to consider how much time 
students are devoting to work to determine whether those working hours are becoming an obstacle to education. 
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While there is no clear international recommendation for the appropriate number of hours a student should work, 
studies have shown that the skills and the work experience students gain in the labour market can be beneficial 
for both the academic and the professional spheres. The combination of work and study can provide students with 
the opportunity to try different jobs before fully entering the world of work. Employment can help students to 
gain financial independence from their parents, develop a sense of responsibility, enhance self-accomplishment and 
social integration, and develop knowledge and skills that will help them find work after their studies (Dundes and 
Marx, 2006; Murier, 2006; OECD, 2010). 

Countries in which a large share of 15-29 year-olds are employed and study at the same time usually show small 
proportions of students working 35 hours or more per week. In the Czech Republic, Denmark, the Netherlands, 
Norway and Sweden, more than 25% of young adults study and work the same time, but less than 30% of them 
work 35 or more hours per week. The picture in Austria and Germany is different because of the prevalence of 
work-study programmes. In these two countries, about one in five young adults studied and worked at the same 
time in 2014, and about one in two of them worked 35 hours per week or more. Thus, in a number of countries, the 
large proportion of students working long hours is part of an arrangement between school and future employers. 
By contrast, in countries where less than 10% of young adults study and work simultaneously, about 50% of students 
work full time, on average (Table C5.4b).

Chart C5.3. Percentage of 15-29 not in education,  
by number of hours worked in a reference week (2014)

Note: Hours worked represent the actual number of hours worked per week, including overtime. When actual hours worked per week were equal 
to zero, the usual hours worked were used instead. When a country could not provide the actual number of hours worked per week, the usual hours 
worked were used.
1. Spain: Data refer to 16-29 year-olds.
2. Chile, Korea: Year of reference 2013.
3. Estonia, Hungary, Latvia and Lithuania: Category “1 to 9 hours” is not shown because there are too few observations to provide reliable estimates.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of 15-29 year-olds not in education and working 35 hours or more in a reference week.
Source: OECD. Tables C5.4b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284314
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Seeking a full-time job when leaving school
Across OECD countries, one in three 15-29 year-olds is no longer in education, but is employed. Chart C5.3 shows 
that most young people who are working take up a full-time job after finishing their studies. In some countries, such 
as the Netherlands and Norway, there are significant proportions of 15-29 year-olds who are not in education but 
are employed and working less than 35 hours per week (47% and 43%, respectively). Young people who work part 
time without being in education do so for different reasons. Some may decide to work part time to accommodate 
family-related tasks, such as taking care of children or other family members; others may want to work full time but 
are unable to find a position (Table C5.4b).
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Chart C5.4 shows that across OECD countries, among all young people who are employed and no longer in education, 
men are more likely to find a full-time job than women. On average, 82% of young men work full time compared 
with 67% of young women. The largest gender gaps – more than 20 percentage points – are found in Belgium, Italy, 
Luxembourg and the Netherlands. For example, in the Netherlands, among all employed people who are no longer in 
education, 67% of men work full time compared to 37% of women. The smallest gender gap, less than 5 percentage 
points, is observed in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Korea, Latvia, Lithuania and the Slovak Republic (Table C5.4b).

Chart C5.4. Percentage of 15-29 year-olds who work 35 hours or more per week  
among all employed young adults not in education, by gender (2014)

Note: Hours worked represent the actual number of hours worked per week, including overtime. When actual hours worked per week were equal 
to zero, the usual hours worked were used instead. When a country could not provide the actual number of hours worked per week, the usual hours 
worked were used.
1. Chile, Korea: Year of reference 2013.
2. Spain: Data refer to 16-29 year-olds.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of 15-29 year-old men not in education and working 35 hours or more in a reference week.
Source: OECD. Tables C5.4b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284323
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Expected years in education

In 2014, a typical 15-year-old in an OECD country could expect to spend about 7 additional years in formal education 
during the subsequent 15 years of his or her life. During these seven years in education, he/she could expect to hold 
a job for two years (including work-study programmes) and be unemployed or inactive for 5 years. Then, almost 
eight years will be spent not in education, during which he/she could expect to be employed for roughly five and a 
half years, to be unemployed for just over one year, and to be out of the labour force – that is, neither in education 
nor seeking work – for just over one year. There are large differences among countries: in Brazil, Colombia, Mexico 
and Turkey, a 15-year-old student could expect to spend an average of about five more years in education, while in 
Denmark and Slovenia, he or she could expect to spend an average of nine more years in education (Table C5.1a, 
available on line).

In most countries, years spent in education are normally not combined with work; the only exceptions are Denmark, 
Iceland, the Netherlands and Switzerland, where young people spend an average of four years or more working 
(including work-study programmes) while studying. On average across OECD countries, students spend nearly two 
out of seven years in education working while studying (Table C5.1a, available on line).

There are no large gender differences in expected years in education, but women tend to spend more time in education 
than men, except in Austria, Chile, Colombia, France, Germany, Israel, Japan, Luxembourg, the  Netherlands, 
New  Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Switzerland and the United Kingdom where the number of expected years in 
education for men and women are similar. In Korea and Turkey, the number of expected years in education is higher 
for men than for women. In some other countries, gender differences in employment among those who have left 
education are large. For example, in Mexico and Turkey, men work over three years more than women (Table C5.1a, 
available on line).
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Definitions
Employed individuals are those who, during the survey reference week: work for pay (employees) or profit 
(self-employed and unpaid family workers) for at least one hour; or have a job but are temporarily not at work 
(through injury, illness, holiday, strike or lock-out, educational or training leave, maternity or parental leave, etc.). 

Hours worked are the number of hours actually worked, defined as the sum of all periods spent on direct and 
ancillary activities to produce goods and services. The number of hours actually worked covers all hours including 
extra hours regardless of whether they were paid or not. The reference period for the actual work would be the 
week of reference. Data on usual number of hours worked were used in the cases where the number of actual hours 
worked could not be collected.

Inactive individuals are those who are, during the survey’s reference week, neither employed nor unemployed, 
i.e. individuals who are not looking for a job. The number of inactive individuals is calculated by subtracting the 
number of active people (labour force) from the number of all working-age people.

Levels of education: In this Indicator two ISCED (International Standard Classification of Education) classifications 
are used: ISCED 2011 and ISCED-97. 

When it is specified that ISCED 2011 is used, the levels of education are defined as: below upper secondary 
corresponds to ISCED  2011 Levels 0, 1 and 2, and includes recognised qualifications from ISCED  2011 Level 3 
programmes, which are not considered as sufficient for ISCED 2011 Level 3 completion, and without direct access 
to post-secondary non-tertiary education or tertiary education; upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary 
corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 3 and 4; and tertiary corresponds to ISCED 2011 Levels 5, 6, 7 and 8 (UNESCO 
Institute for Statistics, 2012). 

When it is specified that ISCED-97 is used, the levels of education are defined as: below upper secondary corresponds 
to ISCED-97 Levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programmes; 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. 

See in the section About the new ISCED 2011 classification at the beginning of this publication for a presentation of 
all ISCED 2011 levels and Annex 3 for a presentation of all ISCED-97 levels. 

NEET: Neither in employment nor in education or training.

Unemployed individuals are those who are, during the survey reference week, without work (i.e. neither had a 
job nor were at work for one hour or more in paid employment or self-employment), actively seeking employment 
(i.e. had taken specific steps during the four weeks prior to the reference week to seek paid employment or 
self-employment), and currently available to start work (i.e. were available for paid employment or self-employment 
before the end of the two weeks following the reference week). 

Methodology
Data on population, educational attainment and labour market status for most countries are taken from OECD and 
Eurostat databases, which are compiled from National Labour Force Surveys by the OECD LSO (Labour Market, 
Economic and Social Outcomes of Learning) Network, and usually refer to the first quarter, or the average of the first 
three months of the calendar year. Some discrepancies may exist in the data collected. For example some countries 
may refer to all jobs instead of main job. See Annex 3 (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.
htm) for additional information.

For Israel, the proportion of NEETs in 2013 is not comparable with data from 2011 and previous years. Conscripts 
into the army are considered to be employed in 2013, as opposed to 2011 and the previous year, when they were 
counted as not in the labour force.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table C5.2a. [1/2] Percentage of 15-29 year-olds in education/not in education,  
by work status, age group and gender (2014)
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(85) (86) (87) (88) (89) (90) (91) (92) (93) (94) (95) (96)

O
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C
D

 Australia 24.2 7.2 17.0 2.8 15.0 41.9 46.4 11.7 6.2 5.4 58.1 100
Austria 15.9 3.5 12.4 1.8 19.3 37.0 50.4 12.5 7.1 5.4 63.0 100
Belgium 3.8 c 2.6 c 39.4 43.9 37.3 18.8 12.9 5.9 56.1 100
Canada 15.7 x(87) 15.7 1.5 19.4 36.6 47.9 15.5 8.6 6.8 63.4 100
Chile2 10.7 x(87) 10.7 2.2 29.2 42.1 42.6 15.4 6.7 8.6 57.9 100
Czech Republic 10.3 6.7 3.6 c 31.8 42.6 48.3 9.1 6.9 2.2 57.4 100
Denmark 31.8 x(87) 31.8 4.9 21.3 58.0 29.2 12.8 5.6 7.2 42.0 100
Estonia 12.6 x(87) 12.6 c 26.6 40.8 43.3 16.0 9.0 7.0 59.2 100
Finland 14.2 x(87) 14.2 4.9 25.5 44.6 37.8 17.5 10.5 7.0 55.3 100
France 12.4 x(87) 12.4 1.0 31.1 44.5 37.5 18.0 13.5 4.5 55.5 100
Germany 26.6 15.3 11.4 0.9 25.7 53.2 37.8 9.0 5.4 3.6 46.8 100
Greece 2.6 a 2.6 2.4 41.1 46.1 23.4 30.5 24.1 6.3 53.9 100
Hungary 2.2 a 2.2 c 37.1 39.8 43.1 17.2 9.1 8.1 60.2 100
Iceland 30.9 a 30.9 c 13.3 47.2 42.7 10.1 5.5 4.6 52.8 100
Ireland 12.5 a 12.5 2.0r 31.5 46.0 33.2 20.5 15.4 5.1 53.7 100
Israel 8.4 x(87) 8.4 1.2 15.8 25.4 59.4 15.2 5.7 9.5 74.6 100
Italy 1.7 a 1.7 1.3 34.0 37.0 28.0 34.6 20.0 14.6 62.5 100
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea2 9.4 a 9.4 0.7 38.5 48.6 28.7 22.7 3.3 19.3 51.4 100
Luxembourg 3.7r a 3.7r c 53.3 57.7 30.6 11.8 11.0 c 42.3 100
Mexico 9.2 a 9.2 0.8 18.1 28.1 61.6 10.3 6.1 4.2 71.9 100
Netherlands 34.9 x(87) 34.9 3.6 18.4 56.8 33.6 9.6 3.9 5.6 43.2 100
New Zealand 20.2 a 20.2 1.4 19.6 41.2 48.8 9.8 5.5 4.2 58.5 100
Norway 30.5 19.5 10.9 1.6 19.3 51.4 39.1 9.5 3.3 6.2 48.6 100
Poland 9.4 a 9.4 1.7 29.0 40.1 41.0 18.9 12.1 6.7 59.9 100
Portugal 4.3 a 4.3 3.1 34.8 42.2 34.1 23.7 17.4 6.3 57.8 100
Slovak Republic 1.9 c c c 37.1 39.8 42.3 17.9 16.7 1.2r 60.2 100
Slovenia 13.5 x(87) 13.5 3.2r 43.8 60.5 25.3 14.2 9.3 4.8r 39.5 100
Spain 4.8 x(87) 4.8 8.0 34.2 46.9 22.9 30.2 24.1 6.1 53.1 100
Sweden 9.9 a 9.9 7.4 23.7 41.0 45.8 13.1 8.4 4.7 59.0 100
Switzerland 24.1 10.2 13.9 c 16.7 42.0 43.1 14.6 8.6 6.0 57.7 100
Turkey 17.1 a 17.1 2.9 16.8 36.8 42.7 20.5 9.5 11.1 63.2 100
United Kingdom 14.1 3.8 10.3 2.0 18.5 34.6 50.5 14.9 10.6 4.2 65.4 100
United States 16.7 x(87) 16.7 1.1 18.8 36.6 48.7 14.7 6.2 8.4 63.4 100

OECD average (excluding Japan) 13.9 m 12.2 2.6 27.2 43.4 40.2 16.3 10.0 6.6 56.5 100

EU21 average 11.6 m 10.5 3.2 31.3 45.4 36.9 17.6 12.0 5.8 54.6 100

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil2 13.6 a 13.6 1.7 6.2 21.6 63.2 15.2 6.3 9.0 78.4 100
China m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 12.1 a 12.1 2.7 10.0 24.7 62.4 12.9 8.6 4.3 75.3 100
Costa Rica 21.8 a 21.8 6.1 11.1 39.0 49.1 11.9 9.2 2.7 61.0 100
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
Latvia 17.0 a 17.0 3.0r 22.4 42.4 40.8 16.9 10.7 6.1 57.6 100
Lithuania 12.1 a c c 32.0 46.0 39.2 14.8 10.1 c 54.0 100
Russian Federation 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 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

Notes: NEET refer to young people neither in employment nor in education or training. Columns showing data for total population and/or other age groups are 
available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Students in work-study programmes are considered to be both in education and employed, irrespective of their labour market status according to the ILO definition.
2. Brazil, Chile, Korea: Data for 2014 refer to year 2013.
Source: OECD. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285989
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Table C5.2a. [2/2] Percentage of 15-29 year-olds in education/not in education,  
by work status, age group and gender (2014)
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(97) (98) (99) (100) (101) (102) (103) (104) (105) (106) (107) (108)

O
E
C
D

 Australia 27.5 0.5r 27.0 2.9 13.6 43.9 41.2 14.9 4.1 10.7 56.1 100
Austria 16.8 2.9 13.9 2.5 21.9 41.3 47.3 11.5 4.8 6.7 58.7 100
Belgium 4.9 c 3.8 1.5 44.4 50.8 30.4 18.9 9.2 9.6 49.2 100
Canada 24.4 x(99) 24.4 1.9 19.4 45.7 40.3 14.0 4.9 9.1 54.3 100
Chile2 9.2 x(99) 9.2 3.4 33.3 46.0 27.4 26.7 5.4 21.2 54.0 100
Czech Republic 10.1 4.9 5.2 c 44.6 55.3 29.2 15.5 5.4 10.1 44.7 100
Denmark 35.0 x(99) 35.0 4.0 25.3 64.3 23.1 12.7 4.5 8.2 35.7 100
Estonia 20.0 x(99) 20.0 c 31.0 52.2 31.5 16.3 3.9 12.4 47.8 100
Finland 25.6 x(99) 25.6 4.9 27.1 57.6 28.4 13.6 4.1 9.5 42.0 100
France 10.3 x(99) 10.3 1.2 36.7 48.2 33.1 18.7 10.1 8.6 51.8 100
Germany 28.5 13.3 15.2 0.7 25.9 55.0 33.6 11.4 4.0 7.3 45.0 100
Greece 2.4 a 2.4 2.6 47.2 52.2 15.7 32.1 23.8 8.2 47.8 100
Hungary 2.6 a 2.6 c 43.0 46.2 29.7 24.1 8.6 15.5 53.8 100
Iceland 39.4 a 39.4 c 11.8 53.0 38.4 8.7 c 6.6 47.0 100
Ireland 12.0 a 12.0 1.6r 31.0 44.5 33.5 21.7 9.7 12.0 55.2 100
Israel 16.6 x(99) 16.6 1.4 15.6 33.6 44.5 21.9 5.4 16.6 66.4 100
Italy 2.5 a 2.5 1.4 42.0 45.9 18.7 35.1 16.3 18.8 53.7 100
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea2 10.1 a 10.1 0.8 29.9 40.8 37.5 21.7 3.9 17.8 59.2 100
Luxembourg 11.4 a 11.4 3.9r 43.7 59.0 34.7 6.3r c 4.1r 41.0 100
Mexico 6.6 a 6.6 0.9 19.4 26.8 33.8 39.4 3.8 35.7 73.2 100
Netherlands 33.8 x(99) 33.8 4.1 18.5 56.4 32.5 11.2 4.2 7.0 43.6 100
New Zealand 20.1 a 20.1 2.9 17.2 40.1 40.6 19.2 6.0 13.2 59.8 100
Norway 31.1 8.2 22.9 1.7 21.0 53.7 35.8 10.4 1.8 8.6 46.3 100
Poland 12.9 a 12.9 3.0 41.1 57.0 23.4 19.6 8.8 10.8 43.0 100
Portugal 4.6 a 4.6 4.2 35.3 44.2 31.8 24.1 16.9 7.2 55.8 100
Slovak Republic 3.1 c c c 53.5 57.4 23.4 19.2 10.3 8.9 42.6 100
Slovenia 22.5 x(99) 22.5 2.7r 52.7 77.9 9.5 12.6 7.3r 5.3r 22.1 100
Spain 7.4 x(99) 7.4 8.7 37.0 53.1 19.0 27.9 19.9 7.9 46.9 100
Sweden 16.6 a 16.6 7.1 27.8 51.6 37.6 10.8 5.2 5.6 48.4 100
Switzerland 27.5 7.4 20.0 2.7 17.7 47.8 42.1 10.1 5.0 5.1 52.2 100
Turkey 7.0 a 7.0 2.1 17.5 26.6 22.4 51.0 5.1 45.9 73.4 100
United Kingdom 15.1 1.9 13.2 1.6 17.8 34.5 46.3 19.2 6.5 12.7 65.5 100
United States 21.7 x(99) 21.7 1.2 16.6 39.4 40.2 20.3 6.2 14.2 60.6 100

OECD average (excluding Japan) 16.3  m 15.5 2.8 29.7 48.5 32.0 19.4 7.6 12.2 51.4 100

EU21 average 14.2  m 13.5 3.3 35.6 52.6 29.2 18.2 9.2 9.4 47.4 100

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil2 14.0 a m 2.2 9.8 26.0 41.4 32.6 7.7 24.9 74.0 100
China m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 11.8 a m 3.2 12.0 27.1 36.8 36.1 10.9 25.2 72.9 100
Costa Rica 16.7 a m 8.4 19.9 45.0 22.3 32.7 10.1 22.6 55.0 100
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
Latvia 14.6 a m c 36.7 52.5 31.2 16.3 7.0 9.3 47.5 100
Lithuania 13.3 a c c 40.1 55.7 26.2 18.1 8.9 9.2 44.3 100
Russian Federation 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 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

Notes: NEET refer to young people neither in employment nor in education or training. Columns showing data for total population and/or other age groups are 
available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Students in work-study programmes are considered to be both in education and employed, irrespective of their labour market status according to the ILO definition.
2. Brazil, Chile, Korea: Data for 2014 refer to year 2013.
Source: OECD. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285989
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Table C5.3a. Percentage of 15-29 year-olds in education/not in education,  
by educational attainment, work status and gender (2014)
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(73) (74) (75) (76) (77) (78) (79) (80) (81) (82) (83) (84)

O
E
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D

 Australia 15.2 c 15.0 1.4 8.7 25.3 66.1 8.6 2.5 6.1 74.7 100
Austria 20.8 c 20.5 2.4 15.0 38.2 55.9 5.9 3.1 2.9 61.8 100
Belgium 5.5 c 5.2 c 16.0 22.2 68.3 9.5 6.0 3.5 77.8 100
Canada 13.4 x(75) 13.4 1.0 9.8 24.2 65.0 10.8 5.2 5.6 75.8 100
Chile2 5.8 a 5.8 1.0 7.0 13.8 68.2 18.0 8.6 9.4 86.2 100
Czech Republic 11.0 m 10.9 c 20.0 31.8 56.4 11.8 4.4 7.4 68.2 100
Denmark 27.4 x(75) 27.4 2.4r 9.6 39.4 49.3 11.3 7.6 3.6 60.6 100
Estonia 16.6 x(75) 16.6 c 8.2 26.3 60.0 13.7 4.8 8.9 73.7 100
Finland 17.7 x(75) 17.7 1.8r 6.9 26.4 60.4 13.2 5.6 7.5 73.6 100
France 10.6 x(75) 10.6 0.5 16.2 27.4 60.9 11.7 8.1 3.6 72.6 100
Germany 14.5 1.1 13.3 1.3 9.7 25.5 68.9 5.6 2.3 3.2 74.5 100
Greece 2.2 a 2.2 1.5r 5.4 9.1 50.6 40.3 35.8 4.5 90.9 100
Hungary 3.6 a 3.6 c 9.8 13.7 71.8 14.5 5.7 8.8 86.3 100
Iceland 14.8 a 14.8 c c 21.6 73.1 c c c 78.4 100
Ireland 7.7 a 7.7 1.2r 11.7 20.7 67.4 11.9 7.4 4.5 79.3 100
Israel 15.2 x(75) 15.2 0.7 4.2 20.0 67.6 12.3 5.3 7.1 80.0 100
Italy 4.5 a 4.5 1.7 29.4 35.5 34.5 29.2 14.0 15.2 63.7 100
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea2 1.4 a 1.4 0.0 1.6 3.0 72.2 24.8 5.8 18.9 97.0 100
Luxembourg 11.5 a 11.5 m 19.9 31.3 59.5 9.1 7.3 c 68.7 100
Mexico 8.0 a 8.0 0.7 12.1 20.7 63.0 16.2 7.4 8.8 79.3 100
Netherlands 21.4 x(75) 21.4 1.6 8.7 31.7 62.4 5.9 3.1 2.9 68.3 100
New Zealand 12.8 a 12.8 0.7 6.9 20.4 70.9 8.7 3.8 4.9 79.6 100
Norway 12.3 m 12.3 0.8 13.0 26.2 68.5 5.2 2.4 2.8 73.8 100
Poland 10.6 a 10.6 1.6 12.2 24.5 63.0 12.5 7.1 5.4 75.5 100
Portugal 8.8 a 8.8 3.1 18.1 30.0 51.8 18.1 13.9 4.2 70.0 100
Slovak Republic 4.5 c c c 26.8 31.6 52.3 16.1 9.1 7.0 68.4 100
Slovenia 17.2 x(75) 17.2 4.0r 12.4 33.6 50.5 15.9 11.6 4.3r 66.4 100
Spain3 10.9 x(75) 10.9 7.4 14.3 32.6 46.7 20.7 16.7 4.0 67.4 100
Sweden 17.7 a 17.7 4.4 17.3 39.5 55.0 5.5 3.0 2.5 60.5 100
Switzerland 15.8 c 15.3 1.2 7.6 24.7 67.8 7.2 4.3 3.0 75.1 100
Turkey 18.9 a 18.9 3.1 6.2 28.2 46.3 25.6 10.2 15.4 71.8 100
United Kingdom 11.8 0.9 10.8 1.3 8.9 21.9 69.8 8.3 4.1 4.2 78.1 100
United States 13.6 x(75) 13.6 0.4 8.4 22.4 66.5 11.1 3.7 7.4 77.6 100

OECD average (excluding Japan) 12.2 m 12.4 1.8 11.9 25.6 60.9 13.7 7.5 6.4 74.4 100

EU21 average 12.2 m 12.5 2.4 14.1 28.2 57.9 13.8 8.6 5.4 71.7 100

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil2 3.1 a 3.1 0.3 1.2 4.7 82.1 13.3 5.6 7.7 95.3 100
China m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 15.5 a 15.5 2.5 4.2 22.3 61.2 16.5 10.7 5.9 77.7 100
Costa Rica 28.7 a 29.0 7.0 6.7 42.4 47.8 9.8 7.5 2.3 57.6 100
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
Latvia 12.3 a 12.3 c 4.7 17.8 69.8 12.4 3.4r 9.0 82.2 100
Lithuania c a c c c 9.1 78.9 12.0 7.0 c 90.9 100
Russian Federation 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 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

Notes: NEET refer to young people neither in employment nor in education or training. Data refer to ISCED 2011. In Brazil data refer to ISCED-97. See the description 
of the levels of education in the Definitions section. Columns showing data broken down by gender and/or other educational attainment groups are available for 
consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Students in work-study programmes are considered to be both in education and employed, irrespective of their labour market status according to the ILO definition.
2. Brazil, Chile, Korea: Data for 2014 refer to year 2013.
3. Spain: Data refer to 16-29 year-olds.
Source: OECD. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933285997
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Table C5.4a. Percentage of 15-29 year-olds in education/not in education,  
by number of hours worked and age group (2014)

 

20-24 year-olds

In education Not in education

Employed - Number of hours  
worked per week

Em
pl

oy
ed

U
ne

m
pl

oy
ed

  
or

 in
ac

ti
ve

Employed - Number of hours  
worked per week

Em
pl

oy
ed

U
ne

m
pl

oy
ed

  
or

 in
ac

ti
ve

1-9 10-19 20-34 35+ U
nk

no
w

n

1-9 10-19 20-34 35+ U
nk

no
w

n

(15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28)
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Australia 3.6 x(17) 14.0d 8.2 0.0 25.8 17.1 1.2 x(24) 10.7d 31.9 0.0 43.8 13.2
Austria 3.9 4.2 2.7 5.5 16.4 16.4 22.8 0.8 1.2 7.6 39.3 0.0 48.8 12.0
Belgium 1.3 c 0.8 1.2 c 4.3 43.0 c 2.2 7.5 23.8 c 33.9 18.9
Canada 4.4 8.3 5.2 2.2 0.0 20.0 21.0 1.2 3.1 12.5 27.4 0.0 44.2 14.8
Chile1 1.1 1.1 1.9 5.6 0.3 9.9 34.1 0.7 1.3 3.1 29.1 0.7 34.9 21.1
Czech Republic c 0.8 1.8 1.9 5.3 10.2 38.6 c 0.9 5.0 32.6 c 38.9 12.3
Denmark 12.4 8.9 3.3 8.6 c 33.4 27.7 1.5 2.5 6.4 15.7 0.0 26.1 12.7
Estonia c 1.5 7.1 5.9 c 16.2 30.1 c c 4.2 29.8 2.4 37.6 16.1
Finland 5.5 5.7 4.7 3.4 c 19.7 31.2 1.3 2.2 8.5 21.1 c 33.3 15.6
France 1.4 2.0 1.5 6.4 0.1 11.3 35.0 0.9 1.9 6.6 25.8 0.1 35.3 18.3
Germany 4.4 3.8 2.1 17.2 0.0 27.5 26.6 0.6 1.7 3.9 29.6 0.0 35.8 10.1
Greece c 0.5r 0.9r 1.1 0.0 2.5 46.7 0.4r 1.1 4.7 13.4 0.0 19.5 31.3
Hungary c c 1.0 1.0 c 2.4 40.5 c c 3.6 32.1 c 36.5 20.6
Iceland 7.4 9.2 7.0 11.4 0.0 35.1 14.9 c c 5.2 32.8 0.0 40.5 9.4
Ireland 1.9 4.9 2.8 2.6 c 12.2 33.0 0.9r 2.3 9.2 20.7 c 33.4 21.1
Israel 1.9 2.7 4.6 3.3 0.0 12.4 17.0 0.9 2.3 7.7 41.1 0.0 52.0 18.5
Italy 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.5 c 2.1 39.3 0.6 1.2 6.1 15.3 0.3 23.4 34.8
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea1 1.6 x(17) 5.2d 2.9 0.0 9.8 34.6 0.4 x(24) 4.8d 28.0 0.3 33.5 22.2
Luxembourg c c 2.2r 3.7 c 7.6 50.8 c 3.3r 4.1 21.9 1.9r 32.6 9.0
Mexico 0.7 1.1 2.0 3.9 0.2 7.9 19.6 1.0 2.5 5.8 37.2 1.0 47.6 24.9
Netherlands 14.3 8.0 6.3 4.8 0.9 34.3 22.3 4.4 2.6 9.1 15.8 1.1 33.0 10.4
New Zealand x(19) x(19) x(19) x(19) 20.1d 20.1 20.5 x(26) x(26) x(26) x(26) 44.7d 44.7 14.4
Norway 9.9 5.8 5.0 7.9 0.0 30.8 21.7 6.2 3.0 7.4 21.0 0.0 37.5 10.0
Poland 0.3 0.7 2.9 7.3 0.0 11.1 37.2 0.0 0.7 4.1 27.6 0.0 32.5 19.2
Portugal c c 0.8 1.8 c 4.4 38.8 c 1.8 4.6 24.3 1.5 32.9 23.9
Slovak Republic 0.0 c 0.7r 1.2 0.0 2.5 45.9 c 1.2 4.2 27.2 c 33.1 18.6
Slovenia 2.3r 3.2r 7.2 5.0 0.0 17.8 51.1 c 1.2r 1.5r 15.0 0.0 17.7 13.4
Spain 1.2 x(17) 3.1d 1.7 0.0 6.1 43.9 0.9 x(24) 5.7d 14.4 0.0 21.0 29.0
Sweden 4.8 3.5 2.9 1.9 c 13.2 33.0 1.7 3.3 11.7d 25.0 c 41.8 12.0
Switzerland 4.6 3.1 3.4 4.2 10.5 25.7 19.1 0.9 0.9 5.5 30.7 4.5 42.6 12.4
Turkey 0.2 0.6 1.0 10.0 0.0 11.8 19.7 0.4 1.6 2.5 27.7 0.0 32.2 36.3
United Kingdom 2.2 3.9 2.7 4.7 1.2 14.6 19.9 1.2 4.2 8.1 33.4 1.5 48.4 17.0
United States 1.6 4.3 7.9 5.3 0.1 19.2 18.9 0.7 2.0 9.2 32.6 0.0 44.5 17.5

OECD average (excluding Japan) 3.6 3.7 3.6 4.8 2.4 15.1 30.8 1.3 2.0 6.3 26.4 2.3 36.2 17.9

EU21 average 3.8 3.5 2.8 4.2 2.2 12.9 36.1 1.2 2.0 6.0 24.0 0.6 33.1 17.9

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1 x(19) x(19) x(19) x(19) 13.8d 13.8 10.0 x(26) x(26) x(26) x(26) 52.2d 52.2 24.0
China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 1.1 1.3 2.3 7.3 0.0 11.9 14.0 1.6 2.5 6.2 38.8 0.0 49.1 24.9
Costa Rica 1.4 1.5 2.1 14.4 0.0 19.4 22.4 1.9 2.0 2.9 29.8 0.0 36.6 21.6
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
Latvia c c 5.2 10.0 0.0 15.8 31.5 0.0 c 1.3r 33.2 c 36.1 16.6
Lithuania c c 4.1 8.1 c 12.7 38.0 c c c 28.9 c 32.9 16.4
Russian Federation 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

Notes: Hours worked represent the actual number of hours worked per week, including overtime. When actual hours worked per week were equal to zero, the usual 
hours worked were used instead. When a country could not provide the actual number of hours worked per week, the usual hours worked were used. Columns 
showing data for other age groups are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Brazil, Chile, Korea: Data for 2014 refer to year 2013.
Source: OECD. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286000
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Table C5.4b. Percentage of 15-29 year-olds in education/not in education, by number of hours worked 
and gender (2014)

 

Total (young men + young women)

In education Not in education

Employed - Number of hours  
worked per week
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1-9 10-19 20-34 35+ U
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 5.5 x(3) 10.6d 7.3 0.0 23.5 23.0 0.9 x(10) 8.7d 31.2 0.0 40.9 12.6
Austria 3.3 2.6 2.7 9.2 0.0 17.9 27.5 1.0 1.8 7.4 32.9 0.0 43.1 11.6
Belgium 0.9 c 0.8 1.3 0.5 3.8 44.3 0.5 2.1 7.2 26.9 c 36.9 15.0
Canada 5.1 7.1 3.6 1.8 0.0 17.6 26.6 1.1 2.6 10.2 28.5 0.0 42.4 13.4
Chile1 0.7 0.8 1.4 4.6 0.2 7.6 41.0 0.7 1.1 3.0 27.1 0.7 32.7 18.8
Czech Republic 0.2 0.6 1.4 2.0 21.3 25.5 20.5 0.4 0.9 5.6 34.5 c 41.5 12.5
Denmark 13.5 8.1 2.2 6.2 c 30.0 32.1 0.9 1.9 6.2 18.1 0.0 27.1 10.7
Estonia 0.7 1.2 3.7 5.3 c 11.1 34.2 c 1.3 4.7 32.5 1.2 40.1 14.6
Finland 4.7 3.7 3.1 3.9 0.3r 15.7 38.6 0.9 1.9 7.7 22.0 c 32.6 12.9
France 0.8 1.0 0.9 4.5 0.0 7.2 40.5 0.8 1.7 6.2 27.2 0.0 36.0 16.3
Germany 3.5 2.6 1.8 12.4 0.0 20.3 33.4 0.7 1.7 4.7 30.0 0.0 37.2 9.2
Greece c 0.3r 0.6 1.0 0.0 1.8 45.9 0.5 1.2 4.9 17.3 0.0 23.9 28.3
Hungary c c 0.5 1.0 c 1.7 43.4 c 0.5 3.6 33.0 c 37.4 17.5
Iceland 7.7 7.7 6.3 9.9 0.0 31.6 18.4 1.2 2.3 5.7 32.0 0.0 41.2 8.8
Ireland 1.5 2.5 1.7 1.7 c 7.5 40.4 0.8 2.4 8.3 21.9 0.4 34.0 18.0
Israel 2.2 2.5 4.1 3.9 0.0 12.6 30.2 0.7 1.9 5.9 34.8 0.0 43.3 13.8
Italy 0.2 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.0 1.8 44.9 0.6 1.3 5.9 17.1 0.3 25.3 27.6
Japan2 x(5) x(5) x(5) x(5) 10.8d 10.8 53.5 x(12) x(12) x(12) x(12) 29.2d 29.2 6.6
Korea1 0.7 x(3) 2.9d 1.8 0.0 5.5 42.2 0.3 x(10) 4.4d 29.0 0.5 34.3 18.0
Luxembourg 1.5 0.7r 1.9 2.9 0.7r 7.6 48.0 0.8r 1.2 4.5 27.9 1.8 36.2 8.2
Mexico 1.0 1.4 1.9 3.1 0.2 7.5 28.7 1.0 2.2 5.4 31.7 1.0 41.4 22.4
Netherlands 14.4 6.5 4.7 3.9 1.2 30.7 24.5 4.9 2.4 9.1 18.2 1.0 35.5 9.2
New Zealand x(5) x(5) x(5) x(5) 16.6d 16.6 28.5 x(12) x(12) x(12) x(12) 41.8d 41.8 12.9
Norway 10.0 4.4 3.6 6.4 0.0 25.8 30.0 6.6 2.4 6.3 20.5 0.0 35.7 8.5
Poland 0.1 0.5 1.5 4.3 0.0 6.5 39.9 0.2 0.8 4.8 32.0 0.0 37.7 15.8
Portugal 0.5 0.3 0.7 1.7 0.3 3.6 44.4 0.7 1.3 4.2 26.4 1.7 34.3 17.7
Slovak Republic 0.0 0.3 0.5 1.1 0.0 2.0 43.1 0.3 1.3 4.6 29.7 0.3 36.2 18.7
Slovenia 1.5 1.8 3.5 5.6 0.0 12.3 45.2 0.2r 0.9r 3.0 24.7 0.0 28.8 13.7
Spain3 0.8 x(3) 2.2d 2.2 0.0 5.1 40.4 0.9 x(10) 6.5d 21.3 0.0 28.6 25.8
Sweden 4.6 2.7 2.3 2.2 c 11.9 39.4 1.3 2.6 9.8 25.4 0.1r 39.3 9.4
Switzerland 3.3 1.9 2.4 3.4 16.2 27.2 21.7 1.5 1.8 5.2 29.1 3.6 41.2 9.9
Turkey 0.2 0.6 1.4 7.1 0.0 9.2 28.0 0.5 1.3 2.6 26.7 0.0 31.2 31.6
United Kingdom 3.0 3.1 2.1 4.1 1.1 13.3 28.2 1.1 3.6 7.2 30.9 1.3 44.1 14.4
United States 1.7 3.7 5.4 3.8 0.1 14.6 30.1 0.6 1.6 7.6 30.4 0.0 40.3 15.0

OECD average (excluding Japan) 3.1 2.5 2.6 4.1 2.1 13.2 34.8 1.1 1.7 6.0 27.2 1.9 36.4 15.5

EU21 average 2.9 2.1 1.9 3.7 1.6 11.3 38.1 0.9 1.6 6.0 26.2 0.5 35.0 15.6

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1 x(5) x(5) x(5) x(5) 13.0d 13.0 22.7 x(12) x(12) x(12) x(12) 44.0d 44.0 20.3
China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 1.3 1.6 2.1 5.8 0.0 10.9 24.7 1.5 2.3 5.5 33.7 0.0 43.0 21.4
Costa Rica 1.1 1.4 2.0 10.8 0.0 15.3 31.7 1.9 1.7 3.3 27.3 0.0 34.2 18.8
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
Latvia c c 2.0 6.5 0.0 8.9 35.2 0.0 0.6r 1.7 38.4 0.6r 41.3 14.5
Lithuania c c 2.0 4.7 c 7.0 44.0 c c 3.2 30.4 c 34.8 14.2
Russian Federation 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

Notes: Hours worked represent the actual number of hours worked per week, including overtime. When actual hours worked per week were equal to zero, the usual 
hours worked were used instead. When a country could not provide the actual number of hours worked per week, the usual hours worked were used. Columns 
showing data broken down by gender are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Brazil, Chile, Korea: Data for 2014 refer to year 2013.
2. Japan: Data for 15-29 year-olds refer to 15-24 year-olds.
3. Spain: Data for 15-29 year-olds refer to 16-19 year-olds.
Source: OECD. Latvia, Lithuania: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286011
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HOW MANY ADULTS PARTICIPATE IN EDUCATION AND 
LEARNING?
• Across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills 

(PIAAC) in 2012, about 50% of all employed adults participate in employer-sponsored formal 
and / or non-formal education in a given year. The proportion ranges from more than 60% in 
Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands and Norway, to less than 40% in France, Italy, Poland, the 
Russian Federation and the Slovak Republic.

• About 60% of employed adults with good skills in information and communication technology (ICT) 
and in problem solving participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, 
while only 18% of adults who have no computer experience do.

• About 60% of workers in the most skilled occupations participate in employer-sponsored formal 
and/or non-formal education, while about 25% of workers in elementary occupations do.

 Context
Adult learning can play an important role in helping adults to develop and maintain key information-
processing skills, and acquire other knowledge and skills, throughout life. It is crucial to provide, 
and ensure access to, organised learning opportunities for adults beyond initial formal education, 
especially for workers who need to adapt to changes throughout their careers. �e relevance of 
continued learning opportunities now extends to workers in both high- and low-skilled occupations. 
In high-technology sectors, workers need to update their competencies and keep pace with rapidly 
changing techniques. Workers in low-technology sectors and those performing low-skilled tasks 
must learn to be adaptable, since they are at higher risk of losing their job, as routine tasks are 
increasingly performed by machines, and companies may relocate to countries with lower labour costs 
(OECD, 2013). In general, the higher the productivity of a worker, the more interested an employer 
might be in investing in his or her human capital.

Chart C6.1. Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or  
non-formal education, by skills and readiness to use information  

and communication technologies for problem solving (2012)
Survey of Adult Skills, employed 25-64 year-olds

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education among people in 
Group 4 (Good ICT and problem-solving skills).
Source: OECD. Table C6.1 (P). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284339
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 Other findings
• Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education in all countries is 

strongly related to proficiency levels in key skills such as literacy and numeracy as well as to 
educational attainment. These factors combine to create a virtuous circle for persons with high 
skills proficiency and educational attainment who tend to acquire yet more skills through attending 
adult education activities. The factors also combine to establish a vicious circle of low educational 
attainment, low skills proficiency, and lack of support for institutionalised learning to redress 
skills deficiencies. 

• Participation rates in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education are highest among 
workers who most frequently use reading, writing and numeracy skills at work. 

• Across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 
57% of full-time workers with indefinite contracts participate in employer-sponsored formal 
and / or non-formal education while 33% of part-time workers with limited contracts do. 

• In all countries, 25-34 year-old workers are more likely to participate in employer-sponsored 
formal and/or non-formal education than 55-64 year-old workers.
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Analysis

Employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education

Employers support their employees’ participation in education and training activities when they have an interest in 
investing in their employees’ human capital. Employer support can take the form of time, i.e. providing educational 
activities that take place fully or partly during paid working hours, or financial support, i.e. giving grants to 
employees to participate in educational activities. 

Across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, about 50% of 
all employed adults participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education in a given year. The 
proportion ranges from more than 60% in Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands and Norway, to less than 40% 
in France, Italy, Poland, the Russian Federation and the Slovak Republic (Table C6.1 [P]).

The large variation in participation in adult learning activities suggests that there are significant differences in 
learning cultures, learning opportunities at work, and adult education structures. Results from the Survey of Adult 
Skills, a product of the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC), show a 
clear relationship between the extent of participation in organised adult learning activities and the average level of 
key information-processing skills in a given country.

Participation as related to ICT skills and educational attainment
The 2012 Survey of Adult Skills measured adults’ proficiency in using ICT to solve problems. Chart C6.1 shows that, 
across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 63% of adults with 
good ICT and problem-solving skills participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, while 
only 18% of those who have no computer experience do. The most highly skilled adults are thus about three times 
more likely to participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education than are the least skilled 
adults (Table C6.1 [P]). 

All participating OECD countries and sub-national entities show increasing participation as the level of proficiency 
increases. The most skilled adults are more than three times more likely to participate in employer-sponsored formal 
and/or non-formal education than those with no skills, except in Australia, the Czech Republic, England (UK), Ireland, 
Northern Ireland (UK) and the Russian Federation, where the most-skilled adults are two or less than three times 
more likely to participate in such activities than adults with no skills. In the Czech Republic, England (UK), Ireland 
and Northern Ireland (UK) at least 25% of those with no computer experience participate in employer-sponsored 
formal and/or non-formal education. In Australia, Denmark, England (UK), Finland, the Netherlands, Norway, 
Sweden and the United States, about two out of three (67% or more) workers with good ICT and problem-solving 
skills receive support for further learning from their employers (Table C6.1 [P]).

The frequency with which adults use ICT and problem-solving skills at work is also related to participation in 
employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education. The ICT activities surveyed include: using e-mail, 
Internet, spreadsheets, word processors, programming languages; conducting transactions on line; and participating 
in online discussions (conferences, chats). The respondents indicated how often they engage in each activity: never; 
less than once a month; less than once a week, but at least once a month; at least once a week but not every day; or 
every day. The index created to measure frequency of use compares the frequency of the respondent’s activities to 
the frequency of activities of all adults assessed. 

Across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, the rate of 
participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education increases from 36% among those who 
never engage in the ICT activities cited, to 67% among those who engage in these activities most often, on average. 
Meanwhile, at least 60% of adults who engage in these activities moderately or often (i.e. less than once a week 
but at least once a month, at least once a week but not every day, or every day) participate in employer-sponsored 
formal and/or non-formal education programmes, which suggests that there might be a ceiling effect (Table C6.3e, 
available on line).

Workers’ educational attainment is also closely related to participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or 
non-formal education. Across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult 
Skills, workers with high educational attainment are about twice as likely to participate than are workers with low 
education (62% among those with tertiary education compared with 29% among those with below upper secondary 
education as their highest level of attainment). This difference is larger in countries with lower participation rates, 
in general (correlation coefficient = 0.86) (Table C6.2a).
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Participation as related to the work environment
The demands of the job also affect workers’ need and wish for education and training. One indication of the level of 
skills demanded in a job is the occupation of the worker. The Survey of Adult Skills distinguishes among four groups 
of occupations: skilled occupations (managers, professionals, technicians and associate professionals); semi-skilled 
white-collar occupations (clerical support workers, service and sales workers); semi-skilled blue-collar occupations 
(skilled manual workers); and elementary occupations. 

Chart C6.2 includes both information from the Survey of Adult Skills and information from the Adult Education 
Survey (AES) for countries that did not participate in the Survey of Adult Skills. The results are presented in separated 
sections as they are not directly comparable. On the left side of the chart, data from the Survey of Adult Skills are 
presenting data for year 2012 on formal and/or non-formal education while on the right side of the chart data from 
the AES are for year 2011 and refer to employer-sponsored, job-related, non-formal education and training. 

On average, across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 62% 
of workers in the most skilled occupations participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, 
while 26% of workers in elementary occupations do. The former group is thus more than twice as likely to participate 
than the latter group  (Table 6.2c). The results support the thesis that participation in employer-sponsored 
formal and/or non-formal education is more likely among adults in occupations that require more skills. Workers’ 
occupations have been identified as the single most important factor in determining the frequency with which 
adults use their skills in the workplace (OECD, 2013, p. 181).

Chart C6.2. Participation in employer-sponsored education, by occupation (2011, 2012)
Survey of Adult Skills and Adult Education Survey, employed 25-64 year-olds

Notes: �e data for the countries having participated in the Survey of Adult Skills refer to “employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education”. 
�e data for the countries having participated in the Eurostat Adult Education Survey (AES) refer to “employer-sponsored”, job-related, non-formal 
education and training”.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education among people in skilled occupations. 
Source: OECD. Table C6.2c. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284342
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Workers in skilled occupations participate most often in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education; 
workers in elementary occupations participate the least. For countries and sub-national entities that participated 
in the Survey of Adult Skills, in Italy and Poland, all workers who are not in skilled occupations participate at 
the same, relatively low, rate. Austria, Canada, the Czech Republic, Germany, Norway and the Slovak Republic 
show small differences between semi-skilled blue-collar and white-collar workers, while in most other countries 
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white-collar workers participate more in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education. In Denmark, 
Finland and Norway, more than 35% of workers in elementary occupations participate in employer-sponsored 
formal and/or non-formal education, while more than 70% workers in skilled occupations do. Countries with 
the lowest participation for workers in skilled occupations are Austria, France, Italy, Japan, Korea, Poland, the 
Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic and Spain, where less than 60% of workers in skilled occupations participate 
in such learning activities. For countries that participated in the AES, the highest participation from workers 
in elementary occupation is found in Hungary, where 40% of workers in elementary occupations participate in 
employer-sponsored, job-related, non-formal education and training; for workers in skilled occupations, the highest 
proportion is found in Luxembourg, where about 67% of workers in skilled occupations participate in such learning 
activities (Table C6.2c).

Participation as related to type of employment contract and industry 
Perhaps not surprising, part-time workers, those who work up to 30 hours per week, are less likely to participate in 
formal and/or non-formal education, especially employer-sponsored participation, than full-time workers. Across 
OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 52% of full-time workers, 
those who work 30 hours per week or more, participate in such education, while 35% of part-time workers do. 
Workers on limited contracts also tend to participate less (43%) than workers with unlimited contracts (55%) 
(Table C6.2d).

Chart C6.3. Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by working hours and contract type (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, employed 25-64 year-olds

1. For Australia, data based on full time/part time are using a variable which is topped at 60 hours per week while there is no upper limit for other 
countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education among people who work full time and have 
an inde�nite contract.
Source: OECD. Table C6.2d. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284355
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Chart C6.3 shows the effect on participation of the two variables above combined. Employers see less of a risk 
investing in full-time workers with unlimited contracts, since they will probably stay longer in the firm and repay 
the investment with greater productivity. The opposite is true for part-time workers with limited contracts. The 
results confirm this: across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 
57% of full-time workers with unlimited contracts participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal 
education, while only 33% of part-time workers with limited contracts do (Table 6.2d).
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The classification of industries used in the Survey of Adult Skills (i.e. resource industries, goods-producing industries, 
lower-tier services and upper-tier services) reflects the skills demands of the broad categories. As may be expected, 
workers in upper-tier service industries have the highest participation rates in all countries, while employees in 
resource industries have the lowest participation rates in most countries. Across participating OECD  countries 
and sub-national entities, 59% of workers in upper-tier services participate in such education, while 36% of 
workers in resource industries do. Participation rates in the goods-producing industries and the lower-tier services 
vary, presumably reflecting the skills demands of the goods-producing industries in the countries (Table C6.2e, 
available on line). See Annex 3 for more details on the type of industries (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm).

Participation as related to other types of learning at work
A further indication of the degree in which the working environment is also a learning environment is the availability 
of other learning activities at the workplace. The index that measures this includes learning new things from 
supervisors or co-workers; learning-by-doing; and keeping up-to-date with new products or services. Chart C6.4 
shows that workers who learn more at work through other activities participate most in employer-sponsored 
education. It also shows that there is a ceiling effect: while the participation rate rises steeply between those who 
never learn at work to those who occationally learn at work, it tends to level off among those who frequently learn 
at work through other activities. This ceiling effect can also be observed in the three single variables that constitute 
the index, i.e. it is not due to the construction of the index (Table C6.3a).

Chart C6.4. Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of learning at work (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, employed 25-64 year-olds

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education among people who have an index of learning 
at work of 80% or more.
Source: OECD. Table C6.3a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284364
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Across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 13% of the 
workers who indicated that they never engage in any of the learning activities participate in employer-sponsored 
formal and/or non-formal education, while 59% of workers who engage in other learning activities the most often 
do. The latter group is four times more likely to participate than the former group. In France, Germany, Japan, 
the Russian Federation and Sweden, workers’ participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal 
education differs by a magnitude of more than seven times, depending on their engagement in other learning 
activities at work. These countries show low rates of participation among workers who never engage in such 
learning activities. Conversely, many countries with relatively high rates of participation in employer-sponsored 

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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formal and/or non-formal education (over 16%) among workers who never engage in other learning activities 
at work show relatively small differences (less than four times) in participation in other learning activities at 
work. These countries and sub-national entities are Canada, the Czech Republic, England (UK), Ireland, Korea, 
Northern Ireland (UK) and Poland (Table C6.3a).

Participation as related to the use of information-processing skills at work
The Survey of Adult Skills asked adults to indicate the frequence with which they use various skills at work. These 
skills were then grouped into indicies as information-processing skills (including reading, writing, numeracy, ICT 
and problem-solving skills) and other generic skills (including task discretion, learning at work, influencing skills, 
co-operative skills, self-organising skills, dexterity, and physical skills) (OECD, 2013).

All of the information-processing skills measured show a fairly strong relationship with participation in employer-
sponsored formal and/or non-formal education. The results confirm the general hypothesis of higher participation 
in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education of adults with higher skills use (Tables C6.3b to C6.3e, 
available on line). 

The index of reading at work that was created to measure that activity includes eight different tasks. Chart C6.5 
shows that across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 
67% of adults who read most frequently at work participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal 
education. By contrast, only 14% of those who reported that they never read at work participate. Participation in 
employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education rises steadily the more frequently people read at work 
(Table C6.3b, available on line).

Chart C6.5. Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of reading skills at work (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, employed 25-64 year-olds

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education among people who have an index of use of 
reading skills at work of 80% or more.
Source: OECD. Table C6.3b, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance- 19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284377
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In Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands and Sweden more than three out of four workers who read frequently 
at work participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education (75% or more). At the other 
extreme, in Austria, Estonia, Germany, Japan, the Russian Federation and the Slovak Republic, fewer than one 
in ten (less than 10%) of the workers who never read at the workplace participate in such learning activities 
(Table C6.3b, available on line).
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Across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 19% of the workers 
who never write at work participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, compared to 67% 
of those who write the mostly frequently at work. Participation rates tend to rise as adults write more at work (Table 
C6.3c, available on line).

Similar results are found when considering the use of numeracy skills at work. On average across OECD countries 
and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, 63% of workers who use their numeracy 
skills most frequently at work participate in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, compared to 
33% of those who never use such skills (Table C6.3d, available on line).

Participation as related to the use of certain generic skills at work
Chart C6.6 shows that using influencing skills at work are strongly related to participation in employer-sponsored 
formal and/or non-formal education. Participation rates rise steadily as the use of these skills at work increases – 
from 33% among workers who never use influencing skills at work to 63% among workers who use these skills 
most frequently. The latter are thus twice as likely to participate in employer-sponsored education as the former 
(Table C6.3f, available on line).

Chart C6.6. Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of influencing skills at work (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, employed 25-64 year-olds

* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education among people who have an index of use of 
in�uencing skills at work of 80% or more. 
Source: OECD. Table C6.3f, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284386
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For most countries participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education rises steadily with 
the frequency of the workers’ use of influencing skills at work. In Austria, the Czech Republic, Flanders (Belgium), 
Germany and Poland the participation rates of the two groups with the highest frequency of use of influencing skills 
are close together (5 percentage-point difference or less), suggesting a mild ceiling effect (Table C6.3f, available 
on line).

Workers who never use task-discretion skills (choosing or changing the sequence of job tasks, the speed of work, 
working hours; and deciding how to do the job) at work participate least in employer-sponsored formal and/or 
non-formal education. Across OECD countries and sub-national entities that participated in the Survey of Adult 
Skills, only 29% of such workers participate, on average. In most countries, the participation rate rises steeply 
between those who never use task-discretion skills at work and those who use those skills occationally at work, but 
falls for those who use those skills the most (Table C6.3g, available on line).
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Definitions 
Adults refers to 25-64 year-olds.

Education and training: Formal education is planned education provided in the system of schools, colleges, 
universities and other formal educational institutions that normally constitutes a continuous “ladder” of full-time 
education for children and young people. The providers may be public or private. Non-formal education is sustained 
educational activity that does not correspond exactly to the definition of formal education. Non-formal education 
may take place both within and outside educational institutions and cater to individuals of all ages. Depending on 
country contexts, it may cover education programmes in adult literacy, basic education for out-of-school children, 
life skills, work skills, and general culture. The Survey of Adult Skills uses a list of possible non-formal education 
activities, including open or distance-learning courses, private lessons, organised sessions for on-the-job training, 
and workshops or seminars to prompt respondents to list all of their learning activities during the previous 
12 months. Some of these learning activities might be of short duration.

Employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education: Employer support can be offered in the form of 
time (i.e. educational activities that take place fully or partly during paid working hours), or financial support 
(giving grants to employees to participate in educational activities).

Generic skills at work: Learning at work corresponds to learning new things from supervisors or co-workers; 
learning-by-doing; and keeping up-to-date with new products or services; influencing skills corresponds to 
instructing, teaching or training people; making speeches or presentations; selling products or services; advising 
people; planning others’ activities; persuading or influencing others; and negotiating; task discretion corresponds 
to choosing or changing the sequence of job tasks, the speed of work, working hours; and deciding how to do the job; 
and co-operative skills corresponds to co-operating or collaborating with co-workers.

Index of: use of learning at work, use of reading skills at work, use of writing skills at work, use of numeracy 
skills at work, use of ICT skills at work, use of influencing skills at work, use of task discretion at work, and 
use of co-operative skills at work: The indices are categorised as Warm’s mean weighted likelihood estimation 
(WLE). It is derived from variables that are based on a Likert scale from “Never” to “Every day”. For these skills-use 
variables, numerical comparisons between the use of different skills are possible: a value of 0 indicates that the skill 
is never used; a value of 1 indicates that it is used less than once a month; a value of 2 indicates that the skill is used 
less than once a week but at least once a month; a value of 3 indicates that it is used at least once a week but not 
every day; and a value of 4 indicates that it is used every day. The categories should therefore be interpreted based 
on the frequency of the activity, with “Never” being the least frequent and “80% or more” being the most frequent. 
For more details on the index, see page 143 of OECD Skills Outlook 2013: First Results from the Survey of Adult Skills 
(OECD, 2013).

Industry type:  resource industries; goods-producing industries; lower-tier services; and upper-tier services are 
defined by the variable ISIC2C. See Annex 3 for the detailed list of industries included in each group.

Information-processing skills: Reading corresponds to reading documents (directions, instructions, letters, 
memos, e-mails, articles, books, manuals, bills, invoices, diagrams, maps); writing corresponds to writing documents 
(letters, memos, e-mails, articles, reports, forms); numeracy corresponds to calculating prices, costs or budgets; 
use of fractions, decimals or percentages; use of calculators; preparing graphs or tables; algebra or formulas; use 
of advanced mathematics or statistics (calculus, trigonometry, regressions); and ICT skills corresponds to using 
e-mail, Internet, spreadsheets, word processors, programming languages; conducting transactions on line; and 
participating in online discussions (conferences, chats).

Levels of education: Below upper secondary corresponds to ISCED-97 Levels 0, 1, 2 and 3C short programmes; 
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. 

Occupation: Skilled occupations include legislators, senior officials and managers (ISCO 1), professionals (ISCO 2), 
technicians and associate professionals (ISCO 3); semi-skilled white-collar occupations include clerks (ISCO 4), 
service workers, and shop and market sales workers (ISCO 5); semi-skilled blue-collar occupations include skilled 
agricultural and fishery workers (ISCO 6), craft and related trades workers (ISCO 7), and plant and machine operators 
and assemblers (ISCO 8), and elementary occupations include low-skilled occupations (ISCO 9).

Skill groups refer to skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies (ICT) for problem 
solving in technology-rich environments. Each group is described in terms of the characteristics of the types of 
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tasks that can be successfully completed by adults and the related scores in the assessment of problem solving in 
technology-rich environments in the Survey of Adult Skills.
• Group 0 (no computer experience)
• Group 1 (refused the computer-based assessment)
• Group 2 (failed ICT core test or minimal problem-solving skills – scored below Level 1 in the problem solving in 

technology-rich environments assessment)
• Group 3 (moderate ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 1 in the problem solving in technology-rich 

environments assessment)
• Group 4 (good ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 2 or Level 3 in the problem solving in technology-

rich environments assessment)

Working hours and contract type: Full time refers to more than 30 hours per week and fixed-term contract 
includes fixed-term contract, temporary employment agency contract, and an apprenticeship or other training 
scheme.

Methodology
All data are based on the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). PIAAC is the OECD Programme for the International 
Assessment of Adult Competencies. 

A number of skills-use variables are taken directly from questions asked in the background questionnaire of the Survey 
of Adult Skills. Other variables have been derived based on more than one question from the background questionnaire. 
These variables have been transformed so that they have a mean of 2 and a standard deviation of 1 across the pooled 
sample of all participating countries, thus allowing for meaningful comparisons across countries (OECD, 2013, p. 143). 
For more detailed information, see the Technical Report of the Survey of Adult Skills (OECD, 2014, Chapter 20) and 
see Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Note regarding data from the Russian Federation in the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 

Readers should note that the sample for the Russian Federation does not include the population of the Moscow municipal 
area. The data published, therefore, do not represent the entire resident population aged 16-65 in Russia but rather the 
population of Russia excluding the population residing in the Moscow municipal area. More detailed information regarding 
the data from the Russian Federation as well as that of other countries can be found in the Technical Report of the Survey 
of Adult Skills (OECD, 2014).

References
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WEB Table C6.1 (L) Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, by literacy proficiency 
level (2012)

WEB Table C6.1 (N) Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, by numeracy 
proficiency level (2012)

Table C6.1 (P) Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  by skills and readiness 
to use information and communication technologies for problem solving (2012)

Table C6.2a Participation in employer-sponsored education, by educational attainment (2011, 2012)

WEB Table C6.2b Participation in employer-sponsored education, by gender and age group (2011, 2012)
Table C6.2c Participation in employer-sponsored education, by occupation (2011, 2012)
Table C6.2d Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, by working hours  

and contract type (2012)

WEB Table C6.2e Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, by industry (2012)
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Table C6.3a Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of learning at work (2012)

WEB Table C6.3b Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of reading skills at work (2012)

WEB Table C6.3c Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of writing skills at work (2012)

WEB Table C6.3d Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of numeracy skills at work (2012)

WEB Table C6.3e Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of ICT skills at work (2012)

WEB Table C6.3f Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of influencing skills at work (2012)

WEB Table C6.3g Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by use of task discretion at work (2012)
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Table C6.1 (P). Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education,  
by skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies  

for problem solving (2012)
Survey of Adult Skills, employed 25-64 year-olds

Group 0  
(No computer 

experience)

Group 1  
(Refused the 

computer-based 
assessment)

Group 2  
(Failed ICT core test 

or minimal  
problem-solving 

skills)

Group 3  
(Moderate ICT  

and problem-solving 
skills)

Group 4
(Good ICT  

and problem-solving 
skills) All skills groups

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 23 (5.6) 37 (2.3) 46 (2.7) 55 (1.8) 68 (1.5) 56 (1.0)

Austria 11 (2.6) 33 (2.6) 34 (2.6) 44 (2.0) 55 (1.9) 43 (0.8)

Canada 20 (2.7) 35 (2.6) 42 (1.4) 55 (1.2) 67 (1.1) 54 (0.6)

Czech Republic 35 (5.6) 40 (3.3) 45 (3.5) 54 (2.7) 59 (2.5) 51 (1.4)

Denmark 16 (5.3) 39 (3.1) 53 (2.3) 66 (1.5) 74 (1.2) 65 (0.8)

Estonia 15 (2.1) 39 (1.8) 45 (2.1) 53 (1.5) 66 (1.5) 50 (0.8)

Finland 20 (6.2) 46 (2.8) 53 (2.4) 67 (1.6) 70 (1.2) 64 (0.8)

France m m m m m m m m m m 37 (0.7)

Germany 14 (2.4) 32 (3.7) 39 (2.3) 50 (2.0) 61 (1.6) 48 (1.1)

Ireland 26 (3.3) 38 (2.3) 41 (2.7) 55 (2.0) 63 (2.0) 50 (0.9)

Italy m m m m m m m m m m 26 (1.1)

Japan 12 (1.9) 27 (2.2) 37 (2.4) 44 (2.4) 53 (1.6) 41 (0.9)

Korea 16 (1.6) 28 (2.7) 36 (2.1) 46 (1.9) 58 (2.5) 41 (0.9)

Netherlands 17 (5.3) 40 (5.0) 46 (3.0) 61 (1.6) 70 (1.4) 62 (0.9)

Norway 21 (8.5) 33 (3.1) 47 (2.7) 61 (1.9) 71 (1.3) 61 (0.9)

Poland 12 (1.8) 26 (1.9) 37 (2.4) 45 (2.5) 52 (2.5) 35 (1.0)

Slovak Republic 18 (2.0) 27 (2.7) 31 (3.0) 38 (2.0) 54 (2.1) 37 (1.0)

Spain m m m m m m m m m m 41 (0.9)

Sweden 16 (7.8) 36 (3.8) 41 (2.4) 58 (2.1) 68 (1.3) 58 (0.8)

United States 19 (4.5) 35 (3.8) 46 (3.0) 59 (2.1) 69 (1.6) 56 (1.3)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 10 (2.6) 22 (3.4) 33 (2.3) 49 (1.7) 59 (1.5) 47 (0.9)

England (UK) 27 (5.9) 45 (4.0) 46 (2.4) 56 (2.1) 67 (1.6) 57 (1.1)

Northern Ireland (UK) 25 (4.5) 42 (9.4) 43 (3.1) 57 (2.4) 64 (2.7) 53 (1.3)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 26 (5.4) 45 (3.9) 46 (2.4) 56 (2.0) 67 (1.6) 57 (1.1)

Average 18 (1.0) 35 (0.7) 42 (0.6) 53 (0.4) 63 (0.4) 49 (0.2)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 8 (1.8) 18 (6.7) 18 (2.8) 23 (2.0) 23 (2.3) 19 (1.5)

Notes: Participation in education or training during previous 12 months. The category “All skills groups” corresponds to the average participation in employer-
sponsored formal and/or non-formal education for the adults across all skills groups. 
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286032
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Table C6.2a. Participation in employer-sponsored education,  
by educational attainment (2011, 2012)

Employed 25-64 year-olds

Formal and/or non-formal education, Survey of Adult Skills (2012)

Below upper secondary
Upper secondary  

or post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary All levels of education
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 37 (1.9) 52 (1.4) 70 (1.2) 56 (1.0)

Austria 25 (2.1) 42 (1.1) 57 (2.1) 43 (0.8)

Canada 30 (1.9) 48 (1.0) 62 (0.8) 54 (0.6)

Czech Republic 33 (3.8) 50 (1.6) 59 (3.2) 51 (1.4)

Denmark 46 (2.2) 61 (1.3) 76 (1.0) 65 (0.8)

Estonia 30 (2.2) 41 (1.2) 63 (1.0) 50 (0.8)

Finland 39 (3.0) 57 (1.3) 74 (1.1) 64 (0.8)

France 21 (1.4) 34 (1.1) 51 (1.2) 37 (0.7)

Germany 20 (2.9) 43 (1.4) 61 (1.6) 48 (1.1)

Ireland 32 (2.2) 43 (1.4) 64 (1.5) 50 (0.9)

Italy 15 (1.8) 28 (1.4) 48 (2.4) 26 (1.1)

Japan 22 (2.5) 32 (1.4) 52 (1.2) 41 (0.9)

Korea 18 (1.4) 33 (1.3) 58 (1.4) 41 (0.9)

Netherlands 44 (1.7) 60 (1.5) 74 (1.2) 62 (0.9)

Norway 43 (2.2) 58 (1.7) 72 (1.1) 61 (0.9)

Poland 18 (3.2) 25 (1.2) 53 (1.8) 35 (1.0)

Slovak Republic 12 (2.1) 33 (1.4) 55 (1.7) 37 (1.0)

Spain 25 (1.4) 40 (2.4) 56 (1.3) 41 (0.9)

Sweden 38 (2.9) 56 (1.2) 69 (1.2) 58 (0.8)

United States 25 (3.2) 49 (1.7) 70 (1.3) 56 (1.3)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 24 (2.5) 38 (1.5) 61 (1.5) 47 (0.9)

England (UK) 41 (2.6) 55 (1.5) 67 (1.6) 57 (1.1)

Northern Ireland (UK) 31 (2.5) 54 (2.4) 67 (1.8) 53 (1.3)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 41 (2.5) 55 (1.5) 67 (1.5) 57 (1.1)

Average 29 (0.5) 44 (0.3) 62 (0.3) 49 (0.2)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 11 (7.6) 9 (1.6) 23 (1.5) 19 (1.5)

Job-related non-formal education, Adult Education Survey  (2011)

Below upper secondary
Upper secondary  

or post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary All levels of education
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Greece 0 m 3 m 12 m 5 m

Hungary 17 m 29 m 40 m 29 m

Luxembourg 36 m 49 m 55 m 48 m

Portugal 21 m 41 m 50 m 29 m

Slovenia 6 m 20 m 46 m 23 m

Switzerland 17 m 42 m 60 m 45 m

Notes: Participation in education or training during previous 12 months. The category “All levels of education” corresponds to the average participation in employer-
sponsored formal and/or non-formal education for the adults across all education levels.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012) and Adult Education Survey (AES) (2011). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-
a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286042

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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Table C6.2c. Participation in employer-sponsored education, by occupation (2011, 2012)
Survey of Adult Skills, employed 25-64 year-olds

Formal and/or non-formal education, Survey of Adult Skills (2012)

Skilled 
occupations

Semi-skilled white-collar 
occupations

Semi-skilled blue-collar 
occupations

Elementary 
occupations

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 69 (1.3) 52 (2.1) 41 (2.0) 32 (2.8)

Austria 53 (1.4) 39 (1.6) 34 (2.2) 16 (2.7)

Canada 63 (0.8) 46 (1.4) 43 (1.5) 32 (2.7)

Czech Republic 61 (2.4) 49 (3.2) 45 (2.3) 29 (5.6)

Denmark 76 (0.9) 59 (1.7) 50 (2.2) 40 (3.0)

Estonia 67 (1.0) 50 (2.0) 30 (1.2) 23 (2.2)

Finland 76 (1.0) 59 (1.7) 47 (1.6) 46 (4.4)

France 50 (1.1) 34 (1.3) 25 (1.4) 18 (1.7)

Germany 64 (1.5) 43 (1.8) 38 (2.0) 9 (1.9)

Ireland 64 (1.3) 44 (1.8) 37 (2.5) 35 (3.6)

Italy 41 (1.8) 19 (2.1) 18 (2.3) 16 (3.2)

Japan 57 (1.4) 36 (1.5) 27 (2.0) 14 (3.3)

Korea 57 (1.8) 43 (1.6) 29 (1.7) 17 (2.0)

Netherlands 71 (0.9) 55 (1.9) 47 (2.6) 30 (3.6)

Norway 71 (1.2) 52 (2.1) 48 (2.5) 36 (4.7)

Poland 53 (1.6) 28 (2.1) 20 (1.5) 22 (3.8)

Slovak Republic 49 (1.3) 31 (2.2) 28 (1.7) 14 (2.4)

Spain 55 (1.6) 38 (1.7) 32 (1.6) 24 (2.6)

Sweden 71 (1.2) 50 (1.7) 41 (2.2) 34 (5.5)

United States 69 (1.4) 50 (2.1) 38 (2.7) 28 (3.9)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 61 (1.4) 38 (1.8) 30 (2.3) 20 (2.7)

England (UK) 70 (1.5) 53 (1.8) 48 (2.7) 31 (3.5)

Northern Ireland (UK) 66 (2.2) 55 (2.0) 34 (3.5) 34 (4.1)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 70 (1.5) 53 (1.8) 47 (2.6) 32 (3.4)

Average 62 (0.3) 44 (0.4) 36 (0.4) 26 (0.7)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 29 (2.9) 13 (2.0) 10 (2.2) 6 (4.6)

Job-related non-formal education, Adult Education Survey  (2011)

Skilled 
occupations

Semi-skilled white-collar 
occupations

Semi-skilled blue-collar 
occupations

Elementary 
occupations

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Greece 14 m 7 m 0 m 0 m

Hungary 47 m 41 m 45 m 40 m

Luxembourg 67 m 57 m 56 m 0 m

Portugal 54 m 46 m 31 m 22 m

Slovenia 49 m 34 m 20 m 12 m

Switzerland 64 m 44 m 40 m 24 m

Note: Participation in education or training during previous 12 months. 
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012) and Adult Education Survey (AES) (2011). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-
a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286050

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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Table C6.2d. Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, 
by working hours and contract type (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, employed 25-64 year-olds

Working hours by contract type

Full time, indefinite Full time, fixed term Part time, indefinite Part time, fixed term

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia1 67 (1.3) 58 (1.9) 50 (2.5) 48 (3.0)

Austria 50 (1.1) 40 (3.8) 32 (2.4) 31 (5.4)

Canada 63 (0.9) 53 (2.2) 46 (2.9) 43 (3.9)

Czech Republic 56 (1.8) 49 (4.7) 45 (7.7) 28 (7.3)

Denmark 72 (0.9) 61 (2.9) 49 (2.8) 42 (6.8)

Estonia 54 (1.0) 43 (2.4) 46 (3.2) 37 (4.4)

Finland 69 (0.8) 63 (2.6) 47 (3.7) 42 (5.8)

France 44 (0.9) 37 (3.1) 29 (2.0) 25 (4.0)

Germany 57 (1.3) 48 (3.7) 34 (2.5) 21 (3.3)

Ireland 63 (1.5) 51 (2.9) 45 (3.3) 30 (3.0)

Italy 30 (1.5) 18 (3.0) 25 (3.4) 14 (4.9)

Japan 47 (1.2) 39 (3.2) 21 (2.1) 27 (3.0)

Korea 58 (1.4) 35 (1.6) 48 (5.2) 23 (3.3)

Netherlands 73 (1.2) 60 (3.5) 57 (1.8) 39 (3.8)

Norway 68 (1.1) 57 (3.7) 48 (3.0) 38 (4.9)

Poland 45 (1.5) 32 (2.0) 34 (4.7) 31 (4.7)

Slovak Republic 43 (1.2) 32 (2.9) 36 (6.7) 23 (7.5)

Spain 52 (1.1) 37 (2.5) 36 (4.0) 18 (3.5)

Sweden 64 (0.9) 51 (3.8) 46 (4.1) 33 (5.1)

United States 64 (1.8) 61 (1.8) 46 (6.6) 51 (3.7)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 52 (1.3) 51 (5.4) 39 (2.3) 36 (8.9)

England (UK) 68 (1.4) 63 (3.4) 50 (2.7) 53 (5.2)

Northern Ireland (UK) 65 (1.9) 49 (3.7) 48 (3.1) 40 (5.3)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 68 (1.3) 62 (3.3) 50 (2.6) 53 (5.0)

Average 57 (0.3) 47 (0.7) 41 (0.8) 33 (1.1)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 21 (1.8) 16 (2.7) 36 (5.2) 26 (2.8)

Notes: Participation in education or training during previous 12 months. Additional columns on working hours and contract type are available for consultation on 
line (see StatLink below). 
1. For Australia, data based on full time/part time are using a variable which is topped at 60 hours per week while there is no upper limit for other countries.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286060
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Table C6.3a. Participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education, 
by use of learning at work (2012)

Survey of Adult Skills, employed 25-64 year-olds

Index of learning  at work1

Never Less than 20%
20% to  

less than 40%
40% to  

less than 60%
60% to  

less than 80% 80% or more
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia 14 (4.3) 41 (2.6) 59 (2.5) 64 (1.8) 63 (2.2) 69 (2.1)

Austria 8 (4.4) 30 (1.9) 44 (1.8) 50 (1.9) 52 (2.3) 53 (3.1)

Canada 19 (3.3) 42 (1.9) 54 (1.5) 62 (1.2) 62 (1.3) 62 (1.4)

Czech Republic 25 (7.0) 46 (2.8) 55 (3.2) 56 (2.9) 63 (3.6) 59 (4.3)

Denmark 16 (6.1) 46 (2.2) 67 (1.6) 70 (1.7) 75 (1.6) 72 (1.8)

Estonia 13 (3.0) 39 (1.8) 49 (1.7) 59 (1.5) 59 (2.1) 57 (1.8)

Finland c c 49 (2.4) 64 (2.1) 71 (1.6) 68 (1.9) 67 (2.0)

France 6 (1.9) 26 (1.7) 36 (1.7) 44 (1.8) 46 (1.7) 46 (1.6)

Germany 5 (2.8) 37 (2.1) 47 (2.0) 57 (1.9) 57 (2.6) 60 (3.1)

Ireland 19 (4.6) 43 (2.1) 53 (2.5) 55 (2.5) 61 (2.2) 62 (2.1)

Italy 7 (3.1) 20 (2.2) 26 (2.2) 31 (2.6) 34 (3.0) 30 (2.9)

Japan 6 (2.2) 29 (1.7) 41 (2.0) 50 (1.7) 51 (2.1) 52 (3.5)

Korea 18 (2.1) 39 (1.6) 53 (2.0) 51 (2.4) 50 (2.9) 56 (4.1)

Netherlands 13 (4.0) 50 (2.1) 64 (2.0) 69 (1.9) 71 (2.0) 74 (2.5)

Norway c c 42 (3.0) 59 (2.0) 67 (1.4) 68 (1.7) 66 (1.9)

Poland 16 (3.6) 27 (1.7) 42 (2.4) 46 (3.3) 48 (2.4) 50 (2.8)

Slovak Republic 8 (2.8) 26 (1.9) 35 (2.4) 46 (2.2) 46 (2.4) 46 (2.6)

Spain 14 (3.4) 34 (2.7) 37 (2.6) 41 (2.8) 49 (2.5) 52 (1.5)

Sweden 9 (5.8) 41 (2.6) 57 (2.2) 64 (1.7) 66 (1.9) 66 (2.1)

United States 10 (4.4) 46 (3.1) 55 (2.7) 61 (2.2) 65 (2.1) 65 (1.7)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 12 (4.1) 34 (2.1) 47 (1.8) 53 (1.7) 52 (2.6) 64 (2.4)

England (UK) 29 (5.9) 46 (2.4) 64 (2.6) 67 (2.1) 68 (2.3) 70 (2.5)

Northern Ireland (UK) 20 (5.5) 44 (2.8) 60 (2.9) 65 (3.1) 66 (3.5) 62 (3.9)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 29 (5.6) 46 (2.4) 64 (2.5) 67 (2.0) 68 (2.2) 70 (2.4)

Average 13 (0.9) 38 (0.5) 50 (0.5) 56 (0.4) 58 (0.5) 59 (0.5)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 4 (2.0) 12 (2.3) 19 (2.2) 27 (3.3) 31 (3.4) 37 (4.1)

Note: Participation in education or training during previous 12 months.
1. The index of learning at work is categorised as Warm’s mean weighted likelihood estimation (WLE). It is derived from variables that are based on a Likert scale 
from “Never” to “Every day”. The categories should therefore be interpreted based on the frequency of the activity, with “Never” being the least frequent and “80% or 
more” being the most frequent. For more details on the index, see page 143 of the OECD Skills Outlook 2013: First Results from the Survey of Adult Skills. (http://dx.doi.
org/10.1787/9789264204256-en).
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286070

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264204256-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264204256-en
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THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
AND ORGANISATION

OF SCHOOLS

D
Chapter

Indicator D1 How much time do students spend in the classroom?   
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286089

Indicator D2 What is the student-teacher ratio and how big are classes?  
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286136

Indicator D3 How much are teachers paid?  
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286177

Indicator D4 How much time do teachers spend teaching?   
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286246

Indicator D5 Who are the teachers? 
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286275

Indicator D6 What evaluation and assessment mechanisms are in place?   
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286339

Indicator D7 What teacher and school leader appraisal systems are in place?   
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286387

Indicator D8 To what extent is information and communication technology  
used in teaching and learning?   
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286444
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HOW MUCH TIME DO STUDENTS SPEND IN THE CLASSROOM? 

• Students in OECD countries receive an average of 7 570 hours of compulsory instruction during 
their primary and lower secondary education.

• On average across OECD countries, instruction in reading, writing and literature, mathematics, and 
the arts represents 46% of compulsory instruction time for primary school students; instruction 
in reading, writing and literature, second and other languages, and mathematics represents 38% of 
compulsory instruction time for lower secondary school students.

1. Estimated number of hours by level of education based on the average number of hours per year, as the allocation of instruction time across multiple 
grades is flexible.
2. Year of reference 2014.
3. Excludes the last year of compulsory education, which can be classified at either the lower secondary or the upper secondary level.
4. Actual instruction time for lower secondary education. 
5. The number of grades in lower secondary education is three or four, depending on the track. The 4th year of pre-vocational secondary education 
(VMBO) was excluded from the calculation.
6. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the total number of compulsory instruction hours.
Source: OECD. Table D1.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284394

Chart D1.1. Compulsory instruction time in general education (2015)  
In primary and lower secondary education
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 Context
Providing instruction in formal classroom settings accounts for a large portion of public investment 
in education. Countries make various choices concerning the overall amount of time devoted to 
instruction and which subjects are compulsory. �ese choices re�ect national and/or regional priorities 
and preferences concerning what material students should be taught and at what age. Countries 
usually have statutory or regulatory requirements regarding hours of instruction. �ese are most 
often stipulated as the minimum number of hours of instruction a school must o�er, and are based 
on the understanding that su�cient time is required for good learning outcomes. Matching resources 
with students’ needs and making optimal use of time are central to education policy. Teachers’ salaries, 
institutional maintenance and provision of other educational resources constitute the main costs of 
education. �e length of time during which these resources are made available to students (as partly 
shown in this Indicator) is an important factor in determining how funds for education are allocated 
(see Indicator B7, which shows the factors in�uencing the salary cost of teachers per student).

 Other findings
• In OECD countries, compulsory instruction time for primary students averages 804 hours per 

year; lower secondary students receive an average of 112 more hours of compulsory education per 
year than primary students do. 

• The proportion of the compulsory curriculum for primary students that is devoted to reading, 
writing and literature ranges from 18% in Poland to 37% in France; for lower secondary students, 
it ranges from 12% in Australia, the Czech Republic, Finland, Ireland and Japan to 33% in Italy. 

• The proportion of the compulsory curriculum devoted to mathematics at primary level ranges 
from 13% in Denmark and Greece to 27% in Portugal; at the lower secondary level it ranges from 
11% in Greece to 20% in Italy.

• In OECD countries, an average of 12% (for primary students) and 6% (for lower secondary students) 
of compulsory instruction time is devoted to compulsory subjects with a flexible timetable. An 
average of 5% of compulsory instruction time for both groups of students is devoted to compulsory 
flexible subjects chosen by schools. 

• In about one-third of countries with available data, the allocation of instruction time across grades 
is flexible, i.e. instruction time for a specific subject is defined for a certain number of grades, or 
even the whole of compulsory education, without specifying the time to be allocated to each grade.
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Analysis

Compulsory general education

Annual instruction time should be examined together with the length of compulsory education. In some countries, 
the duration of compulsory education is shorter and students bear a heavier workload; in other countries, the 
workload is distributed evenly over more years, which ultimately means a larger number of total instruction hours 
for all.

In three out of four countries with available data, students start primary education at the age of 6. However, in 
Estonia, Finland, Latvia, the Russian Federation and Sweden, students do not start until age 7. In Poland, primary 
education is compulsory for 7-year-olds and for 6-year-old children born in the first semester of 2008. Only in 
Australia, England, New Zealand and Scotland does primary education start at age 5. There is also substantial 
variation in the duration of primary education. On average, primary education lasts six years, but ranges from four 
years in Austria, Germany, Hungary, the Slovak Republic and Turkey, to seven years in Denmark, Iceland, Norway 
and Scotland. Lower secondary education averages three years but ranges from two years in Belgium (Flemish and 
French Communities) and Chile to five years in the Russian Federation and the Slovak Republic. In around two out 
of three countries with available data, at least one year of upper secondary education is part of compulsory full-time 
education (Table D1.2).

Countries also allocate annual instruction time differently over the year. On average across OECD countries, primary 
and lower secondary students attend 185 and 183 instruction days per year, respectively. However, students in 
France (primary and lower secondary), Greece (lower secondary), Iceland (primary and lower secondary), Ireland 
(lower secondary), Latvia (primary), Luxembourg (lower secondary) and the Russian Federation (primary) attend 
170  instruction days, or fewer, per year. In contrast, primary and lower secondary school students in Brazil, 
Colombia, Israel, Italy, Japan and Mexico attend at least 200 instruction days per year (Table D1.2). 

Compulsory instruction time

Compulsory instruction time refers to the amount and allocation of instruction time that has to be provided in 
almost every public school and must be attended by almost all public sector students, as per public regulations. 

Students in OECD countries attend an average of 4 614 hours of instruction during primary school and an average 
of 2 957 hours during lower secondary education. While the average total compulsory instruction time for primary 
and lower secondary students in OECD countries is 7 570 hours, formal instruction-time requirements range from 
5 553 hours in Hungary to 10 040 hours in Denmark (Table D1.1). 

In England and Scotland regulations do not prescribe compulsory instruction time in schools. However, schools are 
required to allow sufficient instruction time to deliver a broad and balanced curriculum that includes all statutory 
requirements.

Compulsory instruction time can differ from actual instruction time, as it only captures the time spent by students 
in formal classroom settings. This is only a part of the total time students spend receiving instruction. Instruction 
also occurs outside the classroom and/or school. In some countries, secondary school students are encouraged to 
take after-school classes in subjects already taught in school to help them improve their performance. Students can 
participate in after-school lessons in the form of remedial “catch-up” classes or enrichment courses, with individual 
tutors or in group lessons provided by school teachers, or in other independent courses. These lessons can be 
financed through public funds or by students and their families (see Box D1.1 in OECD, 2011). 

This indicator captures intended instruction time, as established in public regulations, as a measure of learning in 
formal classroom settings. It does not show the actual number of hours of instruction that students receive and 
does not cover learning outside of the formal classroom setting.

Intended instruction time

Total intended instruction time is the estimated number of hours during which schools are obliged to offer 
instruction in compulsory, and if applicable, non-compulsory subjects. 

Intended and compulsory instruction time are of the same length (i.e. intended instruction time is fully compulsory), 
for primary and lower secondary students in about three out of four countries with available data. However in 
Denmark, Finland, France (lower secondary), Greece (Primary), Poland, Portugal and Slovenia, the intended 
instruction time is at least 4% longer than the compulsory instruction time.
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Instruction time per subject

Primary students spend an average of 46% of the compulsory instruction time on three subjects: reading, writing 
and literature (22%), mathematics (15%) and the arts (9%). Together with physical education and health (8%), 
natural sciences (7%) and social studies (6%), these six study areas form the major part of the curriculum in all 
OECD countries where instruction time per subject is specified. Second and other languages, religion, information 
and communication technologies (ICT), technology, practical and vocational skills, and other subjects make up the 
remainder (15%) of the non-flexible compulsory curriculum at the primary level (Table D1.3a and Chart D1.2a).  

Chart D1.2a. Instruction time per subject in primary education (2015) 
As a percentage of total compulsory instruction time

1. Year of reference 2014. 
2. Excludes the �rst three years of primary education for which a large proportion of the time allocated to compulsory subjects is �exible.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the proportion of instruction hours devoted to reading, writing and literature.
Source: OECD. Table D1.3a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284408
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At the lower secondary level, an average of 38% of the compulsory curriculum is composed of three subjects: reading, 
writing and literature (14%), second and other languages (13%) and mathematics (12%). On average, an additional 
11% of the compulsory curriculum is devoted to natural sciences and 10% to social studies. Together with physical 
education and health (7%) and the arts (6%), these seven study areas form the major part of the curriculum for this 
level of education in all OECD countries where instruction time per subject is specified. Religion, ICT, technology, 
practical and vocational skills, and other subjects make up the remainder (11%) of the non-flexible compulsory 
curriculum for students at this level of education (Table D1.3b and Chart D1.2b). 

This is a significant shift in the allocation of time from primary schooling. Instruction in reading, writing and 
literature drops from 22% of the compulsory instruction time to 14%. Instruction in mathematics drops from 15% 
to 12% of compulsory instruction time. Conversely, instruction in both natural science and social studies climbs 
from 7% and 6% of the compulsory curriculum to 11% and 10%, respectively, while instruction in other languages 
(second and others) climbs from 6% to 13%. At the national level, instruction in second and other languages 
accounts for the largest share of the compulsory core curriculum at the lower secondary level in Finland (together 
with natural sciences), France, Germany, Israel, Japan, Latvia, Luxembourg, Norway and Poland (together with 
reading, writing and literature) (Tables D1.3a and b).

At the lower secondary level, there is substantial variation in how countries allocate time among the different subjects 
within the compulsory curriculum. For example, reading, writing and literature accounts for 12% of compulsory 
instruction time in Australia, the Czech Republic, Finland and Japan, while it accounts for more than 25% of compulsory 
instruction time in Greece and Italy. In Ireland, reading, writing and literature is taught in two national languages and 
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therefore the actual estimation of the combined percentage can reach about 24% of the total compulsory instruction 
time. In Canada and Greece, instruction in second language accounts for 7% or less of compulsory instruction time 
while it accounts for 17% in Luxembourg. In addition, in slightly less than half of countries with available data, studying 
other language in addition to a second language is compulsory for lower secondary students.    

Chart D1.2b. Instruction time per subject in general lower secondary education (2015)
As a percentage of total compulsory instruction time

1. Natural sciences included in mathematics.
2. Year of reference 2014.
3. Actual instruction time.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the proportion of  instruction hours devoted to reading, writing and literature.
Source: OECD. Table D1.3b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284418
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As seen at the primary and lower secondary levels, there are significant differences in how time is allocated to school 
subjects as students grow older. On average across OECD countries, 25% of instruction time for 7-year-olds is devoted 
to reading, writing and literature; for 11-year-olds, 17% of instruction time is devoted to those subjects, while 12% of 
instruction time for 15-year-olds is devoted to those subjects. By contrast, whereas an average of 3% of instruction 
time for 7-year-olds is devoted to the teaching of second language, 9% of instruction time for 11-year-olds is spent 
studying a second language and 2% studying other languages, and 9% and 4% of instruction time for 15-year-olds is 
devoted to the second and other languages, respectively. The share of instruction time dedicated to natural sciences 
increases from 6% (for 7-year-olds) to 8% (for 11-year-olds) to 11% (for 15-year-olds), while instruction time in social 
studies increases from 5% (for 7-year-olds) to 8% (for 11-year-olds) to 9% (for 15-year-olds). The portion of instruction 
time dedicated to arts slips from 9% and 8% for 7- and 11-year-old students, respectively, to 4% for 15-year-olds, while 
time dedicated to physical education remains constant at 9% and 8% for 7- and 11-year-old students, respectively, and 
drops to 6% for 15-year-old students (Tables D1.5b, f and j, available on line). 

Box D1.1. Recess and breaks during the school day

Learning in the classroom demands that students be focused and concentrated for long periods of time. Research 
has found that some time spent outside the classroom during the school day, in activities other than instruction 
itself can help improve students’ performance in the classroom. In primary education, breaks in instruction allow 
pupils to play, rest and freely interact with their peers to further develop cognitive, emotional and social skills. 
Research suggests that students may then apply those skills in the classroom, thus improving their learning 
(Pellegrini and Bohn, 2005; Pellegrini et al., 2002). OECD countries increasingly consider recess and breaks as an 
important component of the school day. …
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How breaks are organised in OECD countries depends on how education systems are governed and the degree of 
autonomy that individual schools enjoy. Decisions on the length of breaks, or even on the moment of the day in 
which they should occur, are generally taken by the decision making body responsible for the entire instruction 
time. In countries where responsibility is largely left to the schools or schools’ governing bodies, as in Australia, 
Canada, England (UK), Italy, the Netherlands and Switzerland, schools have the liberty to take decisions about 
the organisation of breaks too. In other countries, such as Colombia, the decision is left to school principals and 
head teachers.

In some countries, although regulations on breaks have been established centrally, their implementation is 
left to schools and/or their governing bodies. In the Flemish Community of Belgium, for instance, legislation 
stipulates the amount of time that students should devote to breaks at primary (at least a one-hour lunch break) 
and secondary (at least a 50-minute lunch break) levels. However, schools and school associations or networks are 
granted the authority to take the final decision and determine the length of the breaks as they see fit.

In most OECD countries, breaks are generally organised in accordance with daily compulsory instruction time. 
The time students spend in school is most often defined by the amount of instruction they are supposed to receive 
daily and weekly. In most countries, the school day is divided into lessons that last 45 to 50 minutes, allowing 
for short breaks between them to make up an entire hour. Across OECD countries, 10- to 15-minute breaks are 
generally long enough to allow students to change classrooms and visit the restroom. These short breaks are 
different in length and purpose to longer breaks also observed in the majority of countries. During longer breaks, 
students can have breakfast or lunch and are commonly supervised by a teacher or group of teachers.

In primary education, long breaks are common, and in some cases are even compulsory. In Spain, for example, 
breaks in primary school are considered as part of compulsory instruction time. Primary students in Spain have a 
half-hour break every day in the middle of the morning session that is considered part of the five daily instruction 
hours. In several countries, a lunch break is set as part of the learning process, where students learn about hygiene, 
healthy eating habits and/or recycling waste.

In several countries, long breaks can be found at all levels of education. In Australia, schools at all levels of 
education tend to have one morning recess that lasts about 20 minutes, then a longer lunch break. In Canada, 
there is a midday break for lunch in primary through upper secondary education. In both countries, long breaks 
can last around 40 to 60 minutes. Breaks can also occur throughout the day. In Switzerland, for example, schools 
usually organise two long breaks, one in the morning and a second in the afternoon. In Chile, schools with a large 
number of students may divide students up into two or more groups, by grade or age, for their breaks.

Schools can use recess and breaks for different purposes. They can use breaks as a way of helping students who 
have to commute a long distance to school or to harmonise the end of classes when the duration of lesson periods 
are different across grades, as in the Czech Republic, where 10-minute breaks can be shortened to five minutes. 
In Denmark, municipalities often propose to use breaks and recess as an integrated part of daily exercise and 
physical activities for students, at all grade levels. This is also the case in Slovenia, where schools sometimes 
organise a long break intended for students to practice sports in the gym and on school’s outdoor playing fields.

Flexibility in the curriculum

In most countries, central and state authorities establish regulations or recommendations regarding instruction 
time and the curriculum. However, local authorities, schools, teachers and/or students also have varying degrees of 
freedom in organising instruction time or in choosing subjects.

In about one in three countries with available data, the allocation of instruction time across grades is flexible, 
i.e. instruction time for a specific subject is defined for a certain number of grades, or even the whole of compulsory 
education, without specifying the time to be allocated to each grade. In such cases, schools/local authorities are free 
to decide how much time should be allocated for each grade (Table D1.2).

Setting compulsory subjects within a flexible timetable is more common at the primary level where, on average 
across OECD countries, it accounts for 12% of the compulsory instruction time. In this case, compulsory subjects and 
total instruction time are specified, but not the time to be allocated to each subject. Local authorities, schools and/
or teachers are free to decide how much time should be allocated to each compulsory subject. In Belgium (Flemish 
and French Communities) and Italy, compulsory subjects within a flexible timetable account for 80% or more of 
instruction time at the primary level. At the primary and lower secondary levels, England and the Netherlands 
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allow complete flexibility in allocating instruction time across compulsory subjects. In Scotland, at both primary 
and lower secondary levels, some compulsory subjects are specified, but there is no regulation on total instruction 
time, which is the responsibility of local authorities and schools themselves.

Flexibility in the choice of subjects is less common across OECD countries. On average, 5% of compulsory instruction 
time is allocated to subjects chosen by schools at the primary level. At the lower secondary level, 5% of compulsory 
instruction time is allocated to subjects chosen by schools and another 5% to subjects chosen by the students. 
However, some countries allocate a substantial part of the compulsory instruction time to flexible subjects. 
For example, in Australia (primary level), Belgium (French and Flemish communities, lower secondary), Canada 
(lower secondary), Chile, the Czech Republic, Estonia (primary level), and Poland, at least 10% of compulsory 
instruction time is allocated to subjects chosen by schools; up to 21% of compulsory instruction time is so allocated 
in the Slovak Republic. In Australia, Iceland, Ireland, Spain and Turkey, at least 17% of compulsory instruction time 
is allocated to subjects chosen by lower secondary students (Tables D1.3a and b).  

Non-compulsory instruction time

Non-compulsory instruction time is rare across OECD countries. Only about six countries devote some time to non-
compulsory instruction at primary level and the number rises to seven at the lower secondary level. Across these 
countries, non-compulsory instruction time is equivalent to an average of 3% of the total compulsory instruction 
time for primary students, and 2% for lower secondary students. Nevertheless, a considerable amount of additional 
non-compulsory instruction time is provided in some countries. At the primary level, additional non-compulsory 
time accounts for 35% in Greece and 23% in Portugal. At the lower secondary level, non-compulsory instruction 
time accounts for 19% of the total compulsory instruction time in Slovenia and 10% in France (Tables D1.3a and b). 

Box D1.2. Extracurricular activities at school

In addition to formal instruction time, students may participate in extracurricular activities before and/or 
after the school day or during school holidays, on school premises. 

In OECD and partner countries, extracurricular activities are more commonly offered during the school year 
(before and/or after classes) than during school holidays. Although schools often have the autonomy to decide 
whether they provide these activities or not, it is sometimes compulsory for all schools to offer extracurricular 
activities. This is the case, for example, in Poland and Slovenia. In Hungary, not only do primary and lower 
secondary schools have to organise extracurricular activities until 4 pm, but students are required to attend them. 

These activities can be organised by schools, as in Brazil and Hungary, by municipalities, as in Israel, or by 
volunteer school staff, as in Ireland. External public partners are also often involved in organising extracurricular 
activities on school premises as are private stakeholders, though less commonly so. For example, in Portugal, these 
activities can be organised by parent associations and non-governmental organisations. In the Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Iceland, Italy, Japan and Slovenia, occasional additional payments are offered to teachers in primary to 
upper secondary education, to participate in these extracurricular activities (see Indicator D3).

Before- and/or after-school activities typically include childcare (at the primary level), tutoring or remedial 
courses, sports and/or artistic and cultural activities. In Hungary (upper secondary level) and Turkey, these 
activities also include community service; in Spain, classes in foreign languages, ICT and reading and writing 
workshops are offered. 

Definitions
Compulsory curriculum refers to the amount and allocation of instruction time that has to be provided in almost 
every public school and must be attended by almost all public sector students. The compulsory curriculum may 
be flexible as local authorities, schools, teachers and/or pupils may have varying degrees of freedom to choose the 
subjects and/or the allocation of compulsory instruction time. 

Compulsory flexible subjects chosen by schools refers to the total amount of compulsory instruction time 
indicated by the central authorities, which regional authorities, local authorities, schools or teachers allocate to 
subjects of their choice (or subjects they chose from a list defined by central education authorities). It is compulsory 
for the school to offer one of these subjects and students must attend it.
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Compulsory options chosen by the students refers to the total amount of instruction time in one or more subjects 
that pupils have to select (from a set of subjects that are compulsory for schools to offer) in order to cover part of 
their compulsory instruction time.

Compulsory subjects with a flexible timetable refers to the total amount of instruction time indicated by the 
central authorities for a given group of subjects, which regional authorities, local authorities, schools or teachers 
allocate to individual subjects. There is flexibility in the time spent on a subject, but not in the subjects to be taught.

Flexible allocation of instruction time across multiple grades refers to the case when the curriculum only indicates 
the total instruction time for a specific subject for a certain number of grades, or even the whole of compulsory 
education, without specifying the time to be allocated to each grade. In such cases, schools/local authorities are free 
to decide how much time should be assigned for each grade.

Instruction time refers to the time a public school is expected to provide instruction to students on all the subjects 
integrated into the compulsory and non-compulsory curriculum, on school premises or in before-/after-school 
activities, that are formal parts of the compulsory programme. Instruction time excludes breaks between classes or 
other types of interruptions, non-compulsory time outside the school day, time dedicated to homework activities, 
and individual tutoring or private study.

Intended instruction time refers to the number of hours per year of the compulsory and non-compulsory part of the 
curriculum that students are entitled to receive in public schools. The intended curriculum can based on regulations 
or standards of the central (or top level) education authorities or may be established as a set of recommendations 
at the regional level.

The non-compulsory part of the curriculum refers to the total amount of instruction time to which students are 
entitled beyond the compulsory hours of instruction and that almost every public school is expected to provide. 
Subjects can vary from school to school or from region to region and take the form of elective subjects. Students 
are not required to choose one of the elective subjects, but all public schools are expected to offer this possibility.

Methodology
Data on instruction time are from the 2014 Joint Eurydice-OECD Instruction time data collection and refer to 
instruction time during compulsory primary and full-time (lower and upper) secondary general education for the 
school year 2014/15.

In editions of Education at a Glance prior to 2014, data on instruction time was collected through another survey 
using a different scope, methodology and definitions than the 2013 Joint Eurydice-OECD instruction time data 
collection first published in Education at a Glance 2014. As a result, data on instruction time are not comparable with 
those published in previous editions of Education at a Glance.  

This indicator captures intended instruction time, as established in public regulations, as a measure of learning in 
formal classroom settings. It does not show the actual number of hours of instruction that students receive and 
does not cover learning outside of the formal classroom setting. Differences may exist across countries between 
the regulatory minimum hours of instruction and the actual hours of instruction received by students. A study 
conducted by Regioplan Beleidsonderzoek in the Netherlands showed that, given such factors as school timetables, 
lesson cancellations and teacher absenteeism, schools may not consistently attain the regulatory minimum 
instruction time (see Box D1.1 in OECD, 2007).

The indicator also illustrates how minimum instruction hours are allocated across different curricular areas. 
It shows the intended net hours of instruction for those grades that are part of compulsory full-time general 
education. Although the data are difficult to compare among countries because of different curricular policies, they 
nevertheless provide an indication of how much formal instruction time is considered necessary for students to 
achieve the desired educational goals.

When the allocation of instruction time across grades is flexible, i.e. instruction time for a specific subject is defined 
for a certain number of grades, or even the whole of compulsory education, without specifying the time to be 
allocated to each grade, instruction time per age or level of education was estimated by dividing the total number of 
instruction hours per the number of grades.

Notes on definitions and methodologies for each country related to this indicator are provided in Annex 3, available 
at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm.
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Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table D1.1. [1/2] Instruction time in compulsory general education1 (2015)
By level of education, in public institutions
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of grades  

that are part 
of compulsory 

education

Average hours per year Total number of hours

Number  
of grades  

that are part 
of compulsory 

education

Average hours per year
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(1) (2) (3) (4)=(2)+(3) (5) (6) (7)=(5)+(6) (8) (9) (10) (11)=(9)+(10)

O
E
C
D Australia 6 1 000 m m 6 000 m m 4 1 000 m m

Austria 4 705 m m 2 820 m m 4 899 m m
Belgium (Fl.)2 6 821 a 821 4 928 a 4 928 2 947 a 947
Belgium (Fr.)2 6 849 m m 5 096 m m 2 971 m m
Canada 6 919 a 919 5 516 a 5 516 3 924 6 930
Chile3 6 1 039 a 1 039 6 231 a 6 231 2 1 067 a 1 067
Czech Republic 5 687 m m 3 434 m m 4 888 m m
Denmark 7 954 97 1 051 6 680 680 7 360 3 1 120 80 1 200
England4 6 a a a a a a 3 a a a
Estonia 6 661 a 661 3 964 a 3 964 3 823 a 823
Finland5 6 632 29 661 3 794 171 3 965 3 844 57 901
France 5 864 a 864 4 320 a 4 320 4 991 99 1 090
Germany3, 6 4 703 a 703 2 814 a 2 814 5 906 a 906
Greece 6 786 279 1 065 4 715 1 672 6 387 3 785 n 785
Hungary 4 646 a 646 2 583 a 2 583 4 743 a 743
Iceland 7 729 a 729 5 100 a 5 100 3 839 a 839
Ireland7 6 915 a 915 5 490 a 5 490 3 935 a 935
Israel 6 972 n 972 5 831 n 5 831 3 1 023 n 1 023
Italy 5 891 a 891 4 455 a 4 455 3 990 a 990
Japan 6 763 a 763 4 575 a 4 575 3 895 a 895
Korea 6 648 a 648 3 885 a 3 885 3 842 a 842
Luxembourg 6 924 a 924 5 544 a 5 544 3 845 a 845
Mexico 6 900 a 900 5 400 a 5 400 3 1 167 a 1 167
Netherlands8 6 940 m m 5 640 m m 3 1 000 m m
New Zealand 6 m m m m m m 4 m m m
Norway 7 748 a 748 5 234 a 5 234 3 874 a 874
Poland 6 635 58 693 3 807 349 4 156 3 810 65 875
Portugal 6 806 189 995 4 838 1 133 5 971 3 892 27 919
Scotland4 7 a a a a a a 3 a a a
Slovak Republic 4 673 a 673 2 693 a 2 693 5 819 a 819
Slovenia 6 664 114 778 3 986 683 4 669 3 766 145 911
Spain 6 793 a 793 4 757 a 4 757 4 1 059 a 1 059
Sweden5 6 754 m m 4 523 m m 3 754 m m
Switzerland 6 819 m m 4 912 m m 3 963 m m
Turkey 4 720 a 720 2 880 a 2 880 4 840 a 840
United States9 6 967 m m 5 802 m m 3 1 011 m m

OECD average4 6 804 31 ~ 4 614 188 ~ 3 916 19 ~
EU21 average4 6 776 48 ~ 4 328 293 ~ 3 895 30 ~

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil 5 m m m m m m 4 m m m
China m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 5 1 000 m m 5 000 m m 4 1 200 m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 6 594 m m 3 566 m m 3 794 m m
Russian Federation 4 517 m m 2 068 m m 5 877 m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m

Note: Columns showing instruction time in compulsory upper secondary education (i.e. columns 19-25) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Refers to full-time compulsory education and excludes pre-primary education, even if compulsory.
2. It is compulsory for students to attend full-time education up to the age of 15 or 16. However, those in general education must continue until they are 18.
3. Year of reference 2014.
4. England and Scotland are not included in the averages.
5. Estimated number of hours by level of education based on the average number of hours per year, as the allocation of instruction time across multiple grades is flexible.
6. Excludes the last year of compulsory education, which can be classified at either the lower secondary or the upper secondary level.
7. Actual instruction time for lower and upper secondary education. 
8. The number of grades in lower secondary education is three or four, depending on the track. The 4th year of pre-vocational secondary education (VMBO) was excluded 
from the calculation.
9. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286093
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Table D1.1. [2/2] Instruction time in compulsory general education1 (2015)
By level of education, in public institutions

Lower secondary Primary and lower secondary

Total number of hours

Theoretical 
duration in years

Total number of hours
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(12) (13) (14)=(12)+(13) (15) (16) (17) (18)

O
E
C
D Australia 4 000 m m 10 10 000 m m

Austria 3 597 m m 8 6 417 m m
Belgium (Fl.)2 1 893 a 1 893 8 6 821 a 6 821
Belgium (Fr.)2 1 941 m m 8 7 037 m m
Canada 2 773 17 2 790 9 8 289 17 8 306
Chile3 2 134 a 2 134 8 8 365 a 8 365
Czech Republic 3 550 m m 9 6 984 m m
Denmark 3 360 240 3 600 10 10 040 920 10 960
England4 a a a 9 a a a
Estonia 2 468 a 2 468 9 6 431 a 6 431
Finland5 2 533 171 2 704 9 6 327 342 6 669
France 3 964 396 4 360 9 8 284 396 8 680
Germany3, 6 4 531 a 4 531 9 7 345 a 7 345
Greece 2 356 n 2 356 9 7 071 1 672 8 744
Hungary 2 970 a 2 970 8 5 553 a 5 553
Iceland 2 516 a 2 516 10 7 616 a 7 616
Ireland7 2 806 a 2 806 9 8 296 a 8 296
Israel 3 070 n 3 070 9 8 901 n 8 901
Italy 2 970 a 2 970 8 7 425 a 7 425
Japan 2 684 a 2 684 9 7 260 a 7 260
Korea 2 525 a 2 525 9 6 410 a 6 410
Luxembourg 2 535 a 2 535 9 8 079 a 8 079
Mexico 3 500 a 3 500 9 8 900 a 8 900
Netherlands8 3 000 m m 9 8 640 m m
New Zealand m m m 10 m m m
Norway 2 622 a 2 622 10 7 856 a 7 856
Poland 2 430 194 2 624 9 6 237 542 6 779
Portugal 2 675 80 2 756 9 7 513 1 214 8 726
Scotland4 a a a 10 a a a
Slovak Republic 4 095 a 4 095 9 6 788 a 6 788
Slovenia 2 298 435 2 733 9 6 284 1 118 7 401
Spain 4 234 a 4 234 10 8 991 a 8 991
Sweden5 2 262 m m 9 6 785 m m
Switzerland 2 888 m m 9 7 800 m m
Turkey 3 360 a 3 360 8 6 240 a 6 240
United States9 3 033 m m 9 8 835 m m

OECD average4 2 957 61 ~ 9 7 570 249 ~
EU21 average4 2 975 95 ~ 9 7 302 388 ~

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m 9 m m m
China m m m m m m m
Colombia 4 800 m m 9 9 800 m m
India m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m
Latvia 2 381 m m 9 5 947 m m
Russian Federation 4 384 m m 9 6 452 m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m

G20 average m m m m m m m

Note: Columns showing instruction time in compulsory upper secondary education (i.e. columns 19-25) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Refers to full-time compulsory education and excludes pre-primary education, even if compulsory.
2. It is compulsory for students to attend full-time education up to the age of 15 or 16. However, those in general education must continue until they are 18.
3. Year of reference 2014.
4. England and Scotland are not included in the averages.
5. Estimated number of hours by level of education based on the average number of hours per year, as the allocation of instruction time across multiple grades is flexible.
6. Excludes the last year of compulsory education, which can be classified at either the lower secondary or the upper secondary level.
7. Actual instruction time for lower and upper secondary education. 
8. The number of grades in lower secondary education is three or four, depending on the track. The 4th year of pre-vocational secondary education (VMBO) was excluded 
from the calculation.
9. Year of reference 2012.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286093



D1

How much time do students spend in the classroom? – INDICATOR D1 chapter D

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 413

Table D1.2. Organisation of compulsory general education1 (2015)
By level of education, in public institutions

 Primary Lower secondary

Number of 
grades that 
are part of 

compulsory 
education

Theoretical 
starting age

Average 
number of 
instruction 

days  
per year

Average 
number of 
instruction 

days  
per school 

week

Flexible 
allocation of 
instruction 
time across 

multiple 
grades

Number of 
grades that 
are part of 

compulsory 
education

Theoretical 
starting age

Average 
number of 
instruction 

days  
per year

Average 
number of 
instruction 

days  
per school 

week

Flexible 
allocation of 
instruction 
time across 

multiple 
grades

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia 6 5 196 5 No 4 11 196 5 No

Austria 4 6 180 5 No 4 10 180 5 No
Belgium (Fl.)2 6 6 176 5 No 2 12 178 5 No
Belgium (Fr.)2 6 6 182 5 No 2 12 182 5 No
Canada 6 6 183 5 No 3 12 183 5 No
Chile3 6 6 182 5 No 2 12 182 5 No
Czech Republic 5 6 194 5 Yes 4 11 194 5 Yes
Denmark 7 6 a 5 No 3 13 a 5 No
England4 6 5 190 5 Yes 3 11 190 5 Yes
Estonia 6 7 175 5 Yes 3 13 175 5 Yes
Finland 6 7 187 5 Yes 3 13 187 5 Yes
France 5 6 162 5 No 4 11 162 5 No
Germany3, 5 4 6 188 5 No 5 10 188 5 No
Greece 6 6 171 5 No 3 12 152 5 No
Hungary 4 6 181 5 No 4 10 181 5 No
Iceland 7 6 170 5 Yes 3 13 170 5 Yes
Ireland 6 6 183 5 No 3 12 167 5 No
Israel 6 6 223 6 No 3 12 214 6 Yes
Italy 5 6 200 5 No 3 11 200 6 No
Japan 6 6 201 5 No 3 12 202 5 No
Korea 6 6 190 5 Yes 3 12 190 5 Yes
Luxembourg 6 6 180 5 Yes 3 12 169 5 No
Mexico 6 6 200 5 No 3 12 200 5 No
Netherlands6 6 6 m 5 Yes 3 12 m 5 Yes
New Zealand 6 5 193 5 m 4 11 192 5 m
Norway 7 6 190 5 Yes 3 13 190 5 Yes
Poland7 6 7 182 5 Yes 3 13 180 5 Yes
Portugal 6 6 179 5 No 3 12 178 5 No
Scotland4 7 5 190 5 Yes 3 12 190 5 Yes
Slovak Republic 4 6 187 5 Yes 5 10 187 5 Yes
Slovenia 6 6 190 5 No 3 12 185 5 No
Spain 6 6 175 5 No 4 12 175 5 No
Sweden 6 7 178 5 Yes 3 13 178 5 Yes
Switzerland 6 6 189 5 m 3 12 189 5 m
Turkey 4 6 180 5 No 4 10 180 5 No
United States 6 6 180 5 m 3 12 180 5 m

OECD average4 6 6 185 5 ~ 3 12 183 5 ~
EU21 average4 6 6 182 5 ~ 3 12 179 5 ~

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil 5 6 200 5 m 4 11 200 5 m
China m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 5 6 200 5 m 4 11 200 5 m
India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 6 7 169 5 No 3 13 173 5 No
Russian Federation 4 7 169 5 No 5 11 175 5 No
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: Columns showing the organisation of compulsory upper secondary education (i.e. columns 11-15) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Refers to full-time compulsory education and excludes pre-primary education, even if compulsory.
2. It is compulsory for students to attend full-time education up to the age of 15 or 16. However, those in general education must continue until they are 18.
3. Year of reference 2014. 
4. England and Scotland are not included in the averages.
5. Excludes the last year of compulsory education, which can be classified at either the lower secondary or the upper secondary level. 
6. The number of grades in lower secondary education is three or four, depending on the track. The 4th year of pre-vocational secondary education (VMBO) was 
excluded from the calculation.
7. In the 2014/15 school year, primary education was compulsory for 6-year-old children born in the first semester of 2008.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286104
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Table D1.3a. Instruction time per subject in primary education (2015)
As a percentage of total compulsory instruction time
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

O
E
C
D Australia 23 17 6 9 x(16) x(16) 8 5 x(4) x(11) 4 x(11) x(16) x(16) m 28 100 m

Austria 30 17 13 x(3) 2 n 11 9 9 x(17) x(3) 6 4 a n a 100 m
Belgium (Fl.)1 x(14) x(14) x(14) x(3) n a x(14) x(14) 7 a x(3) a a 93 n x(14) 100 a
Belgium (Fr.)1 x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) 2 a 7 x(14) 7 a x(14) a a 83 a n 100 m
Canada 31 19 6 5 1 a 10 6 n a n n 1 17 a 4 100 a
Chile2 20 16 9 9 3 x(16) 9 10 5 x(16) 3 x(16) 2 a a 14 100 a
Czech Republic 30 17 10 x(3) 8 a 8 10 x(13) 1 4 x(11) x(16) a x(16) 12 100 m
Denmark 23 13 5 3 5 1 7 9 4 a a 5 16 9 n n 100 10
England3 x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) a x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) a a 100 a a a a
Estonia 23 15 7 5 8 2 11 15 x(16) x(16) 3 a a a a 12 100 a
Finland 24 16 11 2 6 n 10 13 5 a a a n 6 a 7 100 5
France 37 21 9 5 6 a 13 9 x(17) x(3) n a a n a n 100 a
Germany2 26 20 4 6 5 n 11 14 7 n 1 n 3 a 2 a 100 a
Greece 25 13 10 7 8 2 8 10 4 3 a a a a a 8 100 35
Hungary 30 15 6 a 3 a 19 15 2 1 4 a a a a 4 100 a
Iceland 20 16 8 13 x(14) x(14) 9 19 x(4) 3 a x(8) x(15) 5 5 a 100 a
Ireland4 20 17 4 8 14 a 4 12 10 x(17) x(3) a 11 a a m 100 a
Israel 23 18 9 8 6 2 6 5 11 a x(3) 4 n n n 7 100 n
Italy x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) 9 a x(14) x(14) 7 a x(14) a a 84 a x(17) 100 a
Japan 24 17 8 8 1 a 10 12 3 a a a 10 7 a a 100 a
Korea 22 14 9 9 6 a 7 9 x(4) x(13) x(12) x(3) 24 a a a 100 a
Luxembourg4 26 19 7 2 x(1) 18 10 11 7 a a a a a a a 100 a
Mexico 31 24 12 9 11 a 4 4 4 a a a a a a a 100 a
Netherlands x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) a x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) a 100 a a 100 m
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway 26 17 6 7 7 a 11 15 8 a a 2 a a a 1 100 a
Poland5 18 14 10 5 10 a 14 7 x(18) 3 3 a 3 n a 13 100 9
Portugal 27 27 7 8 3 a 8 9 x(18) x(18) 2 a 4 a a 5 100 23
Scotland3 x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) a a a a a a
Slovak Republic 27 15 3 3 6 x(16) 8 8 4 3 a 1 x(16) a x(16) 21 100 a
Slovenia 23 17 8 7 6 x(18) 15 16 x(4) x(17) 6 2 1 a a a 100 17
Spain 25 17 7 7 10 n 9 9 x(15) a a a n a 7 9 100 a
Sweden m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey 30 17 5 13 5 a 14 7 2 a a 1 7 a a a 100 a
United States m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

OECD average3 22 15 7 6 5 1 8 9 5 1 1 1 3 12 n 5 100 3
EU21 average3 21 14 6 4 5 1 8 9 5 1 1 1 2 16 n 4 100 5

P
a
rt

n
e
rs 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 a m m m m a a 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
Colombia 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
Latvia 23 17 5 6 8 1 8 13 2 1 a 4 4 a a 7 100 m
Russian Federation 23 19 9 a 7 a 9 9 a a 7 a a 16 a m 100 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

Notes: Please refer to Tables D1.5a to D1.5l, available on line, for instruction time per subject for each age (see StatLink below).
The averages were adjusted to 100% and do not correspond exactly to the average of each column.
1. It is compulsory for students to attend full-time education up to the age of 15 or 16. However, those in general education must continue until they are 18.
2. Year of reference 2014. 
3 England and Scotland are not included in the averages.
4. The second language of instruction includes other national languages taught.
5. Excludes the first three years of primary education for which a large proportion of the time allocated to compulsory subjects is flexible.  
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286110
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Table D1.3b. Instruction time per subject in general lower secondary education (2015)
As a percentage of total compulsory instruction time 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

O
E
C
D Australia1 12 12 11 10 x(16) x(16) 8 4 x(4) x(11) 4 x(11) x(16) x(16) 18 22 100 m

Austria 14 13 12 11 12 n 11 12 7 x(17) n 8 n a n a 100 m
Belgium (Fl.)2 x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) 6 a x(14) a a 73 n 20 100 a
Belgium (Fr.)2 17 14 9 13 13 a 9 3 6 m 3 m x(15) n x(16) 13 100 m
Canada 20 15 9 13 6 a 10 6 2 a 3 1 1 2 1 11 100 1
Chile3 16 16 11 11 8 x(16) 5 8 5 x(16) 3 x(16) 3 a a 15 100 a
Czech Republic 12 12 17 9 10 5 8 8 x(13) 1 2 x(11) x(16) a x(16) 15 100 m
Denmark 19 13 14 8 8 8 5 x(15) 2 x(15) x(15) 2 15 a 5 n 100 7
England4 x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) a x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(15) a 100 x(14) a a a
Estonia 13 14 21 11 10 10 6 6 x(16) x(16) 5 a a a a 4 100 a
Finland 12 12 16 8 9 7 9 9 4 a a a 6 4 a 5 100 7
France 15 14 10 11 12 5 12 7 x(4) x(11) 6 x(15) 3 n 4 1 100 10
Germany3 13 12 11 11 12 6 9 9 5 1 2 2 1 a 7 a 100 a
Greece 26 11 10 12 6 6 7 6 6 3 2 5 a a a 1 100 n
Hungary 14 12 12 11 11 a 16 7 3 3 3 a 3 a a 5 100 a
Iceland 14 14 8 8 x(14) x(14) 8 8 x(4) 2 a x(8) x(15) 19 20 a 100 a
Ireland5, 6 12 12 x(15) 17 x(15) x(15) 7 x(15) 2 x(15) x(15) x(15) x(14) 10 40 m 100 a
Israel 17 14 14 15 11 9 5 x(16) 9 x(3) x(3) 1 n 3 n 2 100 n
Italy 33 20 x(2) x(1) 10 7 7 13 3 a 7 a a n a x(17) 100 a
Japan 12 12 12 11 13 a 10 7 3 a 3 a 12 5 a a 100 a
Korea 13 11 19 15 10 a 8 8 x(4) x(12) x(12) x(3) 9 a x(16) 6 100 a
Luxembourg6 15 13 8 11 17 13 8 9 7 a a a a a a a 100 a
Mexico 14 14 17 12 9 a 6 6 8 a 11 a 3 a a a 100 a
Netherlands x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) a 100 a a 100 m
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway 15 12 9 9 8 8 9 9 6 a a 7 a a 7 a 100 a
Poland 14 12 12 12 14 x(5) 12 4 x(18) 2 2 a 4 a a 13 100 8
Portugal 13 13 18 14 8 8 7 7 x(18) 2 n a n a a 9 100 3
Scotland4 x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) x(14) a a a a a a
Slovak Republic 16 13 10 10 10 3 7 5 3 1 x(16) 1 x(16) a x(16) 21 100 a
Slovenia 13 13 17 15 11 x(15) 9 8 x(4) x(17) 4 a 2 a 7 a 100 19
Spain 16 12 8 11 11 n 7 7 x(15) x(11) 5 a 3 a 18 a 100 a
Sweden m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey 16 14 11 8 10 a 6 6 6 3 3 1 a a 17 a 100 a
United States m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

OECD average4 14 12 11 10 9 4 7 6 4 1 3 1 2 6 5 5 100 2
EU21 average4 14 11 11 10 9 4 7 6 4 1 2 1 2 8 4 5 100 3

P
a
rt

n
e
rs 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 a m m m m a 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
Colombia 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
Latvia 15 16 10 14 9 9 6 6 a 1 a 4 3 a a 10 100 m
Russian Federation 15 15 16 8 9 a 6 5 a 2 4 1 a 20 m m 100 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

Notes: Please refer to Tables D1.5a to D1.5l, available on line, for instruction time per subject for each age (see StatLink below). 
The averages were adjusted to 100% and do not correspond exactly to the average of each column.  
1. The intended instruction times derived from the Australian Curriculum assumes that certain subjects, which may be considered compulsory in years 7 and 8, could 
be delivered to students as electives in years 9 and 10.
2. It is compulsory for students to attend full-time education up to the age of 15 or 16. However, those in general education must continue until they are 18.
3. Year of reference 2014.
4. England and Scotland are not included in the averages.
5. Actual instruction time.
6. The second language of instruction includes other national languages taught.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286121
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WHAT IS THE STUDENT-TEACHER RATIO  
AND HOW BIG ARE CLASSES?

• The average primary school class in OECD countries has 21 students, and this average increases to 
24 in lower secondary education.

• The difference in average class size between public and private institutions in primary education 
varies substantially across OECD countries, but is considerably larger in partner countries.

• There are 15 students per teacher in primary education, on average across OECD countries.

 Context
Class size and student-teacher ratios are much-discussed aspects of education and, along with 
students’ instruction time (see Indicator D1), teachers’ working time (see Indicator D4), and the 
division of teachers’ time between teaching and other duties, are among the determinants of the 
demand for teachers. Together with teachers’ salaries (see Indicator D3) and the age distribution of 
teachers (see Indicator D5), class size and student-teacher ratios also have a considerable impact on 
the level of current expenditure on education (see Indicators B6 and B7).

Smaller classes are often seen as bene�cial because they allow teachers to focus more on the needs 
of individual students and reduce the amount of class time needed to deal with disruptions. Yet, 
while there is some evidence that smaller classes may bene�t speci�c groups of students, such as 
those from disadvantaged backgrounds (Finn, 1998; Krueger, 2002; Piketty and Valdenaire, 2006), 
overall, evidence of the e�ect of di�erences in class size on student performance is weak. Given recent 
�ndings from the 2013 OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS), however, larger 
classes seem to be associated with a higher percentage of students with behavioural problems and 
with more class time spent keeping order as opposed to teaching and learning (see Box D2.1).

�e ratio of students to teaching sta� indicates how resources for education are allocated. Smaller 
student-teacher ratios often have to be weighed against higher salaries for teachers, investing in their 
professional development, greater investment in teaching technology, or more widespread use of 
assistant teachers and other paraprofessionals whose salaries are often considerably lower than those 
of quali�ed teachers. As larger numbers of children with special needs are integrated into mainstream 
classes, more use of specialised personnel and support services may limit the resources available for 
reducing student-teacher ratios.

Chart D2.1. Average class size in educational institutions,  
by level of education (2013)

Countries are ranked in descending order of average class size in lower secondary education.
Source: OECD. Table D2.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284429
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 Other findings
• With the exceptions of Chile, Colombia, Korea, Luxembourg and Mexico, the student-teacher 

ratio decreases or stays the same in all countries with available data between primary and lower 
secondary level, despite a general increase in class size between these levels. 

• On average across OECD countries, the student-teacher ratio in secondary education is slightly 
lower in private than in public institutions. This is most striking in Mexico where, at the secondary 
level, there are at least 17 students more per teacher in public than in private institutions. 

• Class size varies significantly across countries. The biggest classes in primary education are 
observed in Chile and China, with 30 and 38 students per classroom, respectively, whereas in 
Latvia and Luxembourg classes have fewer than 17 students, on average.
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Analysis

Average class size in primary and lower secondary education

The average primary class in OECD countries had more than 21 pupils in 2013. There are fewer than 26 pupils per 
primary classroom in nearly all of the countries with available data, with the exception of Chile, China, Israel and 
Japan. 

At the lower secondary level, the average class in OECD countries has 24 students. Among all countries with available 
data on this level of education, that number varies from fewer than 20 students in Estonia, Latvia, Luxembourg, 
the Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic and the United Kingdom, to around 33 students per class in Japan and 
Korea and 50 students in China (Table D2.1).

The number of students per class tends to increase between primary and lower secondary education. In China and 
Korea, the increase in average class size exceeds seven students. Meanwhile, the United Kingdom and, to a lesser 
extent, Estonia and Latvia show a drop in the number of students per class between these two levels of education 
(Chart D2.1).

The Indicator on class size is limited to primary and lower secondary education because class size is difficult to define 
and compare at higher levels, where students often attend several different classes, depending on the subject area. 

Box D2.1. Relationship between average class size and classroom environment 

Despite the extensive literature on the effects of class size on education, evidence of the impact of class size is 
mixed in research. The often-cited relationship between class size and student performance, for example, has 
been found to be beneficial only to specific groups and in certain contexts, such as in schools considered at-risk, 
or  for struggling students. Overall, there is little evidence that class size, by itself, determines achievement. 
Indeed, results from the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) do not provide evidence 
of a relationship between class size and the performance of 15-year-olds. Instead, PISA finds that countries 
should prioritise policies to improve teacher quality – e.g. by raising salaries to attract good candidates and retain 
effective teachers – even if the trade-off is larger classes. The 2013 OECD Teaching and Learning International 
Survey (TALIS) also reports that class size is not a strong determinant of teachers’ job satisfaction, or even of 
whether they use pedagogies involving small groups, project-based tasks or information and communication 
technologies. Nevertheless, one relationship merits further investigation: class size and classroom environment.

Generally speaking, smaller class sizes are perceived as allowing teachers to spend less time managing the class 
and more time with each student (OECD, 2012). Evidence from TALIS can help shed light on this relationship. 
After asking teachers how much class time they devote to teaching and learning activities versus administrative 
tasks and keeping order (or behaviour management), TALIS found that teachers spend 79% of their time, on 
average, on teaching and learning. But that proportion varies widely – from 87% in Bulgaria to 67% in Brazil – 
and class size could explain part of that difference.

Chart D2.a shows that larger classes are correlated with less time spent on actual teaching and learning and 
with more time spent on keeping order in the classroom (although not shown, larger classes are also correlated 
with more class time spent on administrative tasks). Specifically, one additional student added to an average-
size class is associated with a 0.5 percentage-point decrease in time spent on teaching and learning activities. 

The charts also highlight an important mechanism through which class size may influence the percentage 
of time devoted to teaching and learning. The size of each bubble represents the proportion of lower 
secondary teachers who reported having more than 10% of students with behaviour problems in their classes 
(OECD, 2014). So the larger the bubble, the higher the share of teachers who reported that more than 10% 
of their students have behaviour problems. There is a positive correlation between average class size and the 
reported proportion of students with behaviour problems. This correlation is important because  teachers who 
teach classes where more than one in ten students have behaviour problems spend almost twice as much time 
keeping order in the classroom as their peers with less than 10% of such students in their class (OECD, 2015). 
In other words, larger classes are associated with a higher proportion of students with behavioural problems, 
which, in turn, is associated with less time spent on teaching and learning activities. …
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Class size in public and private institutions 

Class size is one factor that parents may consider when deciding on a school for their children; and the difference 
in average class size between public and private schools (and between different types of private institutions) could 
influence enrolment.

In most OECD countries, average class size does not differ between public and private institutions by more than two 
students per class in both primary and lower secondary education (Table D2.1). However, there are marked differences 
among countries. For example, in Brazil, Colombia, the Czech Republic, Latvia, Poland, the Russian Federation and 
the United Kingdom, the average primary school class in public institutions is larger than the average class in a private 
school by more than four students. However, with the exception of Brazil, Colombia and the United Kingdom, the 
private sector is relatively small in all of these countries, representing 5% of students, at most, at the primary level 
(see Table C1.4a). In contrast, in China and Luxembourg, the average class in private institutions is larger than that in 
public institutions by four or more students.

The comparison of class size between public and private institutions shows a mixed picture at the lower secondary 
level, where private institutions are more prevalent. The average class in lower secondary private institutions is 
larger than in public institutions in 8 countries, smaller in 18 countries and the same in 4 countries. The differences, 
however, tend to be smaller than in primary education.

In countries where private (including both government-dependent and independent) institutions are more 
prevalent at the primary level (i.e. countries where more than 15% of students are enrolled in these institutions), 
such as Australia, Brazil, Colombia, Indonesia, Israel and Spain, there may be large differences in class size between 
public and private institutions. In Australia and Spain private institutions tend to have more students per class than 
public schools (see Tables C1.4a and D2.1). This suggests that in some countries, where a substantial proportion of 
students and families choose private schools, class size is not a determining factor in their decision.

Time spent on teaching and learning is an essential component of effective education environments. That 
is especially true given that time spent keeping order in the classroom and on administrative tasks are both 
associated with lower levels of teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction. Therefore, these findings suggest that 
teachers in countries and schools with larger classes and more challenging classroom compositions may be in 
greater need of interventions to help them use class time more effectively.

Chart D2.a. Relationship between average class size and time spent teaching/learning 
and time spent keeping order in the classroom in lower secondary education (2013)

Note: �e size of each bubble represents the proportion of lower secondary teachers who reported having more than 10% of students with behaviour problems 
in their classes (OECD, 2014).
Source: OECD. Data on average class size: Table D2.1. Data on use of class time: (OECD, 2014), TALIS 2013 Results: An International Perspective on Teaching and 
Learning, TALIS, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264196261-en.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284447
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Student-teacher ratios 

The ratio of students to teaching staff compares the number of students (full-time equivalent) to the number 
of teachers (full-time equivalent) at a given level of education and in similar types of institutions. However, this 
ratio does not take into account the amount of instruction time for students compared to the length of a teacher’s 
working day, nor how much time teachers spend teaching. Therefore, it cannot be interpreted in terms of class size 
(Box D2.2).

At the primary level, there are 15 students for every teacher, on average across OECD countries. The student-
teacher ratio ranges from 28 students per teacher in Mexico to 10 or fewer in Greece, Iceland, Luxembourg and 
Norway (Chart D2.2).

Student-teacher ratios also vary, and to a larger extent, at the secondary school level, ranging from 30 students per 
full-time equivalent teacher in Mexico to fewer than 10 in Austria, Greece, Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and the 
Russian Federation. On average across OECD countries, there are about 13 students per teacher at the secondary 
level (Table D2.2).

As the differences in student-teacher ratios indicate, there are fewer full-time equivalent students per full-time 
equivalent teacher at the secondary level than at the primary level of education. In most countries, the student-
teacher ratio decreases between primary and lower secondary school despite an increase in class size. This is true 
in all but five countries: Chile, Colombia, Korea, Luxembourg  and  Mexico. However, the student-teacher ratio in 
Luxembourg is very low in both levels of education.

Chart D2.2. Ratio of students to teaching sta� in educational institutions,  
by level of education (2013)

1. Public institutions only. For Israel, public institutions only for upper secondary education. For Belgium, data does not include independent private institutions.
2. Some levels of education are included with others. Please refer to “x” code in Table D2.2 for details.
3. Includes data on management personnel.
4. Includes only general programmes in upper secondary education.
5. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of ratio of students to teaching sta� in lower secondary education in 2013.
Source: OECD. Table D2.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284432
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This reduction in the student-teacher ratio reflects differences in annual instruction time: since annual instruction 
time tends to increase with the level of education (see Indicator D1), so does the number of teachers. It may also 
result from delays in matching the teaching force to demographic changes, or from differences in teaching hours for 
teachers at different levels of education (the number of teaching hours tends to decrease with the level of education, 
as teacher specialisation increases). The general trend is consistent among countries, but evidence is mixed as 
to whether smaller student-teacher ratios are more desirable, from an education perspective, at higher levels of 
education.
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At the tertiary level, the student-teacher ratio ranges from over 20 students per teacher in Belgium, Brazil, Colombia, 
the Czech Republic, Indonesia and Turkey to 10 in Norway (Table D2.2). However, comparisons at this level should 
be made with caution since it is difficult to calculate full-time equivalent students and teachers on a comparable 
basis. In 6 of the 18 countries with comparable data at the tertiary level, the ratio of students to teaching staff is 
lower in short-cycle tertiary education than in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent levels. Among countries in 
which the ratio of students to teaching staff is higher in short-cycle tertiary education than in bachelor’s, master’s, 
doctoral or equivalent levels, Turkey displays the largest difference: 55 to 1 in short-cycle tertiary education and 
17 to 1 in bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral or equivalent levels (Table D2.2).

Differences between public and private institutions in student-teacher ratios are similar to those observed in 
class size. On average among the countries for which data are available, the ratios of students to teaching staff are 
slightly lower in private institutions than in public institutions at the lower and upper secondary levels (Table D2.3). 
The largest differences between public and private institutions are in Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, Turkey and the 
United Kingdom, where, at the lower secondary level, there are at least seven more students per teacher in public 
institutions than in private institutions. At the upper secondary level in Mexico, the difference in student-teacher 
ratios between public and private institutions (a difference of 18 students per teacher) is even larger than that at the 
lower secondary level (16 students per teacher).

However, in some countries, the student-teacher ratio is lower in public institutions than in private institutions. 
At the lower secondary level, this difference is most pronounced in Luxembourg, which has some 24 students per 
teacher in private institutions, compared to 10 students per teacher in public institutions.

Box D2.2. What is the relationship between class size and the student-teacher ratio?

The student-teacher ratio is calculated by dividing the number of full-time equivalent students by the number  
of full-time equivalent teachers at a given level of education and type of institution. Class size, on the other 
hand, takes into account a number of different elements: the ratio of students to teaching staff, the number of 
classes or students for which a teacher is responsible, the amount of instruction time compared to the length 
of teachers’ working days, the proportion of time teachers spend teaching, how students are grouped within 
classes, and team-teaching arrangements.

For example, in a school of 100 full-time students and 10 full-time teachers, the student-teacher ratio is 10 to 1. 
If teachers’ work week is estimated to include 20 hours of teaching, and if instruction time for each student is 
30 hours per week, then regardless of how students are grouped in the school, one way to estimate average class 
size is as follows:

Estimated class size = 10 students per teacher * (30 hours of instruction time per student/20 hours of teaching 
per teacher) = 15 students.

Using a different approach, the class size presented in Table D2.1 is defined as the number of students who 
are following a common course of study, based on the highest number of common courses (usually compulsory 
studies), and excluding teaching in subgroups. The estimated class size will be close to the average class size in 
Table D2.1 where teaching in subgroups is less frequent, such as in primary and lower secondary education.

Given the difference between student-teacher ratio and average class size, it is possible for countries with 
similar student-teacher ratios to have different class sizes. For example, at the primary level, Israel and the 
United States have similar ratios of student to teaching staff (15 students per teacher – Table D2.2), but the 
average class size differs substantially (21 students in the United States and 27 in Israel – Table D2.1). 

Definitions
Instructional personnel (teaching staff) includes two categories:
• Teachers’ aides and teaching/research assistants include non-professional personnel or students who support 

teachers in providing instruction to students.
• Teaching staff refers to professional personnel directly involved in teaching students. The classification includes 

classroom teachers, special-education teachers and other teachers who work with a whole class of students in a 
classroom, in small groups in a resource room, or in one-to-one teaching situations inside or outside a regular 
class. Teaching staff also includes department chairpersons whose duties include some teaching, but excludes 
non-professional personnel who support teachers in providing instruction to students, such as teachers’ aides 
and other paraprofessional personnel.
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Methodology
Data refer to the academic year 2012/13 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2013 (for details see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).

Class size is calculated by dividing the number of students enrolled by the number of classes. In order to ensure 
comparability among countries, special-needs programmes are excluded. Data include only regular programmes at 
primary and lower secondary levels of education, and exclude teaching in sub-groups outside the regular classroom 
setting.

The ratio of students to teaching staff is obtained by dividing the number of full-time equivalent students at a given 
level of education by the number of full-time equivalent teachers at that level and in similar types of institutions.

Notes on definitions and methodologies regarding this indicator for each country are presented in Annex 3 at 
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table D2.1. Average class size, by type of institution and level of education (2013)  
Calculations based on number of students and number of classes
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia 23 25 25 a 24 23 25 25 a 24

Austria    18 19 19d x(3) 18 21 22 22d x(8) 21

Belgium (Fr.)    20 22 22 a 21 m m m m m

Canada    m m m m m m m m m m

Chile    29 31 32 24 30 31 31 33 25 31

Czech Republic    20 15 15 a 20 22 19 19 a 22

Denmark    21 m 19 m m 21 m 20 m m

Estonia    17 16 x(4) 16d 17 15 12 x(9) 12d 15

Finland    19 17 17 a 19 20 20 20 a 20

France    23 23 23d x(3) 23 25 26 26 14 25

Germany    21 21 x(2) x(2) 21 24 24 x(7) x(7) 24

Greece    17 19 a 19 17 22 23 a 23 22

Hungary    21 20 20 a 21 21 20 20 a 21

Iceland    19 16 16 a 18 20 13 13 a 20

Ireland    25 m a m m m m a m m

Israel    28 24 24 a 27 29 24 24 a 28

Italy    19 20 a 20 19 22 22 a 22 22

Japan    27 30 a 30 27 32 34 a 34 33

Korea    24 29 a 29 24 33 32 32 a 33

Luxembourg    15 19 16 19 15 19 18 20 17 19

Mexico    20 19 a 19 20 28 24 a 24 27

Netherlands    23d m x(1) m 23 m m a m m

New Zealand    m m m m m m m m m m

Norway1    m m m m m m m m m m

Poland    19 11 10 12 18 23 17 23 16 22

Portugal    21 21 23 20 21 22 23 25 22 22

Slovak Republic    18 17 17 a 18 19 18 18 a 19

Slovenia    19 22 22 a 19 20 19 19 a 20

Spain    21 24 25 22 22 25 26 27 22 25

Sweden    m m m m m m m m m m

Switzerland    m m m m m m m m m m

Turkey    23 20 a 20 23 28 20 a 20 28

United Kingdom    27 18 27 12 25 20 19 21 12 19

United States    22 18 a 18 21 28 20 a 20 27

OECD average 21 21 21 20 21 24 22 23 20 24

EU21 average 20 19 20 17 20 21 21 21 18 21

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    25 18 a 18 23 28 24 a 24 28
China    37 44 44d x(3) 38 50 52 52d x(8) 50
Colombia    24 19 a 19 22 30 25 a 25 29
India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia    26 22 a 22 25 31 31 a 31 31
Latvia    16 8 a 8 16 15 9 a 9 14

Russian Federation    18 13 a 13 18 19 11 a 11 18

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 24 23 30 20 24 28 26 31 21 28

1. Students are organised in groups that vary in size during the school day.
Sources: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286142
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Table D2.2. Ratio of students to teaching staff in educational institutions (2013)
By level of education, calculations based on full-time equivalents

Primary 
education

Secondary education

Post-secondary 
non-tertiary 

education

Tertiary education

Lower  
secondary 
education

Upper  
secondary 
education

All secondary 
education

Short-cycle 
tertiary 

education

Bachelor’s, 
master’s, 

doctoral or 
equivalent level

All tertiary 
education

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Australia1 16 x(3) 12d 12 m m 14 14

Austria    12 9 10 9 10 9 17 15

Belgium2    13 9 10 10 15 x(7) 21d 21

Canada3, 4 14d x(1) 14 14 m m m m

Chile    23 24 25 25 a m m m

Czech Republic    19 11 11 11 31 13 22 22

Denmark    m m m m m m m m

Estonia    13 10 11d 11d x(3) m m m

Finland    13 9 16 13 17 a 14 14

France    19 15 10 13 x(6, 7) 17d 17d 17d

Germany    16 14 13 13 13 15 12 12

Greece    9 7 8 8 m a m m

Hungary5 11 10 12 11 13 19 14 15

Iceland    10 10 m m m m m m

Ireland2 16 x(3) 14d 14 m x(8) 20d 20

Israel2 15 13 11 12 m m m m

Italy    12 12 13 12 m a 19 19

Japan6 17 14 12d 13d m m m m

Korea    17 18 15 16 m m m m

Luxembourg    9 11 7 9 m m m m

Mexico    28 32 27 30 a 17 14 14

Netherlands2 17 16 19 17 20 15 15 15

New Zealand    16 16 13 15 21 16 17 17

Norway    10 10 10d 10d x(3) x(3) 10 10

Poland    11 10 11 10 16 8 15 15

Portugal    13 10 8d 9d x(3, 7) a 14d 14d

Slovak Republic    17 12 14 13 13 9 14 14

Slovenia    16 8 13 11 a 21 18 18

Spain    14 12 11 11 m 12 12 12

Sweden    13 12 13 12 11 10 11 11

Switzerland2 15 12 m m m m m m

Turkey    20 19 16 17 a 55 17 22

United Kingdom    21 18 19 18 a 20 18 18

United States    15 15 15 15 x(8) x(8) x(8) 15d

OECD average 15 13 13 13 16 17 16 16

EU21 average 14 11 12 12 16 14 16 16

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m

Brazil    21 18 16 17 17 57 27 27

China    17 13 17 15 m m m m

Colombia    25 27 23 25 12 x(7) 24d 35

India m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    21 18 23 20 a x(7) 31d 31

Latvia    11 8 10 9 16 25 19 20

Russian Federation    20 9d x(2) 9 17 11 11 11

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m

South Africa m m m m m m m m

G20 average 18 17 16 16 m m m m

1. Includes only general programmes in lower and upper secondary education.
2. Public institutions only. For Israel, public institutions only for upper secondary education. For Belgium, data does not include independent private institutions.
3. Year of reference 2012.
4. Primary includes pre-primary.
5. Includes data on management personnel.
6. Upper secondary includes programmes from post-secondary non-tertiary education.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286152
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Table D2.3. Ratio of students to teaching staff, by type of institution (2013)
By level of education,calculations based on full-time equivalents

Lower secondary education Upper secondary education All secondary programmes
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia1 x(5) x(6) x(7) a 12d 12d 12d a 12 12 12 a

Austria    9 11 11d x(3) 10 9 9d x(7) 9 10 10d x(11)

Belgium    9 m 9 m 10 m 10 m 10 m 10 m

Canada2 m m m m 14 12 12d x(7) 14 12 12d x(11)

Chile    21 27 29 22 24 26 28 16 23 26 28 18

Czech Republic    11 10 10 a 11 12 12 a 11 12 12 a

Denmark    m m m m m m m m m m m m

Estonia3 10 8 a 8 11d 8d a 8d 11d 8d a 8d

Finland    9 9 9 a 16 16 16 a 12 15 15 a

France    15 m 18 m 10 m 11 m 12 m 14 m

Germany    14 13 x(2) x(2) 13 12 x(6) x(6) 14 13 x(11) x(11)

Greece    7 7 m 7 8 8 m 8 8 8 m 8

Hungary4 10 10 10 a 12 12 12 a 11 11 11 a

Iceland    11 3 3 a m m m m m m m m

Ireland    x(5) m m m 14d m a m 14 m m m

Israel    14 7 7 a 11 m m a 12 m m a

Italy    12 11 a 11 13 7 a 7 12 8 a 8

Japan3 14 12 a 12 11d 13d a 13d 13d 13d a 13d

Korea    17 18 18 a 14 16 16 a 16 17 17 a

Luxembourg    10 24 12 a 9 4 12 2 9 6 12 4

Mexico    35 19 a 19 33 15 a 15 34 17 a 17

Netherlands    16 m a m 19 m a m 17 m a m

New Zealand    17 13 a 13 14 12 13 10 15 12 13 11

Norway5 10 9 9d x(3) 10d 16d 16d x(7) 10d 14d 14d x(11)

Poland    10 9 11 8 11 11 13 11 10 10 12 10

Portugal3  10 12 14 10 8d 9d 16d 8d 9d 10d 15d 8d

Slovak Republic    13 12 12 a 14 12 12 a 13 12 12 a

Slovenia    8 8 8 a 14 13 10 32 11 13 10 32

Spain    10 15 15 14 10 14 15 13 10 14 15 13

Sweden    11 17 17 a 12 14 14 a 12 15 15 a

Switzerland    12 m m m m m m m m m m m

Turkey    20 9 a 9 16 7 a 7 18 8 a 8

United Kingdom    27 14 16 7 22 18 19 9 24 16 18 8

United States    16 11 a 11 16 11 a 11 16 11 a 11

OECD average 14 12 13 12 14 12 14 11 14 12 14 12

EU21 average 12 12 12 9 12 11 13 11 12 11 13 11

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    20 12 a 12 17 10 a 10 19 11 a 11

China    13 18 18d x(3) 18 10 10d x(3) 15 13 13d x(11)

Colombia    31 17 a 17 27 16 a 16 30 17 a 17

India m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    20 16 a 16 18 28 a 28 19 21 a 21

Latvia    8 4 a 4 10 7 a 7 9 6 a 6

Russian Federation    9d 4d a 4d x(1) x(2) a x(4) 9 4 a 4

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 18 13 18 11 16 13 13 13 17 13 14 11

1. Includes only general programmes in lower and upper secondary education.
2. Year of reference 2012.
3. Upper secondary includes programmes from post-secondary education.
4. Includes data on management personnel.
5. Upper secondary includes programmes from post-secondary non-tertiary and short-cycle tertiary education. 
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286160
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HOW MUCH ARE TEACHERS PAID?

• On average across OECD countries, pre-primary and primary teachers earn 78% of the salary of 
a similarly-educated, 25-64 year-old full-time, full-year worker, lower secondary teachers are paid 
80%, and upper secondary teachers are paid 82% of that benchmark salary.

• The statutory salaries of teachers with 15 years of experience and typical qualifications average 
USD 38 653 at the pre-primary level, USD 41 245 at the primary level, USD 42 825 at the lower 
secondary level, and USD 44 600 at the upper secondary level.

 Context
Teachers’ salaries represent the largest single cost in formal education and have a direct impact on 
the attractiveness of the teaching profession. �ey in�uence decisions to enrol in teacher education, 
become a teacher after graduation (as graduates’ career choices are associated with relative earnings 
in teaching and non-teaching occupations, and their likely growth over time), return to the teaching 
profession after a career interruption, and/or remain a teacher (as, in general, the higher the salaries, 
the fewer the people who choose to leave the profession) (OECD, 2005). Burgeoning national debt, 
spurred by governments’ responses to the �nancial crisis of late 2008, have put pressure on policy 
makers to reduce government expenditure – particularly on public payrolls. Since compensation and 
working conditions are important for attracting, developing and retaining skilled and high-quality 
teachers, policy makers should carefully consider teachers’ salaries as they try to ensure both quality 
teaching and sustainable education budgets (see Indicators B6 and B7).

Chart D3.1. Teachers’ salaries relative to earnings  
for similarly educated workers (2013)  

Salaries of lower secondary teachers teaching general programmes in public institutions

Notes: �e de�nition of teachers’ typical quali�cation is based on a broad concept including the typical ISCED level of attainment and other criteria, 
as discussed in Box D3.2. For further details on the di�erent metrics used to calculate these ratios, please refer to the Methodology section. 
1. Statutory salaries of teachers with 11 years of experience and minimum quali�cation instead of 15 years of experience and typical quali�cations.
2. Data on earnings for full-time, full-year workers with tertiary education refer to Belgium.
3. Data on earnings for full-time, full-year workers with tertiary education refer to the United Kingdom.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the ratio of teachers’ salaries to earnings for full-time, full-year workers with tertiary education aged 25-64.
Source: OECD. Table D3.2a, and Table D3.2b, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284456
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 Other findings
• In most OECD countries, teachers’ salaries increase with the level of education they teach. For 

example, the salary of an upper secondary school teacher with 15 years of experience and typical 
qualification in Belgium, Finland, Hungary and the Slovak Republic is at least 25% higher than that 
of a pre-primary school teacher with the same experience and typical qualification.

• Salaries at the top of the scale for teachers with typical qualifications are, on average, 64%, 66%, 
65% and 66% higher, respectively, than starting salaries in pre-primary, primary, lower secondary 
and upper secondary education. The difference tends to be greatest when it takes many years to 
progress through the scale. In countries where it takes 30 years or more to reach the top of the 
salary scale, salaries at that level can be more than 90% higher, on average, than starting salaries.

• Teachers with maximum qualifications at the top of their salary scales are paid, on average, 
USD 49 176 at the pre-primary level, USD 51 177 at the primary level, USD 53 786 at the lower 
secondary level, and USD 54 666 at the upper secondary level. 

• In 11 out of 28 countries with available data, the average annual salaries of upper secondary 
teachers, including bonuses and allowances, are at least 10% higher than statutory salaries for 
upper secondary teachers with 15 years of experience and typical qualifications.

• In the 17 countries with available data, the average annual salary for full-time equivalent tertiary 
academic instructional faculty members varies across countries, ranging from USD 13 348 in 
Latvia to USD 74 305 in Germany. For the 12 countries with available data, the average salaries for 
men are consistently higher than those for women.

 Trends
Between 2000 and 2013, teachers’ salaries rose, in real terms, in all countries with available data, 
except Denmark (upper secondary), England, France and Italy. However, in most countries, salaries 
increased less since 2005 than between 2000 and 2005. The economic downturn in 2008 also had a 
direct impact on teachers’ salaries, which were either frozen or cut in some countries. As a consequence, 
the number of countries showing an increase in salaries, in real terms, between 2008 and 2013 shrank 
to about one in two OECD countries.
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Analysis
Statutory teachers’ salaries

Teachers’ salaries are one component of teachers’ total compensation. Other benefits, such as regional allowances 
for teaching in remote areas, family allowances, reduced rates on public transport and tax allowances on the purchase 
of instructional materials, may also form part of teachers’ total remuneration. There are also large differences in 
taxation and social-benefits systems in OECD countries. All this should be borne in mind when comparing statutory 
salaries across countries.

Teachers’ salaries vary widely across countries. The salaries of lower secondary school teachers with 15 years 
of experience and typical qualification range from less than USD 15 000 in Estonia and Hungary, to more than 
USD 60 000 in Canada, Germany, the Netherlands and the United States and exceed USD 100 000 in Luxembourg 
(Table D3.1a and Chart D3.2).

In most countries, teachers’ salaries increase with the level of education taught. In Belgium, Denmark, Hungary, 
the Netherlands, Norway and the Slovak Republic, upper secondary teachers with 15 years of experience and typical 
qualification earn between 20% and 40% more than pre-primary teachers with the same experience; they earn around 
55% more in Finland. In Finland and the Slovak Republic, the difference is mainly explained by the gap between 
pre-primary and primary teachers’ salaries. In Belgium, teachers’ salaries at the upper secondary level are significantly 
higher than at the other levels of education. In Hungary, the main differences are found between upper secondary and 
lower secondary teachers’ salaries, while there is no difference between the salaries of lower secondary and primary 
teachers. The differences between salaries at each level of education should be interpreted in light of the requirements 
to enter the teaching profession (see Education at a Glance 2014 [OECD, 2014], Indicator D6).

In Australia, Korea, Slovenia, Turkey and the United States, there is less than a 5% difference between salaries for 
upper secondary and pre-primary teachers with 15 years of experience and typical qualification; in England, Greece, 
Poland, Portugal, Scotland, teachers receive the same salary irrespective of the level of education taught. This is also 
true in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Japan, Slovenia and the Slovak Republic at the primary, lower secondary and 
upper secondary levels. In Israel, there is a 17% difference between the salaries of an upper secondary teacher and a 
pre-primary teacher in favour of the latter. This difference is the result of the “New Horizon” reform, begun in 2008 and 
partially implemented by 2013, that increased salaries for pre-primary, primary and lower secondary teachers. Another 
reform, launched in 2012, aims to raise salaries for upper secondary teachers. In Luxembourg, primary teachers with 
15 years of experience earned around 50% less than secondary teachers with the same amount of experience prior to a 
reform in 2009. Now, the difference between primary and secondary school teachers’ salaries is less than 10%.

Differences in teachers’ salaries at different education levels may influence how schools and school systems attract 
and retain teachers and may also influence the extent to which teachers move among education levels.

Box D3.1. Tertiary faculty salaries

There have been substantial increases in enrolment rates in tertiary education programmes over the past 
two decades. These have been accompanied by growth in spending on tertiary education and an expansion 
of the facilities and staffing to meet the needs of these new students. Policy makers and the public across 
OECD countries have become increasingly concerned about the capacity for tertiary education institutions to 
continue to recruit sufficient numbers of high-quality instructors.

One way to attract and maintain high-quality instructional staff is to offer competitive salaries. In a 2015 
survey, preliminary data were gathered about the structures for determining faculty salaries and the average 
salaries offered by public and government-dependent private tertiary institutions (details available in Annex 3). 
The survey found that the structures for determining tertiary faculty salaries were markedly different in many 
countries compared to those structures for determining primary and secondary teachers’ salaries. Most countries 
use national salary schedules as a basis for determining tertiary faculty salaries, as they do for determining 
primary and secondary teachers’ salaries. However, in most countries, individual institutions have discretion in 
modifying these payment levels, which primary and secondary schools do not have. The criteria used for setting 
faculty salaries include educational attainment and length of experience, which are also used for teachers at the 
primary and secondary levels, but in addition they included academic rank, field(s) of instruction and research 
experience, which are not commonly considered for primary and secondary teachers. For example, in 25 out of 
32 reporting countries, research experience was cited as a relevant factor in determining faculty salaries. 

…
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Minimum and typical qualifications

Differences in statutory salaries across countries should be interpreted in light of the concepts of typical and minimum 
qualifications. The minimum qualifications required to teach at a given education level refers to the typical duration 
and type of training required to enter the profession (see Education at a Glance 2014 [OECD, 2014], Indicator D6) and 
does not include other requirements to become a licensed teacher in the public school system, such as probation years. 

The definition of teachers’ typical qualifications varies by country (Box D3.1). The typical level of qualifications refers 
to the level of qualifications and training teachers typically have, and may include certificates and qualifications 
obtained while in the teaching profession. The qualifications of teachers are “typical” in that they represent the 
qualifications held by the largest proportion of teachers in the system, in a given year.

However, differences between the minimum and typical qualifications of teachers are by no means the general rule. 
In 17 of the 36 countries with available data, there are no differences between minimum and typical qualifications 
throughout a teacher’s career. In the remaining 19 countries, differences in teachers’ statutory salaries may reflect 
differences in whether teachers hold the typical or the minimum qualifications, at least in one education level and at 
least at one point in their career; at starting salary, after ten years of experience, after 15 years of experience, or at 
the top of the salary scale. Yet the salary difference related to having qualifications other than the minimum varies 
across countries.

In Chile, England, Iceland, Israel and Mexico, starting salaries are the same among all teachers. It is only after teachers 
have spent some time in the school system that the salaries of teachers with minimum and typical qualifications start 
to diverge. In Belgium (French Community), Colombia, Canada, the Czech Republic, Ireland and the United States, 
teachers with typical qualifications have higher statutory salaries than teachers with minimum qualifications at all 
points of a teacher’s career, including starting salaries, at all levels of education for which information is available. This 
is true in Australia as well, except at the top of the salary scale, where salaries do not generally depend on teachers’ 
qualifications. In Norway, statutory salaries are higher for teachers with typical qualifications at all stages of their career 
and all education levels except pre-primary, as there is no difference between minimum and typical qualifications at 
that level of education. Conversely, in Poland, the statutory salaries of teachers with typical qualifications are higher 
than those of teachers with minimum qualifications at all levels of education except upper secondary, since most 
teachers in Poland have a master’s degree or the equivalent (ISCED 7), which is the qualification required to teach 
upper secondary but not other levels of education (Table D3.1a, and Table D3.1b, available on line).

In Poland, the difference in statutory salaries can be substantial between teachers with the minimum and typical 
qualifications and 15 years of experience, ranging from about 13% among lower secondary teachers, to about 26% 
among pre-primary and primary teachers. In Mexico, the differences are also large – about 24% or more at all levels 
of education for which information is available. In Belgium (French Community), the differences among teachers 
with 15 years of experience are about 5% among teachers in pre-primary through lower secondary education, yet the 
difference is about 30% among upper secondary teachers. Conversely, in the Czech Republic, the difference in statutory 
salaries among teachers with 15 years of experience but who have different qualifications is about 4% from primary 
through upper secondary education, but 24% at the pre-primary level (Table D3.1a, and Table D3.1b, available on line). 

The 2015 survey also obtained estimates of the actual average annual salary for all full-time equivalent (FTE) 
tertiary academic instructors for a recent year (2012/13 for most reporting countries). Though preliminary, 
these results reveal some interesting findings. Seventeen OECD and partner countries reported salary averages 
for FTE tertiary faculty, ranging from USD 13 348 in Latvia to USD 74 305 in Germany (tertiary faculty salaries 
were converted using PPPs for private consumption from the OECD National Accounts database). Among the 
12 countries that provided separate data on men and women, the average salaries for men were consistently 
higher than the average salaries for women. Twelve countries also provided actual average annual salaries for 
full-time full professors. Average salaries for these senior faculty were consistently higher among OECD and 
partner countries, averaging 18% (Norway) to 105% (the Czech Republic) higher than the averages for all FTE 
tertiary faculty in their countries. Salaries for full-time full professors were highest in Germany (USD 107 889), 
the United States (USD 101 685) and the United Kingdom (USD 97 079) among all reporting countries. Similar 
to the pattern observed for faculty salaries overall, salaries for male professors were higher than salaries for 
female professors in all reporting countries except Portugal. However, the salary differential between male 
and female professors was smaller than those reported for all faculty, with Iceland and Norway reporting 
a differential of less than 2%.
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Box D3.2. Typical qualifications of teachers

In most OECD countries, teachers are required to have a specific level of attainment or type of diploma to enter 
the teaching profession, or even a combination of qualifications. Typical qualifications generally involve the 
completion of requirements beyond teachers’ typical educational attainment (Tables D3.2a, and Table D3.2b, 
available on line). Very often, teachers have to undergo training, gain practical experience and/or demonstrate 
their skills over probation periods to become fully qualified teachers. Sometimes they have to satisfy additional 
criteria, such as passing competitive examinations, to be able to teach or to reach higher levels in pay scales and 
degrees of responsibility in the school system. Criteria may also change depending on the level of education at 
which they teach (for further information see Education at a Glance 2014 [OECD, 2014], Indicator D6).

As a result, the minimum qualifications required to enter the teaching profession may not be the most commonly 
held qualifications in the teaching force. In several education systems, the “typical” teacher has most likely 
undergone certification and qualification processes beyond the minimum requirements, and has reached a given 
position in a salary scale. This is what is referred to as the typical qualification of teachers, and it varies depending 
on the country and the school system.

Variations between the minimum and the typical qualifications of teachers currently teaching are often seen 
in countries where policy or legislation has recently changed and the requirements for entering the teaching 
profession have been raised or lowered. In some countries, differences between the minimum and typical 
qualifications of teachers are not seen at the starting point of teachers’ careers but among teachers who have 
spent a few years in the education system.

In Chile, Iceland and Israel, teachers’ professional development activities have an effect on the definition of 
teachers’ qualifications and on their salaries. In Iceland, for example, even if most practicing teachers hold a 
master’s degree or equivalent (ISCED 7), they are required to spend 150 hours of each school year in professional 
development activities, which may include formal education with equivalences in the European Credits Transfer 
System (ECTS). Therefore, the typical qualification of a teacher with 15 years of experience in Iceland includes 
all additional ECTS attained through professional development activities during the course of his or her years 
as a teacher.

Difference between the minimum and typical qualifications can also arise in systems where several types of 
qualifications (types of diploma and/or ISCED levels of attainment) are accepted for entrance into the teaching 
profession or where there are alternative pathways. In Australia, for example, starting in 2013, the minimum 
qualifications for new teachers are four years (or equivalent) of tertiary education (ISCED 6). Graduate teachers 
must have completed a qualification that meets the requirements of a nationally accredited programme of initial 
teacher education. Yet, the level of initial teacher education courses varies across a series of four-year or longer 
full-time equivalent higher education qualifications (at either ISCED 6 or ISCED 7), that enable alternative or 
flexible pathways into the teaching profession and that meet the requirements of the Australian Qualifications 
Framework (AQF). The differences in qualifications may entail differences in salaries even at the starting point 
of a teaching career, as the number of years of training may have an effect on the teacher’s entry salary step. 

By contrast, in the French Community of Belgium, minimum and typical qualifications are generally associated 
with the diploma awarded to a teacher at the end of initial teacher education, which is required for teaching at 
a given ISCED level. Yet teacher shortages at some education levels have led to the reallocation of teachers with 
different qualifications. For example, lower secondary teachers have been reallocated to make up for shortages of 
upper secondary teachers, resulting in a modification of the typical qualifications at the upper secondary level.

Differences between minimum and typical qualifications can be indicators of teachers’ progression throughout 
their careers or of the changes in an education system over time. These examples show that across OECD countries 
the teaching force is in constant development, and that the criteria for teachers to enter the teaching profession 
and to move forward within it are far from static. 

Across OECD countries with available information, in almost two-thirds of countries, the typical attainment of 
teachers is a bachelor’s degree or the equivalent (ISCED 6), and in over a third of countries, it is a master’s degree or 
the equivalent (ISCED 7). However, in a small handful of countries, the typical attainment of pre-primary teachers is 
lower than a bachelor’s degree (ISCED 6). In Australia, Chile, England, France, Greece, Iceland, Israel, Korea, Mexico 
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and Scotland, the typical attainment of teachers is the same across education levels from pre-primary through 
upper secondary education. Yet in some countries, the typical attainment of teachers varies for one level only, such 
as in pre-primary education in the Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Japan and the Slovak Republic, or in upper 
secondary education in Belgium, Denmark, Hungary and Norway (Table D3.2a, and Table D3.2b, available on line). 

Starting and maximum teachers’ salaries

Education systems compete with other sectors of the economy to attract high-quality graduates as teachers. Research 
shows that salaries and alternative employment opportunities are important influences on the attractiveness of 
teaching (Santiago, 2004). Teachers’ starting salaries relative to other non-teaching occupations and the likely 
growth in earnings have a huge influence over a graduate’s decision to become a teacher. Countries that are looking 
to increase the supply of teachers, especially those with an ageing teacher workforce and/or a growing school-age 
population, might consider offering more attractive starting wages and career prospects. However, to ensure a 
well-qualified teaching workforce, efforts must be made not only to recruit and select only the most competent and 
qualified teachers, but also to retain effective teachers.

At the lower secondary level, new teachers entering the profession with the typical qualifications earn, on average, 
USD 31 013. This starting salary ranges from below USD 15 000 in Estonia, Hungary and the Slovak Republic, to 
more than USD 40 000 in Denmark, Germany, Luxembourg, Norway, Spain and the United States. For teachers at 
the top of the salary scale and with the maximum qualifications, salaries average USD 53 786. This maximum salary 
ranges from less than USD 20 000 in Estonia, Hungary and the Slovak Republic, to USD 75 000 or more in Austria 
and Korea, and more than USD 130 000 in Luxembourg. 

Most countries with starting salaries below the OECD average also show lower maximum salaries. At the lower 
secondary level, some exceptions are Japan, Korea, and Mexico, where starting salaries are at least 6% lower than 
the OECD average, but maximum salaries are significantly higher. In Scotland, although starting salaries are at 
least 10% below the OECD average, maximum salaries are very close to the OECD average. The opposite is true for 
Denmark, where starting salaries are more than 30% higher than the OECD average while maximum salaries are 
closer to the OECD average. In Sweden, the starting salaries are slightly above the OECD average, but the maximum 
salaries are more than 20% lower than the OECD average. (Chart D3.2, and Table D3.6a, available on line).

Chart D3.2. Lower secondary teachers’ salaries at di�erent points in teachers’ careers (2013)  
Annual statutory salaries of teachers in public institutions, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs

1. Actual base salaries.
2. Salaries at top of scale and typical quali�cations, instead of maximum quali�cations.
3. Salaries at top of scale and minimum quali�cations, instead of maximum quali�cations.
4. Includes average bonuses for overtime hours.
5. �e typical quali�cation of starting teachers di�er substantially from the typical quali�cation of all the current teachers.
Countries are ranked in descending order of starting salaries for lower secondary teachers with typical quali�cations.
Source: OECD. Table D3.1a, and Table D3.6a, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284469
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A number of countries have relatively flat/compressed salary scales. The difference between starting and maximum 
salaries is less than 30% in the Czech Republic (pre-primary), Denmark, Finland (pre-primary), Norway (pre-primary 
and upper secondary) and in Sweden (pre-primary). 

Weak financial incentives may make it more difficult to retain teachers as teachers approach the peak of their 
earnings. However, there may be some benefits to compressed pay scales. It is often argued, for example, that 
organisations in which there are smaller differences in salaries among employees enjoy more trust, freer flows of 
information and more collegiality among co-workers. 

By contrast, maximum salaries are at least double the starting salaries in Austria, Chile, Greece, Israel and Korea 
at all levels of education, in the French community of Belgium at pre-primary, primary and lower secondary levels, 
in France at lower and upper secondary levels, in Hungary at the upper secondary level, and in Japan at primary 
and secondary levels. Maximum salaries are more than three times higher than starting salaries in Mexico at 
pre-primary, primary and lower secondary levels (Chart D3.2, and Table D3.6a, available on line).

When analysing starting and maximum salaries, it is important to bear in mind that “typical” qualifications refer 
to the most widely held qualifications across the teaching force in a given year; not all teachers in the system hold 
this qualification. Thus, the typical qualification of starting teachers and teachers at the top of the salary scale 
(and therefore their salaries) may differ substantially from the typical qualification of all teachers in a school system.

The salary premium for higher qualifications, at the top of the salary scale, also varies across countries. At the lower 
secondary level, while there is no difference between salaries at the top of the scale for teachers with minimum 
and maximum qualifications in 13 of 36 countries with data for both, teachers at the top of the scale holding the 
maximum qualifications in the French community of Belgium, Colombia, the Czech Republic, France, Israel, Norway 
and the Slovak Republic earn at least 25% more than teachers with the same experience, but with minimum training. 
This salary gap is widest in Mexico, where teachers at the top of the scale holding the maximum qualifications earn 
more than twice of those with the same experience, but with minimum qualification. A similar picture is seen at the 
upper secondary level (Tables D3.1b and D3.6b, available on line).

When considering the salary structure for teachers, it is important to remember that not all teachers reach the top 
of the salary scale, and that only few of them hold the maximum qualifications. For example, in Greece and Italy, less 
than 5% of all teachers were at the top of the salary scale in 2013; and in France, only 5% of all teachers were lower 
secondary teachers with the maximum qualifications.

Teaching experience and salary scales
Salary structures usually define the salaries paid to teachers at different points in their careers. Deferred 
compensation, which rewards employees for staying in organisations or professions and for meeting established 
performance criteria, is also used in teachers’ salary structures. OECD data on teachers’ salaries are limited to 
information on statutory salaries at four points of the salary scale: starting salaries, salaries after ten years of service, 
salaries after 15 years of experience, and salaries at the top of the scale. As mentioned above, further qualifications 
can influence differences in starting and maximum salary and lead to wage increases in some countries.

In OECD countries, teachers’ salaries rise during the course of a career, although the rate of change differs across 
countries. Statutory salaries for lower secondary school teachers with typical qualifications and ten and 15 years of 
experience are, respectively, 26% and 39% higher, on average, than starting salaries. In addition, salaries at the top 
of the scale, which is reached after an average of 24 years of experience, are 65% higher, on average, than starting 
salaries. In Hungary, Israel, Italy, Korea and Spain, lower secondary school teachers reach the top of the salary scale 
only after 35 years of service or more; in Greece, the top of the scale is reached after 45 years of service. By contrast, 
lower secondary teachers in Australia, Colombia, Estonia, New Zealand and Scotland reach the highest step on the 
salary scale within six to nine years (Tables D3.1a and D3.3a).

Statutory salaries per hour of net teaching time
The average statutory salary per teaching hour after 15 years of experience and with typical qualifications is 
USD  53 for primary teachers, USD 63 for lower secondary teachers, and USD 71 for upper secondary teachers 
in general education. Chile, the Czech Republic (primary and lower secondary levels), Estonia, Hungary and the 
Slovak Republic show the lowest salaries per teaching hour: less than USD 30. By contrast, salaries per teaching 
hour are USD 90 or more in Canada, Germany and Korea at the lower and upper secondary levels, and in Belgium, 
Denmark, Japan and Norway at the upper secondary level. They exceed USD 115 in Luxembourg at all levels. 
For pre-primary teachers with typical qualifications, the average statutory salary per teaching hour after 15 years of 
experience is USD 43. However, in about a third of the countries, pre-primary teachers with 15 years of experience 
and typical qualifications earn less than USD 30 per teaching hour (Table D3.3a).
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Because secondary teachers are required to teach fewer hours than primary teachers, their salaries per teaching 
hour are usually higher than those of teachers at lower levels of education, even in countries where statutory salaries 
are similar (see Indicator D4). On average among OECD countries, upper secondary teachers’ salaries per teaching 
hour exceed those of primary teachers by about 34%. In Scotland, there is no difference, while in Denmark upper 
secondary teachers earn 87% of the salary of primary teachers per teaching hour (Table D3.3a).

However, the difference in salaries between primary and secondary teachers may disappear when comparing salaries 
per hour of working time. In Portugal, for example, there is a 23% difference in salaries per teaching hour between 
primary and upper secondary teachers, even though statutory salaries and total working time are actually the same 
at these levels. The difference is explained by the fact that primary teachers spend more time in teaching activities 
than upper secondary teachers do (see Table D4.1).

Trends since 2000 

Comparing salaries of teachers with typical qualifications in 2000 and 2013, teachers’ salaries increased overall in 
real terms in most countries with available data. Notable exceptions are Denmark (upper secondary), England and 
France, where there was a decline of about 8% to 10%; and Italy (secondary education), where a slight decline in 
teachers’ salaries in real terms occurred. In Estonia (primary to upper secondary), Finland (primary), Ireland, Israel 
(pre-primary to lower secondary), Mexico (pre-primary to lower secondary) and Scotland (pre-primary), salaries 
increased by at least 20% over this period (Table D3.5a). 

However, between 2005 and 2013, only slightly more than half of OECD countries with available data showed an 
increase in their salaries in real terms. In the French Community of Belgium, Estonia (primary to upper secondary), 
Israel and Turkey, most of the increase in teachers’ salaries occurred after 2005. In Poland, salaries increased by at 
least 20% since 2005 at all levels of education – the result of a 2007 government programme that aimed to increase 
teachers’ salaries successively between 2008 and 2013. The government reform was implemented to improve the 
quality of education by providing financial incentives to attract high-quality teachers. 

By contrast, in Greece and Hungary, salaries decreased by at least 26% since 2005 (Chart D3.3). However, these 
decreases occurred largely between 2008 and 2013. This reflects the impact of the economic downturn in 2008 
on teachers’ salaries, which were either frozen or cut in these countries between 2008 and 2013 (Box D3.3). Half 
of OECD countries with available data showed an increase in salaries, in real terms, between 2008 and 2013. In 
England, Iceland, Portugal, Scotland and Spain, salaries fell by at least 5% between 2008 and 2013 (Table D3.5a). 

Chart D3.3. Change in lower secondary teachers’ salaries (2000, 2005, 2013) 
Index of change between 2000 and 2013 (2005 = 100, constant prices),  

for teachers with 15 years of experience and typical quali�cations

1.  Actual base salaries.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the index of change, between 2005 and 2013, in the salaries of lower secondary teachers with 15 years of experience.
Source: OECD. Table D3.5a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284478
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The above analysis on trends in salaries is based on teachers with 15 years of experience and typical qualifications 
(a proxy for mid-career teachers). But teachers at certain stages of their career may experience more rapid pay 
increases than teachers at another stage of their career. For example, some countries that have been experiencing 
teacher shortages may implement targeted policies to improve the attractiveness of the profession by increasing the 
salaries of beginning teachers (OECD, 2005). In France, for example, starting teachers received an increase in pay 
in 2010 and 2011.

In most countries, similar increases and decreases in teachers’ salaries were seen at the primary, lower secondary 
and upper secondary levels. However, in Israel and Luxembourg, they increased significantly more at the primary 
than at the secondary level between 2005 and 2013. In both Israel and Luxembourg, the difference in the index of 
change between primary and secondary teachers’ salaries is due to reforms that aimed to increase primary teachers’ 
salaries. In Israel, this is largely the result of the gradual implementation of the “New Horizon” reform in primary 
and lower secondary schools, begun in 2008, following an agreement between the education authorities and the 
Israeli Teachers Union (for primary and lower secondary education). This reform includes higher teacher pay in 
exchange for more working hours (see Indicator D4). In the academic year 2012/2013 for example, 77% of full-time 
equivalent teachers in pre-primary education, 91% in primary education and 49% in lower secondary education were 
included in the reform. In this same year, a similar reform (“Oz Letmura”) was introduced at the upper secondary 
level, affecting 25% of full-time equivalent teachers. 

Box D3.3. Effect of the economic crisis

The financial and economic crisis that hit the world economy in the last months of 2008 significantly affected 
the salaries for civil servants and public sector workers in general. On average across OECD countries with 
available data, teachers’ salaries decreased, for the first time since 2000, by about 5% at all levels of education 
between 2009 and 2013.

In England, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Scotland and Spain, teachers’ salaries were 
significantly affected by the crisis. In Estonia, minimum teachers’ salaries were cut back to their 2008 levels 
in 2010 and were frozen at that level. In Greece, various reductions in teachers’ benefits and allowances have 
affected teachers’ salaries since 2010. As a result, gross salaries fell by more than 25%, in real terms, between 
2009 and 2013. In addition, Greek teachers also saw their net salaries shrink as a tax for solidarity was created. 
This tax increased the level of taxation on teachers’ already reduced gross salary; and the insurance coverage 
paid by teachers is still calculated based on their earlier, higher salaries. In Hungary, the 13th month of salary 

Chart D3.a. Change in teachers’ salaries in OECD countries (2005-13) 
OECD average index of change, among countries with data for all reference years,  

for teachers with 15 years of experience and minimum quali�cations (2005 = 100, constant prices)

Source: OECD. Table D3.5b, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284483
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Actual average salaries

Statutory salaries as reported by most of the countries in this indicator must be distinguished from actual expenditures 
on wages by governments and from teachers’ actual average salaries, which are influenced by factors such as the 
level of experience of the teaching force and the prevalence of bonuses and allowances in the compensation system. 
Unlike statutory salaries, actual salaries may include work-related payments, such as annual bonuses, results-related 
bonuses, extra pay for holidays, sick-leave pay and other additional payments. This distinction is important, as 
bonuses and allowances can represent a significant addition to base salaries.

In the Slovak Republic, for example, most teachers receive bonuses, such as personal valuations/appraisals, on 
a monthly basis. Depending on the financial resources of the school and the evaluation of individual teachers, 
teachers’ average salaries in that country, including these bonuses, can be double the base statutory salary.

The comparison of actual annual salaries of all teachers aged 25-64 with statutory salaries for teachers with 15 years 
of experience and typical qualifications shows that in Austria, the Czech Republic (upper secondary level), Estonia 
(primary and secondary levels), France (upper secondary level), Hungary, Iceland (upper secondary level), Israel 
(primary and secondary levels), Poland (lower secondary level) and the Slovak Republic, average actual salaries, 
including bonuses and allowances, are at least 20% higher than statutory salaries for teachers with 15  years of 
experience. By contrast, in Australia, the Netherlands and the United States at all education levels, in Slovenia at 
pre-primary, primary and lower secondary levels, and in England and Luxembourg at pre-primary and primary 
levels, actual salaries of teachers aged 25-64 are at least 5% lower than statutory salaries for teachers with 15 years 
of experience and typical qualifications (Tables D3.1a and D3.4).

In some countries, average actual teachers’ salaries vary more across education levels than do statutory salaries for 
teachers with 15 years of experience and typical qualifications. In the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France and 
Israel, the gap between average actual salaries of upper secondary teachers and average actual salaries of pre-primary 
teachers is at least 15 percentage points greater than the difference in their statutory salaries. In Poland, there is 
a difference of around 15% between average actual salaries at the pre-primary and primary levels, despite similar 
statutory salaries at these levels. The variety of bonuses available for different levels of education partly explains 
these differences (see Annex 3, available on line). 

(a supplemental bonus that was paid to all employees) was suspended in 2009. Although a compensatory bonus 
was paid to all public-sector employees whose wages where under a certain threshold, the base salary of teachers 
was still considerably affected. The continued decrease in teachers’ salaries is due to a reduction in additional 
payments, such as for extra teaching lessons. These additional payments were a significant component of 
teachers’ total compensation, paid above base salaries.

In Spain, all civil servants saw their salaries reduced in July 2010. The extent of the decrease depended on 
the annual amount earned but it affected both the base salary and bonuses. In Ireland, teachers’ salaries 
were reduced as of 1 January 2010 as part of a public service-wide reduction in pay. In addition, teachers 
who entered the profession after 1 January 2011 are paid according to a new salary scale that is 10% lower 
than the salary scale that applied to those previously recruited. In Portugal in 2011, using a method defined 
in a new law and as part of a reform package, salaries higher than EUR 1 500 were reduced. They fell again 
in 2012 as civil servants were paid salaries covering 12 months, not 14 months, as had previously been the 
case. In England, teachers’ salaries were frozen between 2011 and 2012 at all levels of education, followed by 
a below-inflation increase of 1% in the following year for the public sector as a whole, all due to the financial 
crisis. As teachers were in a three-year pay settlement, the pay freeze was applied later for teachers than 
for other public-sector workers. Similarly, the Scottish Negotiating Committee for Teachers (SNCT) agreed 
to freeze teachers’ pay from April 2011 until March 2013. While teachers in Scotland are not classified as 
civil servants, this agreement mirrored the freezes applied to the pay of civil servants in Scotland. In Italy, 
teachers’ salaries were frozen from 2011. This salary freeze affected all civil servants, including teachers, and 
was introduced in response to the international economic situation and in order to meet the public finance 
targets set by the EU.

The economic downturn may also have an influence on the supply of teachers. In general, when the general 
economy is weak, and there is high unemployment among graduates and low graduate earnings, teaching might 
seem to be a more attractive job choice than other occupations (OECD, 2005).
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Actual salaries of teachers aged 25-64 average USD 37 798 at pre-primary level, USD 41 248 at primary level, 
USD 43 626 at lower secondary level, and USD 47 702 at upper secondary level. The pattern of salary increases 
within the level of education is similar for different age groups within the age range of 25-64 year-olds and for both 
men and women.

Box D3.4. Actual average salaries, by age group and gender

The actual salaries of older teachers (those aged 55-64) are, on average, 40% (pre-primary level), 41% (primary 
level), 41% (lower secondary level) and 43% (upper secondary) higher than actual salaries of younger teachers 
(those aged 25-34). 

When teachers’ salaries compared to similarly-educated, full-time, full-year 25-64 year-old workers are 
disaggregated by age, the ratio differs among age groups. Relative teachers’ salaries are about ten percentage 
points higher among the youngest adults (25-34 year-olds) than among the older age groups (55-64 year-olds). 
The higher ratio among the youngest adults compared to other age groups indicates the attractiveness of 
entering the teaching profession. However, this ratio shrinks as teachers age, indicating that teachers’ salaries 
may evolve at a slower rate than for other workers, and that the salaries of other similarly educated professionals 
are more attractive as the work force ages.

A comparison of the actual salaries of male and female teachers shows that differences in actual salaries are 
very small – less than 3%, on average. Female teachers earn, on average only slightly more than male teachers 
at the pre-primary level and slightly less at the primary, lower secondary and upper secondary levels. 

Larger gender differences are shown in the ratio of teachers’ salaries to earnings for similarly-educated workers 
aged 25-64. On average across all levels of education, male teachers aged 25-64 earn less than 75% of the 
salary of a tertiary-educated, 25-64 year-old full time, full-year male worker. Female teachers aged 25-64 are 
paid more than 90% to up to 93% (secondary level) of that benchmark salary. This higher ratio among female 
teachers reflects the persistent gender gap in earnings in the labour market. It also suggests that the teaching 
profession may be more attractive to women than men compared to other professions (Tables D3.2a and D3.4).

Formation of base salary and additional payments: Incentives and allowances

Statutory salaries provide valuable information about the base salaries that are paid to teachers. However, teachers’ 
statutory salaries, based on pay scales, are only one component of teachers’ total compensation. In addition to base 
pay scales, school systems use schemes that offer additional payments, such as allowances, bonuses or other rewards 
to teachers. These may take the form of financial remuneration and/or reduction in the number of teaching hours. 
Criteria for additional payments vary across countries. These additional payments may explain certain differences 
between statutory scheduled salaries and actual average salaries.

New data provides some insights into the conditions and criteria on which teachers’ salaries are based (Table D3.7c, 
and Tables D3.7a, b and d, and D3.8a through D3.8d, available on line). These data suggest that in the large majority 
of countries, core tasks like teaching, planning or preparing lessons, marking student’s work, participating in 
general administrative work, communicating with parents, supervising students, and working with colleagues are 
mandatory for teachers (implicitly or explicitly) and rarely considered as meriting bonuses or additional payments.

Shouldering other responsibilities, however, often entails having some sort of extra compensation. In about 
half of the countries with information available for lower secondary teachers, teachers who participate in school 
management activities in addition to fulfilling their teaching duties receive some sort of compensation, either 
reduced teaching time, as in Denmark, Finland, Luxembourg, Portugal and the Slovak Republic, or an annual 
additional payment, as in England, France, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Norway and Spain. It is also 
common to see additional payments, either annual or occasional, when teachers teach more classes or hours than 
required by their full-time contract, for being a class or form teacher, or for performing special tasks, like training 
student teachers (Table D3.7c). 

Occasional additional payments are also awarded when teachers show outstanding performance, as is the case for 
lower secondary teachers in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Israel, Japan, Korea, Poland, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia 
and Turkey. Additional payments can also include bonuses for special teaching conditions; for teaching students 
with special needs in regular schools, and for teaching in disadvantaged, remote or high-cost areas.
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Compensation for teachers’ tasks can be established in several ways. In most countries, central or state authorities 
determine whether teachers’ tasks, particularly core tasks like teaching, planning and preparing lessons or marking 
students’ work, are mandatory. These authorities generally also decide whether completion of these core tasks is 
considered when establishing base salaries or additional payments. In countries where schools have high levels of 
autonomy, like the Netherlands, Sweden and the United States, some decisions on core tasks, like teaching, are taken 
at the school level, either by the school principal, head teacher or the school board (Table D3.8c, available on line).

Decisions about other teacher responsibilities – like teaching more classes or hours than required by full-time 
contract, participating in extracurricular activities, or acting as class or form teacher – are often taken at the school 
level. In many countries, school principals, head teachers or school boards determine if these sorts of tasks are 
mandatory, and who performs them. Decisions on whether these tasks should be compensated for through base 
salary or additional payments, and even decisions on the amount to be paid to teachers who perform such tasks, 
are often taken by other authorities. For example, in more than half of the countries with available information, 
decisions on teaching more hours, at the lower secondary level, than required by full-time contract are taken at 
the school level; but in only seven countries are decisions about whether compensation for completing these tasks 
should come from the base salary and/or additional payments decided at the school level, and in only five countries 
is the amount to be paid to teachers for performing the task decided at that level. In the remaining countries, these 
decisions are taken by central, state, provincial or local authorities. 

Teachers’ salaries relative to earnings for tertiary-educated workers 
Young people’s decision to undertake teacher training, and graduates’ decision to enter or stay in the profession, 
are influenced by the salaries of teachers relative to those of other occupations requiring similar qualifications and 
by likely salary increases. In most OECD countries, a tertiary degree is required to become a teacher at all levels 
of education (Table D3.2a, and Table D3.2b, available on line), so the likely alternative to teacher education is a 
similar tertiary education programme. Thus, to interpret salary levels in different countries and reflect comparative 
labour-market conditions, teachers’ salaries are compared to those of other similarly educated professionals: 
25-64 year-old full-time, full-year workers with a similar tertiary education (Table D3.2a).

A comparison of the average annual salaries (including bonuses and allowances) of teachers in public institutions 
with the wages of similarly educated workers, based on teachers’ typical attainment level shows that, on average, 
pre-primary and primary teachers’ salaries amount to 78% of full-time, full-year earnings for 25-64 year-olds with 
similar educational attainment, lower secondary teachers are paid 80%, and upper secondary teachers earn 82% of 
that benchmark salary. 

A second benchmark is based on the actual salaries of all teachers, relative to earnings for full-time, full-year workers 
with tertiary education (ISCED 5 to 8). Against this benchmark, pre-primary teachers’ salaries amount to 73% of 
full-time, full-year earnings, on average, among 25-64 year-olds with tertiary education, primary teachers earn 
80%, lower secondary teachers are paid 86%, and upper secondary teachers earn 91% of the benchmark salary 
(Table D3.2a and Chart D3.1).

Upper secondary teachers in only five of the 25 countries with available data earn as much as or more than workers 
with a similar educational attainment. In almost all countries with available information, and at almost all levels of 
education, teachers earn less than similarly educated workers. Relative salaries for teachers are highest in Belgium 
(upper secondary), Luxembourg, Switzerland (upper secondary), where teachers’ salaries are at least 8% higher 
than those of comparably educated workers. The lowest relative teachers’ salaries, compared to the salaries of other 
professionals with comparable education, are found in the Czech Republic at the primary and lower secondary levels 
and in Hungary at the upper secondary level, where teachers’ salaries are less than 55% of what a full-time, full-year 
worker with a similar educational attainment earns (Table D3.2a and Chart D3.1). 

Definitions
Actual salaries for teachers aged 25-64 refer to the annual average earnings received by full-time teachers 
aged 25-64, before taxes. It includes work-related payments, such as annual bonuses, results-related bonuses, extra 
pay for holidays and sick-leave pay. Income from other sources, such as government social transfers, investment 
income, and any other income that is not directly related to their profession, are not included.

An adjustment to base salary is defined as any difference in salary between what a particular teacher actually 
receives for work performed at school and the amount that he or she would expect to receive on the basis of 
experience (i.e. number of years in the teaching profession). Adjustments may be temporary or permanent, and they 
can effectively move a teacher off the scale and to a different salary scale or to a higher step on the same salary scale.
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Earnings for workers with tertiary education are average earnings for full-time, full-year workers aged 25-64 
with  an education at ISCED 5/6/7 or 8 level. The relative salary indicator is calculated for the latest year with 
available earnings data. For countries in which teachers’ salaries and workers’ earnings information are not available 
for the same year (e.g. Australia, Canada, Chile, Finland, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain and Sweden), 
the indicator is adjusted for inflation using the deflators for private consumption. Reference statistics for earnings 
for workers with tertiary education are provided in Annex 3.

Salaries after 15 years of experience refer to the scheduled annual salary of a full-time classroom teacher. Statutory 
salaries may refer to the salaries of teachers with the minimum training necessary to be fully qualified, or salaries of 
teachers with the typical qualifications, plus 15 years of experience.

Starting salaries refer to the average scheduled gross salary per year for a full-time classroom teacher with the 
minimum training necessary to be fully qualified at the beginning of the teaching career; maximum salaries 
refer to the maximum annual salary (top of the salary scale) for a full-time classroom teacher with the maximum 
qualifications recognised for compensation.

Statutory salaries refer to scheduled salaries according to official pay scales. The salaries reported are gross (total 
sum paid by the employer) less the employer’s contribution to social security and pension, according to existing 
salary scales. Salaries are “before tax”, i.e. before deductions for income tax. In Table D3.3a, and Table D3.3b 
(available on line), salary per hour of net contact time divides a teacher’s annual statutory salary by the annual net 
teaching time in hours (see Table D4.1).

Typical educational attainment refers to teachers’ typical diploma according to the following ISCED 2011- 
Attainment Codes:
• ISCED-A 343/353/344/354: Upper secondary 
• ISCED-A 443/453/444/454: Post-secondary non-tertiary
• ISCED-A 540/550: Short cycle tertiary 
• ISCED-A 660: Bachelor’s or equivalent
• ISCED-A 760: Master’s or equivalent

Methodology
Data on statutory teachers’ salaries and bonuses are derived from the 2014 OECD-INES Survey on Teachers and the 
Curriculum. Data refer to the school year 2012/13 and are reported in accordance with formal policies for public 
institutions. 

Data on teachers’ salary at upper secondary level refer only to general programmes. 

Measuring the statutory salary of a full-time teacher relative to the number of hours per year that a teacher is required 
to spend teaching does not adjust salaries for the amount of time that teachers spend in various other teaching-
related activities. Since the proportion of teachers’ working time spent teaching varies across OECD  countries, 
statutory salaries per hour of net teaching time must be interpreted with caution (see Indicator D4). However, it 
can provide an estimate of the cost of the actual time teachers spend in the classroom.

Gross teachers’ salaries were converted using PPPs for private consumption from the OECD National Accounts 
database. Prior to the 2012 edition of Education at a Glance (OECD, 2012), salaries used to be converted using 
PPPs for GDP. As a consequence, teachers’ salaries in USD (Tables D3.1a, and Table D3.1b, available on line) are 
not directly comparable with the figures published prior to the 2012 edition of Education at a Glance. Information 
on trends in teachers’ salaries can be found in Table D3.5a, and Table D3.5b, available on line. As a complement 
to Table D 3.1a, and Table D3.1b, available on line, which presents teachers’ salaries in equivalent USD, converted 
using PPPs, tables with teachers’ salaries in national currency are included in Annex 2. The period of reference for 
teachers’ salaries is from 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2013. The reference date for PPPs is 2012-13 except for some 
Southern Hemisphere countries (e.g. Australia and New Zealand) where the academic year runs from January to 
December. In these countries the reference year is the calendar year (i.e. 2013).

For calculation of changes in teachers’ salaries (Table D3.5a, and Table D3.5b, available on line), the deflator for 
private consumption is used to convert salaries to 2005 prices.

In most countries, the criteria to determine the typical qualification and typical attainment of teachers are based on a 
principle of absolute majority, i.e. the level of education attained by more than half of all current teachers in the system.

In Table D3.2a, the ratios of teachers’ salaries to earnings for full-time, full-year workers with tertiary education 
aged  25-64 are calculated using the annual average salaries (including bonuses and allowances) for teachers 
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aged  25-64, for countries with available data (see Table D3.4). The information on teachers’ typical attainment 
level is used to define the denominator for the ratios if data on the wages of workers by ISCED level of attainment 
is available (i.e. the earnings for full-time, full-year workers). For countries whose data on the wages of workers 
by ISCED level of attainment is not available, information on all tertiary-educated workers was used. The same 
procedure was used in Table D3.2b, available on line, but the ratios are calculated using the statutory salaries of 
teachers with 15 years of experience instead of their actual salaries. That table shows information for countries with 
available information on statutory salaries. Information on the typical attainment level used as a reference for the 
calculation of relative teachers’ salaries is indicated in Table D3.2a, and Table D3.2b, available on line. A description 
of the ISCED levels can be found in the Definitions section.

Notes on definitions and methodologies for each country are provided in Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/
education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.

References
OECD (2014), Education at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2014-en.

OECD (2012), Education at a Glance 2012: OECD Indicators, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2012-en.

OECD (2005), Teachers Matter: Attracting, Developing and Retaining Effective Teachers, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.
org/10.1787/9789264018044-en.

Santiago, P. (2004), “The Labour Market for Teachers”, in G. Johnes and J. Johnes (eds), International Handbook on the Economics 
of Education, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham.

Indicator D3 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286177

Table D3.1a Teachers’ statutory salaries, based on typical qualifications, at different points in teachers’ careers (2013)
WEB Table D3.1b Teachers’ statutory salaries, based on minimum qualifications, at different points in teachers’ careers (2013)

Table D3.2a Teachers’ actual salaries relative to wages of similarly educated workers (2013) 
WEB Table D3.2b Teachers’ statutory salaries relative to wages of similarly educated workers (2013)

Table D3.3a Comparison of teachers’ statutory salaries, based on typical qualifications (2013)
WEB Table D3.3b Comparison of teachers’ statutory salaries, based on minimum qualifications (2013)

Table D3.4 Average actual teachers’ salaries (2013)

Table D3.5a Trends in teachers’ salaries, based on typical qualifications, between 2000 and 2013
WEB Table D3.5b Trends in teachers’ salaries, based on minimum qualifications, between 2000 and 2013

WEB Table D3.6a Starting/Maximum teachers’ statutory salaries, based on typical/maximum qualifications (2013)
WEB Table D3.6b Starting/Maximum teachers’ statutory salaries, based on minimum/maximum qualifications (2013)

WEB Table D3.7a Teachers’ tasks and other criteria related to teachers’ base salaries and additional payments,  
pre-primary level (2013)

WEB Table D3.7b Teachers’ tasks and other criteria related to teachers’ base salaries and additional payments, primary 
level (2013)

Table D3.7c Teachers’ tasks and other criteria related to teachers’ base salaries and additional payments, 
lower secondary level (2013)

WEB Table D3.7d Teachers’ tasks and other criteria related to teachers’ base salaries and additional payments, 
upper secondary (2013)

WEB Table D3.8a Determining teachers’ base salaries and additional payments, pre-primary level (2013)

WEB Table D3.8b Determining teachers’ base salaries and additional payments, primary level (2013)

WEB Table D3.8c Determining teachers’ base salaries and additional payments, lower secondary level (2013)

WEB Table D3.8d Determining teachers’ base salaries and additional payments, upper secondary level (2013)

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2014-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2012-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264018044-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264018044-en


chapter D THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT AND ORGANISATION OF SCHOOLS

D3

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015440

Table D3.1a. [1/2] Teachers’ statutory salaries, based on typical qualifications, at different points 
in teachers’ careers (2013)

Annual teachers’ salaries, in public institutions, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for private consumption  

Pre-primary Primary

Starting 
salary

Salary  
after 10 years 
of experience

Salary  
after 15 years 
of experience

Salary at top  
of scale

Starting 
salary

Salary  
after 10 years 
of experience

Salary  
after 15 years 
of experience

Salary at top  
of scale

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Australia1 39 776 56 782 56 782 57 025 39 177 56 335 56 335 56 521

Austria2 32 610 38 376 43 015 64 014 32 610 38 376 43 015 64 014
Belgium (Fl.) 34 411 43 219 48 690 59 633 34 411 43 219 48 690 59 633
Belgium (Fr.) 33 648 42 081 47 381 57 981 33 648 42 081 47 381 57 981
Canada m m m m 39 608 63 557 66 702 66 702
Chile1,3 17 733 23 736 26 610 37 110 17 733 23 736 26 610 37 110
Czech Republic 16 537 16 743 17 099 18 232 17 033 17 529 18 273 20 795
Denmark3 40 284 45 724 45 724 45 724 45 860 50 958 52 672 52 672
England 27 768 45 595 47 279 47 279 27 768 45 595 47 279 47 279
Estonia m m m m 13 004 13 233 13 233 17 015
Finland4 27 645 29 857 29 857 29 857 32 356 37 453 39 701 42 083
France5, 6 27 254 31 229 33 500 49 398 27 254 31 229 33 500 49 398
Germany m m m m 51 389 60 449 63 221 67 413
Greece 17 760 22 460 25 826 34 901 17 760 22 460 25 826 34 901
Hungary7 10 295 11 498 12 305 16 306 10 647 12 177 13 061 17 362
Iceland3 24 906 24 906 28 459 28 459 26 046 29 165 31 145 31 145
Ireland m m m m 34 899 50 248 56 057 63 165
Israel 22 368 27 298 30 960 57 513 19 806 25 732 29 869 51 855
Italy 27 509 30 262 33 230 40 437 27 509 30 262 33 230 40 437
Japan3 m m m m 27 627 41 036 48 546 60 878
Korea 29 357 44 193 51 594 82 002 29 357 44 193 51 594 82 002
Luxembourg 68 873 91 203 102 956 123 406 68 873 91 203 102 956 123 406
Mexico 15 944 20 779 26 533 34 048 15 944 20 779 26 533 34 048
Netherlands 36 456 45 228 54 001 54 001 36 456 45 228 54 001 54 001

New Zealand m m m m 29 124 43 292 43 292 43 292

Norway 35 685 40 882 40 882 40 882 41 177 44 538 44 538 48 662
Poland 15 220 20 402 24 921 25 980 15 220 20 402 24 921 25 980
Portugal 30 806 33 740 36 663 57 201 30 806 33 740 36 663 57 201
Scotland 27 576 43 991 43 991 43 991 27 576 43 991 43 991 43 991
Slovak Republic 9 938 10 936 11 437 12 332 11 116 13 351 15 650 16 869
Slovenia 25 134 29 905 36 818 42 333 25 134 31 077 38 261 45 764
Spain 36 422 39 468 42 187 51 265 36 422 39 468 42 187 51 265
Sweden7 33 383 35 822 36 885 38 714 32 991 36 817 38 175 43 595

Switzerland m m m m m m m m

Turkey 25 295 26 107 27 139 29 342 25 295 26 107 27 139 29 342
United States7 42 590 51 275 58 202 70 978 41 606 53 799 59 339 66 938

OECD average 28 730 35 300 38 653 46 564 29 807 37 795 41 245 48 706

EU21 average 28 976 35 387 38 688 45 649 30 032 36 980 40 519 47 662

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m
Colombia 15 324 19 661 19 661 19 661 15 416 20 807 20 807 20 807
India m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m
Latvia a m m a a m m a
Russian Federation m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m

G20 average m m m m m m m m

Note: The definition of teachers’ typical qualification is based on a broad concept, including the typical ISCED level of attainment and other criteria. Please see 
Box D3.2 for further details. 
1. Statutory salaries do not include the the part of social security contributions and pension-scheme contributions paid by the employees. 
2. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
3. Statutory salaries include the part of social security contributions and pension-scheme contributions paid by the employers.
4. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
5. Includes average bonuses for overtime hours for lower and upper secondary teachers. 
6. The typical qualification of starting teachers differ substantially from the typical qualification of all the current teachers.
7. Actual base salaries.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286182
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Table D3.1a. [2/2] Teachers’ statutory salaries, based on typical qualifications, at different points 
in teachers’ careers (2013)

Annual teachers’ salaries, in public institutions, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for private consumption  

Lower secondary, general programmes Upper secondary, general programmes

Starting 
salary

Salary  
after 10 years 
of experience

Salary  
after 15 years 
of experience

Salary at top  
of scale

Starting 
salary

Salary  
after 10 years 
of experience

Salary  
after 15 years 
of experience

Salary at top  
of scale

(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D Australia1 39 125 56 315 56 315 56 474 39 125 56 315 56 315 56 474

Austria2 34 143 41 509 46 631 66 378 35 794 44 029 50 183 74 195
Belgium (Fl.) 34 411 43 219 48 690 59 633 42 996 54 874 62 614 75 514
Belgium (Fr.) 33 648 42 081 47 381 57 981 41 866 53 371 60 868 73 365
Canada 39 608 63 557 66 702 66 702 39 775 63 878 67 022 67 022
Chile1,3 17 733 23 736 26 610 37 110 18 838 25 155 28 179 39 229
Czech Republic 17 033 17 529 18 273 20 795 17 033 17 529 18 273 20 795
Denmark3 46 144 51 640 53 431 53 431 46 218 54 979 54 979 54 979
England 27 768 45 595 47 279 47 279 27 768 45 595 47 279 47 279
Estonia 13 004 13 233 13 233 17 015 13 004 13 233 13 233 17 015
Finland4 34 945 40 450 42 877 45 449 37 056 44 504 46 284 49 061
France5, 6 30 343 34 317 36 589 52 661 30 651 34 626 36 897 53 001
Germany 56 757 65 843 68 698 74 744 61 317 70 474 73 644 84 648
Greece 17 760 22 460 25 826 34 901 17 760 22 460 25 826 34 901
Hungary7 10 647 12 177 13 061 17 362 11 617 13 978 15 491 21 738
Iceland3 26 046 29 165 31 145 31 145 25 181 28 864 31 425 32 840
Ireland 36 612 52 257 56 667 63 774 36 612 52 257 56 667 63 774
Israel 19 917 25 481 28 715 44 106 19 302 22 861 25 681 40 241
Italy 29 655 32 851 36 207 44 408 29 655 33 649 37 221 46 425
Japan3 27 627 41 036 48 546 60 878 27 627 41 036 48 546 62 542
Korea 29 252 44 088 51 489 81 897 29 252 44 088 51 489 81 897
Luxembourg 79 920 99 900 110 243 138 920 79 920 99 900 110 243 138 920
Mexico 20 492 26 581 34 083 43 506 m m m m
Netherlands 38 473 55 697 66 831 66 831 38 473 55 697 66 831 66 831
New Zealand 29 635 44 509 44 509 44 509 30 145 45 726 45 726 45 726
Norway 41 177 44 538 44 538 48 662 45 601 50 289 50 289 56 452
Poland 15 220 20 402 24 921 25 980 15 220 20 402 24 921 25 980
Portugal 30 806 33 740 36 663 57 201 30 806 33 740 36 663 57 201
Scotland 27 576 43 991 43 991 43 991 27 576 43 991 43 991 43 991
Slovak Republic 11 116 13 351 15 650 16 869 11 116 13 351 15 650 16 869
Slovenia 25 134 31 077 38 261 45 764 25 134 31 077 38 261 45 764
Spain 40 752 44 124 46 907 57 398 40 752 44 124 46 907 57 398
Sweden7 33 383 37 442 38 852 44 398 34 692 38 997 40 733 46 566
Switzerland m m m m m m m m
Turkey 26 266 26 730 28 110 30 313 26 266 26 730 28 110 30 313
United States7 43 324 53 758 60 965 66 022 42 695 54 843 59 948 67 016

OECD average 31 013 39 268 42 825 50 414 32 260 41 077 44 600 52 822

EU21 average 31 533 38 908 42 485 50 138 32 741 40 732 44 507 52 879

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m
Colombia 15 331 21 499 21 499 21 499 15 331 21 499 21 499 21 499
India m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m
Latvia a m m a a m m a
Russian Federation m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m

G20 average m m m m m m m m

Note: The definition of teachers’ typical qualification is based on a broad concept, including the typical ISCED level of attainment and other criteria. Please see 
Box D3.2 for further details. 
1. Statutory salaries do not include the the part of social security contributions and pension-scheme contributions paid by the employees. 
2. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
3. Statutory salaries include the part of social security contributions and pension-scheme contributions paid by the employers.
4. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
5. Includes average bonuses for overtime hours for lower and upper secondary teachers. 
6. The typical qualification of starting teachers differ substantially from the typical qualification of all the current teachers.
7. Actual base salaries.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286182
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Table D3.2a. Teachers’ actual salaries relative to wages of similarly educated workers (2013)
Ratio of salary, by age group and gender, using annual average salaries (including bonuses and allowances) of teachers in public 

institutions relative to the wages of workers with similar educational attainment

Year of 
reference

Typical educational attainment (ISCED 2011-A) 25-64 year-olds

Pre-primary Primary

Lower 
secondary, 

general 
programmes

Upper 
secondary, 

general 
programmes Pre-primary Primary

Lower 
secondary, 

general 
programmes

Upper 
secondary, 

general 
programmes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Actual salaries of all teachers, relative to earnings for full-time, full-year similarly-educated workers  
based on teachers’ attainment level (ISCED 2011-A)

O
E
C
D Australia 2013 660 660 660 660 0.80 0.82 0.83 0.83

Belgium (Fl.)1 2013 660 660 660 760 0.92 0.93 0.92 1.20
Belgium (Fr.)1 2013 660 660 660 760 0.87 0.87 0.86 1.10
Canada m m 660 660 660 m m m m
Chile 2013 660 660 660 660 0.55 0.59 0.60 0.63
Czech Republic 2013 354 760 760 760 m 0.52 0.52 0.56
Denmark2 2013 660 660 660 760 0.82 0.99 1.01 0.83
England3 2013 760 760 760 760 0.75 0.75 0.82 0.82
Finland4 2012 660 760 760 760 0.73 0.74 0.81 0.91
France5 2013 660 660 660 660 0.84 0.84 0.99 1.08
Germany m 650 740 740 740 m m m m
Greece 2013 660 660 660 660 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.87
Hungary 2013 660 660 660 760 0.57 0.62 0.62 0.48
Iceland m 760 760 760 760 m m m m
Ireland m m 665 667 667 m m m m
Israel 2013 660 660 660 660 0.91 0.96 0.95 0.91
Japan m 540/660 660 660 660 m m m m
Korea m 660 660 660 660 m m m m
Mexico m 665 665 665 665 m m m m
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m
Norway 2013 660 660 660 760 0.69 0.78 0.78 0.65
Scotland3, 6 2013 660 660 660 660 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82
Slovak Republic7 2013 354/660 760 760 760 0.75 0.57 0.57 0.57

OECD average ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.78 0.78 0.80 0.82

Actual salaries of all teachers, relative to earnings for full-time, full-year workers with tertiary education (ISCED 5 to 8)

O
E
C
D Austria8, 9 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.77 0.77 0.89 0.97

Estonia 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.59 0.84 0.84 0.84
Italy 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.63 0.63 0.67 0.73
Luxembourg 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ 1.09 1.09 1.24 1.24
Netherlands 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.69 0.69 0.85 0.85
Poland 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.74 0.85 0.86 0.84
Portugal m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
Slovenia10 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.65 0.86 0.88 0.94
Spain m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
Sweden 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.76 0.82 0.84 0.88
Switzerland 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m 1.08
Turkey m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
United States 2013 ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.65 0.67 0.68 0.71

OECD average ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.73 0.80 0.86 0.91

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m

Brazil m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
China m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
Colombia m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
India m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
Indonesia m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
Latvia m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
Russian Federation m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
Saudi Arabia m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m
South Africa m ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m

G20 average ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m m m m

Notes: Columns showing actual salaries of all teachers relative to wages of similarly educated workers, broken down by age groups and gender (i.e. columns 10-33) 
are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below). Columns on teachers’ typical educational attainment (i.e. columns 2-5) refer to teachers typical diploma, 
according to the ISCED 2011 attainment level (descriptions available in the Definitions section). 
1. Data on earnings for full-time, full-year workers with tertiary education refer to Belgium.
2. Also includes data on actual salaries of teachers in early childhood educational development programmes for pre-primary education.
3. Data on earnings for full-time, full-year workers with tertiary education refer to the United Kingdom.
4. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
5. Ratios are overestimated as a proportion of teachers teaching at the secondary level have a higher attainment (i.e. ISCED 7).
6. Includes all teachers, irrespective of their age.
7. Data refers to the ratio of teachers with the typical ISCED 354 qualification for pre-primary education. 
8. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
9. Also includes data on actual salaries of headmasters, deputies and assistants.
10. Also includes data on actual salaries of pre-school teaching assistants for pre-primary education.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286198
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Table D3.3a. Comparison of teachers’ statutory salaries, based on typical qualifications (2013)
Ratio of salaries at different points in teachers’ careers, and salary per hour  

in USD converted using PPPs for private consumption

Ratio of salary at top of scale to starting salary

Years from 
starting to top 
salary (lower 
secondary)

Salary per hour of net contact (teaching)  
time after 15 years of experience

Ratio of salary 
per teaching 

hour of upper 
secondary 
teachers 

to primary 
teachers (after 

15 years of 
experience)

Pre-
primary Primary

Lower 
secondary, 

general 
programmes

Upper 
secondary, 

general 
programmes

Pre-
primary Primary

Lower 
secondary, 

general 
programmes

Upper 
secondary, 

general 
programmes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia 1.43 1.44 1.44 1.44  8  63  64  69  69 1.08

Austria1 1.96 1.96 1.94 2.07  34  55  55  77  85 1.54
Belgium (Fl.) 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.76  27  66  65  73  100 1.55
Belgium (Fr.) 1.72 1.72 1.72 1.75  27  60  66  72  101 1.54
Canada m 1.68 1.68 1.69  11 m  84  90  90 1.07
Chile 2.09 2.09 2.09 2.08  30  24  24  24  25 1.06
Czech Republic 1.10 1.22 1.22 1.22  27  15  22  29  31 1.40
Denmark 1.14 1.15 1.16 1.19  12 m  80  81  149 1.87
England 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.70  12  65  65  63  63 0.97
Estonia m 1.31 1.31 1.31  7 m  21  21  23 1.09
Finland2 1.08 1.30 1.30 1.32  20 m  59  72  84 1.43
France3 1.81 1.81 1.74 1.73  29  36  36  56  57 1.57
Germany m 1.31 1.32 1.38  28 m  79  91  103 1.30
Greece 1.97 1.97 1.97 1.97  45  38  45  62  62 1.37
Hungary4 1.58 1.63 1.63 1.87  40  11  22  22  26 1.19
Iceland 1.34 1.20 1.20 1.30  18  19  50  50  58 1.16
Ireland m 1.81 1.74 1.74  22 m  61  77  77 1.26
Israel 2.57 2.62 2.21 2.08  36  30  36  45  45 1.27
Italy 1.47 1.47 1.50 1.57  35  36  44  59  60 1.37
Japan m 2.20 2.20 2.26  34 m  66  80  95 1.43
Korea 2.79 2.79 2.80 2.80  37  90  77  92  94 1.21
Luxembourg 1.79 1.79 1.74 1.74  30  117  127  149  149 1.17
Mexico 2.14 2.14 2.12 m  14  50  33  33 m m
Netherlands 1.48 1.48 1.74 1.74  13  58  58  89  89 1.53
New Zealand m 1.49 1.50 1.52  7 m  47  53  60 1.28
Norway 1.15 1.18 1.18 1.24  16  27  60  67  96 1.60
Poland 1.71 1.71 1.71 1.71  20  23  43  51  52 1.20
Portugal 1.86 1.86 1.86 1.86  34  38  49  60  60 1.23
Scotland 1.60 1.60 1.60 1.60  6  51  51  51  51 1.00
Slovak Republic 1.24 1.52 1.52 1.52  32  10  19  24  25 1.35
Slovenia 1.68 1.82 1.82 1.82  25  28  61  61  67 1.10
Spain 1.41 1.41 1.41 1.41  38  48  48  66  68 1.41
Sweden4 1.16 1.32 1.33 1.34 a m m m m m
Switzerland m m m m  26 m m m m m
Turkey 1.16 1.16 1.15 1.15 27 25  38  56  56 1.48
United States4 1.67 1.61 1.52 1.57 m m m  62 m m

OECD average 1.64 1.66 1.65 1.66  24  43  53  63  71 1.32

EU21 average 1.56 1.59 1.60 1.62  26  44  54  64  72 1.34

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 1.28 1.35 1.40 1.40  9 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
Latvia a a a a  10 m m m m m
Russian Federation 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 definition of teachers’ typical qualification is based on a broad concept, including the typical ISCED level of attainment and other criteria. Please see 
Box D3.2 for further details.
1. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
2. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
3. The typical qualification of starting teachers differ substantially from the typical qualification of all the current teachers.
4. Actual base salaries.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286208
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Table D3.4. Average actual teachers’ salaries (2013)
Annual average salaries (including bonuses and allowances) of teachers in public institutions,  

in equivalent USD converted using PPPs for private consumption, by age group and gender 

25-64 year-olds

Pre-primary Primary
Lower secondary,  

general programmes
Upper secondary,  

general programmes

(1) (2) (3) (4)

O
E
C
D Australia 49 535 50 737 51 417 51 457

Austria1, 2 55 346 55 346 63 863 69 632

Belgium (Fl.) 49 573 50 162 49 268 64 471

Belgium (Fr.) 46 924 46 881 46 429 59 375

Canada m m m m

Chile 26 520 28 573 28 849 30 512

Czech Republic 18 557 21 479 21 426 23 032

Denmark3 45 867 55 305 56 025 62 390

England 42 399 42 399 46 327 46 327

Estonia 12 009 17 141 17 141 17 141

Finland4 31 907 43 538 47 898 54 128

France 36 440 36 120 42 702 46 864

Germany m 60 618 66 510 72 521

Greece 26 466 26 466 26 717 26 717

Hungary 15 674 17 062 17 062 19 327

Iceland m m m 41 283

Ireland m m m m

Israel 34 581 36 394 35 949 34 527

Italy 33 379 33 379 35 757 38 675

Japan m m m m

Korea m m m m

Luxembourg 96 140 96 140 109 420 109 420

Mexico m m m m

Netherlands 49 533 49 533 61 078 61 078

New Zealand m m m m

Norway 43 082 48 923 48 923 52 072

Poland 25 681 29 434 29 912 29 252

Portugal m m m m

Scotland5 42 012 42 012 42 012 42 012

Slovak Republic 14 063 18 918 18 918 18 859

Slovenia6 26 385 35 044 35 688 38 378

Spain m m m m

Sweden7 35 290 38 258 39 026 41 013

Switzerland m m m 83 412

Turkey m m m m

United States 49 800 51 334 52 343 54 083

Average 37 798 41 248 43 626 47 702

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m

Brazil m m m m
China m m m m
Colombia m m m m
India m m m m
Indonesia m m m m
Latvia  m m m m
Russian Federation8 24 995 25 648 25 648 25 648
Saudi Arabia m m m m
South Africa m m m m

Average m m m m

Note: Columns showing average actual teachers’ salaries, broken down by age groups and gender (i.e. columns 5-28), are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
2. Also includes data on actual salaries of headmasters, deputies and assistants.
3. Also includes also data on actual salaries of teachers in early childhood educational development programmes for pre-primary education.
4. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
5. Includes all teachers, irrespective of their age.
6. Also includes data on actual salaries of pre-school teaching assistants for pre-primary education.
7. Average actual teachers’ salaries, not including bonuses and allowances.
8. Average actual teachers’ salaries for all teachers, irrespective of the level of education they teach.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286213
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Table D3.5a. Trends in teachers’ salaries, based on typical qualifications, between 2000 and 2013
Index of change between 2000 and 2013 in teachers’ statutory salaries after 15 years of experience (2005 = 100),  

by level of education, converted to constant prices using deflators for private consumption

Pre-primary Primary
Lower secondary,  

general programmes
Upper secondary,  

general programmes

2000 2005 2011 2012 2013 2000 2005 2011 2012 2013 2000 2005 2011 2012 2013 2000 2005 2011 2012 2013
(1) (2) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (38) (39) (40)

O
E
C
D Australia m 100 105 106 112 m 100 106 107 111 m 100 107 107 111 m 100 107 107 111

Austria1, 2 m 100 103 102 101 91 100 103 102 101 88 100 103 102 101 95 100 109 108 107
Belgium (Fl.) m 100 102 101 103 92 100 102 101 103 97 100 102 101 103 97 100 102 102 104
Belgium (Fr.) 94 100 105 104 107 94 100 105 104 107 99 100 103 103 105 99 100 103 103 105
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Denmark 88 100 99 98 97 94 100 103 100 102 94 100 104 102 103 107 100 101 98 97
England 94 100 90 88 86 94 100 90 88 86 94 100 90 88 86 94 100 90 88 86
Estonia m m m m m 85 100 132 126 131 85 100 132 126 131 85 100 132 126 131
Finland 92 100 109 108 106 87 100 110 109 107 88 100 106 104 103 92 100 106 107 105
France 105 100 97 95 94 105 100 97 95 94 105 100 98 96 95 104 100 97 96 95
Germany m m m m m m 100 106 107 108 m 100 108 108 108 m 100 103 102 103
Greece m 100 86 78 74 m 100 86 78 74 m 100 86 78 74 m 100 86 78 74
Hungary3 59 100 79 75 71 63 100 76 71 68 63 100 76 71 68 63 100 71 66 64
Iceland m 100 93 97 89 m 100 92 89 89 m 100 92 89 89 m 100 86 88 87
Ireland m m m m m 83 100 113 111 109 83 100 113 111 109 83 100 113 111 109
Israel 95 100 122 131 131 99 100 130 130 126 99 100 116 115 119 100 100 101 112 110
Italy m 100 98 96 94 94 100 98 96 94 95 100 99 96 94 95 100 99 96 94
Japan m m m m m m 100 93 93 94 m 100 93 93 94 m 100 93 93 94
Korea m 100 98 98 100 m 100 95 96 97 m 100 95 96 97 m 100 95 96 97
Luxembourg m 100 134 138 140 m 100 134 138 140 m 100 110 113 115 m 100 110 113 115
Mexico 87 100 107 108 109 87 100 107 108 109 87 100 107 109 109 m m m m m
Netherlands m m m m m m 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 m m m m m m

Norway m 100 116 116 120 m 100 110 111 115 m 100 110 111 115 m 100 112 112 117
Poland m 100 117 120 122 m 100 117 120 122 m 100 117 120 122 m 100 117 120 122
Portugal m 100 100 86 85 m 100 100 86 85 m 100 100 86 85 m 100 100 86 85
Scotland 50 100 96 93 91 81 100 96 93 91 81 100 96 93 91 81 100 96 93 91
Slovak Republic m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Slovenia m m m m m 86 100 109 105 100 86 100 109 105 100 86 100 109 105 100
Spain m 100 102 98 95 m 100 102 98 95 m 100 100 95 92 m 100 100 95 92
Sweden3 m 100 109 m 114 m 100 102 m 109 m 100 103 m 108 m 100 101 m 105

Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Turkey 99 100 112 112 114 99 100 112 112 114 99 100 109 110 112 99 100 109 110 112
United States3 98 100 m 119 120 82 100 93 98 98 103 100 107 110 110 98 100 102 103 103

OECD average 87 100 103 103 103 89 100 104 103 103 91 100 103 101 102 93 100 102 100 101

OECD average for 
countries with data 
available for all 
reference years

86 100 101 101 101 89 100 104 103 102 91 100 104 103 102 87 94 96 96 95

EU21 average for 
countries with data 
available for all 
reference years

83 100 96 95 93 89 100 102 100 100 89 100 102 100 99 91 100 102 100 99

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m 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 m m
China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia m m 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 m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 74 100 125 128 m 74 100 125 128 m 74 100 125 128 m 74 100 125 128 m
Russian Federation m m 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 m m
South Africa m m 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 m m

Notes: Years 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010 (i.e. columns 3-7; 13-17; 23-27; 33-37) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below). The definition of 
teachers’ typical qualification is based on a broad concept, including the typical ISCED level of attainment and other criteria. Please see Box D3.2 for further details.
1. Break in time series following methodological changes in 2007 for upper secondary education.
2. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
3. Actual base salaries.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286220
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Table D3.7c. [1/4] Teachers’ tasks and other criteria related to teachers’ base salaries and additional 
payments, lower secondary level (2013)

Criteria for base salary and additional payments awarded to teachers in public institutions

  Tasks

 

Teaching

Individual 
planning  

or preparation  
of lessons 

either at school  
or elsewhere

Marking/
correcting  

of student work

General 
administrative 
work (including 
communication, 
paperwork and 
other clerical 

duties undertaken 
as part of the job)

Communication 
and co-operation 

with parents  
or guardians

Supervision  
of students  

during breaks

Team work  
and dialogue  

with colleagues 
at school or 
elsewhere
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Austria m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Belgium (Fl.) Yes Yes 1 Yes No a DoS No a DoS No a DoS No a DoS No a DoS No a
Belgium (Fr.) Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a No No a No No a
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic Yes Yes 1 No No a No No a DoS Yes 5 No No a DoS No a DoS No a
Denmark Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a m No a Yes No a
England Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 DoS DoS 1 Yes Yes 1 DoS DoS 1 Yes Yes 1
Estonia Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 DoS Yes 3 Yes Yes 1
Finland Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 Yes Yes 1
France Yes Yes 1 No Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 a a a No No a
Germany Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 No Yes 1
Greece Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 m m 1 Yes Yes 1
Hungary Yes No a Yes No a DoS No a DoS No a Yes No a No No a Yes No a
Iceland Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 DoS DoS 5 DoS No m No No m DoS Yes 2
Ireland Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1
Israel Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1
Italy Yes a a Yes a a Yes a a Yes a a Yes a a Yes a a Yes a a
Japan Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1
Korea Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1
Luxembourg Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1
Mexico m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Netherlands DoS Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 DoS Yes 1
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a DoS No a DoS No a
Poland Yes Yes 1 Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a
Portugal Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a No No a Yes No a
Scotland Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 No No a Yes Yes 1 No No a Yes Yes 1
Slovak Republic Yes Yes 1 Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a
Slovenia Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 Yes Yes 1
Spain Yes a a Yes a a Yes a a Yes a a Yes a a a a a Yes a a
Sweden Yes DoS a Yes DoS a Yes DoS a Yes DoS a Yes DoS a DoS DoS a Yes DoS a
Switzerland Yes m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 4 Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a
United States Yes Yes 1 DoS m m DoS m m DoS m m DoS m m DoS m m DoS m m

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m 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 m m m
China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1
India m m m 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 m m m
Latvia Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 a m m Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes No m
Russian Federation m m m 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 m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Is the performance mandatory for teachers?  
Yes: Yes, it is mandatory 
DoS: Yes, at the discretion of individual schools
No: No, it is voluntary at the discretion of individual teachers

Does this criterion apply for the formation of salaries?
Yes: Yes, included as part of base salary or additional payments
DoS: At the discretion of individual schools 
No: No, not included as part of base salary or additional payments

What is the nature of compensation?
1: Part of statutory base salary paid to teachers
2: Compensated by reduction in teaching time
3: Defined as percentage of statutory base salary paid to teachers
4: Annual additional payments 
5: Incidental/occasional additional payments

Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286236
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Table D3.7c. [2/4] Teachers’ tasks and other criteria related to teachers’ base salaries and additional 
payments, lower secondary level (2013)

Criteria for base salary and additional payments awarded to teachers in public institutions

  Other responsibilities

 

Participation  
in school or other 
management in 

addition to teaching 
duties (e.g. serving as 
head of department 

or co-ordinator  
of teachers)

Teaching more 
classes or hours than 
required by full-time 

contract 
(e.g. overtime 

compensation)

Students counselling 
(including student 

supervising, 
virtual counselling, 

career guidance, 
and delinquency 

prevention)

Engaging  
in extracurricular 

activities 
(e.g. homework clubs, 

sports and  
drama clubs,  

summer school)

Special tasks 
(e.g. training student 

teachers, 
guidance counselling)

Class teacher/ 
form teacher
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  (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36) (37) (38) (39)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Austria m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Belgium (Fl.) No Yes 1 No Yes 3 a a a No No a No No a No No a
Belgium (Fr.) No No a No Yes 3 No No a No No a No Yes 5 No No a
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic DoS DoS 3 DoS Yes 3 No DoS 5 No DoS 5 DoS DoS 5 DoS DoS 5
Denmark No Yes 2 No Yes 4 No Yes 2 No Yes 2 No Yes m DoS Yes 2
England DoS DoS 4 DoS No a DoS No a No No a DoS DoS 4 DoS No a
Estonia DoS DoS 3 No Yes 5 DoS DoS 3 DoS DoS 5 DoS DoS 5 DoS Yes 3
Finland No Yes 2 No Yes 4 No Yes 4 No Yes 4 No Yes 4 DoS Yes 4
France No Yes 4 No Yes 4,5 Yes Yes 4 No No a No Yes 4 No Yes 4
Germany No Yes 1 No Yes 1 No No a No No a No No a DoS No a
Greece a No a No Yes 5 Yes Yes 1 a No a a No a a No a
Hungary Yes Yes 4 Yes No a Yes No a DoS No a DoS No a DoS Yes 4
Iceland DoS DoS 1 DoS Yes 3 DoS No a No DoS 5 No DoS 5 DoS No a
Ireland Yes Yes 4 a a a a a a No a a No a a Yes Yes 4
Israel No Yes 3 No Yes 3 DoS Yes 3 a a a No Yes 5 DoS Yes 3
Italy DoS DoS 4 No DoS 3 No DoS 5 No DoS 5 No a a a a a
Japan Yes Yes 4 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 5 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 1
Korea DoS Yes 4 No Yes 3 Yes Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 No No a DoS Yes 4
Luxembourg No No 2 No Yes 5 DoS No a No No a No No a DoS No a
Mexico m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Netherlands DoS DoS m No DoS 5 DoS DoS 1 DoS DoS 1 No DoS 1 DoS DoS 1
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway DoS DoS 4 DoS Yes 3 DoS Yes 4 No m m No DoS 4 DoS Yes 4
Poland DoS No a DoS Yes a No No a Yes No a DoS Yes 5 Yes Yes 4
Portugal Yes Yes 2 Yes Yes 5 Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a Yes No a
Scotland a No a No No a Yes Yes 1 No No a DoS Yes 1 DoS Yes 1
Slovak Republic No Yes 2 DoS DoS 1,2 No DoS 2,3 No DoS 3,4 No Yes 3 Yes Yes 3
Slovenia DoS Yes 3 Yes Yes 3,5 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 5 Yes Yes 1 Yes Yes 2,3
Spain Yes Yes 4 a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Sweden No DoS a No DoS a DoS DoS a No DoS a No DoS a DoS DoS a
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey No No a Yes Yes 4 Yes No a No Yes 4 Yes Yes 4 Yes Yes 4
United States DoS m m DoS m m DoS m m DoS m m DoS m m DoS m m

P
a
rt

n
e
rs 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 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia Yes Yes 3 Yes Yes 5 No a a a No a a No a a No a
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
Latvia a m m No Yes 5 No Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 DoS Yes 1 No Yes 1
Russian Federation 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

Is the performance mandatory for teachers?  
Yes: Yes, it is mandatory 
DoS: Yes, at the discretion of individual schools
No: No, it is voluntary at the discretion of individual teachers

Does this criterion apply for the formation of salaries?
Yes: Yes, included as part of base salary or additional payments
DoS: At the discretion of individual schools 
No: No, not included as part of base salary or additional payments

What is the nature of compensation?
1: Part of statutory base salary paid to teachers
2: Compensated by reduction in teaching time
3: Defined as percentage of statutory base salary paid to teachers
4: Annual additional payments 
5: Incidental/occasional additional payments

Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286236
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Table D3.7c. [3/4] Teachers’ tasks and other criteria related to teachers’ base salaries and additional 
payments, lower secondary level (2013)

Criteria for base salary and additional payments awarded to teachers in public institutions

  Qualifications, training and performance Experience and demographic 
characteristics

 

Holding an initial 
educational 
qualification 
higher than 

the minimum 
required to enter 

the teaching 
profession

Attaining 
high scores 

in the 
qualification 
examination 

Holding an 
educational 
qualification 
in multiple 

subjects

Completed 
professional 
development 

activities 

Holding a 
higher than 
minimum  

teacher 
certification or 
participating in 
training during 
professional life

Outstanding 
performance 
in teaching

Years  
of  

experience

Family status 
(e.g. married, 

number of 
children)

Age 
(independent 

of years  
of 

teaching 
experience)
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  (40) (41) (42) (43) (44) (45) (46) (47) (48) (49) (50) (51) (52) (53) (54) (55) (56) (57)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Austria m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Belgium (Fl.) No a No a No a No a Yes 4 No a Yes 1 No a No a
Belgium (Fr.) Yes 1 No a No a No a No a No a Yes 1 No a No a
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic DoS 3 a a DoS 3 DoS 5 a a DoS 5 Yes 1 No a No a
Denmark m m m m m m m m m m m m Yes 1 No a No a
England DoS 1 No a DoS 1 DoS 4 DoS 1 DoS 1 Yes 1 No a No a
Estonia No a a a No a No a Yes 1 DoS 5 No a No a No a
Finland a a a a a a a a m m Yes 4 Yes 3,4 No a No a
France No a No a a a No a Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 4 No a
Germany No a No a No a No a No a No a Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 1
Greece No a No a No a No a No a No a Yes m Yes m No a
Hungary Yes 1 No a No a No a No a No a Yes 1 Yes 1 No a
Iceland Yes 1 No a No a DoS 3 a a m m Yes 1 No a Yes 2
Ireland No a No a No a No a No a No a Yes 1 No a No a
Israel a a No a No a Yes 3 Yes 3 Yes 5 Yes 1 Yes 2 Yes 2
Italy a a a a a a a a a a a a Yes 1 Yes 4 No a
Japan Yes 1 a a a a a a a a Yes 5 Yes 1 Yes 4 a a
Korea Yes 1 No a No a No a Yes 1 Yes 5 Yes 1 Yes 4 No a
Luxembourg No a No a No a Yes 1 Yes 1 No a Yes 1 a a Yes 1
Mexico Yes 1 Yes 1 a a Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 1 a a a a
Netherlands DoS m a a DoS m DoS m DoS m DoS m DoS 1 No a No a
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway Yes 1 No a DoS 4 DoS 4 No a DoS 4 Yes 1 No a No a
Poland Yes 1 No a No a No a No a Yes 5 No a No a No a
Portugal No a No a No a Yes a Yes a No a Yes a Yes 4 No a
Scotland No a a a No a No a No a No a Yes 1 No a No a
Slovak Republic DoS 1 No a No a Yes 1 Yes 3 DoS 5 Yes 1 No a No a
Slovenia Yes 4 a a Yes 3 Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 5 Yes 1 No a No a
Spain a a a a a a No a No a a a Yes 4 a a a a
Sweden DoS a DoS a DoS a DoS a DoS a DoS a DoS a No a No a
Switzerland a a a a a a a a a a a a Yes m Yes m a a
Turkey Yes 4 No a No a Yes 4 Yes 4 Yes 5 Yes 1 Yes 4 No a
United States m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

P
a
rt

n
e
rs 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 m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia Yes 1 No a No a No a Yes 1 No a Yes 1 No a No a
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
Latvia No m No m No m No m No m No m Yes 1 No m No m
Russian Federation 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

Is the performance mandatory for teachers?  
Yes: Yes, it is mandatory 
DoS: Yes, at the discretion of individual schools
No: No, it is voluntary at the discretion of individual teachers

Does this criterion apply for the formation of salaries?
Yes: Yes, included as part of base salary or additional payments
DoS: At the discretion of individual schools 
No: No, not included as part of base salary or additional payments

What is the nature of compensation?
1: Part of statutory base salary paid to teachers
2: Compensated by reduction in teaching time
3: Defined as percentage of statutory base salary paid to teachers
4: Annual additional payments 
5: Incidental/occasional additional payments

Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286236
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Table D3.7c. [4/4] Teachers’ tasks and other criteria related to teachers’ base salaries and additional 
payments, lower secondary level (2013)

Criteria for base salary and additional payments awarded to teachers in public institutions

  Teaching conditions Benefits

 
Teaching courses  

ina particular field 
(e.g. mathematics or 

science)

Teaching students with  
special educational needs 

(in regular schools)

Teaching in a 
disadvantaged,

remote or high cost area
(location allowance)

Holiday benefits
(e.g. for religious and/or

official holidays) Thirteen month benefits
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  (58) (59) (60) (61) (62) (63) (64) (65) (66) (67)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m m m

Austria m m m m m m m m m m
Belgium (Fl.) No a No a No a No a No a
Belgium (Fr.) No a No a No a Yes 4 No a
Canada m m m m m m m m m m
Chile m m m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic No a Yes 1 No a No a No a
Denmark m m Yes 2 m m m m m m
England Yes 4 DoS 4 Yes 4 No a a a
Estonia No a Yes 2 No a No a DoS 5
Finland No a No a Yes 1 Yes 4 m m
France a a Yes 4 Yes 4 No a No a
Germany No a No a No a No a Yes 4
Greece a a a a Yes m No a No a
Hungary No 3 No 3 Yes 4 No a No a
Iceland No a Yes 1 No a Yes 4 No a
Ireland No a No a No a No a No a
Israel No a Yes 4 Yes 4 No a No a
Italy a a a a No a a a Yes 4
Japan a a Yes 4 Yes 4 No a No a
Korea Yes 4 Yes 4 Yes 4 Yes 3 a a
Luxembourg No a No a a a No a Yes 4
Mexico a a a a Yes 1 a a a a
Netherlands DoS m DoS m DoS m Yes 1 Yes 1
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m
Norway DoS 4 DoS 4 DoS 4 No a No a
Poland No a Yes 4 Yes 3 Yes 1 Yes 1
Portugal No a No a a a No a No a
Scotland No a No a Yes 4 a a No a
Slovak Republic Yes 1 Yes 1 a a No a No a
Slovenia No a Yes 1 No a Yes 3 No a
Spain a a a a Yes 4 a a a a
Sweden DoS a DoS a DoS a No a a a
Switzerland a a Yes m a a m m m m
Turkey No a No a Yes 1 No a No a
United States m m m m m m m m a a

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia No a No a Yes 3 No a No a
India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia No m Yes 3 Yes 3 Yes m No m
Russian Federation 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

Is the performance mandatory for teachers?  
Yes: Yes, it is mandatory 
DoS: Yes, at the discretion of individual schools
No: No, it is voluntary at the discretion of individual teachers

Does this criterion apply for the formation of salaries?
Yes: Yes, included as part of base salary or additional payments
DoS: At the discretion of individual schools 
No: No, not included as part of base salary or additional payments

What is the nature of compensation?
1: Part of statutory base salary paid to teachers
2: Compensated by reduction in teaching time
3: Defined as percentage of statutory base salary paid to teachers
4: Annual additional payments 
5: Incidental/occasional additional payments

Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286236
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HOW MUCH TIME DO TEACHERS SPEND TEACHING?

• Public school teachers teach an average of 1 005 hours per year at the pre-primary level, 772 hours 
at the primary level, 694 hours at the lower secondary level, and 643 hours at the upper secondary 
level of education.

• In the majority of countries with available data, the amount of teaching time in primary, lower 
secondary and upper secondary education remained largely unchanged between 2000 and 2013.

 Context
Although statutory working hours and teaching hours only partly determine teachers’ actual 
workload, they do o�er valuable insight into the demands placed on teachers in di�erent countries. 
Teaching hours and the extent of non-teaching duties may also a�ect the attractiveness of the teaching 
profession. Together with teachers’ salaries (see Indicator D3) and average class size (see Indicator D2), 
this indicator presents some key measures regarding the working lives of teachers.

�e proportion of statutory working time spent teaching provides information on the amount of 
time available for non-teaching activities such as lesson preparation, correction, in-service training 
and sta� meetings. A large proportion of statutory working time spent teaching may indicate that 
less time is devoted to tasks such as assessing students and preparing lessons. It also could indicate 
that teachers have to perform these tasks on their own time and to work more hours than required by 
statutory working time.

In addition to class size and the ratio of students to teaching sta� (see Indicator D2), students’ 
hours of instruction (see Indicator D1) and teachers’ salaries (see Indicator D3), the amount of time 
teachers spend teaching also a�ects the �nancial resources countries need to allocate to education 
(see Indicator B7).

Chart D4.1. Number of teaching hours per year in general  
lower secondary education, in 2000, 2005 and 2013  

Net statutory contact time in public institutions

1. Actual teaching time.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the number of teaching hours per year in lower secondary education in 2013.
Source: OECD. Table D4.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284491
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 Other findings
• At all levels of education, the number of teaching hours per year required of the average public 

school teacher varies considerably across countries and tends to decrease as the level of education 
increases. 

• On average, pre-primary teachers are required to teach about 30% more hours than primary school 
teachers, but the time during which teachers are required to be working at school, or their total 
working time, is often more similar for these two levels of education.

• Required teaching time at the pre-primary level in public schools varies more across countries than 
it does at any other level.

• The average number of teaching hours in public pre-primary schools is 1 005 hours per year, but it 
ranges from 532 hours per school year in Mexico to 1 792 hours per school year in Sweden.

• Public primary school teachers teach an average of 772 hours per year, but teaching time ranges 
from less than 570 hours in Greece and the Russian Federation to over 1 000 hours in Chile.

• The number of teaching hours in public lower secondary schools averages 694 hours per year, but 
ranges from 415 hours in Greece to over 1 000 hours in Chile, Colombia and Mexico.

• Teachers in public upper secondary schools teach an average of 643 hours per year, but ranges from 
369 hours in Denmark to over 1 000 hours in Chile and Colombia.

• Most countries regulate the number of working hours per year that teachers are formally required 
to work, including teaching and non-teaching activities. Some of these countries regulated the 
speci�c number of hours required at school; others set the overall working time, including hours 
at school and elsewhere. 

 Trends
While there has been little change in average teaching hours over the past decade, some countries 
with available data reported an increase or decrease of 10% or more in teaching time in pre-primary, 
primary, lower secondary and/or upper secondary education between 2000 and 2013. In Korea, 
however, net teaching time at the primary level dropped dramatically by more than 20% between 
2000 and 2013. 
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Analysis
Teaching time

At all levels of education, countries vary considerably in the number of teaching hours per year required of the 
average public school teacher.

Required teaching time at the pre-primary level in public schools varies more across countries than it does at any 
other level. The number of teaching days ranges from 144 days in France to 227 in Iceland; annual teaching hours 
range from less than 700 hours in Greece, Korea and Mexico to more than 1 500 in Norway and Sweden. On average 
across OECD countries, teachers at this level of education are required to teach 1 005 hours per year, spread over 
40 weeks or 191 days of teaching (Table D4.1 and Chart D4.2).

Primary school teachers are required to teach an average of 772 hours per year. In most countries with available 
data, teachers are required to teach between 3 and 6 hours a day. The exceptions are Chile and France, where 
teachers teach slightly more than 6 hours per day (5 days per week in Chile and 4.5 in France). There is no set rule 
on how teaching time is distributed throughout the year. In Spain, for example, primary school teachers must teach 
880 hours per year, about 100 hours more than the OECD average. However, those teaching hours are spread over 
fewer days of instruction than the OECD average because primary school teachers in Spain teach an average of five 
hours per day compared to the OECD average of 4.22 hours.

Lower secondary school teachers in general programmes teach an average of 694 hours per year. The teaching time at 
the lower secondary level ranges from less than 600 hours in Finland, Greece, Korea, Poland, the Russian Federation 
and Turkey to more than 1 000 hours in Chile, Colombia and Mexico.

A teacher of general subjects in upper secondary education has an average teaching load of 643 hours per year. Teaching 
time exceeds 800 hours in only six countries: Australia, Chile, Colombia, Latvia, Mexico and Scotland. However, in Chile 
and Scotland, the reported hours refer to the maximum time teachers can be required to teach and not to their typical 
teaching load. In contrast, teachers are required to teach less than 500 hours per year in Denmark, Greece and the 
Russian Federation. Teachers in Finland, Greece, Japan, Korea, Norway, the Russian Federation, Slovenia and Turkey 
teach for three hours or less per day, on average, compared to more than five hours in Chile, Colombia and Latvia.

Chart D4.2. Number of teaching hours per year, by level of education (2013)  
Net statutory contact time in public institutions

1. Actual teaching time.
2. Year of reference 2011 for upper secondary education.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the number of teaching hours per year in upper secondary education.
Source: OECD. Table D4.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284507
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Reported teaching time refers to net contact time, excluding periods of time formally allowed for breaks between 
lessons or groups of lesson and preparation time. The exclusion of these breaks in some countries, but not in others, 
may explain some of these differences. Variations in how teaching time is reported (minimum, typical or maximum) 
across countries, may also explain some of these differences.

Differences in teaching time between levels of education
In most countries, teaching time at the upper secondary level is less than at the pre-primary level. The exceptions 
are Chile and Scotland, where the maximum time teachers can be required to teach is the same, irrespective of the 
level of education taught, and Colombia, England and Mexico, where secondary school teachers are required to teach 
more hours than pre-primary school teachers (Table D4.1 and Chart D4.2). 

Teaching time requirements vary the most between the pre-primary and primary levels of education. On average, 
pre-primary school teachers are required to spend almost 30% more time in the classroom than primary school 
teachers. In Estonia, Iceland, Norway and Slovenia, pre-primary school teachers are required to teach at least twice 
the amount of time per year as primary school teachers.

In the Czech Republic, France, Greece, Israel and Turkey, primary school teachers have at least 11% more annual 
teaching time than lower secondary school teachers. In contrast, there is no difference in Chile, Denmark, Estonia, 
Hungary, Iceland, Latvia, Scotland and Slovenia. Colombia, England and Mexico are the only countries in which the 
teaching load for primary school teachers is lighter than for lower secondary school teachers.

Teaching time at the lower and upper secondary levels is similar across most countries. However, in Mexico and 
Norway, the annual required teaching time at the lower secondary level is at least 20% more than at the upper 
secondary level. This difference amounts to almost 80% in Denmark. In Latvia, the annual required teaching time 
for upper secondary teachers is about 15% higher than it is for lower secondary teachers.

Actual teaching time
Statutory teaching time, as reported by most of the countries in this indicator, must be distinguished from actual 
teaching time. Actual teaching time is the annual average number of hours that full-time teachers teach a group or a 
class of students, including overtime, and thus provides a picture of teachers’ actual teaching load.

Only a few countries could report both statutory and actual teaching time, but these data suggest that actual teaching 
time can sometimes differ from statutory requirements. In Slovenia, for example, lower secondary teachers work 
around 5% more than the statutory benchmark time, while in Poland, actual teaching time is up to 13% more than 
statutory requirements. By contrast, in Estonia, actual teaching time is about 5% less than statutory teaching time 
at the lower secondary level (Chart D4.4, available on line).

It is difficult to determine why there are differences between statutory and actual teaching time. Some of these 
variations can be the result of overtime due to teacher absenteeism or shortage of teachers. Some may be explained 
by the nature of the data, as figures on statutory teaching time refer to official requirements and agreements, 
whereas actual teaching time is based on administrative registers, statistical databases, representative sample 
surveys or other representative sources.

Trends in teaching time
While there has been little change in average teaching hours over the past decade, some countries with available 
data reported an increase or decrease of 10% or more in teaching time in pre-primary, primary, lower secondary 
and/or upper secondary education between 2000 and 2013 (Table D4.2 and Chart D4.1).

At the pre-primary level, there was a 11% increase in teaching time between 2000 and 2013 in Germany, while 
pre-primary teaching time decreased by 10% in Scotland over the same period. 

In Israel and Japan, there was an increase of about 15% in teaching time at the primary level between 2000 and 
2013. In Israel, this increase in teaching and working time is part of the “New Horizon” reform that has been 
gradually implemented since 2008. One of the key measures of this reform was to lengthen teachers’ workweek 
to accommodate small-group teaching in exchange for more generous compensation. Teachers’ working time was 
increased from 30 to 36 hours per week and now includes five hours of small-group teaching in primary schools. 
To compensate, salaries have been raised substantially (see Indicator D3).

Upper secondary school teachers in Iceland were required to teach 20% more in 2005 than in 2000, then, between 
2005 and 2013, their teaching time was reduced slightly from 560 to 544 hours per year. Secondary school teachers 
in Luxembourg were required to teach 15% more hours in 2013 than in 2005; and teaching time for secondary 
teachers in Japan increased by around 20% during the same period.
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By contrast, net teaching time dropped by around 25% between 2000 and 2013 in Korea at primary level and by 10% or 
more in Mexico (lower secondary level), the Netherlands (lower and upper secondary levels), Scotland (pre-primary and 
primary levels) and Turkey (upper secondary level). In Scotland, the decrease in teaching time for primary teachers 
was part of the Teachers’ Agreement, “A teaching profession for the 21st century”, which introduced a 35-hour working 
week for all teachers and a phased reduction of maximum teaching time to 22.5 hours per week for primary, secondary 
and special school teachers in 2001. However, even with this decrease of net contact time, the maximum time teachers 
at these levels in Scotland can be required to teach is more than the OECD average teaching time.

In Turkey, the reduction in teaching and working time for upper secondary teachers in 2013 is related to shorter 
classes in ISCED 3. General upper secondary classes were cut from 45 to 40 minutes in 2013. As a result, teachers’ 
total annual teaching time was reduced as compared to previous years.

Teachers’ working time

In most countries, teachers are formally required to work a specified total number of hours per week, including 
teaching and non-teaching time, as stipulated in collective agreements or other contractual arrangements, to earn 
their full-time salary. Some countries also regulate the time a teacher has to be present in the school. Within this 
framework, however, countries differ in how they allocate time for each activity (Chart D4.3).

More than half of OECD countries specify the time during which teachers are required to be available at school, for 
both teaching and non-teaching activities, at one or various levels of education. In more than half of these countries, 
the difference between the time upper secondary school teachers and pre-primary school teachers are required to be 
available at school is less than 10%. In Israel, Norway, Sweden and Turkey, pre-primary teachers are required to be 
available at school at least 30% more hours than upper secondary school teachers (Table D4.1).

In Austria (pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education), the French Community of Belgium (pre-primary 
and primary education), the Czech Republic, Denmark, France (lower and upper secondary education), Germany, 
Japan (primary, lower and upper secondary education), Latvia, the Netherlands and Slovenia, teachers’ total annual 
statutory working time, at school and elsewhere, is specified, but the allocation of time spent at school and time 
spent elsewhere is not. 

In Sweden, although the total working time per year is decided through collective agreements, the school leader 
decides on the number of working hours per week and on the use of teachers’ time (teaching or non-teaching 
activities).

In addition, workload and teaching load requirements may evolve throughout the career. While in some countries, 
such as in Germany, some beginning teachers might have a reduced teaching load as part of their induction 
programmes, some countries also encourage older teachers to stay in the teaching profession by diversifying their 
duties and reducing their teaching hours. For example, Greece reduces teaching hours according to how many years 
a teacher has served. At the secondary level, teachers are required to teach 21 class sessions per week. After 6 years, 
this drops to 19 sessions, and after 12 years to 18 sessions. After 20 years of service, teachers are required to teach 
16 class sessions a week – more than 25% less than teachers who have just started their careers. However, the 
remaining hours of teachers’ working time must be spent at school. 

Non-teaching time

Although teaching time is a substantial component of teachers’ workloads, assessing students, preparing lessons, 
correcting students’ work, in-service training and staff meetings should also be taken into account when analysing 
the demands placed on teachers in different countries. The amount of time available for these non-teaching activities 
varies across countries, and a large proportion of statutory working time spent teaching may indicate that less time 
is devoted to activities such as assessing students and preparing lessons.

In the majority of countries, teachers’ working time is determined by the statutory teaching time specified in 
working regulations. In addition, in most countries, teachers are formally required to work a specific number of 
hours per year. This may be specified either as the number of hours teachers must be available at school for teaching 
and non-teaching activities, or as the number of total working hours. Both correspond to official working hours as 
specified in contractual agreements. In Israel, for example, recent reforms take into account further working hours 
at school beyond teaching time. Regulations now specify the working time required at school, including teaching 
and non-teaching time, rather than overall working time. All non-teaching tasks that teachers previously performed 
at home are now required to be completed at school. 
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In the 25 countries with data for both teaching and total working time for lower secondary teachers, the percentage 
of teachers’ working time spent teaching ranges from less than 35% in Austria, Hungary, Iceland, Japan and Turkey, 
to 65% in Israel (Chart D4.3).

In the 20 countries that specify both teaching time and the amount of time that lower secondary teachers are 
required to be available at school, the percentage of teachers’ timetabled or legislated working time at school spent 
teaching ranges from less than 40% in Estonia, Greece and Iceland to more than 90% in Ireland. 

In Austria (upper secondary level), Belgium (Flemish and French Community, secondary level), Italy and Japan 
(pre-primary level), there are no formal requirements regarding time spent on non-teaching activities. However, 
this does not mean that teachers are given total freedom to carry out other tasks. In the Flemish Community 
of Belgium, although there are no regulations regarding the time devoted to preparing lessons, correcting tests, 
marking students’ papers, etc., additional non-teaching hours at school are set at the school level. In Italy, there 
is a requirement of up to 80 hours of scheduled non-teaching collegial work at school per year. Of these 80 hours, 
up to 40 hours of compulsory working time per year are dedicated to meetings of the teachers’ assembly, staff 
planning meetings and meetings with parents; the remaining compulsory 40 hours are dedicated to class councils 
(Table D4.1).

Chart D4.3. Percentage of lower secondary teachers’ working time spent teaching (2013) 
Net teaching time as a percentage of total statutory working time and working time required at school

1. Actual teaching time.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of lower secondary teachers’ total working time spent teaching.
Source: OECD. Table D4.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284511
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Box D4.1. Non-teaching tasks required of teachers in lower secondary education (2013)

Non-teaching tasks are a part of teachers’ workload and working conditions. These non-teaching activities 
required by legislation, regulations or agreements between stakeholders (e.g. teachers’ unions, local authorities, 
school boards, etc.) do not necessarily reflect the actual participation of teachers in non-teaching activities, but 
provide an insight into the breadth and complexity of teachers’ roles.

First findings in Education at a Glance 2014 (OECD, 2014) show that, according to regulations, individual 
planning or preparing lessons, teamwork and dialogue with colleagues and communicating and co-operating 
with parents are the most common non-teaching tasks required of lower secondary teachers during their 
statutory working time at school or statutory total working time. These tasks were required in at least 20 of 
the 34 countries with available data. Marking/correcting student work, general administrative communication 
and paperwork and professional development activities were also required in around half of the countries with 
available data. Lower secondary teachers are required to supervise students during breaks, provide counselling 
and guidance to students, or and/or participate in school management in around one-third of the countries, 
and only 8 countries require that lower secondary teachers engage in extracurricular activities after school.

…
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Definitions
Actual teaching time is the annual average number of hours that full-time teachers teach a group or class of students 
including all extra hours such as overtime. The data can be from administrative registers, statistical databases, 
representative sample surveys or other representative sources.

The number of teaching days is the number of teaching weeks multiplied by the number of days per week a teacher 
teaches, less the number of days on which the school is closed for holidays.

The number of teaching weeks refers to the number of weeks of instruction excluding holiday weeks.

In a recent ad-hoc survey, countries were asked whether completing the required tasks and additional 
responsibilities are mandatory or voluntarily for the teacher. Results show that teachers often perform 
such tasks as engaging in extracurricular activities, training student teachers, guidance counselling, and 
participating in school or other management activities voluntarily. In almost half of the countries, individual 
teachers decided whether or not to perform these tasks. Responsibilities such as being class/form teacher or 
supervising students during breaks are largely distributed at the school level. In more than half of the countries, 
teamwork and dialogue with colleagues as well as general administrative work are mandatory for teachers. 
In almost all countries, it is mandatory for teachers to teach, plan lessons, mark and correct students’ work and 
communicate with other teachers. Most countries require teachers to perform these tasks through central or 
state mandate; four countries reported that school principals determine which tasks are required of teachers.

Chart D4.a. Tasks and responsibilities lower secondary teachers  
are required to perform (2013) 

For lower secondary teachers teaching general programmes

Teaching

0 15 20 305 10 25 35
Number of countries

Individual planning or preparation of lessons 
either at school or elsewhere

Marking/correcting of student work

Communication and co-operation with parents or guardians

Team work and dialogue with colleagues at school or elsewhere

General administrative work (including communication, paperwork 
and other clerical duties a teacher undertakes as part of his/her job)

Supervision of students during breaks

Voluntary at the discretion of individual teachers
Not applicable
Missing

At the discretion of individual schools
Mandatory

Tasks

Other responsibilities
Students counselling (including student supervising,

virtual counselling, career guidance, and delinquency prevention)
Participation in school or other management

in addition to teaching duties

Class teacher/form teacher

Teaching more classes or hours than required by full-time contract 
(e.g. overtime compensation)

Engaging in extracurricular activities 
(e.g. sports and drama clubs, homework clubs, summer school, etc.)

Special tasks (e.g. training student teachers; guidance counselling)

Source: OECD. Table D3.7c. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284521
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Statutory teaching time is defined as the scheduled number of 60-minute hours per year that a full-time teacher 
teaches a group or class of students as set by policy, teachers’ contracts of employment or other official documents. 
Teaching time can be defined on a weekly or annual basis. Annual teaching time is normally calculated as the 
number of teaching days per year multiplied by the number of hours a teacher teaches per day (excluding preparation 
time and periods of time formally allowed for breaks between lessons or groups of lessons). At the primary level, 
short breaks between lessons are included if the classroom teacher is responsible for the class during these breaks.

Total statutory working time refers to the number of hours that a full-time teacher is expected to work as set by 
policy. It can be defined on a weekly or annual basis. It does not include paid overtime. According to a country’s 
formal policy, working time can refer to:
• the time directly associated with teaching and other curricular activities for students, such as assignments and 

tests; and
• the time directly associated with teaching and hours devoted to other activities related to teaching, such as 

preparing lessons, counselling students, correcting assignments and tests, professional development, meetings 
with parents, staff meetings, and general school tasks. 

Working time required at school refers to the time teachers are required to spend working at school, including 
teaching and non-teaching time.

Methodology
Data are from the 2014 OECD-INES Survey on Teachers and the Curriculum and refer to the school year 2012/13.

In interpreting differences in teaching hours among countries, net contact time, as used here, does not necessarily 
correspond to the teaching load. Although contact time is a substantial component of teachers’ workloads, preparing 
for classes and necessary follow-up, including correcting students’ work, also need to be included when making 
comparisons. Other relevant elements, such as the number of subjects taught, the number of students taught, and 
the number of years a teacher teaches the same students, should also be taken into account.

Notes on definitions and methodologies for each country are provided in Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/
education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.

Reference
OECD (2014), Education at a Glance 2014: OECD Indicators, Indicator D4, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/
eag-2014-en.

Indicator D4 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286246

Table D4.1 Organisation of teachers’ working time (2013)

Table D4.2 Number of teaching hours per year (2000, 2005, 2010 and 2013)

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2014-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-2014-en
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Table D4.1. Organisation of teachers’ working time (2013)
Number of statutory teaching weeks, teaching days, net teaching hours, and teachers’ working time  

in public institutions over the school year  

Number of weeks  
of teaching

Number of days  
of teaching 

Net teaching time,  
in hours

Working time required  
at school, in hours

Total statutory  
working time, in hours
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D Australia1 40 40 40 40 196 196 196 194 904 879 821 812 1 227 1 117 1 133 1 133 a a a a

Austria1, 2 38 38 38 38 180 180 180 180 779 779 607 589 a a a a 1 776 1 776 1 776 a
Belgium (Fl.)1 37 37 37 37 177 177 179 179 736 752 669 625 920 920 a a a a a a
Belgium (Fr.)1 37 37 37 37 181 181 181 181 784 721 661 601 a a a a 962 962 a a
Canada1 m 37 37 37 m 183 183 183 m 796 743 745 m 1 227 1 232 1 236 m a a a
Chile3 38 38 38 38 181 181 181 181 1 129 1 129 1 129 1 129 1 857 1 857 1 857 1 857 1 989 1 989 1 989 1 989
Czech Republic1 39 39 39 39 188 188 188 188 1 166 827 620 592 a a a a 1 760 1 760 1 760 1 760
Denmark4, 6 a a a a a a a a a 662 662 369 a a a a 1 680 1 680 1 680 1 680
England4 38 38 38 38 190 190 190 190 722 722 745 745 1 265 1 265 1 265 1 265 1 265 1 265 1 265 1 265
Estonia3 46 35 35 35 220 172 172 172 1 320 619 619 568 1 610 1 540 1 540 1 540 1 610 1 540 1 540 1 540
Finland5 m 38 38 38 m 188 188 188 m 677 592 550 m 791 706 645 a a a a
France1 36 36 36 36 144 144 a a 924 924 648 648 972 972 a a 1 607 1 607 1 607 1 607

Germany1 40 40 40 40 193 193 193 193 834 800 752 715 a a a a 1 768 1 768 1 768 1 768

Greece1 35 35 31 31 171 171 152 152 684 569 415 415 1 140 1 140 1 170 1 170 a a a a

Hungary5 36 36 36 36 182 182 182 181 1 158 601 601 597 m m m m 1 864 1 864 1 864 1 864

Iceland1 48 37 37 35 227 180 180 170 1 498 624 624 544 1 800 1 650 1 650 1 720 1 800 1 800 1 800 1 800

Ireland1 m 37 33 33 m 183 167 167 m 915 735 735 m 1 073 768 768 a a a a

Israel1 38 38 36 36 182 182 175 175 1 032 840 644 570 1 054 1 225 985 811 1 054 1 225 985 811

Italy1 42 39 39 39 186 171 171 171 930 752 616 616 a a a a m m m m

Japan4 39 40 40 39 m 201 202 197 m 736 608 513 a a a a a 1 899 1 899 1 899

Korea5 36 38 38 38 180 190 190 190 574 667 557 549 a a a a 1 520 1 520 1 520 1 520

Luxembourg1 36 36 36 36 176 176 176 176 880 810 739 739 1 060 990 828 828 a a a a

Mexico1 42 42 42 36 200 200 200 171 532 800 1 047 838 772 800 1 167 971 a a a a

Netherlands3 40 40 m m 195 195 m m 930 930 750 750 a a a a 1 659 1 659 1 659 1 659

New Zealand1 m 38 38 38 m 192 191 190 m 922 841 760 m 1 536 1 243 950 a a a a

Norway3 45 38 38 38 225 190 190 190 1 508 741 663 523 1 508 1 300 1 225 1 150 a 1 688 1 688 1 688

Poland4 45 38 37 37 216 184 182 179 1 138 629 555 551 m m m m 1 800 1 504 1 488 1 472

Portugal3 41 36 36 36 192 166 166 166 960 747 609 609 1 105 1 016 917 917 1 412 1 282 1 282 1 282

Scotland3 38 38 38 38 190 190 190 190 855 855 855 855 1 045 1 045 1 045 1 045 1 365 1 365 1 365 1 365

Slovak Republic1 42 38 38 38 198 187 187 187 1 109 832 645 617 m m m m 1 568 1 568 1 568 1 568

Slovenia1 46 40 40 40 219 190 190 190 1 314 627 627 570 a a a a m m m m

Spain1 37 37 37 36 176 176 176 171 880 880 713 693 1 140 1 140 1 140 1 140 1 425 1 425 1 425 1 425

Sweden1 47 a a a 224 a a a 1 792 a a a 1 792 1 360 1 360 1 360 a 1 767 1 767 1 767

Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Turkey1 38 38 38 38 180 180 180 180 1 080 720 504 504 1 160 980 836 836 1 576 1 576 1 576 1 576

United States4 36 36 36 36 180 180 180 180 m m 981 m 1 365 1 362 1 366 1 365 1 890 1 922 1 936 1 960

OECD average 40 38 37 37 191 183 182 181 1 005 772 694 643 1 266 1 196 1 172 1 135 1 588 1 600 1 618 1 603

EU21 average 40 38 37 37 190 180 179 179 995 756 656 625 1 205 1 104 1 074 1 068 1 568 1 549 1 588 1 573

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil1 42 42 42 42 203 203 203 203 m m m m a a a a m m m m
China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia1 40 40 40 40 200 200 200 200 800 1 000 1 200 1 200 1 350 1 350 1 350 1 350 1 600 1 600 1 600 1 600
India m m 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 m m
Latvia 44 35 35 35 210 165 165 165 1 260 825 825 990 a a a a 1 760 1 760 1 760 1 760

Russian Federation4 m 34 35 35 m 170 210 210 m 561 483 483 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 m m

South Africa m m 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 m m

1. Typical teaching time.
2. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
3. Maximum teaching time.
4. Actual teaching time.
5. Minimum teaching time.
6. Year of reference 2011 for upper secondary education.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286256
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Table D4.2. Number of teaching hours per year (2000, 2005, 2010 and 2013)
Net statutory contact time in public institutions, by level of education 

Primary Lower secondary, general programmes Upper secondary, general programmes

2000 2005 2010 2013 2000 2005 2010 2013 2000 2005 2010 2013
(11) (12) (17) (20) (21) (22) (27) (30) (31) (32) (37) (40)

O
E
C
D Australia 882 888 868 879 811 810 819 821 803 810 803 812

Austria1 m 774 779 779 m 607 607 607 m 589 589 589
Belgium (Fl.) 758 752 752 752 677 684 669 669 633 645 625 625
Belgium (Fr.) 722 722 732 721 662 662 671 661 603 603 610 601
Canada m m 799 796 m m 740 743 m m 744 745
Chile m 1128 1105 1129 m 1128 1105 1129 m 1128 1105 1129
Czech Republic m 813 862 827 650 647 647 620 621 617 617 592
Denmark2, 3 640 640 650 662 640 640 650 662 m m 377 369
England2 m m 684 722 m m 703 745 m m 703 745
Estonia 630 630 630 619 630 630 630 619 578 578 578 568
Finland 656 677 680 677 570 592 595 592 527 550 553 550
France 924 924 924 924 648 648 648 648 648 648 648 648
Germany 783 808 805 800 732 758 756 752 690 714 713 715
Greece 609 604 589 569 426 434 415 415 429 430 415 415
Hungary 583 583 604 601 555 555 604 601 555 555 604 597
Iceland 629 671 624 624 629 671 624 624 464 560 544 544
Ireland 915 915 915 915 735 735 735 735 735 735 735 735
Israel 731 731 820 840 579 579 598 644 524 524 521 570
Italy 744 739 770 752 608 605 630 616 608 605 630 616
Japan2 635 578 707 736 557 505 602 608 478 429 500 513
Korea 865 883 807 667 570 621 627 557 530 605 616 549
Luxembourg m 774 739 810 m 642 634 739 m 642 634 739
Mexico 800 800 800 800 1182 1047 1047 1047 m 848 843 838
Netherlands 930 930 930 930 867 750 750 750 867 750 750 750
New Zealand m m m 922 m m m 841 m m m 760
Norway 713 741 741 741 633 656 654 663 505 524 523 523
Poland2 m m 644 629 m m 572 555 m m 571 551
Portugal 779 765 779 747 634 623 634 609 577 567 634 609
Scotland 950 893 855 855 893 893 855 855 893 893 855 855
Slovak Republic m m 841 832 m m 652 645 m m 624 617
Slovenia m 627 627 627 m 627 627 627 m 570 570 570
Spain 880 880 880 880 713 713 713 713 693 693 693 693
Sweden m m m a m m m a m m m a
Switzerland 884 m m m 859 m m m 674 m m m
Turkey 720 720 720 720 504 504 504 504 567 567 567 504
United States2 m m m m m m m 981 m m m m

OECD average 765 771 771 772 679 677 679 694 617 644 640 643

OECD average  
for countries with  
2000, 2005, 2010  
and 2013 data

760 760 764 757 671 665 670 666 564 567 572 566

EU21 average for 
countries with  
2000, 2005, 2010  
and 2013 data

677 674 676 671 626 622 624 619 604 599 604 598

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina 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
China m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia m 1 000 1 000 1 000 m 1 200 1 200 1 200 m 1 200 1 200 1 200
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
Latvia 882 882 882 825 882 882 882 825 882 882 882 990
Russian Federation2 m 615 615 561 m 507 507 483 m 507 507 483
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

Notes: Data on years 2000 to 2013 for pre-primary education (i.e. columns 1-10) are available for consultation on line. Data on years 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2011 
and 2012 for primary education, lower secondary education and upper secondary education (i.e. columns 13-16; 18-19; 23-26; 28-29; 33-36; 38-39) are available for 
consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
2. Actual teaching time.
3. Year of reference 2011 instead of 2012 and 2013 for upper secondary education.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286263



INDICATOR D5

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015460

WHO ARE THE TEACHERS? 

• On average across OECD countries, 30% of primary school teachers were at least 50 years old in 2013. 
The average increases to 34% at the lower secondary level and to 38% at the upper secondary level.

• More than two out of three teachers and academic staff are women, on average across OECD countries; 
but the percentage of female teachers decreases as the level of education increases: 96% at the 
pre-primary level, 82% at the primary level, 68% at the lower secondary level, 58% at the upper 
secondary level, and 42% at the tertiary level.

• On average, 83% of teachers have moderate or good skills in using information and communication 
technologies (ICT) to solve problems.

 Context
�e demand for teachers depends on a range of factors, including the age structure of the school-age 
population, average class size, the required instruction time for students, the use of teaching assistants 
and other “non-classroom” sta� in schools, enrolment rates at the di�erent levels of education, and 
starting and ending age of compulsory education. With large proportions of teachers in several OECD 
countries set to reach retirement age in the next decade, and/or the projected increase in the size of 

Chart D5.1. Age distribution of teachers in primary education (2013)  
Distribution of teachers in educational institutions, by age group 

< 30 year-olds 30-39 year-olds 40-49 year-olds ≥ 50 year-olds
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1. Public institutions only.
2. Year of reference 2012.
3. Primary includes pre-primary and lower secondary.
4. Includes data on management personnel.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of teachers aged 50 years or older at the primary level.
Source: OECD. Table D5.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284530
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the school-age population, governments will be under pressure to recruit and train new teachers. 
Given compelling evidence that the calibre of teachers is the most signi�cant in-school determinant of 
student achievement, concerted e�orts must be made to attract top talent to the teaching profession 
and to provide high-quality training (Hiebert and Stigler, 1999; OECD, 2005).

Teacher-retention policies need to promote work environments that encourage e�ective teachers to 
continue teaching. In addition, as teaching at the pre-primary, primary and lower secondary levels 
remains largely dominated by women, this gender imbalance in the teaching profession and its impact 
on student learning warrant detailed study.

 Other findings
• In nearly all countries except Finland, Latvia and the Russian Federation, most teachers at the 

tertiary level are men.

• The United Kingdom has the largest proportion (29%) of primary teachers under the age of 30 of 
all countries with available data. By contrast, Greece and Italy have almost no primary teachers in 
that age group.

• Teachers in Korea use their ICT skills at work more than adults in any other country or sub-
national entity that participated in the Survey of Adult Skills, a product of the OECD Programme 
for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC). Korea also has one of the largest 
proportions of teachers with good skills in using ICT to solve problems. 

 Trends
Between 2005 and 2013, the proportion of secondary teachers aged 50 or older climbed by 3 percentage 
points, on average among countries with comparable data. �e increase is 10 percentage points or more 
in Greece, Korea, Portugal and Slovenia; Austria saw a 19 percentage-point increase in this proportion 
during the period. In countries that stand to lose a signi�cant number of teachers through retirement 
and whose school-age population is expected to remain the same or grow, governments will have 
to boost the appeal of teaching to upper secondary and tertiary students, expand teacher-training 
programmes and, if necessary, provide alternate routes to certi�cation for mid-career professionals 
intent on changing careers. Fiscal constraints – particularly those driven by pension obligations 
and health-care costs for retirees – are likely to result in greater pressure on governments to reduce 
academic o�erings, increase class size, integrate more self-paced, online learning, or implement some 
combination of these measures (Abrams, 2011; Peterson, 2010).
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Analysis
Age distribution of teachers
The age distribution of teachers varies considerably across countries and can be affected by a variety of factors, 
such as the size and age distribution of the population, the duration of tertiary education, or teachers’ salaries 
and working conditions. Declining birth rates, for example, may drive down the demand for new teachers; longer 
tertiary education can delay the entrance of teachers to the labour market. Competitive salaries and good working 
conditions may, in some countries, attract young people to teaching and, in others, help to retain effective teachers.

The age distribution of teachers is similar for the primary and secondary levels of education: about 82% of teachers 
are aged between 30 and 59. At the primary level, 30% of school teachers are at least 50 years old, on average across 
OECD countries. The proportion exceeds 40% in Germany, Greece and Italy. At the other end of the spectrum, in 
most countries with available data, only 15% or less of primary teachers are under the age of 30. Only in Belgium, 
Chile, China, Korea, Luxembourg, Turkey and the United Kingdom does the proportion of primary teachers under 
the age of 30 equal or exceed 20% (Chart D5.1).

Chart D5.2. Age distribution of teachers in upper secondary education (2013)  
Distribution of teachers in educational institutions, by age group 

1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Upper secondary includes programmes from post-secondary non-tertiary.
3. Upper secondary includes lower secondary.
4. Public institutions only.
5. Includes data on management personnel.
Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of teachers aged 50 years or older at the secondary level.
Source: OECD. Table D5.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284546
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At the lower secondary level, on average across OECD countries, 34% of teachers are at least 50 years old, of which 
7% are 60 or older. The proportion of lower secondary teachers aged 60 or older varies from 1% or less in China, 
Indonesia, Japan, Korea and Turkey, to 19% in Estonia and Italy. At the upper secondary level, the proportion of 
teachers aged 50 or older is 4 percentage points larger than it is in lower secondary education, on average across 
OECD countries. Only in Brazil (52%) and China (66%) are most upper secondary teachers below the age of 40. 

The ageing of the teaching force has a number of implications for countries’ education systems. In addition to 
prompting recruitment and training efforts to replace retiring teachers, it may also affect budgetary decisions. 
In most school systems, there is a positive link between teachers’ salaries and years of teaching experience. Thus, 
the ageing of teachers increases school costs, which, in turn, can limit the resources available to implement other 
initiatives (see Indicator D3).

Gender profile of teachers 

On average across OECD countries, more than two out of three teachers in all levels of education combined are 
women. The highest proportions of female teachers, however, are concentrated in the earlier years of schooling and 
shrink at each successive level of education. Indeed, women represent only 42% of the teaching staff at the tertiary 
level, on average across OECD countries.

In 33 of the 36 OECD and G20 countries with available data, 93% or more of pre-primary teachers are women. 
The exceptions are France, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom where 83%, 87% and 90% of pre-primary 
teachers, respectively, are women. In primary education, women occupy 82% of teaching positions, on average across 
OECD countries. This percentage varies widely, however, from 58% in Turkey to 99% in the Russian Federation 
(Chart D5.3).

Even though female teachers are still the majority in lower and upper secondary education, the proportion of male 
teachers is larger at these levels than at the pre-primary and primary levels. On average across OECD countries, 68% 
of teachers are women in lower secondary education. Indeed, female teachers comprise over half of the teaching 
staff at that level in all but one country with available data, Japan, where women represent 42% of the teaching 
staff. At the upper secondary level, the OECD average drops to 58%, and the proportion of female teachers varies 
considerably from 28% in Japan to 81% in Latvia. 

Chart D5.3. Gender distribution of teachers (2013) 
Percentage of women among teaching sta� in public and private institutions, by level of education

1. Some levels of education are included with others. Please refer to “x” code in Table D5.3 for details.
2. Public institutions only. For the Netherlands, private data are available and included for pre-primary education. For Israel, public institutions only for pre-primary and 
upper secondary education.
3. Includes data on management personnel.
4. Year of reference 2012.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of female teachers at the lower secondary level.
Source: OECD. Table D5.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284558
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At the tertiary level, the gender profile of teachers is reversed. Male teachers represent 58% of the teaching staff at 
that level, on average across OECD countries. As at the lower and upper secondary levels, Japan has the smallest 
share of female teachers at the tertiary level – 25%. Of the 26 OECD countries with available data, only one – 
Finland – has a larger share of female teachers (51%) than male teachers at this level. 

The potential impact of gender imbalance in the teaching profession on student achievement, student motivation and 
teacher retention is worthy of study, especially in countries where few men are attracted to the profession (Drudy, 2008; 
OECD, 2005; 2009). There is little evidence that a teacher’s gender has an impact on student performance (e.g. Antecol, 
Eren and Ozbeklik, 2012; Holmlund and Sund, 2008), but some research has shown that female teachers’ attitudes 
towards school subjects, such as mathematics, can influence their female students’ achievement (Beilock et al., 2009; 
OECD, 2014a).

In addition, school leadership does not reflect the gender balance among teachers (OECD, 2014a). While the 
proportion of male teachers in primary schools is relatively small in many countries, there is an over-representation 
of male principals, relative to male teachers, especially at that level of education. This suggests that male teachers 
tend to be promoted to principal positions more often than female teachers – which is surprising, given that most 
principals are former teachers, and most teachers are female.

Change in the age distribution of teachers between 2005 and 2013
The average annual growth rate between 2005 and 2013 in the proportion of secondary teachers aged 50 or older 
varied considerably among countries. In Austria, Korea, Portugal and Slovenia, it was more than 4%. The proportion 
of secondary teachers aged 50 or older increased the most in Korea, by an average of 8.5% per year. In France, 
Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg and the United Kingdom, the proportion of secondary teachers aged 50 or older 
decreased by an average of 1% or more per year during the period (Table D5.2).

In all countries, changes in the number of teachers should be balanced against changes in the school-age population. In 
countries with an increase in the school-age population over the period (see Indicator C1), new teachers will be needed 
to compensate for the significant number of staff hired in the late 1960s and 1970s who will reach retirement age over 
the next decade. Teacher-training programmes will likely have to grow in these countries, and incentives for students 
to enter the teaching profession may have to increase (see Indicator D6 in Education at a Glance [OECD, 2014b]). 

Skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies for problem solving
The 2012 Survey of Adult Skills, a product of the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult 
Competencies (PIAAC), measured problem-solving skills in technology-rich environments and estimated the 
frequency with which adults use those skills at work and at home. Greater proficiency in problem solving in 
technology-rich environments reflects both better problem-solving skills and better skills in using digital technology, 
communication tools and networks to acquire and evaluate information, communicate with others and perform 
practical tasks (PIAAC Expert Group in Problem Solving in Technology-Rich Environments, 2009).

The information gathered through the Survey of Adult Skills allows for the creation of an indicator that measures 
skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving. This indicator combines data about performance in the problem-
solving assessment and information about why some adults did not participate in the computer-based assessment 
and thus do not have a score in problem solving (see the Definitions section at the end of this chapter).

Teachers’ skills 
Based on data drawn from the Survey of Adult Skills, Chart D5.4 shows that, on average, 47% of teachers (defined 
as those who teach both pre-primary and primary school, primary teachers and secondary teachers) have good 
ICT and problem-solving skills (Group 4). This proportion ranges from 64% in Korea and 62% in England/
Northern  Ireland  (UK) to less than 30% in the Russian Federation (29%), Estonia (27%) and Poland (25%). On 
average across participating countries and sub-national entities, 83% of teachers have moderate or good ICT and 
problem-solving skills (Table D5.4a).

Teachers’ use of information and communication technologies at work
In the Survey of Adult Skills, respondents were asked if they had the computer skills needed to do their job. In all 
national and sub-national entities that participated in the survey, 87% of teachers replied that they did. In the 
Czech  Republic (99%) and Korea (97%) more than 95% of teachers replied affirmatively. In general, the use of 
ICT skills at work is around the average (index value of 1.9) in the Czech Republic, while it is the highest recorded 
(index value of 2.5) in Korea. By contrast, much lower percentages of teachers in Japan (63%) and Norway (72%) 
reported that they had the computer skills needed to do their job (Table D5.4b). 
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Chart D5.4. Teachers’ skills and readiness to use information  
and communication technologies for problem solving (2012) 

Survey of Adult Skills, teachers who teach both pre-primary and primary school,  
primary teachers and secondary teachers, 25-64 year-olds

Notes: Teachers who teach both pre-primary and primary school, primary teachers and secondary teachers refer to teachers who were currently working as teachers at the 
moment of the survey. �e bars may not add up to 100% because of the presence categories for which there are too few observations to provide reliable estimates. 
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Countries are ranked in descending order of the percentage of teachers with good ICT and problem-solving skills (Group 4).
Source: OECD. Table D5.4a. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284562
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Chart D5.5. Relationship between teachers’ use of information  
and communication technologies skills at work and pro�ciency in those skills (2012) 

Survey of Adult Skills, teachers who teach both pre-primary and primary school,  
primary teachers and secondary teachers, 25-64 year-olds

Notes: Teachers who teach both pre-primary and primary school, primary teachers and secondary teachers refer to teachers who were currently working as teachers at the 
moment of the survey. �e index of use of ICT indicates the frequency of use of ICT skills at work. �e higher the index, the more frequent the use of ICT skills at work. 
See the De�nitions section. 
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Tables D5.4a and D5.4b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284572
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Respondents were also asked about the level of ICT skills required at work. On average, 73% reported that 
moderate or complex ICT skills were required. These percentages ranged from below 55% in Poland (50%) and the 
Russian Federation (51%) to 85% or more in Korea (85%), the Netherlands (87%), Japan (88%) and Estonia (89%). 
Only 1% to 7% of teachers reported that complex ICT skills are required at work; the vast majority of teachers 
reported that moderate ICT skills are required (Table D5.4b).

Chart D5.5 shows the positive relationship between teachers’ use of ICT skills at work and the percentage of teachers 
with good ICT and problem-solving skills (Group 4). The proportion of teachers with good ICT and problem-solving 
skills (Group 4) tends to increase as teachers use those skills more at work. For example, in Poland 21% of teachers 
have good ICT and problem-solving skills (Group 4) and they use those skills at work less than the average (1.6 on 
the index of skills use at work, while the average is 1.9). By contrast, in Korea, 64% of teachers have good ICT and 
problem-solving skills (Group 4) and use their skills at work far more than the average (index value of 2.5) – the 
highest values among all countries and sub-national entities that participated in the survey. Estonia and Japan 
are the two outliers in this chart. Teachers in Estonia use ICT skills frequently at work (index value of 2.1), yet a 
relatively small proportion of teachers (27%) have good ICT and problem-solving skills, while the reverse is observed 
in Japan, where teachers use of ICT skills at work is below average (index value of 1.6) while a majority of teachers 
(55%) has good ICT and problem-solving skills (Tables D5.4a and D5.4b).

Definitions
ICT Skills required at work refers to the use of computers needed at work. Four levels of use are identified: “ICT 
skills not required at work” corresponds to individuals who reported they do not use a computer in their job; 
“Straightforward” indicates using a computer for routine tasks, such as data entry or sending and receiving e-mails; 
“Moderate” indicates using a computer for word-processing, spreadsheets or database management; and “Complex” 
indicates developing software or modifying computer games, programming using languages like java, sql, php or 
perl, or maintaining a computer network.

Index of use of ICT skills at work indicates the frequency of use of ICT skills at work. The higher the value on the 
index, the more frequent the use of ICT skills at work. The variable was derived from several questions from the 
background questionnaire of the Survey of Adult Skills, and has been transformed so that it has a mean of 2 and a 
standard deviation of 1 across the pooled sample of all participating countries. For more details, see page 143 of the 
OECD Skills Outlook 2013: First Results from the Survey of Adult Skills (OECD, 2013).

ISCED type of final qualification refers to the type of education qualification that a new teacher would be required 
to have to teach primary, lower secondary or upper secondary school (general programmes) in the public sector.

Skill groups refer to skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies (ICT) for problem 
solving in technology-rich environments. Each group is described in terms of the characteristics of the types of 
tasks that can be successfully completed by adults and the related scores in the assessment of problem solving in 
technology-rich environments in the Survey of Adult Skills.

• Group 0 (no computer experience)

• Group 1 (refused the computer-based assessment )

• Group 2 (failed ICT core stage 1 or minimal problem-solving skills – scored below Level 1 in the problem solving 
in technology-rich environments assessment)

• Group 3 (moderate ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 1 in the problem solving in technology-rich 
environments assessment)

• Group 4 (good ICT and problem-solving skills – scored at Level 2 or Level 3 in the problem solving in technology-
rich environments assessment)

Methodology
Data refer to the academic year 2012/13 and are based on the UOE data collection on education statistics administered 
by the OECD in 2013 (for details, see Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm). 
Data on teachers by age for 2005 may have been revised in 2015 to ensure consistency with 2013 data.

Data on skills and readiness to use ICT for problem solving are based on data from the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 
(2012), which was not specifically designed for teachers. The sample is smaller than in other indicators that use 
the whole population, explaining why standard errors are slightly higher than usual. Data should, therefore, be 
interpreted with caution. PIAAC is the OECD Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies. 
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Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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 regarding data from the Russian Federation in the Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) 

Readers should note that the sample for the Russian Federation does not include the population of the Moscow municipal 
area. The data published, therefore, do not represent the entire resident population aged 16-65 in Russia but rather the 
population of Russia excluding the population residing in the Moscow municipal area. More detailed information regarding 
the data from the Russian Federation as well as that of other countries can be found in the Technical Report of the Survey 
of Adult Skills (OECD, 2014c).
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Table D5.1. Age distribution of teachers (2013)
Percentage of teachers in public and private institutions, by level of education and age group, based on head counts

Primary Lower secondary Upper secondary

< 30 
years

30-39 
years

40-49 
years

50-59 
years

>= 60 
years

< 30 
years

30-39 
years

40-49 
years

50-59 
years

>= 60 
years

< 30 
years

30-39 
years

40-49 
years

50-59 
years

>= 60 
years

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Austria    12 20 31 34 3 7 17 27 45 4 6 20 32 37 5

Belgium    23 30 25 21 1 18 28 25 26 3 15 27 26 28 3

Canada1, 2 13d 32d 29d 22d 5d x(1) x(2) x(3) x(4) x(5) 13 32 29 22 5

Chile    22 30 20 20 7 21 28 19 21 9 20 29 20 22 9

Czech Republic    9 22 38 27 4 9 25 35 27 5 6 21 28 35 10

Denmark    x(6) x(7) x(8) x(9) x(10) 5d 30d 29d 25d 11d m m m m m

Estonia3 9 20 33 27 11 8 17 26 31 19 8d 18d 24d 31d 19d

Finland    9 29 32 26 4 9 31 31 25 5 5 21 31 31 12

France    8 36 32 23 1 9 33 31 23 5 4 22 36 29 8

Germany    7 22 26 31 14 7 19 23 35 15 4 22 29 32 13

Greece    0 25 27 46 3 1 20 41 34 3 1 18 41 36 4

Hungary4 7 23 36 33 1 6 23 33 36 2 7 31 30 28 5

Iceland    7 28 30 24 12 7 28 30 24 12 m m m m m

Ireland5    18 42 17 19 3 x(11) x(12) x(13) x(14) x(15) 8d 36d 27d 24d 5d

Israel5     16 36 27 18 3 11 31 31 22 6 10 29 27 23 12

Italy    0 9 35 43 13 0 8 29 44 19 0 3 24 57 16

Japan3 15 23 30 30 1 13 25 34 26 1 9d 24d 33d 30d 4d

Korea    21 39 24 13 2 13 33 32 22 1 12 32 28 27 1

Luxembourg    25 33 23 18 1 22 39 22 15 2 11 30 30 25 4

Mexico    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Netherlands5     18 26 20 29 8 14 23 21 31 11 9 18 22 37 14

New Zealand    12 23 26 27 13 11 23 24 28 14 10 22 25 29 15

Norway3 12 28 27 21 12 12 28 27 21 12 6d 20d 28d 27d 18d

Poland    10 26 41 22 2 10 36 33 20 2 8 33 30 23 7

Portugal3    2 31 33 31 3 1 25 41 30 3 3d 30d 38d 25d 3d

Slovak Republic    9 30 34 23 4 14 28 22 29 7 10 25 25 32 9

Slovenia    7 31 35 27 1 6 34 28 30 2 4 24 38 28 6

Spain    10 33 25 28 5 3 26 37 29 5 3 26 37 30 5

Sweden    6 25 29 24 15 6 25 29 24 16 6 23 27 27 17

Switzerland3    16 25 24 29 6 11 28 25 28 8 6d 23d 30d 31d 10d

Turkey    24 37 27 11 1 35 41 16 7 0 m m m m m

United Kingdom    29 32 23 13 3 22 33 24 18 4 17 29 25 21 7

United States    15 29 25 24 8 17 29 25 22 8 14 27 26 23 10

OECD average 13 28 28 25 5 11 27 28 27 7 8 25 29 29 9

EU21 average 11 27 30 27 5 9 26 29 29 7 7 24 30 31 9

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    17 36 33 13 2 18 35 30 15 3 18 34 30 16 3

China    21 35 27 17 0 22 42 28 8 0 26 40 28 6 0

Colombia    6 21 34 30 9 5 24 32 30 9 5 24 32 29 9

India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    19 25 26 30 0 14 26 41 19 0 14 32 36 18 0

Latvia    9 21 34 28 8 6 18 32 34 10 7 17 29 33 13

Russian Federation    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

South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

G20 average 16  29 28 23 4 16 30 28 22 5 12 27 30 25 6

1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Primary includes pre-primary.
3. Upper secondary includes programmes from post-secondary non-tertiary.
4. Includes data on management personnel.
5. Public institutions only. For Israel, public institutions only for upper secondary education.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286280
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Table D5.2. Age distribution of teachers (2005, 2013)
Percentage of teachers in public and private institutions, by level of education and age group, based on head counts

Secondary (2013) Secondary (2005)
Percentage of teachers  
aged 50 years or older

< 30 
years

30-39 
years

40-49 
years

50-59 
years

>= 60 
years

< 30 
years

30-39 
years

40-49 
years

50-59 
years

>= 60 
years

Average annual growth rate 
(2005-2013)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m m m m

Austria    7 18 30 41 4 7 22 45 25 1 7.2

Belgium    17 28 26 28 3 17 23 31 27 2 0.2

Canada1 13 32 29 22 5 m m m m m m

Chile    21 29 20 22 9 12 25 30 25 7 -0.8

Czech Republic    7 23 31 31 8 m m m m m m

Denmark    m m m m m m m m m m m

Estonia2 8d 17d 25d 31d 19d m m m m m m

Finland    7 25 31 28 9 8 25 30 32 5 0.1

France    6 28 34 26 7 12 29 24 34 1 -1.0

Germany3   6 20 25 34 14 3 18 26 44 9 -1.0

Greece    1 19 41 35 4 6 24 41 27 2 3.8

Hungary4 6 27 31 32 3 15 26 30 24 4 2.6

Iceland5    m m m m m 11d 27d 30d 25d 8d m

Ireland6 8 36 27 24 5 11 25 27 29 7 -2.8

Israel6 10 30 28 23 10 10 29 30 26 5 0.6

Italy    0 5 26 51 18 0 6 32 55 8 1.3

Japan2, 7 11d 24d 34d 28d 3d 9 28 40 21 2 3.7

Korea    13 32 30 24 1 17 30 40 12 1 8.5

Luxembourg8    15 33 27 22 3 18 25 26 29 2 -2.6

Mexico    m m m m m m m m m m m

Netherlands6, 8 12 21 21 34 12 10 17 31 37 5 1.1

New Zealand    10 22 25 28 15 14 21 29 29 8 2.0

Norway2 9d 24d 27d 25d 15d m m m m m m

Poland    9 34 31 21 5 16 33 29 19 3 2.1

Portugal2    2d 28d 39d 27d 3d 16 35 31 16 2 6.2

Slovak Republic    12 27 23 30 8 16 21 25 30 7 0.1

Slovenia    5 29 33 29 4 11 33 34 20 2 5.0

Spain    3 26 37 29 5 8 32 35 21 4 3.8

Sweden    6 24 28 26 16 10 24 24 30 13 -0.3

Switzerland2    9d 26d 27d 29d 9d 13 24 30 28 5 1.7

Turkey    35 41 16 7 0 m m m m m m

United Kingdom    19 30 25 20 6 15 24 28 31 2 -2.9

United States    16 28 25 23 9 17 26 23 26 8 -0.8

OECD average 10 26 28 28 8 12 25 31 27 5 ~

Average for countries 
with available data for 
both reference years

9 26 29 28 7 12 25 30 28 5 1.5

EU21 average 8 25 30 30 8 11 25 30 29 4 ~

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina    m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    18 34 30 15 3 m m m m m m
China    24 41 28 7 0 m m m m m m
Colombia    5 24 32 30 9 m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia    14 29 39 18 0 m m m m m m
Latvia    7 18 30 34 12 m m m m m m
Russian Federation    m m m m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m

G20 average 15  29 28 23 5 m  m  m  m  m  m  

1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Upper secondary includes programmes from post-secondary non-tertiary.
3. Year of reference 2006 instead of 2005.
4. Includes data on management personnel.
5. Secondary includes primary education.
6. Public institutions only. For Israel, public institutions only for upper secondary education.
7. Year of reference 2004 instead of 2005.
8. Secondary in 2005 only includes upper secondary education.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286291
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Table D5.3. Gender distribution of teachers (2013) 
Percentage of women among teaching staff in public and private institutions by level of education, based on head counts

Pre-
primary 

education Primary
Lower 

secondary

Upper secondary

Post-
secondary  

non-
tertiary

Tertiary

All levels  
of 

educationG
en

er
al
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m
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es
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nt

 le
ve

l

A
ll 

te
rt
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ry

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m 44 44 m

Austria    99 91 72 62 49 54 68 53 40 42 65
Belgium    97 82 63 62 62 62 46 x(10) x(10) 47 70
Canada1 x(2) 73d x(2) 73d x(4) 73 m 54 43 49 m
Chile    99 81 68 57 50 55 a m m m m
Czech Republic    100 97 74 59 59 59 96 81 38 38 75
Denmark    m x(3) 71d m m m m m m m m
Estonia2 100d 92 82 78 64d 72d x(5) m m m m
Finland    97 79 72 69 54 59 53 a 51 51 71
France    83 83 65 56 52 54 x(10) 39d 37d 37d 66
Germany    97 86 66 54 47 52 56 43 38 38 65
Greece    99 70 66 54 47 51 56 a 33 33 63
Hungary3 100 96 78 68 49 64 53 50 37 39 76
Iceland    94 82 82 m m m m m m m m
Ireland4 m 86 x(4) 71d m 71d m x(9) 44d 44 m
Israel4 99 85 79 70d x(4) 70 m m m m m
Italy    98 96 78 74 62 67 m a 37 37 m
Japan5 97 65 42 m m 28d x(6, 10) 47d 19d 25d 48
Korea    99 79 69 50 43 49 m 43 32 35 60
Luxembourg    97 76 57 57 45 52 m m m m m
Mexico    96 67 52 48 45 47 a m m m m
Netherlands4 87 86 51 51 51 51 51 (9) 43d 43 66
New Zealand    98 83 65 60 54 59 54 49 49 49 70
Norway2 93d 75 75 x(6) x(6) 52d x(6) x(6) 45 45 69
Poland    98 85 74 71 62 66 65 69 44 44 74
Portugal    99 79 71 68d x(4) 68 x(4, 9) a 44d 44d 70
Slovak Republic    100 90 76 74 71 72 67 64 44 45 76
Slovenia    98 97 79 70 64 67 a 47 38 40 75
Spain    95 76 58 55 47 52 m 45 40 41 m
Sweden    96 77 77 52 54 53 43 43 44 44 74
Switzerland    97 82 54 45 42d 43d x(5) m 33 33 60
Turkey    94 58 52 45 44 44 a 34 43 42 53
United Kingdom    90 87 63 63 59 62 a 48 44 44 69
United States    94 87 67 57d x(4) 57 x(10) x(10) x(10) 49d 70

OECD average 96 82 68 61 53 58 59 51 40 42 67

EU21 average 96 86 70 63 55 60 60 53 41 42 70

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil    96 90 70 62 51 60 46 43 45 45 72

China    97 60 51 49 49 49 x(10) 47d 44d 45d 58

Colombia    96 77 54 46d x(4) 46 64 x(9) 36d 36 61

India m m m m m m m m m m m

Indonesia    95 62 53 52 49 51 a (9) 39d 39 60

Latvia    99 93 84 85 70 81 70 68 54 56 83

Russian Federation    99 99 83d x(3) x(7, 8) x(3, 7, 8) 63d 73d 52 58d 82

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m

South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m

G20 average 95 78 62 57 50 53 55 47 40 42 64

Note: The data in “All levels of education” does not include early childhood educational development (ISCED 01).
1. Year of reference 2012.
2. Pre-primary includes early childhood education.
3. Includes data on management personnel.
4. Public institutions only. For the Netherlands, private data are available and included for pre-primary education.  For Israel, public institutions only for pre-primary 
and upper secondary education.
5. Upper secondary includes programmes from post-secondary non-tertiary.
Source: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286309
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Table D5.4a. Teachers’ skills and readiness to use information and communication technologies  
for problem solving (2012)

Teachers who teach both pre-primary and primary school, primary teachers and secondary teachers, 25-64 year-olds

Group 0 
(No computer  

experience)

Group 1 
(Refused  

the computer-based 
assessment)

Group 2 
(Failed ICT core test  

or minimal 
problem-solving skills

Group 3 
(Moderate ICT and 

problem-solving skills)

Group 4
 (Good ICT and 

problem-solving skills)

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia m m m m m m m m m m

Austria c c 8 (2.7) 8 (2.9) 43 (5.6) 41 (5.7)

Canada c c 2 (1.2) 11 (3.0) 33 (4.7) 55 (5.2)

Czech Republic c c 4 (2.5) 5 (3.0) 32 (10.4) 59 (11.0)

Denmark c c 1 (0.5) 15 (2.7) 42 (4.1) 42 (4.1)

Estonia c c 17 (3.5) 18 (4.3) 38 (5.2) 27 (4.5)

Finland m m m m m m m m m m

France m m m m m m m m m m

Germany c c c c 16 (5.4) 34 (6.6) 48 (7.3)

Ireland c c 12 (2.9) 13 (3.6) 43 (5.5) 33 (5.7)

Italy m m m m m m m m m m

Japan c c 6 (3.0) 9 (4.1) 30 (7.4) 55 (7.5)

Korea c c c c 4 (2.9) 32 (8.3) 64 (8.3)

Netherlands c c c c 5 (2.6) 39 (6.7) 55 (7.0)

Norway c c 2 (0.8) 8 (2.6) 39 (4.1) 50 (4.5)

Poland c c 27 (5.0) 21 (4.4) 27 (5.3) 25 (5.1)

Slovak Republic c c 14 (4.8) 11 (4.4) 41 (8.6) 33 (7.8)

Spain m m m m m m m m m m

Sweden c c 5 (2.2) 11 (3.3) 27 (5.9) 57 (6.1)

United States c c c c 7 (3.8) 41 (7.9) 50 (7.3)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) c c c c 17 (3.7) 38 (5.3) 44 (5.3)

England (UK) c c c c 6 (2.8) 31 (5.8) 63 (6.2)

Northern Ireland (UK) c c c c 6 (3.4) 36 (6.4) 57 (6.6)

England/N. Ireland (UK) c c c c 6 (2.7) 31 (5.6) 62 (5.9)

Average m m m m 11 (0.9) 36 (1.6) 47 (1.6)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 2 (1.4) 12 (6.1) 23 (7.4) 33 (9.6) 29 (8.3)

Note: Teachers who teach both pre-primary and primary school, primary teachers and secondary teachers refer to teachers who were currently working as teachers 
at the moment of the survey.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286310
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Table D5.4b. Teachers’ use of information and communication technologies at work,  
ICT skills required at work, and teachers’ confidence in their computer skills (2012)

Teachers who teach both pre-primary and primary school, primary teachers and secondary teachers, 25-64 year-olds

Index of use of ICT skills at work1
Moderate or complex ICT skills  

required at work2
I have the computer skills  

needed to do my job

Index S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

O
E
C
D National entities

Australia m m m m m m

Austria 1.7 (0.1) 56 (4.5) 90 (3.0)

Canada 2.0 (0.1) 73 (3.3) 94 (2.0)

Czech Republic 1.9 (0.1) 72 (6.5) 99 (0.8)

Denmark 1.7 (0.0) 63 (3.3) 83 (2.1)

Estonia 2.1 (0.1) 89 (2.6) 86 (3.0)

Finland m m m m m m

France m m m m m m

Germany 1.6 (0.1) 66 (5.1) 93 (2.7)

Ireland 1.6 (0.1) 55 (4.2) 85 (3.3)

Italy m m m m m m

Japan 1.6 (0.1) 88 (4.0) 63 (6.4)

Korea 2.5 (0.1) 85 (4.4) 97 (2.0)

Netherlands 1.9 (0.1) 87 (3.8) 91 (3.0)

Norway 1.8 (0.0) 83 (2.6) 72 (2.7)

Poland 1.6 (0.1) 50 (5.2) 85 (3.5)

Slovak Republic 1.8 (0.1) 74 (4.9) 93 (3.4)

Spain m m m m m m

Sweden 1.9 (0.0) 70 (3.9) 91 (2.5)

United States 2.3 (0.1) 75 (5.3) 89 (4.5)

Sub-national entities

Flanders (Belgium) 1.8 (0.0) 80 (3.6) 88 (2.6)

England (UK) 2.2 (0.1) 79 (5.0) 89 (2.9)

Northern Ireland (UK) 2.2 (0.1) 85 (3.9) 94 (2.5)

England/N. Ireland (UK) 2.2 (0.1) 80 (4.8) 89 (2.8)

Average 1.9 (0.0) 73 (1.1) 87 (0.8)

P
ar

tn
er

s Russian Federation* 1.9 (0.1) 51 (8.6) 88 (5.4)

Note: Teachers who teach both pre-primary and primary school, primary teachers and secondary teachers refer to teachers who were currently working as teachers 
at the moment of the survey.
* See note on data for the Russian Federation in the Methodology section.
1. The index of use of ICT indicates the frequency of use of ICT skills at work. The higher the index, the more frequent the use of ICT skills at work. See the Definitions 
section.
2. Other categories are: “ICT skills not required at work” and “Straightforward ICT skills required at work”.
Source: OECD. Survey of Adult Skills (PIAAC) (2012). See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286328
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WHAT EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT MECHANISMS 
ARE IN PLACE?
• National examinations are most prevalent at the upper secondary level (31 countries), while national 

assessments are more common at the primary (32 countries) and lower secondary (28 countries) 
levels.

• Evaluation of schools is the area most frequently reported to be highly influenced by school 
inspection, in spite of the fact that school inspection practices vary considerably across countries.

• Although teacher appraisals are legislated in 30 countries, and school leader appraisals are legislated 
in 22 countries, some countries with no such legislation use similar evaluation practices.

 Five or more subjects covered Exist, but number of subjects covered is unavailable
Three or four subjects covered No examination or no assessment
One or two subjects covered

Existence 
of national 
examinations

Primary 

Lower  
secondary
Upper  
secondary
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of national 
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 Legislated No appraisal
No appraisal, but have similar practices Missing

Existence of 
teacher appraisal

Primary 
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Existence of 
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Primary 

Lower  
secondary
Upper  
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1. Number of subjects covered in the assessment framework (subjects may be tested on a rotation basis).
Source: OECD. Tables D6.2a, b, and c, D6.6a, b, and c, D6.10a, b, and c, D6.12a, b, and c, D7.2 and D7.7, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284582

Chart D6.1. Evaluation and assessment mechanisms in public schools (2015) 
In general programmes

 Once a year or more often Inspections or self-evaluations required, but frequency unknown
Once every two years or three years Have self-evaluations that are not part of accountability system
Once every 3+ years No required inspections or self-evaluations
No requirement for the frequency of inspections or self-evaluations Missing

School 
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required as part 
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system
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 Context
Initially, evaluations in the education sector focused on specific programmes. As the field of evaluation 
developed, more and more components of the education system became targets for evaluation. Today, 
evaluation in education, based on data that is systematically and regularly collected, encompasses 
assessing the quality and effectiveness of programmes or projects, educators, including teachers and 
school leaders, and schools, school districts and school systems.

In education systems, data for evaluations are collected in a variety of ways: through student 
examinations and assessments, school inspections, school self-evaluations and reports of schools’ 
compliance with regional or national rules and regulations. Most countries use a combination of these 
mechanisms, sometimes as part of a larger system of accountability.

 Other findings
• Three countries reported conducting national examinations at the primary level, 14 countries 

reported conducting national examinations at the lower secondary level, and 31 countries reported 
conducting such examinations at the upper secondary level.

• The two most common purposes for national examinations at the upper secondary level are to 
determine student entry into tertiary education (27 countries) and for student certification, 
graduation or grade completion (24 countries).

• Twenty-eight countries reported having national or central-level assessments at the lower 
secondary level, while 11 countries reported that they had no national assessment at this level. 
National assessments are more common at the primary level (32 countries), although the number 
of subjects covered is larger at the lower secondary level.

• The two subjects most commonly covered in national assessments are reading, writing and 
literature, and mathematics.

• The three main uses of national assessments at the lower secondary level are to provide teachers 
with student diagnostic information (17 countries), to evaluate school performance (16 countries), 
and to provide parents with formative feedback (14 countries).

• In 30 countries, school inspections are a component of lower secondary school accountability 
systems. 

• School self-evaluation is reported to be a component of accountability systems in 27 countries. 
Seven countries reported that their schools engage in self-evaluations which are not part of the 
formal accountability system.

• While it is common for countries to report that examinations, assessments, school inspections and 
school self-evaluations play a significant role in evaluating school performance, these activities are 
less commonly used to evaluate teachers and school administrators.

 Trends
Between 2009 and 2015, there were only modest changes in the proportion of countries that reported 
having national examinations at the primary and lower secondary levels, while more countries 
reported using national examinations at the upper secondary level in 2015 than in 2009.

During the same period, there was a small increase in the number of countries that reported having 
national assessments at the lower secondary level and only minor changes in the proportion of schools 
that had national assessments at the primary and upper secondary levels.

The proportion of countries reporting that they require school inspections has not changed in recent 
years, although there was a slight increase in the proportion of countries that reported that school 
self-evaluations had become mandatory.
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Analysis
This Indicator presents data on the various mechanisms that countries may use for the evaluation and assessment 
of their education system. It builds upon earlier work in Education at a Glance 2011 (OECD, 2011), Indicator D5, 
which focused on accountability mechanisms. The scope of this Indicator was guided by the conceptual framework 
elaborated in the OECD Reviews of Evaluation and Assessment in Education (OECD, 2013) and by the INES Network 
for the Collection and Adjudication of System-Level Descriptive Information on Educational Structures, Policies 
and Practices (NESLI), part of the OECD Indicators of Education Systems (INES) programme. Teacher appraisal 
and school leader appraisal, which are discussed in Indicator D7, are also seen as activities that fit into the OECD 
framework for evaluation and assessment.

National examinations

National/Central examinations, which apply to nearly all students, are standardised tests of what students are expected 
to know or be able to do that have a formal consequence for students, such as an impact on a student’s eligibility to 
progress to a higher level of education or to complete an officially recognised degree. National examinations are 
most prevalent at the upper secondary level, while national assessments are most prevalent at the primary level 
(see Chart D6.1). While the data collected for this Indicator covers primary, lower secondary and upper secondary 
levels, the following discussion focuses on examinations at the upper secondary level.

Three out of 39 countries with available data reported having national examinations at the primary level, 14 countries 
reported having national examinations at the lower secondary level, and 31 countries reported having national 
examinations at the upper secondary level. Only eight countries reported that they had no national examination at 
the upper secondary level.

Twenty-three countries reported that it is compulsory for public schools to participate in national examinations 
at the upper secondary level, and 17 countries reported that government-dependent private schools are required 
to participate in the examinations at that level. Twenty-four countries reported that 100% of all public schools 
participate in national examinations, and five other countries reported that between 76% and 99% of schools 
participate. Seventeen countries reported that all government-dependent private schools participate in national 
examinations and another three countries reported that between 76% and 99% of their government-dependent 
private schools participate. Even if it is not mandatory for schools and/or students to participate in national 
examinations – for example in England, Finland and Poland – the vast majority of schools and students tend to do so 
(Table D6.1c).

National examinations are standardised at various levels, although most (26 countries) are standardised at the 
central level. In five countries examinations are standardised at the state level. 

Most countries develop their examinations at the national level or, in the case of federations, at the state or provincial 
level. England reported that private companies are involved in developing national examinations. By contrast, the 
responsibility for grading examinations usually includes or lies at the intermediate or local level.

National examinations cover a wide array of subjects or subject areas. At the upper secondary level, the most 
common exam subjects are reading, writing, and literature (all 30 countries with available data reported that 
they test this subject); mathematics (29 countries; Belgium [French Community] is the only subnational entity 
that does not test this subject); other languages (27 countries); natural sciences (26 countries); and social studies 
(26 countries). Arts (17 countries), information and communication technology (ICT) and technology (14 countries 
each) are also commonly covered. Religion (10 countries), physical education, and practical and vocational skills 
(9 countries each), and other subjects (6 countries) are less common.

The number of subjects covered by national examinations ranges widely, from 9 to 12 subjects in Denmark, England, 
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Scotland, the Slovak Republic and 
Slovenia, to two or three in Austria, Belgium (French Community), the Czech Republic, Estonia and the United States 
(Chart D6.1, Table D6.1c, and Table D6.2c, available on line).

Although all students are tested in reading, writing and literature in 22 of the 30 countries with available data, in six 
of the remaining countries students can choose to be tested in these subjects, while in Norway, only a selection of 
students are tested in these subjects. By contrast, 16 of the 26 countries that cover natural science in the examination 
allow students to decide whether or not to take the test. In six countries, all students are tested, while in Denmark, 
Italy and Norway, only selected students are tested. Twelve of 29 countries test all students in mathematics, while 
12 countries give students a choice, and four countries test only selected students (Table D6.2c, available on line).
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National examinations at the upper secondary level are most often used to determine entry into tertiary education 
(27 countries) and student certification, graduation or grade completion (24 countries) (Chart D6.2 and Table D6.1c).

Countries report results of national examinations in different ways. In many countries, results are not reported 
in isolation. They often include some type of contextual information since school performance outcomes and 
the characteristics of the student population are often correlated (OECD, 2013). This allows for comparisons 
at aggregate levels or by the characteristics of schools and of the student population. Specifically, ten countries 
indicate that results are context sensitive; in 27 countries, the results show the level of performance attained in the 
most recent year; 16 countries compare results with other groups or populations of students. No country, with the 
exception of Finland and the Slovak Republic (upper secondary level), indicated reporting the ranking of schools 
when communicating results. In fact, in a few countries steps are taken by the government/education authorities 
to prohibit or prevent the ranking of schools. However, 18 of 29 countries indicated that the media or other groups 
report upper secondary school rankings (Table D6.1c, and Table D6.4, available on line).

Thirty countries reported that results from national examinations are shared directly with others (i.e. information 
is received without having requested it) in addition to education authorities. “Others” include school administrators 
(28 countries), classroom teachers (22 countries), parents (20 countries) and students (29 countries). Twenty-five 
countries reported that they share results directly with the media and general public (Table D6.3, available on line).

Between 2009 and 2015, there were no significant changes in the number of countries that reported conducting 
national examinations at the primary level (data from 2009 were reported in Education at a Glance 2011 [OECD, 2011]). 
The French Community of Belgium reported that it established examinations at the lower secondary level in 2011, 
but they did not become compulsory until 2013.

More countries reported that they conduct national examinations at the upper secondary level in 2015 than what was 
reported for 2009 in Education at a Glance 2011 (OECD, 2011). National examinations were introduced at this level 
in Austria in 2014/15 for general programmes, and in 2015/16, Austria will introduce examinations for vocational 

Chart D6.2. Main purposes and uses of national/central examinations and assessments  (2015)  
In general programmes

Purposes and decisions are ranked in descending order of the number of countries reporting that they use examinations/assessments for these.
Source: OECD. Tables D6.1c and D6.5b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284598
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programmes. The French Community of Belgium and the Czech Republic introduced examinations at this level in 
2011. Spain and Turkey reported changes in their national examinations either because the examinations are now 
considered compulsory for all schools or because the purpose of the examinations had changed (see Annex 3 for 
more details).

National assessments

Like national examinations, national assessments are based on standardised student achievement tests. However, 
results from assessments do not have an impact on students’ progression through schooling or on certification.

Twenty-eight countries reported having national or central-level assessments at the lower secondary level, while 
11 countries reported that they have no national assessments at this level. National assessments are more common 
at the primary level (32 countries), although the number of subjects covered appears to be larger at the lower 
secondary level. National assessments are less common in upper secondary school (13 countries) where national 
examinations are more prevalent. The findings in this section focus on assessments at the lower secondary level 
unless otherwise indicated.

In most countries that conduct national assessments, all schools are required to participate. Seventeen countries 
reported that it is compulsory for all public schools to participate in national assessments; 14 countries reported 
that all government-dependent private schools are required to participate. In a handful of countries, only a sampling 
of schools was required to participate.  Seven countries sample public schools and five countries sample government-
dependent private schools. In Finland and the United States, national sample-based assessments are used to allow 
central authorities to evaluate the performance of the school system more broadly. The National Assessment of 
Educational Progress in the United States is administered by the federal government and is based on a sample of 
schools, allowing policy makers to monitor the relative performance of the school system and conduct extensive 
research (Chart D6.1, Table D6.5b, and Tables D6.5a and c, available on line).

National assessments are commonly standardised at the central level (22 countries), although in four countries 
the assessments are standardised at the state level, and in Canada the assessments are standardised at the level 
of provinces and territories. In most (23) countries, national assessments are developed at the national level or, 
in the case of federations, at the state or provincial level (three countries). Twenty-one countries reported that 
assessments are graded at the central or state level, while four countries reported that assessments are graded 
locally, often within the school itself. Two countries reported that the responsibility for grading includes both the 
central and school level.

National assessments cover a wide array of subjects, but the two most commonly covered at all levels of education 
are reading, writing and literature, and mathematics. All countries which have national assessments cover these two 
subjects at the primary level, while they are covered in nine out of ten countries at the lower and upper secondary 
levels. Other subjects commonly covered in assessments are natural sciences (by two out of three countries at the 
lower secondary level) and other languages (by three out of five countries at the lower, and half of the countries at 
upper secondary levels) (Table D6.5b, and Tables D6.5a and c, D6.6a, b and c, available on line). 

At the lower secondary level, while around three-quarters of countries with national assessments test all students in 
reading, writing and literature (19 of 25 countries) and mathematics (18 of 25 countries), the other quarter of the 
countries test only a selection/sample of students. The opposite is seen in natural sciences, where around a third of 
countries test all students (7 of 19 countries) (Table D6.6b, available on line). 

At the lower secondary level, many countries reported that reading, writing and literature (16 of 25 countries) and 
mathematics (15 of 25 countries) are tested annually, while eight in 25 countries reported that these subjects are 
tested on a rotation basis. In nine of 16 countries, other languages are tested annually; in four of those 16 countries, 
they are tested on a rotation basis and in three countries they are tested on some other basis. The remaining subjects 
are mostly tested in rotation. 

The three most commonly reported main purposes of national assessments at the lower secondary level are to 
provide teachers with student diagnostic information (17 countries), to evaluate school performance (16 countries), 
and to provide parents with formative feedback (14 countries) (Chart D6.2 and Table D6.5b).

Countries report results of lower secondary assessments in different ways. In twenty-five countries, the results 
show the level of performance for the most recent year; 26 countries compare the results with other groups or 
populations of students; and 11 countries report the results with other indicators of school quality (Table D6.5b).
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In 26 of 27 countries, results from national assessments are shared with external audiences in addition to education 
authorities. In all 26 countries, the results are shared directly with school administrators, and in 22 countries results 
are shared directly with classroom teachers. School administrators and teachers receive aggregated results; in a 
third of the countries, they also receive the results of individual students. In 23 countries, results from national 
assessments are shared directly with parents and/or students. In 24 countries, only aggregated results are shared 
directly with the media (Table D6.7, available on line).

Although education authorities do not report school rankings, 10 of 25 countries with available data indicated that 
the media or other groups prepare and publicise rankings of schools based on mean student performance in the 
national assessment (Table D6.8, available on line).

Only a few countries reported changes in their national assessments between 2011 and 2015. Austria introduced 
a national assessment at the primary and lower secondary levels in 2013, and the Czech Republic established an 
assessment in 2011/12 for their primary and lower secondary schools. Germany also expanded its national assessment 
(Ländervergleich) at the primary and lower secondary levels. The Slovak Republic reported that a national assessment 
was established in 2012 at the primary level, but only a small proportion of schools participate. Korea reported a 
number of changes in its primary school assessments over the years, including broadening the assessment to include all 
students in 1993, then opting for only sampling in 1998, and then reverting to all students in 2008. Since 2013, Korea 
has stopped administering an assessment at the primary level. In Mexico, the primary and lower secondary assessments 
were discontinued for the school year 2013/14, and resumed in the school year 2014/15 under a new scheme called 
PLANEA, which is currently underway. See Annex 3 for more details about recent changes in national assessments.

School inspection

A school inspection is a mandated, formal process of external evaluation that aims to hold schools accountable. It 
involves one or more trained inspectors who evaluate quality based on a standard procedure. The results of a school 
inspection are given to the school in a formal report and are used to identify strengths and weaknesses. The reports 
are often also shared with higher-level education authorities who use this information to evaluate schools and hold 
them accountable for the public resources they receive. In some countries, the inspectors’ reports are also made 
available to parents and the public.

School inspection practices vary considerably in how they are conducted, who controls the process and the areas 
that are inspected (see Tables D6.9, and Tables D6.10a, b, and c, available on line). Inspections may focus on such 
areas as compliance with rules and regulations, student achievement, staff, administration, curriculum and the 
school environment. Schools may be rewarded or sanctioned based on results from these inspections.

In 30 countries, lower secondary school inspections are a component of the school-accountability system 
(Chart D6.1). In nine countries, school inspections are a component of the school-accreditation process through 
which schools are granted recognition or credentials if they meet or exceed minimum standards. While school 
inspections commonly involve all schools, in 13 countries school inspections are targeted at low-performing schools. 
Hungary is developing a school-inspection system to be put in place in 2014/15. 

Twelve countries reported that public lower secondary schools are inspected at least once every three years. Six countries 
reported the same frequency of inspections in government-dependent private schools. Eight countries reported that 
public schools are inspected every two or three years; and four countries reported that they occur more frequently. 
Fifteen countries reported that public schools are inspected once every three of more years. In the Netherlands, 
although school inspections take place every four years, annual risk analysis can trigger more frequent inspections. 

In 20 countries, school inspections are reported to be highly structured, while in six countries inspections are 
partially structured, and in two countries inspections are unstructured. Sixteen countries reported that inspections 
are organised exclusively at the national level and six countries reported that they are organised only at the state 
level. Most school inspections are conducted by teams of inspectors (19 countries), but in six countries, inspections 
are conducted by a single person. School inspections cover a wide array of topics, most commonly compliance with 
rules and regulations, and quality of instruction, and least frequently, financial management (Chart D6.3, and 
Table D6.10b, available on line).

Results from school inspections are most commonly used to evaluate school performance, although they are also 
used to evaluate school administration and to determine whether or not to close schools or evaluate individual 
teachers. School inspections rarely affect decisions about remuneration and bonuses for teachers or school budgets 
(Chart D6.4, and Table D6.16, available on line).
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Twenty-six countries reported that results of school inspections at the lower secondary level are shared with external 
audiences; only two countries reported that these results are not shared. Table D6.10b, available on line, shows the 
external audiences that have direct or indirect access to school-inspection findings. 

School self-evaluation

In a self-evaluation, a school systematically reviews the quality of the instruction and education services provided 
and school outcomes. Formal self-evaluation activities are mandated by higher-level authorities. When schools are 
required to conduct self-evaluations, a set of questionnaires or tools usually structures the activity. Results from 
self-evaluations can be used to inform internal audiences, or they could be used to inform school inspectors or 
accreditation teams. In fact, self-evaluations are often designed in connection with an external evaluation activity, 
such as a school inspection or a school accreditation visit. The results are more suitable for use as the basis for 
improvement. Some of the advantages of self-evaluations are that they are less costly and results can be more easily 
interpreted in light of the local context. The main disadvantage is that results are often seen by external groups as 
less credible and less suitable for accountability purposes.

Twenty-seven countries reported that school self-evaluation at the lower secondary level is a component of their 
accountability systems, and three countries reported that their schools engage in self-evaluation practices which are 
not part of the formal accountability system. Four countries reported practicing school self-evaluation both as part 
of the accountability system and outside of it. Because school self-evaluations are less frequently overseen by central 
authorities, some countries were not able to report on how frequently schools conduct self-evaluations (Chart D6.1, 
Table D6.9, and Table D6.12b, available on line).

Chart D6.3. Distribution of areas addressed during school inspections  
and school self-evaluations (2015) 

In general programmes, lower secondary education
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Never MissingSometimesAlways
School inspections
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Areas are ranked in descending order of the number of countries reporting that these areas are always addressed during school inspections.
Source: OECD. Tables D6.10b and D6.12b, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284602
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School self-evaluations are required or regulated more often in public schools than in government-dependent 
private schools. Fifteen countries reported that their public schools conduct self-evaluations at least once a year, 
while eight countries reported that government-dependent private schools conduct these activities annually. While 
most schools use self-evaluations as the basis for improvement activities, 14 countries reported that school self-
evaluations are a component of the school-inspection process, and two countries reported that they are a component 
of an accreditation process. Chart D6.3 shows that the most common areas covered by school self-evaluations 
are student performance, quality of instruction, student satisfaction, and compliance with rules and regulations 
(Table D6.12b, available on line).

The number of countries reporting that school self-evaluation is a required part of the accountability system 
increased slightly in recent years. Self-evaluations are required in schools in the Flemish Community of Belgium 
since 2009; since 2013/14, self-evaluations have been conducted in lower secondary schools in Austria and Greece. 
They became mandatory in Ireland in 2012 and in Italy in 2014/15. In England, all schools are encouraged to 
conduct self-evaluations, although the statutory requirement to complete a standardised self-evaluation form 
was removed in 2010. In Scotland, local authorities are obliged by law to ensure continuous improvement in their 
schools. All schools are expected to evaluate their own work, but these procedures are not considered to be formal 
school self-evaluations. In Sweden, as in many other countries, school self-evaluations are expected or are required 
to be conducted regularly, although results are not systematically collected or analysed centrally.

In Finland, the municipalities have a statutory duty to participate in national evaluations as well as evaluate the 
education they provide. Forms and procedures of local evaluation can be decided locally. Self-evaluation of schools 
and education providers as well as national sample-based evaluations of learning outcomes play a key role in the 
Finnish evaluation system (or quality assurance system).

Nineteen of 22 countries reported that results from school self-evaluations are shared with external audiences, such 
as higher-level education authorities, school inspectors, parents or the general public. In 12 countries the results 
are shared directly with higher-level authorities, but 7 countries reported that results from self-evaluations are not 
shared with these authorities (Table D6.12b, available on line).

Compliance reporting
A large part of accountability involves schools submitting data and information to higher levels of authority. To 
a lesser extent, parents and students, as well as the general public, also need to know about the extent to which 
their schools comply with established laws and regulations. Compliance reporting aims to confirm that schools are 
adhering to these laws and regulations. 

Given the nature of internal reporting, a considerable portion of regulatory accountability is not available for public 
scrutiny, although some of the information that schools submit may appear in reports released to parents, students 
or the general public.

Countries were asked whether they report data on eight specific domains to education authorities (Table D6.13, and 
Tables D6.13a and b, available on line). Nearly all (34) countries indicated that public schools report data on student 
populations to regional or national authorities. Public schools also report data to regional or national authorities on 
facilities and grounds (27 countries), teacher qualifications/credentials (25 countries), curriculum (24 countries), 
closing budget or financial audit from previous year (23 countries), safety issues (23 countries), issues related to 
governance (20 countries), and proposed budget for the subsequent year (19 countries).

The local school board is another common recipient of the data and information schools provide as part of reporting; 
parents, students and the general public are least likely to receive this information. This is not surprising, given 
that compliance reporting is all about demonstrating accountability to higher-level authorities. While national 
and regional education authorities typically receive data on students and teachers, they are less likely to request 
data on school governance and future budgets, which are more important for local authorities or school boards. 
Data concerning safety issues is more commonly reported to lower-level education authorities than to regional or 
national authorities.

Government-dependent private schools are more likely to report compliance data to their school boards compared 
with public schools, which also report to local, regional and national education authorities.

Although a number of countries still file “hard copy” compliance reports on paper, most countries now use Internet-
based forms to submit compliance-related data. Thirty-one of 32 countries indicated that they use Internet-based 
reporting for at least some student data, and 20 countries reported that they use Internet reporting to submit data on 
teacher qualifications, curriculum, and facilities and grounds in public schools (Tables D6.14a and b, available on line).



chapter D THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT AND ORGANISATION OF SCHOOLS

D6

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015482

School influence or control over evaluation and assessment activities

Generally, schools have little or no influence on national examinations and, in some countries, only marginal influence 
on national assessments. Schools have little or no influence in designing or controlling school inspections. These 
inspections are devised by higher-level authorities and are conducted by external inspectors. By definition, school 
self-evaluations are largely controlled by individual schools. The influence of local schools on teacher and school leader 
appraisals varies considerably from country to country (see Indicator D7) (Table D6.17, available on line).

Influence and use of evaluation and assessment mechanisms

Chart D6.4 shows the relative influence of four key evaluation activities and how these activities affect five general 
decisions. Country responses on how evaluation activities are related to decisions concerning school budgets and 
teachers’ salaries are shown in Table D6.16 (available on line).

While it is common for countries to report that examinations, assessments, school inspections and school self-
evaluation have considerable influence on the evaluation of school performance, these mechanisms and activities 
are less frequently conducted to evaluate administrators and teachers.

School inspection is the activity most directly linked to evaluation of school performance: 13 countries reported that 
school inspections have a high influence on the evaluation of schools. Examinations and assessment results were each 
reported to have no influence in 10 countries. While seven countries reported that results from school inspections have 
a high influence on decisions about school closure, the other evaluation activities seem to have little or no influence on 
such decisions. Evaluation of individual teachers is not highly influenced by any of the mechanisms.

Chart D6.4. Level of in�uence of various evaluation and assessment mechanisms (2015) 
In general programmes, all levels of education

Actions/Rewards/Sanctions are ranked in descending order of the number of countries reporting that national/central examinations have a high level of in�uence on these decisions.
Source: OECD. Table D6.16, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284612
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Summative and/or formative

Chart D6.5 contrasts the extent to which countries see four general evaluation activities as either formative 
or summative in nature. The purpose of formative evaluation is to “improve”, while the purpose of summative 
evaluation is to “prove”. Formative evaluations examine implementation and aim to obtain information that 
can be used to help improve the effectiveness of a teacher, a programme or a school. They are more relevant for 
internal audiences. Summative evaluations are often conducted at the end of a programme or at least at a time 
when long-term outcomes are available. Summative evaluations are closely linked to accountability to higher-level 
education authorities and audiences outside the school.

National examinations are predominantly seen as summative, in that they inform decisions about student 
matriculation, advancement or placement. National assessments are seen as both formative and summative. 
School inspections are frequently used for both formative (18 countries) and summative (14 countries) purposes. 
Meanwhile, 20 countries indicated that they use school self-evaluations for formative purposes; only 7 countries 
reported using school self-evaluations for summative purposes (Table D6.18, available on line).

Chart D6.5. Extent to which evaluation and assessment activities are used for formative  
and/or summative purposes (2015) 

In general programmes, all levels of education

Source: OECD. Table D6.18, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284624
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Definitions
Accountability means “to take account of”. It refers to the interaction, in a hierarchical relationship, between those 
who have power and those who are delegated authority. Those who are delegated authority have to report on what 
they are doing with this authority or responsibility. In its simplest sense, accountability can refer to information and 
transparency in operations and outcomes. Regulatory (compliance) accountability concerns adherence to relevant 
laws and regulations.

Evaluation refers to the process of determining the merit, worth, value or performance of something.

National assessments are based on standardised student achievement tests. However, national assessments do not 
affect students’ progression through school or certification.

National examinations are standardised student tests that have a formal consequence for students, such as an impact 
on a student’s eligibility to progress to a higher level of education or to complete an officially-recognised degree.
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School inspection is defined as a mandated, formal process of external evaluation with the aim of holding schools 
accountable. Formal school inspection is not conducted by internal staff, parents, the community or the media.

School self-evaluation refers to an activity in which schools systematically review the quality of the instruction and 
education services provided, as well as school outcomes. This activity involves internal evaluation that is formative 
in nature.

Methodology
Data are from the 2014 OECD-INES Survey on Evaluation and Assessment and refer to the school year 2014/15. 

Notes on definitions and methodologies for each country are provided in Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/
education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table D6.1c. National/central examinations at the upper secondary level (2015) 
In general programmes
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O
E
C
D Australia Yes S m m a m m m m m m m m

Austria Yes C 2 6, 12 G C 2014/15 Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, RWL, OL
Belgium (Fl.) No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Belgium (Fr.) Yes S 3 12 G C 2011 Yes Yes 1 1 0 RWL, SS
Canada No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Chile Yes C 12 12 a N 1966 No No m m m MAT, NS, RWL, SS
Czech Republic Yes C 2 2, 5 M C 2011 Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, RWL, OL
Denmark Yes C 1 1 a N m Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, ICT, TEC, ART, REL
England Yes C 1, 2, 10 2, 10 G, M C 1988 No No 1 1 a MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, ICT, TEC, ART, REL, PVS
Estonia Yes C 2 2 a C 1996/97 Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, RWL, OL
Finland Yes C 2 2, 6 G, M N 1852 Yes Yes 1 1 a MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, REL
France Yes C 1 1, 8 G C 1808 Yes No 1 m 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, ICT, TEC, ART, PVS, OTH
Germany Yes S 3 5, 6, 7, 8 G, M C m Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, ICT, ART, REL
Greece Yes C 1 12 a N 2000 Yes a 1 a 18 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, ICT, TEC, ART
Hungary Yes C 1 1 a C 2005 Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL
Iceland No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Ireland Yes C 2 2 a C 1924 Yes a 1 a 1 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, TEC, ART, REL, PVS
Israel Yes C 1 1, 8 G C 1948 No No 2 m a MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, TEC, ART, REL, PVS, OTH
Italy Yes C 1, 12 5, 8 O C 1923 Yes a 1 a m MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, ICT, TEC, ART
Japan No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Korea Yes C 1, 2 1, 2 a N 1994 No No 2 2 m MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, TEC, REL
Luxembourg Yes C 1 6, 7 G C 1848 Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, ICT, TEC, ART, PVS
Mexico No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Netherlands Yes C 1 11 G N 1968 Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, ART
New Zealand Yes C 2 2, 5, 6, 7 G, M C 2002 No a 2 a 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, ICT, TEC, ART, REL, PVS, OTH
Norway Yes C 1 1 a C 2007 Yes No 1 2 m MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, ICT, TEC
Poland Yes C 1, 4 1, 4 a N 2005 Yes Yes 2 2 a MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, ICT, ART, OTH
Portugal Yes C 2 1, 2 a C 1996 Yes Yes 1 1 0.07 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, ART, OTH

Scotland Yes C 2 2, 5 G, M C
1999/ 
2000

No a 1 a 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, ICT, TEC, ART, REL, PVS

Slovak Republic Yes C 1, 2 1, 5 M N 1868 Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, ICT, ART, REL, OTH
Slovenia Yes C 2 2 a N, C 1995 Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, ICT, TEC, ART, PVS
Spain Yes S 3 12 O C 1975 Yes Yes 1 1  m MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, TEC, ART
Sweden No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Switzerland No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Turkey Yes C 2 2 a N 1974 No a 2 a 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL
United States Yes S 3 3 a m 2001 Yes a 1 a 0-5 MAT, NS, RWL

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil No a a a a a a a a a a a a

Colombia Yes C 2 2 a C 1968 Yes Yes 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL

Latvia Yes C 2 2 a N 1999 Yes Yes 1 1 10 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, ICT, PVS

Locus of authority for developing/marking/grading examinations
1: Central authority or government
2: Central agency responsible for assessment or certification 
3:  State education authorities or governments
4:  Provincial/regional education authorities or governments
5:  School, school board or committee
6:  The students’ own teacher
7:  Another teacher from within the school
8:  A teacher from another school
9:  Subject/discipline association
10:  Private company
11:  Depends on the subject
12:  Other

Mechanisms to ensure reliability of marking across students
G:   Availability of national guidance materials for marking student performance  

on the examination
M:  Moderation of marking
O:  Other

Percentage of schools administering examinations
1: All schools
2: Between 76% and 99% of schools
3: Between 51% and 75% of schools
4: Between 26% and 50% of schools
5: Between 11% and 25% of schools
6: 10% or less of schools

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 
for additional information.
Columns showing the main purposes and uses of national/central examinations (i.e. columns 14-21), as well as the features used when reporting results  
(i.e. columns 22-28) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286347
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Table D6.5b. National/central assessments at the lower secondary level (2015) 
In general programmes

 

Ex
is

te
nc

e

St
an

da
rd

is
ed

 a
t t

he
 ce

nt
ra

l (
C)

, s
ta

te
 (S

),
 

re
gi

on
al

 (R
), 

sc
ho

ol
 (S

C)
 o

r o
th

er
 (O

)  
le

ve
l o

f g
ov

er
nm

en
t

Lo
cu

s 
of

 a
ut

ho
ri

ty
 a

t w
hi

ch
  

th
ey

 a
re

 d
ev

is
ed

/d
ev

el
op

ed

Lo
cu

s 
of

 a
ut

ho
ri

ty
 a

t w
hi

ch
  

th
ey

 a
re

 g
ra

de
d/

m
ar

ke
d

M
ec

ha
ni

sm
s 

to
 e

ns
ur

e 
re

lia
bi

lit
y 

 
of

 m
ar

ki
ng

 a
cr

os
s 

st
ud

en
ts

 if
 m

ar
ki

ng
 

un
de

rt
ak

en
 a

t t
he

 s
ch

oo
l l

ev
el

Ba
se

d 
on

 n
or

m
-r

ef
er

en
ce

 (N
) o

r 
cr

it
er

io
n-

re
fe

re
nc

e 
(C

) t
es

t

Ye
ar

 fi
rs

t e
st

ab
lis

he
d

Compulsory 
for schools to 

administer

Percentage 
that 

administer 
them

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f s
tu

de
nt

s 
ex

em
pt

ed
 fr

om
 

ta
ki

ng
 th

em
 (%
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Subjects covered:
Mathematics (MAT) ,
Natural sciences (NS),

Reading, writing and literature (RWL), 
Social studies (SS), 

Other languages (OL), 
Physical education and health (PE),

Information & communication technology (ICT), 
Technology (TEC), 

Arts (ART), 
Religion/Ethics/Moral education (REL), 
Practical and vocational skills (PVS) or 

Other subject (OTH)
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

O
E
C
D Australia Yes C 11 2, 10 a C 2004 All All 1 1 2 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, ICT

Austria Yes C 2 2 a C 2012 All All 1 1 3.5 MAT, RWL, OL
Belgium (Fl.) Yes S 3, 11 3, 11 a C 2004 Sample* Sample* 5 x(10) m MAT, NS, OL, ICT, OTH
Belgium (Fr.) Yes S 3 11 G C 2009 All All 1 1 0 SS
Canada Yes C, S 1 1 a C 2007 Sample Sample 5 6 3 MAT, NS, RWL
Chile Yes C 2 2 a C 1988 All All 1 1 8 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, PE, TEC
Czech Republic Yes C 2 2 a C 2011/12 Sample Sample 4 4 2 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL
Denmark Yes C 1 1 a C 2010 All Not all 1 2 m NS, RWL, OL
England No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Estonia No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Finland Yes C 2 7 G C 1998 Sample Sample 6 6 a MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, ART, REL, PVS, OTH
France Yes C 1 1 a C 2003, 2007 Sample Sample 6 6 2 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL
Germany Yes S 2 4 a C 2009 Sample Not all 6 m <1 MAT, NS, RWL, OL
Greece No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Hungary Yes C 1 1 a C 2001 All All 1 1 0 MAT, RWL
Iceland Yes C 2 2 a N 2009 All All 1 1 8 MAT, RWL, OL
Ireland No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Israel Yes C 1 1 a N 2001/02 All All 4 4 5 MAT, NS, RWL, OL
Italy Yes C 2 2 a N 2007 All a 1 a 0 MAT, RWL
Japan Yes C 1 1 a N 2007 Not all a 1 a 0 MAT, NS, RWL
Korea Yes C 1, 2 1, 2 a C 1986 All All 1 1 m MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL
Luxembourg Yes C 1, 11 1, 11 a C 2007 All All 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, OL
Mexico Yes m m m m m m m m m m m m
Netherlands No a a a a a a a a a a a a
New Zealand Yes C 1 7, 8 G, M C 2010 All a 1 a 0 MAT, RWL
Norway Yes C 1 1, 7 G N 2004 All All 1 1 3 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL
Poland No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Portugal No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Scotland No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Slovak Republic Yes C 2 2 a N 2003 All All 1 1 5 MAT, RWL
Slovenia Yes C 2 2,  6 O N, C 2006 All All 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, PE, TEC, ART, REL
Spain Yes S 3 3 G C 2008 Not all Not all m m 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL, TEC, ART, OTH
Sweden Yes C 2 7, 8, 9 G C 1998 All All 1 1 m MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL
Switzerland No a a a a a a a a a a a a
Turkey No a a a a a a a a a a a a
United States Yes C 1, 2 1, 2 a C 1969 Sample a 5 a a MAT, NS, RWL, SS, ICT, TEC, ART

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil Yes C 1 1 a C 1990, 2005 Not all a 3 a 20 MAT, RWL

Colombia Yes C 2 2 a C 2009 All All 1 1 0 MAT, NS, RWL, SS, OL

Latvia No a a a a a a a a a a a a

Locus of authority for developing/marking/grading national assessments
1:    Central authority or government
2:    Central agency responsible for assessment or certification 
3:    State education authorities or governments
4:    State agency responsible for assessment or certification 
5:    Provincial/regional education authorities or governments
6:    School, school board or committee
7:    The students’ own teacher
8:    Another teacher from within the school
9:    A teacher from another school
10: Private company
11: Other
Mechanisms to ensure reliability of marking across students
G: Availability of national guidance materials for marking student performance on the assessments
M:  Moderation of marking
O: Other

Compulsory for schools to administer
All:  Yes, for all schools
Sample:  Yes, for the schools in the representative sample used
Not all:  No, not for all schools
Sample*: No, not for all schools in the representative sample used 

Percentage of schools administering assessments
1:  All schools
2:  Between 76% and 99% of schools
3:  Between 51% and 75% of schools
4:  Between 26% and 50% of schools
5:  Between 11% and 25% of schools
6:  10% or less of schools

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 
for additional information.
Columns showing the main purposes and uses of national/central assessments (i.e. columns 14-20), as well as the features used when reporting results  
(i.e. columns 21-27) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286352
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Table D6.9. [1/2] School inspection and school self-evaluation at the lower secondary level (2015) 
In general programmes
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Public

Government-
dependent 

private Public

Government-
dependent 

private
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m m m

Austria No a a a a a a a a a

Belgium (Fl.) Yes 6 6 12.5 12.5 Yes H Yes 2 Team

Belgium (Fr.) Yes 5 5 33 33 Yes H No 2 Single

Canada m m m m m m m m m m

Chile Yes 4 4 m m No H Yes 1 Team

Czech Republic Yes 6 6 25 25 Yes H Yes 1 Team

Denmark No a a a a a a a a a

England Yes 6 6 25 25 No H Yes 1 Team

Estonia Yes 6 6 m m No H No 1 Single

Finland No a a a a a a a a a

France Yes 6 6 m m No P No 1 Single

Germany Yes 4 1 50 m No H No 2 Team

Greece Yes 4 a m a No U Yes 3 Team

Hungary Yes 6 6 m m No H No 1 Team

Iceland Yes 6 6 7 m No H No 5 Team

Ireland Yes 4 a 81 a Yes H Yes 1 Mixed

Israel Yes 2 3 100 100 Yes H Yes 1 Single

Italy No a a a a a a a a a

Japan No a a a a a a a a a

Korea Yes 5 5 33 33 No P No 1, 3 Team

Luxembourg No a a a a a a a a a

Mexico Yes 2 a 50 a Yes U No 2 Single

Netherlands Yes 6 6 100 100 No P Yes 1 Team

New Zealand Yes 5 a 33 a No P Yes 1 Team

Norway Yes 6 6 15-20 5 No P No 1 Team

Poland Yes 6 6 20 20 No H Yes 1, 3 Team

Portugal Yes 6 1 25 a No H No 1 Team

Scotland Yes 6 a 10 a No H No 1 Team

Slovak Republic Yes 6 6 20 20 No H No 1 Team

Slovenia Yes 6 6 35 m No H No 1 Mixed

Spain Yes 2 2 100 100 No H No 2 Single

Sweden1 Yes 6 6 33 33 No P Yes 1 Mixed

Switzerland Yes m m m m m m m m m

Turkey Yes 5 a 33 a No H No 3 Team

United States Yes m a m a Yes m Yes 2, 5, 6 Team

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil No a a a a a a a a a

Colombia Yes 3 3 25 100 Yes H Yes 3 Team

Latvia Yes 1 1 a a Yes H No 2 Mixed

Frequency of school inspections /self-evaluations
1:  There is no requirement for school inspections /self-evaluations
2:  More often than once a year
3:  Once a year
4:  Once every two years
5:  Once every three years
6:  Once every three or more years

Levels of government
1:  Central authority or government
2:  State authorities or governments
3:  Provincial/regional authorities or governments
4:  Sub-regional or inter-municipal authorities or governments
5:  Local authorities or governments
6:  School, school board or committee

Extent to which structured
H: Highly structured
P: Partially structured
U: Unstructured

Note: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 for 
additional information.
1. Year of reference for school inspection is 2014.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286369
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Table D6.9. [2/2] School inspection and school self-evaluation at the lower secondary level (2015) 
In general programmes

School self-evaluation
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Public

Government-
dependent 

private Public

Government-
dependent 

private
  (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m m m m

Austria Yes No 3 3 100 100 No No P No 1

Belgium (Fl.) Yes Yes m m m m Yes No U No 6

Belgium (Fr.) No No a a a a a a a a a

Canada m m m m m m m m m m m

Chile No No a a a a a a a a a

Czech Republic Yes No 3 3 100 100 No No P No 6

Denmark Yes No 5 5 33 33 No No P No 5

England No No a a a a a a a a a

Estonia Yes No 5 5 33 33 No No U No 6

Finland No Yes a a a a a a a a a

France Yes No 3 6 100 m Yes No P No 1

Germany Yes m 1 1 m m No No m No m

Greece Yes No 3 3 100 100 Yes No H No 1

Hungary Yes No 6 4 0 0 Yes No H No 6

Iceland Yes No 3 3 100 100 Yes No U No 6

Ireland Yes Yes 3 a 100 a Yes No P No 1

Israel Yes No 3 3 100 100 Yes No P No 1, 4, 6

Italy Yes No 3 a 100 a No No P No 1

Japan Yes No 2 a 100 a No No m No 6

Korea Yes No 5 5 33 33 No No P No 1, 3

Luxembourg No No a a a a a a a a a

Mexico No No a a a a a a a a a

Netherlands Yes m 1 1 a a Yes No U No 6

New Zealand Yes No 1 a 100 a No No U No 6

Norway Yes No 3 3 100 100 Yes No P No 1, 5, 6

Poland Yes No 3 3 100 100 Yes No U Yes 6

Portugal Yes Yes m m m m Yes No P No 6

Scotland No No a a a a a a a a a

Slovak Republic Yes No 3 3 100 100 Yes No P No 1

Slovenia Yes No 3 m 100 m Yes No U No 6

Spain No Yes a a a a a a a a a

Sweden1 No Yes a a a a a a a a a

Switzerland Yes No m m m m m m m m m

Turkey Yes No 3 a 100 a No No H No 1

United States Yes Yes m a m a m Yes m m 2, 5, 6

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil No m a a a a a a a a a

Colombia Yes No 3 m 100 m Yes No H No 6

Latvia Yes No 6 6 100 100 No Yes H No 6

Frequency of school inspections /self-evaluations
1:  There is no requirement for school inspections /self-evaluations
2:  More often than once a year
3:  Once a year
4:  Once every two years
5:  Once every three years
6:  Once every three or more years

Levels of government
1:  Central authority or government
2:  State authorities or governments
3:  Provincial/regional authorities or governments
4:  Sub-regional or inter-municipal authorities or governments
5:  Local authorities or governments
6:  School, school board or committee

Extent to which structured
H: Highly structured
P: Partially structured
U: Unstructured

Note: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 for 
additional information.
1. Year of reference for school inspection is 2014.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286369
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Table D6.13. Public school compliance-oriented reports, by domains and receiving groups (2015) 
In general programmes

The table shows for each country the group(s) to which public schools are expected to submit compliance-oriented reports on a given domain. 
Reading columns 1, 9 and 17: In Israel, public schools are expected to submit student data reports to the school board (S), to the municipal or local government/education 
authority (L), to the regional and national government/education authority (R, N) as well as parents, students (P) and the general public (G).

School board (S) or   
Municipal or local government/ 

education authority (L)

Regional government/ 
education authority (R) or  

National government/ 
education authority (N)

Parents and students (P)  
or General public (G)
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Austria L L S, L No L L L No R, N R, N R, N No R, N R, N R, N No m m m No m m m No

Belgium (Fl.) S S S S, L S, L S S S N N N N N No N N No No P No No P No P, G

Belgium (Fr.) S, L L No S, L S, L S, L S, L No R, N R, N No R, N R, N R, N R, N No No No No No No No No No

Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Chile L L L L L L L L N N N N N No No No No No No No No No No No

Czech Republic S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L R R R R R R R R P, G No P, G No No P P No

Denmark S, L L S, L m m S, L S, L S, L R, N No N No N N N N G No P, G No No No No No

England S, L S S S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L N No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No

Estonia L S S S S S, L S S N No N No No No No No G G No No No No No No

Finland L L m m m m m m No No No No No No No No m m m m m m m m

France No No L S, L No No No No R, N R, N R, N R R, N R, N R, N R, N No No P, G No No No No No

Germany S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L m R R R R R R No m P, G No P, G P, G No No No m

Greece L S, L S, L S, L S, L No S, L S, L R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N No R, N R, N No No P P, G P, G No No No

Hungary No No No No No No No No N No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No

Iceland S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L N N N No No No No N No No P, G No No No No No

Ireland S S S S S S S S R, N R, N R, N R R R R, N R, N No No No No No No No P

Israel S, L S, L S, L L S, L S, L S, L No R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N No P, G No P P P No P No

Italy L No S S, L L S S No R, N R, N R, N N R No No No No No No No No No No No

Japan m m m m m m m m N No No N N No No No m m m m m m m m

Korea L L S, L S, L L S, L S, L S, L R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N G G G G G G G G

Luxembourg No No No No No No No No N N N N N N No N No No No No No No No No

Mexico S S No No S No No No R, N R, N No No R, N No No No G No No No No No No No

Netherlands S S S S S S S S N No No N N No N N No No P P No No No No

New Zealand S S S S S No S S N N No No No No N No No No No No No No No No

Norway m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Poland L L No L L L L L N N No N N No N N m m m m m m m m

Portugal S No S, L S, L S S S S, L R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N No No P P No No No P

Scotland L No L L No No L No N No No No No No No No G No P, G No No No No No

Slovak Republic S, L No S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L R, N N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N No No No No No No No No

Slovenia S, L S, L S, L S S, L S, L S S, L N N N No N N N N P, G No P, G P P, G No G G

Spain S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N P P P P P P P P

Sweden m m m m m m m m N No m No No No N No m m m m m m m m

Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Turkey L No L L L L L L R, N No R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N No No No No No No No No

United States S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L R, N R R, N R, N R R R R P, G No No P No P, G P, G No

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil L L L L L L L L R, N R, N R R R, N R R R No No No No No P P No

Colombia S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N No P P, G P, G P No P, G No

Latvia S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L S, L R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N R, N No No P, G P, G No No No No

Note: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 for 
additional information.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286378
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WHAT TEACHER AND SCHOOL LEADER APPRAISAL SYSTEMS 
ARE IN PLACE?
• Teacher appraisal is legislated/required by policy or regulation in 30 of 37 OECD and partner 

countries with available data. 

• School leader appraisal at the lower secondary level is legislated and covered by a policy framework 
in 21 of 37 countries. School leader appraisal is mandatory in all countries for which data are 
available except Poland, where it is voluntary.

 Context
Monitoring and appraising teachers is central to improving schools and learning environments. If well 
designed, teacher appraisal and feedback systems can be used as tools to increase teacher e�ectiveness 
and achieve better learning outcomes. Appraisal can help to increase the focus on instruction and 
teachers’ professional learning. Appraisal and feedback systems can also help to create better 
school organisation by allowing teachers to progress in their career and to take on new roles and 
responsibilities based on a solid evaluation of their performance. �ey also o�er an opportunity to 
recognise and reward e�ective teaching (OECD, 2013). 

Backed by a growing research base, policy makers have become increasingly aware of the signi�cance of 
school leadership for e�ective teaching and learning. A growing number of countries have developed 
initiatives to strengthen the leadership capacity of their schools. While research on the e�ects of 
di�erent appraisal schemes is limited, some evidence suggests potential bene�ts of the appraisal of 
individual school leaders as a means of communicating a vision of e�ective leadership and improving 
school leaders’ practices and behaviours.

Chart D7.1. Frequency of various types of teacher and school leader appraisals 
covered by policy framework (2015)  

In general programmes, lower secondary education

 Mandatory periodic No legislated appraisal
Mandatory non periodic Missing
Not mandatory/voluntary

Teachers
Completion of probation
Regular appraisal
Teacher registration
Appraisal for promotion
Reward schemes

School leaders
School leader appraisal
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Source: OECD. Tables D7.3b and D7.8b. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284638
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 Other findings
• While regular appraisal, appraisal for the completion of probation, and appraisal for teacher 

registration is mandatory in the majority of countries for which data are available, appraisal for 
promotion and reward schemes are usually voluntary.

• Most countries use two or more different types of teacher appraisal, depending on the purpose of 
the appraisal.

• Lower secondary teachers eligible and included in the policy framework for teacher appraisal 
include public school teachers (in at least 9 of 10 countries) and teachers in government-dependent 
private schools (in at least 7 of 10 countries with available data) and independent private schools 
(in around half of countries with available data).

• Teachers are usually appraised in relation to decisions on employment status. In the case of regular 
appraisal and appraisal upon completion of probation, the next most common purpose for teacher 
appraisal is in relation to concerns about performance.

• In 24 of 28 countries, central education authorities (19 countries) or state education authorities 
(7 countries) determine the procedures for regular teacher appraisal.

• A combination of actors is responsible for evaluating teachers, but the most common evaluator is 
the school principal or director.

• Teacher appraisals generally focus on planning and preparation, instruction and classroom 
environment.

• In at least four out of five countries, classroom observations and interviews with teachers are used 
in regular teacher appraisals and in teacher appraisal at the completion of probation. Although 
student outcomes are used in 8 of 19 countries for regular appraisals, they are infrequently used 
for teacher registration and at the completion of probation.

• Nineteen of the 37 countries with available data reported that school leader appraisal is required 
by government policy or regulation and is implemented across the country.

• In all but two countries with available data, central or state education authorities determine the 
procedures for school leader appraisal.

• All countries with available data reported that school leaders are appraised on general leadership 
and pedagogical/instructional leadership, and all but one country also appraise school leaders on 
organisation of development and resource management. At least four in five countries also focus 
on school climate, community relations, interpersonal skills, and evaluation and accountability.

• Eleven out of 18 countries with available data reported that school leader appraisal is used for 
decisions about career advancement and 11 out of 19 countries indicated that school leader 
appraisal is used to inform decisions on school leaders’ professional development activities.

• Rewards or incentives for good performance by school leaders was reported by 11 of 15 countries 
with available data.

• All but a few countries reported that they use teacher and school leader appraisal for both formative 
and summative purposes.
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Analysis

Teacher appraisal

Teacher appraisal is the evaluation of individual teachers resulting in judgements about their competencies and 
performance. Traditionally, teacher appraisal focused on formative feedback. In recent years, a number of countries 
have been working to reform teacher-appraisal systems and are considering summative judgements that can inform 
decisions about tenure, advancement and pay incentives. In the United States, several models that aim to incorporate 
improvements in students’ scores on standardised assessments as a source of evidence of teacher effectiveness are 
under consideration. Data systems and current practices, however, do not easily lend themselves to such ends. 
The following discussion focuses on teacher appraisal at the lower secondary level.

Prevalence and nature of teacher appraisal

Some 30 of the 37 countries with available data reported having policy frameworks (national or state laws or 
regulations) in place to regulate one or more types of teacher appraisal. While 26 of those 30 countries implement these 
policy frameworks countrywide, they are implemented at the provincial/territorial level in Canada and only in some 
states in the United States. While teacher appraisal is required only in public institutions in England, it is also widely 
practiced in government-dependent and independent private institutions. Although there is no government policy 
for teacher appraisal in Denmark, Estonia and Norway, these countries have similar practices. Only Germany, Iceland, 
Luxembourg and Scotland reported that teachers are not appraised (see Chart D6.1). Eight countries reported that 
all teachers (100%) are appraised, and four additional countries reported that between 80% and 99% of teachers are 
appraised. In the Netherlands and Spain, around 70% of teachers are appraised, while in Belgium (French Community), 
Hungary and Israel, less than 30% of teachers are appraised each year (Table D7.1, and Table D7.2, available on line). 

Countries use a range of different approaches for appraisal, depending on the purpose of the appraisal. Countries 
were asked to describe and respond to questions related to each of five different types of teacher appraisal:

i) Teachers on probation: This involves a teacher’s entry into the profession.

ii) Regular appraisal: This typically involves a process internal to the school regulated by general labour-law 
provisions requiring the employers of teachers to regularly appraise the performance and results of their 
employees.

iii) Teacher registration: This is the process designed to determine and officially confirm a teacher as competent for 
teaching.

iv) Appraisal for promotion: This is often voluntary and takes place in relation to decisions on employment status 
(most countries integrate this activity with regular appraisal). 

v) Appraisal for rewards: This involves teacher appraisal explicitly designed to identify a select number of high-
performing teachers to reward and acknowledge.

In order to have a comprehensive and coherent framework of teacher appraisal that will support continuous learning 
for individual teachers throughout their career and for the profession as a whole (Darling-Hammond, 2012), 
countries often combine two or more types of appraisal in their policy framework. Although the regular appraisal 
category is most commonly cited, most countries reported the existence of two or most types of teacher appraisal. 

The most common type of teacher appraisal regulated by existing policy frameworks is regular teacher appraisal 
(24 of 28 countries). Here, 20 countries reported that regular appraisal is mandatory; 18 countries conduct this 
appraisal at regular intervals/on a set cycle, most commonly, every year. Although regular appraisal is legislated in 
Belgium (French Community), the Czech Republic and Poland, it is voluntary and needs to be requested by teachers 
themselves (Table D7.3b). 

Two other types of appraisal used for performance management, appraisal for teacher registration and appraisal 
for promotion, are less frequently used (used in 11 and 12 countries, respectively). While in 8 of 10 countries with 
available data it is mandatory for teachers to be appraised for teacher registration, in only 4 of 11 countries with 
available data are it mandatory for teachers to be appraised for promotion. 

Another common approach to teacher appraisal is the appraisal of individual teachers upon completion of a 
probationary period (21 of 28 countries). Of the 19 countries with available data, 17 reported that this type of 
appraisal is mandatory and 2 reported that it is voluntary. Of those countries where it is mandatory, 10 reported 
that appraisals are carried out periodically at regular intervals, usually annually. Only 9 of 27 countries with available 
data had policy frameworks for teacher reward schemes.
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Governance and responsibilities for teacher appraisal

The lower secondary teachers eligible and included in the policy framework for teacher appraisal include public 
school teachers (in at least 9 of 10 countries) and teachers in government-dependent schools (in at least 7 of 
10  countries with available data) and independent private schools (in around half of countries with available 
data). The type of teachers included in the policy framework depends on the type of appraisal undertaken. For 
regular appraisal, the framework most commonly includes public school teachers (all 24 countries), permanent 
teachers (22 of 23 countries), teachers on fixed-term contracts (18 of 22 countries) and all teachers regardless of 
contract status (16 of 21 countries). By definition, appraisal for the completion of probation focuses on teachers 
on probation (18 of 20 countries). Appraisal for teacher registration focuses on teachers on fixed-term contracts 
(8 of 10 countries), permanent teachers (6 of 10 countries) and provisionally registered teachers (6 of 10 countries). 
Permanent teachers are the focus of appraisal for promotion in 10 of 11 countries, and of appraisal for reward 
schemes in all 8 countries for which data are available (Table D7.3b). 

The circumstances under which teachers are appraised vary considerably among countries. Most commonly, teachers 
are appraised in relation to decisions on employment status. In the case of regular appraisal and appraisal upon 
completion of probation, the next most common reasons for appraisal are as a result of performance problems, 
at the discretion of the school principal, the teacher volunteers or requests to be appraised and in response to a 
complaint. Appraisals for teacher registration are usually conducted in relation to decisions on employment, at the 
initiative of the teacher, or in response to a complaint or performance problems. Appraisals for promotion are most 
frequently related to decisions on employment status and are usually conducted at the initiative of the teacher. 
Similarly, most often teachers volunteer for reward schemes appraisals.

The obligation for teachers to undertake appraisals varies according to the type of appraisal. While regular appraisal, 
appraisal for the completion of probation, and appraisal for teacher registration are mandatory in the majority 
of countries, appraisals for promotion and reward schemes are usually voluntary. Although regular appraisal is 
mandatory in 20 countries, it is voluntary in 3 countries. Some 18 of 20 countries reported that regular appraisal is 
carried out periodically at regular intervals. Appraisal for the completion of probation is mandatory in 17 countries 
(it is periodic in 10 of these countries), and voluntary in 2 countries. Similarly, appraisal for teacher registration 
is mandatory in 8 countries (it is periodic in 5 countries) and voluntary in 2 countries. By contrast, appraisal for 
promotion is voluntary in 7 countries and mandatory in 4 countries, and appraisal for reward schemes is voluntary 
in 5 countries and mandatory in 2 countries. Although the frequency of appraisal varies, most countries with 
periodic appraisals reported that they are conducted annually. 

In most countries (24 of 28 countries), central education authorities (19 countries) and/or state education 
authorities (7 countries) determine the procedures for teacher appraisal. The central and state education authorities 
also share this responsibility with regional (Korea), sub-regional (2 countries) and local (4 countries) education 
authorities. In Japan, regional and local education authorities are in charge of determining the procedures. Together 
with education authorities, the school principal (7 countries), the school board (7 countries), school organising 
bodies (4 countries), teachers’ professional organisations (3 countries) and the deputy school principal (2 countries) 
also play a role in determining the procedures. The procedures for determining teacher appraisal are determined 
primarily by teachers’ professional organisations in Ireland and by school boards in the Netherlands.

In teacher appraisal, a combination of actors is responsible for evaluating teachers. For all the different types of 
appraisal, the most common evaluator is the school principal and education authorities from various levels. Another 
common evaluator for the completion of probation and for teacher registration is the supervisor (10 of 20 countries 
and 4 of 10 countries, respectively). For regular appraisal, other school leaders (8 of 23 countries) and supervisors 
(6 of 22 countries) are also common evaluators. External accredited evaluators and peer evaluators at the same 
school are also involved in appraisals in a few countries.

Common procedures used and sources of information

In at least 75% of countries, the main standards against which teachers are appraised are national or state teaching 
standards. A description of the general and professional duties of teachers is also frequently used for all types 
of appraisal, except appraisal for teacher registration (reported to be used by 20% of countries). Other common 
references/standards used by a handful of countries are the teacher code of conduct, school development plan or 
school project, and the school’s internal regulations (Table D7.4b).

The key domains and aspects of the job covered in teacher appraisal are planning and preparation, instruction and 
classroom environment. This is followed by professional development, contribution to school development and 
links to the community. All five types of teacher appraisal cover these aspects.



chapter D THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT AND ORGANISATION OF SCHOOLS

D7

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015496

A range of methods, instruments and information sources is used to appraise teachers; countries draw from a mix 
of these to appraise different aspects of a teacher’s performance. The most frequently used methods in regular 
appraisal, appraisal at the completion of probation and teacher registration are classroom observation and 
interviews of teachers (at least 4 in 5 countries). Teacher portfolio and teacher self-appraisal are also often used, 
while parent and/or student surveys are less often used as sources of information for regular appraisal, appraisal at 
the completion of probation and teacher registration. Although student outcomes are used in 8 of 19 countries in 
regular appraisals, they are less often used in appraisals for teacher registration and at completion of probation. The 
most frequently used sources of information in appraisal for promotion and reward schemes are teacher portfolio 
and classroom observation, followed by teacher self-appraisal and interviews of teachers.

Teacher appraisal results in a rating, i.e. a category on a scale of teacher performance, in 15 of 18 countries for 
appraisal at the completion of probation, in 9 of 11 countries for appraisal for promotion, in 13 of 20 countries for 
regular appraisal, in 6 of 10 countries for appraisal for teacher registration, and in 3 of 6 countries for appraisal for 
reward schemes. All countries reported having mechanisms to appeal teacher-registration appraisal results, while 
4 in 5 countries reported having these mechanisms for appraisal at the completion of probation and for appraisal 
for promotion. Appeal mechanisms for regular appraisal are in place in 2 out of 3 countries.

Chart D7.2. Use of results from regular teacher appraisals (2015)  
For lower secondary teachers teaching general programmes

Actions/Rewards/Sanctions are ranked in descending order of the number of countries reporting that they use teacher appraisal results for these purposes and decisions.
Source: OECD. Table D7.5b, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284648
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Use of results from teacher appraisal

In 14 of 20 countries, results from regular teacher appraisal inform decisions about teachers’ professional 
development activities. These results can also affect teachers’ pay (11 countries) and career advancement 
(10 countries). In 9 of 19 countries, positive performance in a regular appraisal may not result in any reward, but 
10 countries reported that results could be used for rewards or incentives. The most common rewards include more 
opportunities for in-service professional development, public recognition and changes in work responsibility. 
Underperformance in regular appraisal has consequences for teachers, the most common being the need for 
further appraisal (16 countries) and compulsory training (10 countries). Other responses to underperformance 
include dismissal (9 countries), deferral of promotion or career advancement (8 countries), withholding of 
pay raise (5 countries), transfer to another school (5 countries) and suspension (4 countries) (Chart D7.2, and 
Table D7.5b, available on line).

In 12 of 20 countries, appraisals for teachers in probation influence decisions on access to contracts. While these 
results also affect teachers’ pay in 9 countries, they have no effect in 9 other countries. In 11 countries, results are 
also used to inform teachers’ professional development activities. While the successful completion of the probation 
period may lead to rewards or incentives (e.g. employment opportunities) in 9 countries, it does not in 10 other 
countries. Not surprisingly, in all 19 countries, underperformance in this appraisal will result in a failure to pass 
the probation period. Other common sanctions or responses to underperformance include dismissal (12 countries), 
permanent contract not granted (11 countries), further appraisal (11 countries), failure to progress to registered or 
certified teacher status (7 countries) and compulsory training (6 countries).

Results of appraisal for promotion are used to determine teachers’ professional development activities in 5 of 
9 countries. These results may also affect teachers’ career advancement (8 of 11 countries) and pay (7 of 11 countries). 
Outstanding performance may lead to a promotion (8 of 10 countries), while underperformance can cause deferral 
of promotion or career advancement (7 of 10 countries) or withholding of a pay raise (4 of 10 countries). In 6 of 
8 countries, results of appraisal for rewards schemes affect teachers’ pay.

Results of appraisals for teacher registration influence decisions on access to contracts, renewal of fixed-term 
contracts or access to a permanent position (5 of 10 countries). While outstanding performance can also lead to 
promotions in 2 of 9 countries, it leads to no such reward in the other 7 countries. However, underperformance 
can lead to a failure to progress to registered or certified teacher status (8 of 9 countries), a permanent contract 
not being granted (6 of 9 countries), further appraisal (4 of 8 countries), registration or certification suspended or 
withheld and even dismissal (4 of 9 countries).

Although teacher appraisals may play a role in influencing salaries and career progression, other factors or criteria 
are also used. Chart D7.6 and Table D7.6 (available on line) explore the relative level of influence of these other 
factors.

School leader appraisal

School leader appraisal is not as well developed and practiced as teacher appraisal. Even though the importance of 
effective school leadership is widely recognised, many countries lack the tools and mechanisms for appraising their 
school leaders. However, since school leadership is critical to ensure effective teaching and learning, an increasing 
number of countries are developing initiatives to strengthen the leadership capacity of their schools. 

School leaders are primarily responsible for school management and administration. The school leader holds the 
highest leadership position within the school, such as the headmaster, head teacher or principal, or a middle-level 
position in a leadership capacity, such as deputy school directors or department heads. Generally, there is no more 
than one director per school.

The following discussion focuses on school leader appraisal at the lower secondary level.

Prevalence and nature of school leader appraisal
Some 19 of 37 countries with available data reported that school leader appraisal is required by government 
policy or regulation and is implemented across the country. Although school leader appraisal is required only in 
public institutions in England, it is widely practiced in private institutions as well. In Canada, the requirement for 
school leader appraisal varies by province or territory, while in the United States, school leader appraisal is only 
implemented in some states. In Israel, it is required only at the primary and lower secondary levels, but it is also 
widely practiced at the upper secondary level. Similarly, in the Netherlands, it is only required at the primary level, 
although it is widely practiced at the secondary level. 
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Australia, Denmark and Latvia do not require school leader appraisals, but they do have similar practices. Finland 
grants extensive local autonomy in the evaluation of education, including school leader appraisal. In Latvia, school 
leaders are appraised in the context of accreditation of schools and programmes. In the remaining countries with 
available data, appraisal of school leaders is not required (see Chart D6.1, and Table D7.7, available on line). Nine 
countries reported that all school leaders (100%) are appraised. The Slovak Republic reported that at least 99% of 
its school leaders are appraised, while England reported that all public school leaders and a large majority of private 
school leaders are appraised. In Spain, 70% of school leaders are appraised, whereas in Colombia, only around 20% 
of school leaders are appraised.

Governance and responsibilities for school leader appraisal
In all 19 countries with available data, school principals are eligible and included in the policy framework for school 
leader appraisal. In 7 of these countries, only school principals are eligible/included. In 11 of the 19 countries, deputy 
school principals and, in England, assistant head teachers are also included. In Mexico, New Zealand and Portugal 
school principals, deputy principals, middle leaders and department heads are included in the policy framework. 

The circumstances in which school leaders are appraised vary considerably. The most common circumstance under 
which school leaders are appraised is in relation to decisions on employment status (13 countries). School leaders 
are also appraised at the discretion of the school board (6 countries) or school director (5 countries). In 4 countries, 
school leaders can also be appraised as a result of a complaint, and in 6 countries, school leader appraisal is voluntary 
(Table D7.8b).

In all countries with available data, school leader appraisal is mandatory except in Poland where it is voluntary, 
i.e. the school leader initiates the appraisal him/herself. With the exception of the Czech Republic and France (at the 
primary level), all countries that reported having mandatory school leader appraisal indicated that the appraisal is 
carried out periodically at regular intervals. The frequency with which school leaders are appraised varies greatly 
across countries. Among the 16 countries that require periodic appraisals of their school leaders, these appraisals 
take place annually in Colombia, England, Korea, New Zealand, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Spain; in France 
(secondary level) and Israel (primary and lower secondary levels), these appraisals take place once every three years. 
The interval between appraisals ranges from once every four years in Belgium (Flemish Community), Greece, Mexico, 
Portugal and Turkey (primary and lower secondary levels), to up to every five years in Belgium (French Community) 
and Hungary (Table D7.8b, and Tables D7.8a and c, available on line).

The procedures for school leader appraisal are determined at various levels of government, or by an education authority, 
alone or together with other education bodies. In all countries with available data except the Czech Republic and the 
Slovak Republic, central or state education authorities determine the procedures for school leader appraisals. In the 
Czech Republic, regional education authorities determine the procedures for appraisal; in the United States, state and 
local education authorities do. In Korea, there are different kinds of school leader appraisal and central, regional and 
local education authorities all play a role in determining the procedures for all or some kinds of appraisal. In addition 
to education authorities, school organising bodies (5 countries), school board (3 countries), and central agencies 
(3 countries) also play a role in determining the procedures. In the Slovak Republic, the entity that established the 
school determines the procedures for appraising the school principal (rather than the central education authority), 
and the school principal determines the procedures for appraising the deputy principal (Table D7.8b).

A combination of actors is responsible for evaluating school leaders. The most common scenario is a combination 
of evaluators, which includes education authorities from various levels, the school principal, an external accredited 
evaluator, members of the school organising body, the school board and/or intermediate agencies. 

Common procedures used and sources of information
All countries appraise school leaders against one or multiple reference standards that state clearly what school 
leaders are expected to know and do. All countries with available data, except Belgium (Flemish Community), the 
Czech Republic and Portugal appraise school leaders against national or state and/or regional standards for school 
leadership. The second most common standard used is a description of the general and professional duties of school 
leaders (12 countries), which is used by both Belgium (Flemish Community) and the Czech Republic. Although 
less common, codes of conduct (5 countries), school development plans or school projects (5 countries) and school 
internal regulations (4 countries) are also used by some countries (Table D7.9b).

School leader appraisals focus on a variety of areas, competencies and responsibilities. All countries with available 
data reported that school leaders are appraised on general leadership and pedagogical/instructional leadership. 
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These countries (except Hungary) also appraise school leaders on organisation/planning of development and 
resource management. In at least 4 of 5 countries, school leader appraisals also focus on school climate, community 
relations, interpersonal skills, and evaluation and accountability.

To get an accurate, fair and reliable picture of school leaders’ performance, countries use a mixture/range of 
instruments and information sources. Among the 18 countries with available data, the most common instruments 
or information sources are interviews of the school leader by an evaluator (15 countries), school leader portfolio 
(13  countries), and school leader self-appraisal (12 countries). Other common sources include school visits 
(10  countries) and student outcomes (9 countries). Around one in three countries also considers the views of 
stakeholders through student, parent and teacher surveys. 

In 2 out of 3 countries, the appraisal of a school leader results in a rating, i.e. a category on a scale of school-leader 
performance. Four out of 5 countries have mechanisms or procedures in place through which school leaders can 
appeal their appraisal results.

Use of results from school leader appraisal
Eleven out of 18 countries with available data reported that school leader appraisal is used for decisions about career 
advancement. Half (9 out of 18) of the countries with available data use school leader appraisals to inform school 
leaders’ professional development activities, while 6 countries reported that they do not do so (Chart D7.3, and 
Table D7.10b, available on line).

Seven countries reported that school leader appraisal results influence decisions about promotion, and 3 countries 
reported that these results influence the speed with which a school leader progresses in the career structure or 
salary scale. In Colombia, results influence both. Of the remaining 7 countries with available data, 4 reported that 
results influence other career advancement, while 3 reported that results have no influence at all.

Chart D7.3. Use of results from school leader appraisals (2015) 
In general programmes, lower secondary education

Actions/Rewards/Sanctions are ranked in descending order of the number of countries reporting that they use school leader appraisal results for these purposes and decisions.
Source: OECD. Table D7.10b, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284655
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While 11 of the 15 countries with available data may reward lower secondary school leaders for positive performance 
in their appraisal, 4 countries do not. These rewards may take the form of one or a combination of financial 
rewards / incentives for the school leaders. School leaders may be rewarded with a permanent pay raise (8 countries), 
a one-off financial bonus (5 countries), and/or a pay raise for a fixed period of time (1 country). In Korea and Mexico, 
school leaders may be rewarded with additional professional development opportunities. In the Czech Republic, 
the school and organising bodies determine the reward offered. 

The most common response to school leaders’ underperformance is further appraisal (10 of 17 countries), followed 
by deferral of promotion (8 countries). In some countries, underperformance may lead to dismissal (6 countries), 
transfer to another school (5 countries), failure to pass a probation period (4 countries) or suspension (3 countries). 
While England, the Slovak Republic and Spain may reward outstanding school leaders financially, they may also 
sanction underperforming school leaders financially by withholding pay raises. Colombia, Greece, Korea, Mexico 
and Portugal require school leaders to participate in training. 

Although school leader appraisals may play a role in influencing salaries and career progression, other factors or 
criteria are also used. Chart D7.6 and Table D7.11 (available on line) explore the relative level of influence of these 
other factors.

School influence or control over teacher and school leader appraisal activities
The influence of local schools on teacher and school leader appraisal varies considerably from country to country. 
At the lower secondary level, schools have a high or moderate level of influence or control over teacher appraisal in 
16 of the 22 countries with available data, and little or no influence in the remaining 6 countries. By contrast, 10 of 
the 18 countries with available data reported schools as having little or no influence over school leader appraisal, 
while 5 countries reported schools as having a high level of influence and another 3 countries reported that schools 
have a moderate level of influence (Table D7.13, available on line).

Influence of teacher and school leader appraisal over various decisions
As expected, teacher appraisal has a high-to-moderate level of influence over the evaluation of individual teachers 
(15 of 24 countries) and on providing assistance to teachers to improve their teaching skills (14 of 23 countries). 
By contrast, it has no influence over the likelihood of school closure (22 of 23 countries) and little to no influence over 
the size of the school budget (21 of 22 countries), the evaluation of the school administration (21 of 25 countries) or 
the evaluation of the school’s performance (19 of 25 countries). In most countries, teacher appraisal has little or no 
influence on teachers’ salaries or bonuses. However, in a few countries, outstanding performance can lead to a pay 
raise and/or one-time bonus (Chart D7.4, and Table D7.12, available on line).

While school leader appraisal has high influence over the evaluation of school administration in seven of the 
19 countries with available data, it has no influence in nine countries. Its influence on the evaluation of the school 
or individual teachers is also non-existent or low, except in Colombia, Czech Republic, Mexico, Poland, Portugal, the 
Slovak Republic and Turkey. In most countries with available data, school leader appraisal has no influence on the 
school budget, the likelihood of school closure, or teachers’ salaries or bonuses; in a handful of countries, it has a 
low influence on these outcomes. 

Use of teacher and school leader appraisal for formative and summative purposes
Teacher and school leader appraisal are useful in themselves and as part of a broader system of evaluation within 
schools. The overall purpose of teacher and school leader appraisals is to provide formative feedback to teachers and 
school leaders. For example, teachers need feedback on their performance to help them identify how to improve their 
teaching practice and, with the support of effective school leadership, to create professional learning communities 
within schools. The summative purpose of teacher and school leader appraisal is to judge their effectiveness so that 
a variety of employment decisions and actions (like career advancement or salary progression, and the allocation of 
financial rewards or sanctions) can be made. 

Sixteen countries reported using teacher appraisal for both formative and summative purposes. Eight of these 
countries reported this activity as having a high level of use, 3 reported a moderate level of use, and 2 reported a low 
level of use for both formative and summative purposes. Korea and Turkey reported that this activity has a moderate 
level of use for formative purposes, but a low level of use for summative purposes. By contrast, the Czech Republic 
reported a high level of use for summative purposes and a low level of use for formative purposes. Three countries 
reported using teacher appraisal for formative purposes only: Belgium (French Community) and Italy where it is highly 
used, and Australia where it is moderately used (Chart D7.5, and Table D7.14, available on line).
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Chart D7.4. Level of in�uence of teacher and school leader appraisals  
over various decisions (2015) 

In general programmes

Chart D7.5. Extent to which teacher and school leader appraisals are used for formative  
and/or summative purposes (2015) 

In general programmes

Actions/Rewards/Sanctions are ranked in descending order of the number of countries reporting that teacher appraisal has a high level of in�uence on these decisions.
Source: OECD. Table D7.12, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284666

Source: OECD. Table D7.14, available on line. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284674
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A similar picture can be seen for school leader appraisal. All countries with available data, except Mexico and Spain, 
use school leader appraisal for both formative and summative purposes, or for only one of these purposes. Half of 
these countries (10 countries) reported that school leader appraisal has a high level of use for both formative and 
summative purposes, 2 countries reported a medium level of use, and another 2 countries reported a low level of use 
for both. In addition, Turkey reported that school leader appraisal has a high level of use for summative purposes, 
but a low level of use for formative purposes. By contrast, Belgium (French Community) reported that school leader 
appraisal has a high level of use for formative purposes only.

Definitions
Professional development refers to in-service training that aims to update, develop and broaden the knowledge of 
teachers and school leaders. This includes any activity that develops an individual’s skills, knowledge, expertise and 
other characteristics, through personal study and reflection as well as through formal courses.

References/standards refers to documents that provide the basis for appraisal criteria by defining what teachers 
and school leaders should know and be able to do, the tasks they should perform, and the regulations with which 
they should comply.

School leader/administrator appraisal (i.e. evaluation) refers to the external evaluation of individual school 
leaders to make a judgement about their work and performance using objective criteria. Results of school leadership 
evaluations may be used to inform professional development activities, career advancement, and rewards.

Teacher appraisal, also referred to as teacher evaluation, refers to the evaluation of individual teachers to make 
a judgement about their work and performance using objective criteria. Results of teacher appraisals may be used 
to inform professional development activities, certification, career advancement and rewards. The term “teachers” 
covers all professional personnel directly involved in teaching students, including classroom teachers and other 
teachers who work with students as a whole class in a classroom, in small groups in a resource room, or in one-to-one 
teaching inside or outside a regular classroom.

Methodology
Data are from the 2014 OECD-INES Survey on Evaluation and Assessment and refer to the school year 2014/15. 

Notes on definitions and methodologies for each country are provided in Annex 3 at www.oecd.org/education/
education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm.

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table D7.1. Teacher appraisal and school leader appraisal at the lower secondary level (2015) 
In general programmes

Teacher appraisal School leader appraisal

Existence  
of teacher 
appraisal

Policy implementation  
or practice  

(if not legislated)
Types of teacher appraisal  

covered by policy framework
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of school  
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

O
E
C
D Australia L Countrywide m Yes Yes Yes m No P Countrywide m

Austria L Countrywide m Yes Yes Yes Yes No N a a

Belgium (Fl.) L Countrywide m No Yes No No No L Countrywide m

Belgium (Fr.) L Countrywide 5 No Yes No No No L Countrywide 100

Canada L Some states m m m m m m L Some states m

Chile L Countrywide 82.5 No Yes No No Yes N a a

Czech Republic L Countrywide 100 Yes Yes No Yes No L Countrywide 100

Denmark P Countrywide 95 a a a a a P Countrywide 100

England1 L Some schools 90 Yes Yes No No No L Some schools 90

Estonia P Countrywide 80 a a a a a N a a

Finland m m m m m m m m m m m

France L Countrywide 100 Yes Yes No No No L Countrywide m

Germany N a a a a a a a N a a

Greece L Countrywide 100 Yes Yes Yes Yes No L Countrywide 100

Hungary L Countrywide 15 Yes Yes No Yes Yes L Countrywide m

Iceland N a a a a a a a N a a

Ireland L Countrywide m Yes No Yes No No N a a

Israel L Countrywide 25 Yes No Yes Yes No L Countrywide 100

Italy L Countrywide 5 Yes No No No No N a a

Japan L Countrywide m No Yes No No No N a a

Korea L Countrywide m No Yes No Yes Yes L Countrywide m

Luxembourg N a a a a a a a N a a

Mexico L Countrywide m Yes Yes No Yes Yes L Countrywide m

Netherlands L Countrywide 68 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes P m m

New Zealand L Countrywide 100 Yes Yes Yes No No L Countrywide 100

Norway P m m a a a a a N a a

Poland L Countrywide m Yes Yes No Yes No L Countrywide m

Portugal L Countrywide m Yes Yes No No No L Countrywide 100

Scotland N a a a a a a a N a a

Slovak Republic L Countrywide 100 Yes Yes No No No L Countrywide 99

Slovenia L Countrywide 100 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes L Countrywide 100

Spain L Countrywide 74 No No Yes No No L Countrywide 70

Sweden L Countrywide 100 No Yes Yes No Yes N a a

Switzerland L Countrywide m m m m m m L Countrywide m

Turkey L Countrywide 100 Yes Yes No No Yes L Countrywide 100

United States L Some states m Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes L Some states m

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil L m m Yes Yes No m m m m m

Colombia L Countrywide 48 Yes Yes No Yes No L Countrywide 20

Latvia m m m m m m m m P Countrywide m

Existence of teacher/school leader appraisal
L: Legislated
P: No teacher/school leader appraisal, but have similar practices
N: No teacher/school leader appraisal or similar practices

Note: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 for 
additional information.
1. Teacher appraisal is legislated in public institutions, and not legislated (but widely practised) in private institutions.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286394
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Table D7.3b. [1/4] Teacher appraisal at the lower secondary level:  
Eligibility, governance and responsibilities (2015)

For teachers teaching general programmes

 

Types of teacher  
appraisal covered  

by policy framework
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

O
E
C
D Australia Completion of probation Yes m m m No m Yes m Yes No MP m

  Regular appraisal Yes m m m No m Yes m No No MP 4
  Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No MP m
  Appraisal for promotion m m m m m m m m m m m m
Austria Completion of probation No No No No No No No Yes Yes No MP 1
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No MN a
  Teacher registration No No No No No No No Yes No No MP 4
  Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No MN a
Belgium (Fl.) Regular appraisal Yes Yes No Yes a a Yes Yes a No MP 7
Belgium (Fr.) Regular appraisal Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No VO a
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes a a Yes Yes a No MP 7
  Reward schemes Yes Yes No Yes a a Yes Yes a No VO a
Czech Republic Completion of probation Yes Yes a No a a Yes Yes Yes No MN a
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes a Yes a a Yes Yes Yes No VO a
  Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes a Yes a a Yes Yes Yes No VO a
Denmark a a a a a a a a a a a a a
England Completion of probation Yes m m m m m Yes Yes Yes No MP 2
  Regular appraisal Yes m m m m m Yes Yes Yes No MP 4
Estonia a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Finland m m m m m m m m m m m m m
France Completion of probation Yes Yes No No No No No No Yes No MN a
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes No No No No Yes No No No MN a
Germany a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Greece Completion of probation Yes a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No MN a
  Regular appraisal Yes a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No MP 7
  Teacher registration Yes a Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No MP 7
  Appraisal for promotion Yes a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No MP 7
Hungary Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes a a Yes Yes Yes No MN a
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes a a Yes Yes No No MP 5
  Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes a a Yes Yes No No VO a
  Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes Yes a a Yes Yes No No VO a
Iceland a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Ireland Completion of probation Yes a a Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No VO a
  Teacher registration Yes a a Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No VO a
Israel Completion of probation Yes Yes No No No No No No Yes No MP 6
  Teacher registration Yes Yes No No No No No No Yes No MP m
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No Yes No No Yes No Yes No MP 6
Italy Completion of probation Yes a No No No No Yes No Yes No MN a
Japan Regular appraisal Yes a No No a a Yes No a No MP m
Korea Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes a a Yes Yes a No MP 4
  Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes No a a Yes No a No MP 4
  Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes No a a Yes No a No MP 4
Luxembourg a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Mexico Completion of probation Yes a No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No MP 4
  Regular appraisal Yes a No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No MP 7
  Appraisal for promotion Yes a No Yes No No Yes Yes No No VO 7
  Reward schemes Yes a No Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No VO a

Obligation to undertake teacher appraisal
MP:  Mandatory periodic
MN:  Mandatory non-periodic
VO:  Not mandatory/voluntary

Frequency of appraisal
1:  More than once per month
2:  Three or more times per year
3:  Twice per year
4:  Once per year
5:  Once every two years
6:  Once every three years
7:  Once every four years

Who determines the procedures and who evaluates
C: Central education authorities or government
S:  State education authorities or government
R:  Provincial or regional education authorities or government
SR:  Sub-regional education authorities or government
L:  Local education authorities or government
CA:  Central agency
SB:  School board
SO:  School organising body
P:  School principal
DP:  Deputy school principal
SL:  Member of school leadership other than school principal/director 
TP:  Teacher professional organisation
SU:  Supervisor
PS:  Peer evaluator at the same school
PE:  Peer evaluator from another school
IA:  Intermediate agency
EE:  External accredited evaluator
O:  Other

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 
for additional information.
Individual columns for who determines the procedures for appraisal (i.e. columns 22-33) and who evaluates (i.e. columns 35-50) are available for consultation on line 
(see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286404 
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Table D7.3b. [2/4] Teacher appraisal at the lower secondary level:  
Eligibility, governance and responsibilities (2015)

For teachers teaching general programmes

 

Types of teacher  
appraisal covered  

by policy framework

Circumstances under which appraised

Who determines 
the procedures 
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  (1) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (34)

O
E
C
D Australia Completion of probation m m m m m m m S, SR, SB, P S, P, SL, SU

  Regular appraisal m m Yes m Yes m Yes S, SR, SB, P P, SL, SU
  Teacher registration Yes m No No No No No S S
  Appraisal for promotion m m m m m m m m m
Austria Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No C S, R, P
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No C S, R, P, IA
  Teacher registration Yes No No No No No No C S, R, P, IA
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No No Yes No C S, R, IA
Belgium (Fl.) Regular appraisal Yes No No Yes Yes No No S, SO, P SO, P, SL
Belgium (Fr.) Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No S S
Canada m m m m m m m m m m
Chile Regular appraisal No No No No No Yes No C C
  Reward schemes No No No No No Yes No C C
Czech Republic Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No P P, SU
  Regular appraisal Yes No No No Yes No No C, P P, O
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No Yes No No C, P P, O
Denmark a a a a a a a a a a
England Completion of probation No No Yes No No Yes No C, S L, P
  Regular appraisal No No Yes No No Yes No C L, P
Estonia a a a a a a a a a a
Finland m m m m m m m m m m
France Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes No No No No C C, P, SU, IA
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No C C, P, IA
Germany a a a a a a a a a a
Greece Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No C C, P, EE
  Regular appraisal Yes No No No No Yes No C, CA, SB, SO C, SB, P, EE
  Teacher registration Yes No No No No Yes No C, CA, SB, SO C, SB, P, EE
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No No Yes No C, CA, SB, SO C, SB, P, EE
Hungary Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No C, CA P, O
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No C, CA R, P
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No No Yes No C, CA R, P
  Reward schemes Yes No No No No Yes No C, CA R, P
Iceland a a a a a a a a a a
Ireland Completion of probation No No Yes No No No No TP P, SL, SU, PE
  Teacher registration No No Yes No No No No TP P, SL, SU, PE
Israel Completion of probation Yes No Yes No Yes No No C C, P
  Teacher registration Yes No No No No No No C C, P, O
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No No No No C C, P, O
Italy Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No SB O
Japan Regular appraisal No No Yes a No No m R, L R, L, P, SL
Korea Regular appraisal No No No No No No Yes C, R, L, SB P, SL, PS, O
  Appraisal for promotion No No No No No No Yes C, R P, PS
  Reward schemes No No No No No No Yes C, R, L, SB P, PS
Luxembourg a a a a a a a a a a
Mexico Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No C C
  Regular appraisal Yes No No No No No No C C
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No No Yes No C C, P, PS
  Reward schemes Yes No No No No Yes No C C

Obligation to undertake teacher appraisal
MP:  Mandatory periodic
MN:  Mandatory non-periodic
VO:  Not mandatory/voluntary

Frequency of appraisal
1:  More than once per month
2:  Three or more times per year
3:  Twice per year
4:  Once per year
5:  Once every two years
6:  Once every three years
7:  Once every four years

Who determines the procedures and who evaluates
C: Central education authorities or government
S:  State education authorities or government
R:  Provincial or regional education authorities or government
SR:  Sub-regional education authorities or government
L:  Local education authorities or government
CA:  Central agency
SB:  School board
SO:  School organising body
P:  School principal
DP:  Deputy school principal
SL:  Member of school leadership other than school principal/director 
TP:  Teacher professional organisation
SU:  Supervisor
PS:  Peer evaluator at the same school
PE:  Peer evaluator from another school
IA:  Intermediate agency
EE:  External accredited evaluator
O:  Other

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 
for additional information.
Individual columns for who determines the procedures for appraisal (i.e. columns 22-33) and who evaluates (i.e. columns 35-50) are available for consultation on line 
(see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286404 
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Table D7.3b. [3/4] Teacher appraisal at the lower secondary level:  
Eligibility, governance and responsibilities (2015)

For teachers teaching general programmes

 

Types of teacher  
appraisal covered  

by policy framework

Teachers eligible and included in the policy framework
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

O
E
C
D Netherlands Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No m m

  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No MP 6
  Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No VO m
  Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No VO m
  Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes m m No m m
New Zealand Completion of probation Yes a Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes No MP 4
  Regular appraisal Yes a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No MP 4
  Teacher registration Yes a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No MP 4
Norway a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Poland Completion of probation Yes Yes No No a a No Yes Yes No MP 4
  Regular appraisal Yes No No No a a Yes Yes No No VO a
  Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes No No a a Yes Yes No No VO a
Portugal Completion of probation Yes No No No a a No No Yes No MP 4
  Regular appraisal Yes No No No a a Yes Yes No No MP 7
Scotland a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Slovak Republic Completion of probation Yes Yes a Yes a a Yes Yes Yes No MN a
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes a Yes a a Yes Yes Yes Yes MP 4
Slovenia Completion of probation Yes Yes a Yes No No No No Yes No VO a
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No MP 4
  Teacher registration Yes Yes a No No Yes No Yes No No MN a
  Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes a Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No VO a
  Reward schemes Yes Yes a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No VO a
Spain Teacher registration Yes No No No No No No No No No MN a
Sweden Regular appraisal Yes Yes a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No MP m
  Teacher registration Yes Yes a No No No Yes Yes Yes No MN a
  Reward schemes Yes Yes a No Yes No Yes No No No VO a
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey Completion of probation Yes a Yes No a a No No Yes No MP 4
  Regular appraisal Yes a Yes Yes a a Yes No No No MP 4
  Reward schemes Yes a No No a a Yes No No No MP 4
United States Completion of probation Yes a m m m m m m m m m m
  Regular appraisal Yes a m m m m m m m m m m
  Teacher registration Yes a m m m m m m m m m m
  Appraisal for promotion Yes a m m m m m m m m m m
  Reward schemes Yes a m m m m m m m m m m

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes No a a Yes No Yes No MP 3

  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes a a Yes Yes Yes No MP 2
Colombia Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No No No No MN a
  Regular appraisal Yes No No No No No No No No No MP 4
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No No No No No No No VO a
Latvia m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Obligation to undertake teacher appraisal
MP:  Mandatory periodic
MN:  Mandatory non-periodic
VO:  Not mandatory/voluntary

Frequency of appraisal
1:  More than once per month
2:  Three or more times per year
3:  Twice per year
4:  Once per year
5:  Once every two years
6:  Once every three years
7:  Once every four years

Who determines the procedures and who evaluates
C: Central education authorities or government
S:  State education authorities or government
R:  Provincial or regional education authorities or government
SR:  Sub-regional education authorities or government
L:  Local education authorities or government
CA:  Central agency
SB:  School board
SO:  School organising body
P:  School principal
DP:  Deputy school principal
SL:  Member of school leadership other than school principal/director 
TP:  Teacher professional organisation
SU:  Supervisor
PS:  Peer evaluator at the same school
PE:  Peer evaluator from another school
IA:  Intermediate agency
EE:  External accredited evaluator
O:  Other

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 
for additional information.
Individual columns for who determines the procedures for appraisal (i.e. columns 22-33) and who evaluates (i.e. columns 35-50) are available for consultation on line 
(see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286404 



chapter D THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT AND ORGANISATION OF SCHOOLS

D7

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015508

Table D7.3b. [4/4] Teacher appraisal at the lower secondary level:  
Eligibility, governance and responsibilities (2015)

For teachers teaching general programmes

 

Types of teacher  
appraisal covered  

by policy framework

Circumstances under which appraised

Who determines 
the procedures 

for appraisal
Who are 

the evaluators
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  (1) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (34)

O
E
C
D Netherlands Completion of probation m m m m m m m SB m

  Regular appraisal m m m m m m m SB m
  Teacher registration m m m m m m m SB m
  Appraisal for promotion m m m m m m m SB m
  Reward schemes m m m m m m m SB m
New Zealand Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No C, CA, TP C, SB, P, SL, TP, SU, PS
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No C, CA, TP C, SB, P, SL, TP, SU, PS
  Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No C, CA, TP C, SB, P, SL, TP, SU, PS
Norway a a a a a a a a a a
Poland Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No C P
  Regular appraisal No No No No Yes Yes No C P
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No No No No C P
Portugal Completion of probation No No Yes No No No No C SB, SO, P, SU, EE
  Regular appraisal No No Yes No No No Yes C SB, SO, P, SU, EE
Scotland a a a a a a a a a a
Slovak Republic Completion of probation No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No C, CA, SB, P, DP, TP P, TP, SU, PS
  Regular appraisal No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No C, CA, SB, P, DP, TP P, TP, SU, PS
Slovenia Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No C, O PS
  Regular appraisal Yes No No No No No No C P
  Teacher registration Yes No No No No Yes No C, P C, P, PS
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No No Yes No C C, SO, P
  Reward schemes No No No No Yes No No P P
Spain Teacher registration No Yes Yes No No No No C, S S, P, SU, IA
Sweden Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m m C, SR, L, SO, P, DP C, SO, P, SL
  Teacher registration No Yes No No No Yes m C, CA C
  Reward schemes Yes No No No Yes Yes m C, SR, L, SO L, SO
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey Completion of probation Yes Yes No No Yes No No C R, L, P, SU, EE
  Regular appraisal No Yes No No Yes No No C R, L, P, EE
  Reward schemes No No No No No No No C R, L, P
United States Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m S, L, SB, SO, P P, SL, TP, SU, PS, EE
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m S, L, SB, SO, P P, SL, TP, SU, PS, EE
  Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m S, L, SB, SO, P P, SL, TP, SU, PS, EE
  Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m S, L, SB, SO, P P, SL, TP, SU, PS, EE
  Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m S, L, SB, SO, P P, SL, TP, SU, PS, EE

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No S, L L, SL, SU, PS

  Regular appraisal Yes No Yes No Yes No No S, L L, SL, SU
Colombia Completion of probation Yes No No No No No No C, CA P
  Regular appraisal Yes No No No No No No C, CA P
  Appraisal for promotion Yes No No No No Yes No C, CA S
Latvia m m m m m m m m m m

Obligation to undertake teacher appraisal
MP:  Mandatory periodic
MN:  Mandatory non-periodic
VO:  Not mandatory/voluntary

Frequency of appraisal
1:  More than once per month
2:  Three or more times per year
3:  Twice per year
4:  Once per year
5:  Once every two years
6:  Once every three years
7:  Once every four years

Who determines the procedures and who evaluates
C: Central education authorities or government
S:  State education authorities or government
R:  Provincial or regional education authorities or government
SR:  Sub-regional education authorities or government
L:  Local education authorities or government
CA:  Central agency
SB:  School board
SO:  School organising body
P:  School principal
DP:  Deputy school principal
SL:  Member of school leadership other than school principal/director 
TP:  Teacher professional organisation
SU:  Supervisor
PS:  Peer evaluator at the same school
PE:  Peer evaluator from another school
IA:  Intermediate agency
EE:  External accredited evaluator
O:  Other

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 
for additional information.
Individual columns for who determines the procedures for appraisal (i.e. columns 22-33) and who evaluates (i.e. columns 35-50) are available for consultation on line 
(see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286404 
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Table D7.4b. [1/2] Features of teacher appraisal at the lower secondary level (2015)
For teachers teaching general programmes

 

Types of teacher 
appraisal covered  

by policy framework

Aspects appraised Instruments and information sources used
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (27) (28)

O
E
C
D Australia Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes m No No No m NTS, DUT, CC Yes Yes

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes m m No No m NTS, DUT, CC Yes Yes
Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No m Yes No Yes m No No No m NTS No Yes

Appraisal for promotion m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Austria Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No None Yes m

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No No No No No No None No m
Teacher registration No No No No No No Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No No None Yes m

Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No Yes Yes No No No No No No No None Yes m
Belgium (Fl.) Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No m Yes m m m m m m m DUT Yes Yes
Belgium (Fr.) Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No No No NTS No No
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No No NTS, DUT Yes No

Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No No NTS, DUT No No
Czech Republic Completion of probation Yes Yes No No No No No Yes Yes No No No No No No No DUT, SIR m No

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No Yes Yes Yes SIR No No
Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No Yes No No No No No SIR No No

Denmark a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
England Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No No NTS, OTH No Yes

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No No NTS, OTH No Yes
Estonia a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Finland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
France Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT, CC Yes Yes

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT, CC Yes Yes
Germany a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Greece Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No NTS, SDP Yes Yes

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No NTS, SDP Yes Yes
Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No NTS, SDP Yes Yes

Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No NTS, SDP Yes Yes
Hungary Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT Yes m

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT Yes m
Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT Yes m

Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT Yes m
Iceland a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Ireland Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No NTS, CC Yes Yes

Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No NTS, CC Yes Yes
Israel Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS Yes Yes

Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS Yes Yes
Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS Yes Yes

Italy Completion of probation m m m m m m Yes m m m m m m m m Yes CC, SDP No Yes
Japan Regular appraisal m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes Yes NTS, RTS, DUT No Yes

Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, RTS, DUT, CC, 
SDP, SIR

Yes No

Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No Yes No No No No No NTS, RTS, DUT, SDP, 
SIR

Yes Yes

Luxembourg a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Mexico Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No Yes No No No NTS Yes Yes

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No Yes No No No No NTS Yes m
Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No Yes No No No No NTS Yes Yes

Reward schemes No Yes No No No No No No No No No No Yes No No No NTS m Yes

References /standards against which teachers are appraised
None: None
NTS:  National or state teaching standards
RTS:  Regional or intermediate teaching standards
DUT:  A description of the general and professional duties of teachers
CC:  Code of conduct
SDP:  School development plan or school project
SIR:  School internal regulations
OTH:  Other

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 for 
additional information.
Individual columns for the references against which teachers are appraised (i.e. columns 19-26) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286413 
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Table D7.4b. [2/2] Features of teacher appraisal at the lower secondary level (2015)
For teachers teaching general programmes

 

Types of teacher 
appraisal covered  

by policy framework

Aspects appraised Instruments and information sources used
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (27) (28)

O
E
C
D Netherlands Completion of probation m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m Yes

Regular appraisal m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m Yes
Teacher registration m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Appraisal for promotion m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m Yes
Reward schemes m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m Yes

New Zealand Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR No Yes
Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR No Yes

Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT No Yes
Norway a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Poland Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes m Yes m No No No No No NTS Yes Yes

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes m No No No No Yes No No NTS Yes Yes
Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes m Yes m No No No No No NTS Yes Yes

Portugal Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No No No No No Yes NTS, SDP, SIR, OTH Yes Yes
Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes No No No No No Yes NTS, SDP, SIR, OTH Yes Yes

Scotland a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Slovak Republic Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes No

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes No
Slovenia Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No m m m m m m m m m None Yes Yes

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No No No m DUT Yes Yes
Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes No No No m NTS, OTH Yes Yes

Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No Yes No No No No m NTS, DUT No Yes
Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No m m m m m m m m m DUT No Yes

Spain Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No NTS No Yes
Sweden Regular appraisal m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m NTS, SDP, SIR m m

Teacher registration No No No No No No Yes No No No No No No No No Yes NTS No Yes
Reward schemes m m m m m m Yes m m m m m m m m m NTS, OTH m m

Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No NTS, CC Yes Yes

Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No No No NTS, CC No No
Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No Yes No Yes No No No NTS, CC No No

United States Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes m m m m Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes Yes
Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes Yes

Teacher registration Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes Yes
Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes Yes

Reward schemes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes Yes

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No No No No No DUT, CC m m

  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No DUT, CC m m
Colombia Completion of probation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes No No No No No NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes No
  Regular appraisal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes No Yes No No No NTS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes No
  Appraisal for promotion Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No Yes No No No No NTS, DUT, CC Yes Yes
Latvia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

References /standards against which teachers are appraised
None: None
NTS:  National or state teaching standards
RTS:  Regional or intermediate teaching standards
DUT:  A description of the general and professional duties of teachers
CC:  Code of conduct
SDP:  School development plan or school project
SIR:  School internal regulations
OTH:  Other

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 for 
additional information.
Individual columns for the references against which teachers are appraised (i.e. columns 19-26) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286413 
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Table D7.8b. School leader appraisal at the lower secondary level:  
Eligibility, governance and responsibilities (2015) 

In general programmes
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (30)

O
E
C
D Australia P a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a

Austria N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Belgium (Fl.) L Yes No Yes No No MP 3 Yes No Yes No Yes No No S, SO P, SO
Belgium (Fr.) L Yes No a a a MP 4 Yes No Yes No No No No S, SO S, SO, O
Canada L m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Czech Republic L Yes No No No No MN a Yes No No No No No No R, SO SR, SO
Denmark P a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
England L Yes Yes No No Yes MP 1 No No No No No Yes m C L, SB, EE
Estonia N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Finland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
France L Yes Yes No No No MP 2 No Yes No Yes No No No C C
Germany N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Greece L Yes No No No No MP 3 Yes No No No No Yes No C C, IA
Hungary L Yes No No No No MP 4 Yes No No No No No Yes C, CA P, EE, O
Iceland N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Ireland N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Israel L Yes Yes No No No MP 2 Yes No No No Yes Yes No C, SA R
Italy N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Japan N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Korea L Yes Yes a a No MP 1 No No Yes No No No No C, R, L, SB P, DP, EE, O
Luxembourg N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Mexico L Yes Yes Yes Yes No MP 3 Yes No No No No Yes No C C
Netherlands P a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
New Zealand L Yes Yes Yes Yes No MP 1 Yes No Yes No No No No C, CA, SB, P, DP, SP C, SB, P, SL, PE
Norway N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Poland L Yes No No No No VO a No No Yes No No Yes No C L
Portugal L Yes Yes Yes Yes No MP 3 No No No No No No Yes C SB, IA
Scotland N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Slovak Republic L Yes Yes No No No MP 1 No Yes No No No No No SO, P, O P, SO
Slovenia L Yes Yes a a No MP 1 Yes No No No No No No C C, SB, P, SO, IA
Spain L Yes No No No No MP 1 Yes No No No No No No S S, IA
Sweden N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Switzerland L m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey L Yes No No No No MP 3 Yes Yes No No Yes No No C R, L, EE, O
United States L Yes Yes m m m m m Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes S, L, SB, SO, SP S, L, SB, PS, EE, PE

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia L Yes Yes No No No MP 1 Yes No No No Yes No No C, CA S/L

Latvia P a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a

Existence of school leader appraisal
L: Legislated
P: No school leader appraisal, but have similar practices
N: No school leader appraisal or similar practices

Obligation  to undertake appraisal procedure
MP:  Mandatory periodic
MN:  Mandatory non-periodic
VO:  Not mandatory/voluntary

Frequency of appraisal 
1:  Once per year 
2:  Once every three years 
3:  Once every four years 
4:  Once every five years

Who determines the procedures and who evaluates 
C: Central education authorities or government
CA: Central agency
S:  State education authorities or government
SA: State agency
R: Provincial or regional education authorities or government
SR: Sub-regional inter-municipal education authorities or government
L: Local education authorities or government
SB: School board or committee
SO: School organising body
P: School principal/director
DP: Deputy school principal/director
SP: Professional organisation for school leaders
SL: Member of school leadership other than school principal/director 
TP: Teacher professional organisation
SU: Supervisor
PS: Peer evaluator at the same school
PE: Peer evaluator from another school
IA: Intermediate agency
EE: External accredited evaluator
O: Other 

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 for 
additional information.
Individual columns for who determines the procedures for appraisal (i.e. columns 17-29) and who evaluates (i.e. columns 31-45) are available for consultation on line 
(see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286426
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Table D7.9b. Features of school leader appraisal at the lower secondary level (2015) 
In general programmes
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (29) (30)

O
E
C
D Australia P a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a

Austria N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Belgium (Fl.) L m m m m m m m m m Yes m m m m m m m m DUT Yes Yes
Belgium (Fr.) L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No No NSS, DUT, OTH No Yes
Canada L m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Czech Republic L Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No No No No Yes DUT, OTH No No
Denmark P a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
England L m m m m m m m m m Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No m NSS No Yes
Estonia N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Finland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
France L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes NSS, DUT, OTH Yes Yes
Germany N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Greece L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NSS, DUT, SDP Yes Yes
Hungary L Yes Yes No No No No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No NSS, DUT No m
Iceland N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Ireland N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Israel L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No No No No No No No NSS, RSS, DUT, CC Yes Yes
Italy N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Japan N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Korea L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No RSS, DUT Yes No
Luxembourg N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Mexico L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes No Yes No No No No NSS Yes Yes
Netherlands P a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
New Zealand L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m NSS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR No Yes
Norway N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Poland L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No m m No No No No No No No NSS Yes Yes
Portugal L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes No No No No DUT, SDP, OTH Yes Yes
Scotland N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Slovak Republic L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No RSS, SIR Yes Yes
Slovenia L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No No No No No No NSS Yes Yes
Spain L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes No No No No No NSS No Yes
Sweden N a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a
Switzerland L m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NSS, CC Yes Yes
United States L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes m NSS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes Yes

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia L Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No No No No NSS, DUT, CC, SDP, SIR Yes No

Latvia P a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a

Existence of school leader appraisal
L: Legislated
P: No school leader appraisal, but have similar practices
N: No school leader appraisal or similar practices

References /standards against which school leaders are appraised
None:  None
NSS:  National or state standards for school leadership
RSS:  Regional or intermediate standards for school leadership
DUT:  A description of the general and professional duties of school leaders
CC:  Code of conduct
SDP:  School development plan or school project
SIR:  School internal regulations
OTH:  Other 

Notes: Federal states or countries with highly decentralised school systems may have different regulations in states, provinces or regions. Please refer to Annex 3 for 
additional information.
Individual columns for the references against which school leaders are appraised (i.e. columns 21-28) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286432
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TO WHAT EXTENT IS INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATION 
TECHNOLOGY USED IN TEACHING AND LEARNING?
• Virtually all 15-year-old students in OECD countries are in schools that make at least one computer 

available to them; but there is considerable variation in the ratio of students to computers, from 
less than 1 student per computer in Australia to 45 students per computer in Turkey.

• On average across OECD countries, around 15% of students reported that they first accessed the 
Internet at age 6 or younger. 

• Only 17% of students spend one hour or more at school using the Internet during a typical school 
day, on average across OECD countries, while more than 36% of them do not spend any time using 
the Internet at school.

Chart D8.1. How old were 15 year-old students  
when they �rst accessed the Internet? (PISA 2012)  

Age distribution based on results from students’ self-reports

Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students who reported that they had �rst accessed the Internet when they  
were 6 or younger.
Source: OECD. Table D8.1. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284683
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 Context
Information and communication technology (ICT) is a major component of economic growth in all 
OECD countries. Given that young people today need to be skilled in using these technologies as 
students, job-seekers or workers, consumers and responsible citizens, those who have no access to 
or experience in using ICT will �nd it increasingly di�cult to participate fully in economic, social and 
civic life. However, basic ICT skills may not add value unless they are well paired with cognitive skills 
and other skills, such as creativity, communication skills, team work and perseverance.

Schools need su�cient ICT resources to help students both to learn how to use and bene�t from 
these technologies and to acquire new knowledge and skills, in other subjects, through using them. 
ICT can also help teachers and school administrators to work more e�ciently.   �e distribution of 
resources across and within education systems has long been an important issue for both equity and 
excellence in education. Given the rapid advances in technology, and the central role ICT now plays 
in all aspects of life, education policy makers need to consider how to ensure that ICT resources and 
students’ access to those resources are provided equitably within education systems.

 Other findings
• On average, 15-year-old boys score 4 points higher on the computer-based PISA reading test than 

on the paper-based reading test. By contrast, 15-year-old girls perform 8 points lower in digital 
reading than in paper-based reading test, on average. 

• In all countries and economies that participated in the OECD Programme for International Student 
Assessment (PISA) in 2012, the gender gap in reading performance is narrower in digital reading 
than in print reading. Girls outperform boys in digital reading by an average of 26 score points, 
compared to an average of 38 score points – the equivalent of nearly one year of schooling – in 
print reading. 

• Teachers who participated in the 2013 OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) 
(OECD, 2014a) reported that the areas in which they most need professional development are in 
teaching students with special needs and developing ICT skills for teaching. 

• An average of only 40% of lower secondary teachers who participated in TALIS reported that 
students frequently use ICT for projects or class work. This suggests that, despite large investments 
in ICT across school systems, in many countries, teachers are still not systematically inclined and 
prepared to use these tools in their teaching. 

• Given teachers’ self-reported need for training in how to use ICT in their teaching, TALIS finds 
no correlation between the ICT-related professional development activities offered and teachers’ 
participation rates in those programmes. That lack of coherence could be costly if the teachers who 
feel they need further training do not have access to it, or if the training is not well-targeted.

 Trends
• Students in 2012 were less likely than their counterparts were in 2003 to attend schools whose 

principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered by a lack of computers 
and computer software.

• According to principals’ reports, the number of 15-year-old students per school computer did not 
change significantly across OECD countries, on average. In 2012 as in 2009 there were between 
four and five students to every school computer, on average across OECD countries.
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Analysis
ICT resources in schools

Quality of schools’ educational resources 
In 2012, the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) asked school principals to report 
whether their school’s capacity to provide instruction was hindered by a shortage or inadequacy of: science laboratory 
equipment, instructional materials (e.g. textbooks), computers for instruction, computer software for instruction, 
and library materials. The responses were combined to create an index of quality of schools’ educational resources that 
has a mean of zero and a standard deviation of 1 in OECD countries. Positive values reflect principals’ perceptions 
that a shortage of educational resources hinders learning to a lesser extent than the OECD average, and negative 
values indicate that school principals believe the shortage hinders learning to a greater extent.

In 2012, an average of less than 10% of 15-year-old students across OECD countries attended schools whose principals 
reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction was hindered a lot by a shortage or inadequacy of educational 
resources (e.g. traditional textbooks, library materials, a science laboratory, computers and computer software). Thus, 
for example, only 9% of students were in schools whose principals reported that instruction was hindered a lot by 
a shortage of computers for instruction, and only 5% were in schools whose principals reported that instruction 
was hindered by a shortage of computer software. More globally, a shortage of computers for instruction hinders 
learning to a greater extent in Brazil, Greece, Iceland, Indonesia, Mexico, Sweden, Tunisia and Turkey:  at least 15% of 
students attended schools whose principals reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction was hindered a 
lot by a shortage of computers. By contrast, principals are the most positive in Australia, the Czech Republic, France, 
Hong-Kong (China), Hungary, Italy, Korea, Macao (China) and the Slovak Republic and reported for more than 96% of 
them that instruction in their school is not hindered by a shortage of computers (Table D8.2).

Chart D8.2. Change between 2003 and 2012 in the index of quality of schools’  
educational resources (e.g. textbooks, computers for instruction, computer software)

Notes: �e index of quality of school educational resources was derived from the items measuring school principals’ perceptions of potential factors hindering instruction at 
their school (SC14, from the PISA 2012 school questionnaire). Higher values on this index indicate better quality of educational resources in 2012. Dark blue bars indicate 
di�erences that are statistically signi�cant. For comparability over time, PISA 2003 values on the index of schools’ educational resources have been rescaled to the PISA 2012 
scale of the index.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change between 2003 and 2012 in the index of quality of schools’ educational resources.
Source: OECD. Table D8.2. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284698
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Moreover, the schools seem to be better equipped in new technologies in 2012 than in 2003. Thus, students in 
2012 were less likely than their counterparts in 2003 to attend schools whose principal reported that the school’s 
capacity to provide instruction is hindered by a lack of computers and computer software. Thus, for example, in 
26 of the 38 countries and economies with comparable data, there were fewer school principals in 2012 than in 
2003 who reported that their school’s capacity to provide instruction was hindered by a shortage of computers. 



D8

To what extent is information and communication technology used in teaching and learning? – INDICATOR D8 chapter D

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 517

The largest improvements between 2003 and 2012 were observed in Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Germany, Ireland, 
the Netherlands, the Russian Federation and Uruguay. By contrast, the shortage of computers for instruction was 
greater in 2012 than in 2003 – signalling a greater likelihood that students attend schools where a lack of computers 
hinders the school’s capacity to provide instruction – in Iceland, Indonesia, Mexico and Tunisia (Table D8.2).  

The overall trend among OECD countries shows that the shortage of educational resources (e.g. traditional 
textbooks, library materials, a science laboratory, computers and computer software) hindered the school’s capacity 
to provide instruction to a lesser extent in 2012 than in 2003. This trend was observed across all school types, 
advantaged and disadvantaged schools, private and public schools, lower and upper secondary programmes, and 
urban and rural schools). (OECD [2013], Table IV.3.45). 

Number of students per computer
Given that students’ use of ICT for learning partly depends on the extent to which they can have access to 
a computer, a key indication of access to ICT resources is the number of students per school computer. Across 
OECD countries, virtually all students attend schools with at least one computer. The number of students per 
computer is based on principals’ reports about the number of students in the national modal grade for 15-year-olds 
and on the number of computers available for these students. On average across OECD countries in 2012, there 
were five students for every school computer. Brazil, Costa Rica, Indonesia, Mexico and Turkey had the largest 
number (at least 15) of students per computer, while Australia, the Czech Republic, Macao (China), New Zealand, 
Norway, the Slovak Republic, the United Kingdom and the United States had the smallest number (fewer than two) 
of students per school computer (Table D8.1).

According to principals’ reports, the number of 15-year-old students per school computer did not change significantly 
across OECD countries, on average. In 2012 as in 2009 there were between four and five students to every school 
computer, on average across OECD countries. Globally, the number of students per school computer decreased 
significantly in 12 of the 49 countries/economies with comparable data, and increased only in five – most notably 
in Turkey (from 12 to 45). The change in Turkey may have been partly the result of an increase in the student 
population during this period rather than a reduction in the number of computers available to them (Table D8.1).

First Internet access and intensity of Internet use at school

Number of students who have never used a computer
The most basic measure of students’ access to and familiarity with ICT is whether or not they have used a computer. 
PISA 2012 found that virtually all 15-year-old boys and girls in all participating countries and economies had 
accessed the Internet by the time they took the PISA test. In 2012, on average across OECD countries, less than 
1% of students reported that they had never used a computer or accessed the Internet. In Mexico, 5% of students 
so reported, and Jordan showed the highest levels of non-use, with 7% of students reporting that they had never 
accessed the Internet (OECD [2015a]).

On average across OECD countries, around 15% of students reported that they first accessed the Internet before 
they set foot in a classroom (i.e. at the age of 6 or earlier), and around 40% of students reported that they were 
between 7 and 9 years old when they first used the Internet. On average, boys were 4 percentage points more likely 
than girls to have used the Internet before the age of 6 (Table D8.1, Chart D8.1 and OECD [2015b]).

PISA 2012 asked students how much time they spend using the computer in classroom lessons during a typical 
school day.  Interpretation of ICT use in classroom lessons, measured by minutes and hours, is one way researchers 
can determine the extent to which ICT is included in classroom activities. On average across OECD countries, only 
17 % of students reported that they spend one hour or more using the Internet at school during a school day, while 
more than 36% reported that they do not spend any time at school using the Internet (Table D8.1). 

According to their own reports, students in OECD countries spend an average of 25 minutes per day on line at 
school. In Australia, students spend an average of 58 minutes per day on line at school; in Denmark students spend 
an average of 46 minutes per day on line at school; in Greece they spend 42 minutes per day on line at school; and 
in Sweden students spend an average of 39 minutes per day on line at school. By contrast, in Germany, Italy, Japan, 
Jordan, Korea, Macao (China), Poland, Shanghai (China), Singapore, Turkey and Uruguay, at least 50% of students 
reported that they spend no time at school using the Internet (Table D8.1). However, the association between 
the intensity of Internet use at school and PISA performance in reading is not linear. Thus, while PISA results 
suggest that limited use of computers at school may be better than not using computers at all, using computers 
more intensively than the OECD average tends to be associated with significantly poorer student performance. 
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The use of ICT is linked to better student performance only in certain contexts, such as when computer software 
and Internet connections help to increase study time and practice (OECD [2015b]).

Although computers are becoming familiar pieces of hardware in many classrooms, most 15-year-olds who 
use computers regularly do so outside of school, on weekends, during their leisure time, and generally not for 
school work.  On average across OECD countries, boys reported using the Internet for 144 minutes and girls for 
130 minutes on typical weekdays. Perhaps surprisingly, boys also reported using the Internet at school more 
than girls: in 26 countries, boys spend more time using the Internet at school on a typical weekday than girls do 
(OECD [2015b]).

Gender differences in digital- and print-reading performance

But being familiar with smartphones and computers does not necessarily mean that a student can use those devices 
competently or know how to critically assess the information he or she collects through them. The learning outcomes 
that are associated with digital technologies depend, to a great extent, on how – and how frequently – students use 
them. 

PISA 2012 evaluated not only how skilled 15-year-olds are in gathering and processing information that they 
acquire when reading printed texts, but also how proficient they are in reading digital material. PISA found that 
some countries have been far more successful than others in helping students to equip themselves to participate 
fully in the digital age. For example, 15-year-old boys and girls in Australia, Brazil, Korea, Singapore, Sweden 
and the United States perform better in digital reading than in print reading, while the opposite is observed in 
Germany, Hungary, Israel, Poland, Shanghai (China), Spain and the United Arab Emirates. Among those countries 
where students perform better in digital reading, Korea recently developed a “Smart Education” policy that includes 
building or improving school infrastructure so that it accommodates new technologies, and training teachers in the 
use of these technologies (Table D8.3 and Chart D8.3).

The assessment also revealed some interesting differences between girls and boys in their skills in the digital 
domain. On average, 15-year-old boys score 4 points higher on the computer-based PISA reading test than on the 
paper-based reading test. By contrast, 15-year-old girls perform 8 points lower in digital reading than in paper-
based reading test, on average. As a result, while girls outperform boys in both print and digital reading, the gender 
gap tends to be narrower in digital reading. On average among the countries that took part in both assessments, 
girls outperformed boys by 38 points – the equivalent of one year of formal schooling – in print reading, but by only 
26 points in digital reading. There is still a marked difference in performance in favour of girls in digital reading, 
but it is less extreme than the disparity between boys’ and girls’ performance in print reading. In all participating 
countries the gender gap in performance was wider in print than in digital reading, and the difference exceeds 
15 score points in France, Israel, Italy, Korea, Macao (China), Portugal, the Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic, 
Slovenia, Sweden, and Chinese Taipei (Table D8.3 and Chart D8.3). 

The variations in the size of the gender gap among countries do not seem to be associated with the absolute levels 
of performance. For example, among countries performing below the OECD average in digital and print reading, 
Austria has a substantially narrower gap between boys and girls in digital reading (27 points) than in print reading 
(37 points), while the gaps between Spanish boys and girls in digital (24 points) and print (29 points) reading 
are almost the same. Of the 32 countries that participated in the digital reading assessment in 2012, those with 
the widest gender gaps in digital reading, namely  Estonia, Hungary, Norway, Poland, Slovenia, Sweden and the 
United Arab Emirates, tend to have a comparatively wide gender gap in print reading as well. In these countries, 
whatever factors might explain the performance differences between boys and girls in the digital medium seem to 
be the same, or at least have a similar effect, as those that account for performance differences in the print medium 
(Table D8.3 and Chart D8.3). 

Results from the PISA report, The ABC of Gender Equality in Education: Aptitude, Behaviour, Confidence (OECD, 2015b), 
suggest that boys tend to do better in reading when they take a computer-based test largely because of their greater 
familiarity computers, which, in turn, is linked to the greater amount of time they spend playing video games. The 
more frequently students play one-player video games and collaborative online games, which boys tend to play more 
than girls, the worse their relative performance on paper-based tests. Frequent video gaming appears to “crowd out” 
other activities, such as doing homework regularly, that help students to acquire reading and mathematics skills. 
In computer-based tests, the negative effects of video gaming may be counterbalanced by its positive effects on 
students’ ability to navigate through digital texts. And students who frequently play video games will, necessarily, 
be more at ease – and may even prefer – taking a test using a computer.
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Teachers and ICT 

Teaching practices deployed by teachers can play a significant role in the degree to which students learn. The OECD 
Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) conducted in 2013 asked lower secondary school teachers to 
choose a particular class from their teaching schedule and then respond to a series of questions about the frequency 
with which they used a number of teaching practices in this class. Of the eight practices examined, the two that 
teachers reported using most frequently, on average across countries, are presenting a summary of recently learned 
content  and checking students’ exercise books or homework (around 80% of teachers, on average, reported using 
these practices). (See Table 6.1 in the TALIS survey [OECD, 2014a]). 

In contrast, 40% of lower secondary teachers reported that students use ICT for projects or class work “frequently” 
or “in all or nearly all lessons”. However, this average masks large disparities among countries. For example, in 
Australia, Chile, Denmark, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway and Abu Dhabi (the United Arab Emirates), more than 
one in two teachers reported that students use ICT “frequently” or “in all or nearly all lessons”, while fewer than 
one in four teachers in Croatia, Finland, France, Israel, Japan, Malaysia, Serbia and Shanghai (China) reported so 
(Table D8.4 and Chart D8.4). 

Despite an increasing number of new initiatives to develop ICT skills for teaching and greater investments in 
new technologies (OECD [2015c]), these figures show that teachers are still not systematically using these tools 
in their teaching. This may be because, among other things, teachers feel they are not sufficiently skilled in 
using ICT themselves. The PISA study showed that, among all teachers, those who are more inclined and better 
prepared for student-oriented teaching practices, such as group work, individualised learning and project work, 
are more likely to use digital resources, according to students’ reports (OECD [2015b]). In addition, when asked 
to rank their professional development needs, teachers across all countries and economies that participated in 
TALIS in 2013 cited teaching students with special needs first, followed by teaching with ICT (18% of teachers, 
on average) and using new technologies in the workplace (16% of teachers, on average). Even larger proportions 

Chart D8.3. Mean score-point di�erence between paper-and-pencil  
and computer-delivered reading test1 (PISA 2012) 

15-year-old students, by gender

Note: Di�erences that are statistically signi�cant are marked in grey and dark blue. 
1. Negative �gures mean that 15-year-old students have obtained better performances on computer-delivered reading test.
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the mean score-point di�erence  between paper-and-pencil and computer-delivered reading test of boys.
Source: OECD. Table D8.3. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284709
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of teachers cited the need for professional development in teaching with ICT and using new technologies in the 
workplace in Brazil (27% and 37%, respectively), Georgia (31% and 39%, respectively),  Italy (36% and 32%, 
respectively) and Malaysia (38% and 31%, respectively) (Table D8.4). 

Providing further support, either through professional development or initial teacher training, to encourage 
teachers to use ICT tools in their teaching should be a priority.  In addition, teachers should be encouraged and 
given the time to collaborate with their colleagues. TALIS finds that teachers who reported that they participate 
in professional development activities involving collaborative research, observation visits to other schools, or a 
network of teachers are more likely to have reported that they use teaching practices that involve small groups 
of students and ICT. 

Chart D8.4. Information and communications technology:  
Teaching practices, teachers’ needs for professional development and participation  

in professional development activities (TALIS 2013)

1. �ese data are reported by teachers and refer to a randomly chosen class they currently teach from their weekly timetable.
2. Note by Turkey: �e information in this document with reference to “Cyprus” relates to the southern part of the Island. �ere is no single authority representing both 
Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the Island. Turkey recognises the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable solution is found 
within the context of the United Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the “Cyprus issue”.
3. Note by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Union: �e Republic of Cyprus is recognised by all members of the United Nations 
with the exception of Turkey. �e information in this document relates to the area under the e�ective control of the Government of the Republic of Cyprus.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order, based on the overall percentage of teachers who report that students use ICT for projects or class work “frequently” or “in all or nearly 
all lessons”.
Source: OECD. Table D8.4. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933284717
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Professional development
No matter how good initial teacher education is, it cannot be expected to prepare teachers for all the challenges they 
will face during their first job as a teacher. Therefore, professional development, at all points in a teacher’s career, is 
necessary to keep up with changing research, tools, practices and students’ needs.

One in two teachers reported that they had participated in at least one professional development activity to improve 
their ICT skills for teaching during the 12 months prior to the TALIS survey.  Although the reported participation 
rates in professional development activities related to ICT vary widely across countries (from 33% in Norway to 
81% in the Russian Federation), teachers generally indicated that their professional development activities have 
a moderate or large positive impact on their teaching. Thus, between 64% of teachers in England and more than 
90% of teachers in Portugal, Romania and the Slovak Republic, on average, reported that professional development 
activities to improve their ICT skills for teaching had a positive impact (Table D8.4).
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Given what teachers reported about their professional development needs, one would expect to see strong 
correlations between the reported need and participation rates in relevant professional development activities.  
But the data reported in Table D8.4 show otherwise. In many countries, the supply of professional development 
activities does not match the demand. That lack of coherence could be costly if the teachers who feel they need 
further training do not have access to it, or if the training is not well-targeted.

For example, in Italy, 36 % of lower secondary school teachers indicated that they have a high need for professional 
development to improve their ICT skills for teaching (the second highest percentage of teachers among all 
participating countries/economies), but an average of 53% of lower secondary teachers reported that they had 
participated in professional development activities in this area in the 12 months prior to the survey. Similarly, 
only 12% of lower secondary teachers indicated that they have a high need for professional development in ICT in 
Singapore while 68% of them participated in professional development activities in this area in the 12 months prior 
to the survey (Table D8.4 and Chart D8.4).

Methodology
All the data published in this Indicator came from the TALIS and PISA surveys.

The number of students per school computer was derived from dividing the number of students in the modal grade 
for 15-year-olds by the number of computers for educational purposes available to students in the modal grade for 
15-year-olds. 

The index of quality of school educational resources was derived from six items measuring school principals’ perceptions 
of potential factors hindering instruction at their school (SC14, from the PISA 2012 school questionnaire). These 
factors are: shortage or inadequacy of science laboratory equipment; shortage or inadequacy of instructional 
materials; shortage or inadequacy of computers for instruction; lack or inadequacy of Internet connectivity; shortage 
or inadequacy of computer software for instruction; and shortage or inadequacy of library materials. As all items 
were inverted for scaling, higher values on this index indicate better quality of educational resources. For trends 
analyses, the PISA 2003 values of the index of quality of educational resources were rescaled to be comparable to 
those in PISA 2012. As a result, values for the index of quality educational resources for PISA 2003 reported in this 
Indicator may differ from those reported in Learning for Tomorrow’s World: First Results from PISA 2003. One of 
the questions included to compute the index of quality of educational resources in PISA 2012 (“lack or inadequacy of 
Internet connection”) was not included in the PISA 2003 questionnaire. Estimation of the PISA 2003 index treats 
this question as missing and, under the assumption that the relationship between the items remains unchanged 
with the inclusion of the new questions, the PISA 2003 and PISA 2012 values on the index of quality of educational 
resources are comparable after the rescaling. For more information regarding the indices, please refer to the PISA 2012 
Technical Report (OECD [2014b]).

Thirty-two countries participated in the digital reading assessment in PISA 2012. When a country participated 
in the digital reading assessment option, it was expected that student sampling of the digital reading assessment 
would occur in every school that participated in the paper-based PISA survey.  The overall sample size requirement 
for the digital reading assessment was 1 200 assessed students within each country. The recommended Target 
Cluster Size (TCS) for the digital reading assessment was 14 students per sampled school. While 14 students for 
each of 150 schools (the typical number of PISA schools) would potentially yield 2 100 students, the large TCS 
was chosen to account for the fact that some schools would not have adequate computer resources. The TCS of 
14 also accounted for the loss in the digital reading assessment sample that would accrue from prior losses in the 
paper-based PISA sample. It was a requirement that all students who participated in the digital reading assessment 
also took part in the paper-based PISA assessment. The student sample for the digital reading assessment was 
selected at the same time that the paper-based PISA student sample was selected in each school by a student-sampling 
software. Therefore, any student sampled for both assessments who did not provide responses to the paper-based 
PISA assessment was an automatic loss to the digital reading assessment. 

Note regarding data from Israel
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Indicator D8 Tables
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286444

Table D8.1 Computer availability, first access to Internet and intensity of Internet use at school (PISA 2012)

Table D8.2 Change between 2003 and 2012 in the quality of schools’ educational resources 
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and computer-delivered reading test, by gender (PISA 2012) 
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Table D8.1. [1/2] Computer availability, first access to Internet and intensity  
of Internet use at school (PISA 2012) 

Ratio of 15-year-old students  
to computers available to them1   

(results based on principals’ reports)
How old were 15-year-old students when they first accessed the Internet?  

(results based on students’ self-reports)

2009 2012
6 years old  
or younger 7-9 years old 10-12 years old

13 years old   
or older

Never accessed  
the Internet

Mean S.E. Mean S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D Australia 2.4 (1.1) 0.9 (0.0) 19.3 (0.4) 48.1 (0.4) 27.4 (0.4) 5.1 (0.2) 0.1 (0.0)

Austria 2.4 (0.4) 2.9 (0.5) 8.0 (0.4) 37.8 (0.7) 43.9 (0.7) 10.2 (0.6) 0.2 (0.1)

Belgium 3.0 (0.2) 2.8 (0.3) 14.5 (0.5) 41.1 (0.6) 37.7 (0.7) 6.4 (0.3) 0.3 (0.1)

Canada 2.0 (0.1) 2.8 (1.0) m m m m m m m m m m

Chile 6.2 (0.5) 4.7 (0.9) 12.2 (0.4) 37.4 (0.8) 37.2 (0.9) 12.9 (0.6) 0.4 (0.1)

Czech Republic 2.2 (0.1) 1.6 (0.1) 7.0 (0.4) 41.9 (0.9) 42.7 (1.0) 8.3 (0.5) 0.1 (0.1)

Denmark 1.8 (0.1) 2.4 (0.3) 32.6 (0.8) 51.5 (0.7) 14.8 (0.6) 0.9 (0.1) 0.1 (0.0)

Estonia 2.5 (0.1) 2.1 (0.1) 24.1 (0.8) 56.1 (0.9) 17.2 (0.7) 2.4 (0.3) 0.2 (0.1)

Finland 3.0 (0.1) 3.1 (0.1) 20.9 (0.6) 60.2 (0.6) 17.8 (0.5) 1.1 (0.2) 0.0 c

France m m 2.9 (0.2) m m m m m m m m m m

Germany 3.0 (0.2) 4.2 (1.3) 7.0 (0.4) 35.2 (0.8) 46.4 (0.7) 11.2 (0.5) 0.2 (0.1)

Greece 7.8 (1.2) 8.2 (1.1) 5.1 (0.3) 22.7 (0.6) 41.8 (0.7) 29.6 (0.7) 0.8 (0.1)

Hungary 2.4 (0.1) 2.2 (0.1) 8.9 (0.5) 38.4 (1.0) 42.9 (0.9) 9.7 (0.6) 0.1 (0.1)

Iceland 2.2 (0.0) 4.1 (0.0) 22.9 (0.7) 52.5 (0.8) 21.6 (0.7) 2.8 (0.3) 0.3 (0.1)

Ireland 3.6 (1.2) 2.6 (0.2) 6.6 (0.4) 31.9 (0.8) 47.5 (0.8) 13.7 (0.5) 0.2 (0.1)

Israel 5.2 (0.6) 4.7 (0.6) 27.9 (0.8) 44.7 (0.8) 20.7 (0.7) 5.7 (0.5) 0.9 (0.2)

Italy 3.7 (0.1) 4.1 (0.5) 7.0 (0.2) 27.3 (0.4) 46.7 (0.5) 18.6 (0.4) 0.4 (0.1)

Japan 3.7 (0.1) 3.6 (0.1) 6.5 (0.4) 38.8 (0.6) 43.8 (0.7) 10.3 (0.5) 0.7 (0.1)

Korea 4.6 (0.2) 5.3 (0.2) 11.8 (0.5) 58.3 (0.7) 26.5 (0.8) 3.3 (0.3) 0.1 (0.0)

Luxembourg 12.1 (0.0) 2.2 (0.0) m m m m m m m m m m

Mexico 20.8 (7.6) 15.5 (2.0) 6.1 (0.3) 26.9 (0.5) 37.5 (0.4) 24.4 (0.5) 5.1 (0.4)

Netherlands 2.6 (0.2) 2.6 (0.2) 33.3 (0.9) 50.5 (0.9) 15.3 (0.6) 0.8 (0.1) 0.1 (0.0)

New Zealand 1.4 (0.0) 1.2 (0.1) 23.7 (0.8) 48.3 (0.9) 23.7 (0.7) 4.0 (0.3) 0.3 (0.1)

Norway 1.8 (0.1) 1.7 (0.1) 26.1 (0.7) 50.9 (0.9) 20.9 (0.6) 1.9 (0.2) 0.3 (0.1)

Poland 4.9 (0.2) 4.0 (0.1) 8.3 (0.5) 37.2 (0.8) 41.6 (0.9) 12.3 (0.6) 0.7 (0.1)

Portugal 2.2 (0.1) 3.7 (0.3) 11.0 (0.6) 39.7 (0.7) 39.5 (0.8) 9.7 (0.5) 0.1 (0.0)

Slovak Republic 3.1 (0.3) 2.0 (0.2) 4.8 (0.4) 26.3 (0.8) 46.7 (0.9) 21.5 (0.8) 0.8 (0.2)

Slovenia 4.8 (0.0) 3.3 (0.0) 12.5 (0.5) 48.4 (0.8) 32.5 (0.7) 6.1 (0.4) 0.5 (0.1)

Spain 2.2 (0.1) 2.2 (0.1) 14.8 (0.4) 45.3 (0.6) 34.0 (0.5) 5.8 (0.3) 0.2 (0.1)

Sweden 3.6 (0.2) 3.7 (0.8) 25.0 (0.7) 53.7 (0.8) 18.7 (0.6) 2.1 (0.2) 0.5 (0.1)

Switzerland 2.7 (0.1) 2.7 (0.2) 8.8 (0.4) 38.4 (0.7) 43.0 (0.7) 9.6 (0.4) 0.3 (0.1)

Turkey 12.1 (2.0) 44.9 (9.7) 5.3 (0.4) 32.7 (0.8) 40.2 (0.8) 19.7 (0.7) 2.0 (0.3)

United Kingdom 1.4 (0.1) 1.4 (0.1) m m m m m m m m m m

United States 2.5 (0.4) 1.8 (0.2) m m m m m m m m m m

OECD average 4.2 (0.2) 4.7 (0.3) 14.6 (0.1) 42.1 (0.1) 33.5 (0.1) 9.3 (0.1) 0.5 (0.0)

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil 34.0 (4.6) 22.1 (2.7) m m m m m m m m m m

Colombia 6.1 (0.9) 3.7 (0.2) m m m m m m m m m m

Costa Rica 19.5 (3.3) 17.7 (3.1) 9.1 (0.5) 28.6 (0.9) 38.9 (0.8) 22.0 (1.1) 1.4 (0.3)

Croatia 4.2 (0.2) 5.0 (0.2) 7.2 (0.4) 34.7 (0.8) 44.0 (0.8) 13.9 (0.6) 0.2 (0.1)

Hong Kong (China) 1.9 (0.1) 2.2 (0.3) 24.5 (1.0) 51.0 (1.0) 21.6 (0.7) 2.3 (0.3) 0.5 (0.1)

Indonesia 22.8 (2.8) 16.4 (2.2) m m m m m m m m m m

Jordan 4.3 (0.3) 5.0 (0.5) 8.9 (0.5) 17.6 (0.6) 31.2 (0.7) 34.9 (0.7) 7.3 (0.5)

Latvia 2.1 (0.1) 2.2 (0.6) 12.1 (0.7) 49.3 (1.0) 32.3 (1.0) 6.0 (0.4) 0.2 (0.1)

Liechtenstein 2.4 (0.0) 2.1 (0.0) 13.6 (2.1) 39.6 (3.0) 38.6 (2.9) 8.3 (1.5) 0.0 c

Macao (China) 2.5 (0.0) 1.3 (0.0) 10.6 (0.4) 42.3 (0.7) 38.8 (0.7) 7.9 (0.3) 0.4 (0.1)

Russian Federation 4.0 (0.6) 3.0 (0.1) 2.3 (0.2) 14.8 (0.6) 39.0 (0.9) 42.7 (1.2) 1.3 (0.2)

Serbia 7.1 (0.9) 8.8 (2.4) 3.2 (0.3) 19.8 (0.7) 44.1 (0.8) 31.9 (0.8) 1.0 (0.1)

Shanghai (China) 4.8 (2.2) 2.9 (0.2) 8.3 (0.5) 35.0 (0.9) 38.4 (0.6) 16.5 (0.8) 1.8 (0.3)

Singapore 2.0 (0.0) 2.0 (0.0) 16.3 (0.5) 45.7 (0.6) 32.3 (0.7) 5.7 (0.3) 0.1 (0.0)

Chinese Taipei 5.0 (0.3) 5.8 (1.1) 11.2 (0.5) 43.0 (0.8) 39.8 (0.7) 5.8 (0.4) 0.1 (0.0)

Uruguay 13.1 (1.8) 8.7 (0.6) 10.5 (0.5) 37.1 (0.8) 38.4 (0.7) 13.5 (0.6) 0.5 (0.1)

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

1. The number of students per computer is based on principals’ reports about the number of students in the national modal grade for 15-year-olds and on the number 
of computers available for these students. In schools where no computer is available, the number of students per computer is set equal to 1 + the number of students 
reported by the principal. 
Source: OECD. PISA 2012 Database.
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286450
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Table D8.1. [2/2] Computer availability, first access to Internet and intensity  
of Internet use at school (PISA 2012) 

 During a typical weekday, for how long do 15-year-old students use the Internet at school? (results based on students’ self-reports)

No time 1-60 minutes
Between  

1 and 2 hours
Between  

2 and 4 hours
Between  

4 and 6 hours
More than  

6 hours

Average daily time 
spent using the 

Internet at school 
(lower bound)

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. Minutes S.E.
(15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28)

O
E
C
D Australia 6.7 (0.3) 48.6 (0.7) 23.4 (0.6) 14.7 (0.5) 4.9 (0.3) 1.7 (0.1)  58 (1.1)

Austria 25.3 (1.0) 53.0 (1.0) 13.3 (0.6) 5.0 (0.4) 2.0 (0.3) 1.3 (0.2)  29 (1.3)

Belgium 47.8 (0.9) 36.8 (0.7) 8.6 (0.3) 4.4 (0.3) 1.3 (0.1) 1.1 (0.1)  22 (0.8)

Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m  m m

Chile 40.1 (1.4) 38.6 (1.1) 12.6 (0.8) 4.8 (0.3) 1.8 (0.2) 2.1 (0.2)  30 (1.1)

Czech Republic 36.3 (1.3) 51.6 (1.2) 7.4 (0.6) 2.5 (0.3) 1.2 (0.2) 1.0 (0.2)  18 (1.0)

Denmark 6.7 (0.4) 61.4 (1.2) 16.2 (0.6) 9.7 (0.8) 4.3 (0.4) 1.7 (0.3)  46 (2.1)

Estonia 34.0 (1.0) 52.2 (1.0) 6.3 (0.4) 4.3 (0.3) 1.8 (0.2) 1.4 (0.2)  23 (1.0)

Finland 32.8 (0.9) 55.7 (0.9) 6.9 (0.4) 2.8 (0.3) 1.0 (0.2) 0.7 (0.1)  18 (0.8)

France m m m m m m m m m m m m  m m

Germany 51.4 (1.1) 40.2 (1.1) 4.5 (0.4) 2.2 (0.2) 0.8 (0.2) 0.9 (0.2)  14 (0.9)

Greece 36.5 (1.3) 35.4 (1.1) 13.2 (0.6) 8.2 (0.7) 3.4 (0.3) 3.2 (0.3)  42 (1.6)

Hungary 34.5 (1.2) 47.1 (1.2) 9.3 (0.5) 4.7 (0.4) 2.2 (0.2) 2.2 (0.2)  30 (1.3)

Iceland 35.7 (0.8) 52.7 (0.8) 4.7 (0.4) 3.7 (0.4) 1.8 (0.2) 1.4 (0.2)  20 (1.0)

Ireland 45.5 (1.3) 44.4 (1.2) 6.1 (0.4) 2.6 (0.3) 0.7 (0.1) 0.7 (0.1)  16 (0.7)

Israel 45.6 (1.2) 39.2 (1.2) 7.2 (0.4) 3.6 (0.3) 1.8 (0.2) 2.5 (0.3)  25 (1.5)

Italy 56.9 (0.7) 29.0 (0.6) 9.2 (0.3) 2.8 (0.1) 1.0 (0.1) 1.1 (0.1)  19 (0.5)

Japan 62.0 (1.2) 30.5 (1.2) 5.7 (0.5) 1.3 (0.2) 0.3 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1)  13 (0.5)

Korea 68.3 (1.6) 24.7 (1.5) 4.4 (0.4) 2.3 (0.3) 0.2 (0.1) 0.1 (0.0)  9 (0.6)

Luxembourg m m m m m m m m m m m m  m m

Mexico 42.6 (0.8) 38.5 (0.6) 12.1 (0.5) 4.0 (0.2) 1.4 (0.1) 1.5 (0.1)  26 (0.6)

Netherlands 17.8 (1.1) 67.3 (1.1) 8.2 (0.5) 3.5 (0.3) 1.3 (0.2) 1.9 (0.3)  26 (1.3)

New Zealand 21.8 (1.0) 62.6 (1.0) 9.1 (0.6) 4.1 (0.4) 1.3 (0.2) 1.1 (0.2)  25 (1.1)

Norway 14.8 (1.1) 70.1 (1.1) 9.7 (0.7) 3.3 (0.4) 1.4 (0.2) 0.7 (0.1)  24 (1.4)

Poland 50.2 (1.5) 42.8 (1.4) 3.7 (0.3) 1.7 (0.2) 0.7 (0.1) 0.9 (0.2)  13 (0.9)

Portugal 40.9 (1.3) 43.0 (1.2) 8.3 (0.5) 3.9 (0.4) 2.2 (0.3) 1.5 (0.3)  24 (2.0)

Slovak Republic 25.0 (1.2) 56.0 (1.2) 9.9 (0.6) 4.7 (0.3) 1.9 (0.2) 2.5 (0.2)  32 (1.3)

Slovenia 26.7 (0.8) 53.3 (0.7) 12.2 (0.5) 4.5 (0.2) 1.7 (0.2) 1.7 (0.2)  28 (0.9)

Spain 32.7 (1.0) 45.1 (0.8) 12.0 (0.3) 5.7 (0.3) 2.3 (0.3) 2.1 (0.3)  34 (1.4)

Sweden 16.3 (1.0) 60.1 (1.6) 11.2 (0.8) 6.4 (0.9) 3.5 (0.5) 2.5 (0.4)  39 (2.9)

Switzerland 32.3 (1.0) 56.9 (1.0) 6.9 (0.4) 2.6 (0.3) 0.7 (0.2) 0.6 (0.1)  16 (0.9)

Turkey 63.4 (1.4) 25.7 (1.1) 6.3 (0.4) 2.5 (0.3) 1.1 (0.2) 1.1 (0.2)  15 (0.9)

United Kingdom m m m m m m m m m m m m  m m

United States m m m m m m m m m m m m  m m

OECD average 36.2 (0.2) 47.0 (0.2) 9.3 (0.1) 4.4 (0.1) 1.7 (0.0) 1.4 (0.0)  25 (0.2)

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m  m m

Colombia m m m m m m m m m m m m  m m

Costa Rica 45.5 (1.3) 35.3 (1.1) 10.3 (0.5) 4.5 (0.4) 2.2 (0.2) 2.2 (0.3)  29 (1.3)

Croatia 39.3 (1.0) 45.4 (1.1) 8.2 (0.5) 3.6 (0.3) 1.5 (0.2) 1.9 (0.2)  23 (1.1)

Hong Kong (China) 49.6 (1.2) 43.3 (1.2) 4.0 (0.3) 1.7 (0.2) 1.0 (0.2) 0.4 (0.1)  11 (0.9)

Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m  m m

Jordan 50.1 (1.5) 35.5 (1.3) 8.2 (0.5) 2.8 (0.2) 1.2 (0.2) 2.2 (0.2)  23 (0.9)

Latvia 47.6 (1.1) 41.5 (0.9) 5.3 (0.5) 3.2 (0.3) 1.5 (0.2) 0.8 (0.2)  17 (1.0)

Liechtenstein 22.1 (2.6) 66.8 (3.1) 6.4 (1.4) 3.2 (1.1) 1.1 (0.6) 0.3 (0.3)  18 (2.3)

Macao (China) 56.3 (0.6) 34.4 (0.7) 5.3 (0.3) 2.6 (0.2) 0.7 (0.1) 0.7 (0.1)  14 (0.5)

Russian Federation 38.5 (0.9) 41.2 (1.0) 8.6 (0.4) 6.0 (0.3) 2.4 (0.2) 3.3 (0.3)  34 (1.2)

Serbia 46.4 (1.7) 40.8 (1.5) 7.6 (0.5) 2.6 (0.3) 1.0 (0.2) 1.6 (0.2)  20 (1.1)

Shanghai (China) 75.0 (1.2) 18.0 (1.0) 4.0 (0.3) 1.7 (0.2) 0.6 (0.1) 0.7 (0.1)  10 (0.8)

Singapore 52.0 (0.7) 33.4 (0.6) 9.2 (0.4) 3.5 (0.4) 1.0 (0.1) 1.0 (0.2)  20 (1.0)

Chinese Taipei 49.0 (1.6) 34.2 (1.5) 10.8 (0.7) 3.5 (0.3) 1.4 (0.2) 1.1 (0.1)  23 (1.0)

Uruguay 50.6 (1.3) 30.1 (1.1) 9.3 (0.5) 5.1 (0.4) 2.4 (0.2) 2.5 (0.2)  30 (1.2)

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

1. The number of students per computer is based on principals’ reports about the number of students in the national modal grade for 15-year-olds and on the number 
of computers available for these students. In schools where no computer is available, the number of students per computer is set equal to 1 + the number of students 
reported by the principal. 
Source: OECD. PISA 2012 Database.
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286450
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Table D8.2. [1/2] Change between 2003 and 2012 in the quality of schools’ educational resources 
Results based on PISA school principals’ reports

PISA 2003

Index of quality  
of schools’ educational  

resources1

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction  
is hindered a lot by a shortage or inadequacy of the following:

Science laboratory 
equipment

Instructional 
materials  

(e.g. textbooks)
Computers  

for instruction
Computer software 

for instruction
Library  

materials

Mean index S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
E
C
D Australia 0.27 (0.07) 9.5 (1.7) 2.2 (0.9) 13.1 (1.8) 0.7 (0.5) 3.1 (0.9)

Austria 0.06 (0.08) 1.4 (0.9) 0.9 (0.7) 11.6 (2.7) 2.9 (1.4) 6.5 (2.1)
Belgium -0.12 (0.06) 8.2 (1.9) 11.2 (2.2) 25.0 (3.0) 4.0 (1.3) 10.5 (2.1)
Canada -0.34 (0.05) 8.0 (1.1) 2.5 (0.8) 14.6 (1.5) 4.5 (1.1) 10.8 (1.3)
Czech Republic -0.41 (0.06) 19.8 (2.0) 0.6 (0.6) 5.0 (1.4) 3.8 (1.2) 22.9 (3.0)
Denmark -0.32 (0.07) 0.9 (0.7) 1.4 (1.0) 5.0 (1.7) 2.7 (1.2) 4.0 (1.6)
Finland -0.37 (0.06) 0.7 (0.7) 0.0 (0.0) 7.9 (2.0) 0.8 (0.7) 4.6 (1.7)
France m m m m m m m m m m m m
Germany -0.13 (0.08) 10.6 (2.4) 4.6 (1.4) 44.1 (3.9) 6.5 (1.6) 8.3 (1.9)
Greece -0.78 (0.13) 11.0 (3.2) 21.5 (5.0) 10.7 (3.9) 23.3 (4.5) 21.2 (4.2)
Hungary -0.24 (0.08) 1.0 (0.6) 0.0 c 9.4 (2.4) 1.5 (1.1) 28.5 (3.6)
Iceland -0.03 (0.00) 2.2 (0.1) 0.6 (0.1) 7.5 (0.1) 3.4 (0.0) 1.9 (0.0)
Ireland -0.36 (0.08) 1.3 (0.9) 2.6 (0.9) 50.5 (4.6) 0.8 (0.8) 21.7 (3.7)
Italy -0.16 (0.07) 4.1 (1.5) 4.5 (1.3) 10.3 (2.2) 6.5 (1.9) 6.8 (2.1)
Japan -0.25 (0.10) 8.2 (2.3) 5.5 (1.9) 0.0 c 8.9 (2.4) 9.6 (2.5)
Korea 0.38 (0.06) 3.8 (1.6) 2.0 (1.2) 2.4 (1.2) 0.6 (0.7) 0.6 (0.7)
Luxembourg -0.04 (0.00) 13.1 (0.0) 10.9 (0.0) 15.3 (0.0) 0.0 c 4.3 (0.0)
Mexico -0.69 (0.09) 8.6 (1.9) 9.3 (2.2) 20.8 (2.8) 11.3 (2.1) 15.4 (2.4)
Netherlands 0.15 (0.06) 5.6 (2.1) 8.0 (2.5) 27.1 (3.7) 1.0 (0.7) 2.8 (1.9)
New Zealand 0.00 (0.06) 6.2 (1.4) 7.8 (1.5) 8.2 (1.6) 2.7 (1.4) 5.7 (1.8)
Norway -0.70 (0.05) 3.1 (1.3) 0.7 (0.7) 4.9 (1.7) 2.7 (1.3) 5.5 (1.6)
Poland -1.02 (0.07) 19.0 (3.3) 5.3 (1.8) 8.5 (2.1) 18.4 (2.8) 16.5 (2.8)
Portugal -0.35 (0.07) 1.2 (0.8) 5.2 (1.9) 5.4 (1.9) 1.1 (0.9) 3.8 (1.6)
Slovak Republic -1.10 (0.05) 11.4 (1.9) 0.8 (0.6) 5.1 (1.5) 19.9 (2.7) 53.9 (3.3)
Spain -0.41 (0.07) 5.6 (1.8) 6.4 (2.1) 16.8 (2.5) 6.3 (1.8) 7.5 (1.5)
Sweden -0.31 (0.07) 8.9 (2.2) 3.9 (1.4) 8.2 (2.1) 4.9 (1.7) 3.9 (1.5)
Switzerland 0.20 (0.07) 3.1 (1.5) 3.9 (1.6) 7.0 (1.4) 2.6 (1.3) 2.3 (1.0)
Turkey -1.91 (0.11) 41.7 (4.2) 51.1 (4.4) 22.2 (4.3) 51.4 (4.4) 42.1 (3.8)
United States 0.25 (0.09) 2.8 (1.0) 2.3 (1.2) 8.2 (1.5) 2.0 (0.9) 6.9 (2.1)

OECD average -0.31 (0.01) 7.9 (0.4) 6.3 (0.4) 13.4 (0.5) 7.0 (0.4) 11.8 (0.4)

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil -1.17 (0.10) 17.9 (3.3) 11.4 (2.4) 31.9 (3.5) 20.3 (2.7) 29.5 (3.1)

Hong Kong (China) 0.03 (0.08) 2.2 (2.2) 1.4 (1.0) 3.4 (1.5) 0.8 (0.8) 1.5 (1.0)

Indonesia -1.08 (0.09) 36.2 (3.8) 43.0 (4.0) 13.2 (2.3) 47.9 (3.9) 38.9 (3.7)

Latvia -0.80 (0.07) 4.3 (1.7) 1.0 (1.0) 9.9 (2.7) 9.4 (2.3) 16.1 (2.8)

Liechtenstein 0.52 (0.01) 0.0 c 0.0 c 9.5 (0.1) 0.0 c 1.2 (0.0)

Macao (China) -0.46 (0.00) 2.4 (0.0) 13.0 (0.2) 3.2 (0.0) 0.3 (0.0) 0.0 c

Russian Federation -1.58 (0.08) 16.3 (2.7) 10.3 (2.8) 24.3 (3.9) 27.6 (3.6) 27.0 (3.2)

Thailand -0.82 (0.10) 11.7 (2.7) 3.0 (1.4) 16.4 (2.9) 15.8 (3.0) 13.5 (2.9)

Tunisia -0.68 (0.07) 6.8 (2.1) 6.3 (1.9) 24.5 (3.0) 5.1 (1.8) 3.1 (1.4)

Uruguay -1.21 (0.09) 18.5 (3.4) 14.3 (3.2) 29.7 (4.5) 31.8 (3.8) 46.2 (4.0)

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m

Notes: Values for Change between 2003 and 2012 (PISA 2012 - PISA 2003) in the index of quality of schools’ educational resources which are bolded indicate a statistical 
significance between the 2003 and 2012 index for that country. 
Only countries and economies with comparable data from PISA 2003 and PISA 2012 are shown. 
For comparability over time, PISA 2003 values on the index of quality of schools’ educational resources have been rescaled to the PISA 2012 scale of the index. PISA 2003 
results reported in this table may thus differ from those presented in Learning for Tomorrow’s World: First Results from PISA 2003 (OECD, 2004) (see Annex A5 for more 
details).
1.The index of quality of school educational resources was derived from the items included  in this table measuring school principals’ perceptions of potential factors 
hindering instruction at their school (SC14, from the PISA 2012 school questionnaire). Higher values on this index indicate better quality of educational resources. 
Source: OECD. PISA 2012 Results (Volume IV): What Makes Schools Successful? Resources, Policies and Practices, Table IV.3.43.
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286465
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Table D8.2. [2/2] Change between 2003 and 2012 in the quality of schools’ educational resources 
Results based on PISA school principals’ reports

PISA 2012
Change between  
2003 and 2012  

(PISA 2012 -  
PISA 2003)   
in the index  

of quality of schools’ 
educational resources1

Index of quality  
of schools’ educational  

resources1

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity  
to provide instruction is hindered a lot by a shortage or inadequacy of the following:

Science 
laboratory 
equipment

Instructional 
materials  

(e.g. textbooks)
Computers  

for instruction

Computer 
software for 
instruction

Library  
materials

Mean index S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. Dif. S.E.
(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26)

O
E
C
D Australia 0.68 (0.03) 1.7 (0.5) 0.9 (0.4) 0.7 (0.3) 0.8 (0.3) 0.8 (0.4) 0.41 (0.08)

Austria 0.22 (0.09) 18.5 (3.3) 1.7 (1.0) 10.2 (2.5) 2.9 (1.3) 2.4 (1.1) 0.16 (0.12)

Belgium 0.30 (0.06) 3.2 (1.1) 0.7 (0.5) 6.1 (1.6) 2.9 (1.1) 4.6 (1.2) 0.42 (0.09)

Canada 0.27 (0.04) 2.1 (0.9) 1.0 (0.6) 5.8 (1.4) 2.7 (0.8) 1.6 (0.6) 0.61 (0.06)

Czech Republic 0.05 (0.06) 7.4 (2.0) 1.6 (0.8) 2.5 (1.2) 1.7 (0.9) 6.3 (1.9) 0.46 (0.09)

Denmark -0.15 (0.05) 2.5 (1.3) 1.8 (1.5) 10.8 (2.2) 1.2 (0.8) 1.0 (0.7) 0.18 (0.09)

Finland -0.20 (0.06) 1.5 (0.3) 3.6 (1.4) 11.4 (2.3) 6.2 (1.5) 5.4 (1.4) 0.17 (0.08)

France 0.38 (0.07) 2.6 (1.1) 0.8 (0.6) 3.7 (1.2) 2.8 (1.1) 2.4 (0.9) m m

Germany 0.09 (0.07) 5.8 (1.8) 0.0 c 4.3 (1.4) 2.0 (0.8) 2.4 (1.1) 0.22 (0.10)

Greece -0.35 (0.07) 13.0 (2.7) 11.7 (2.6) 17.8 (3.2) 10.4 (2.5) 20.1 (3.3) 0.43 (0.15)

Hungary 0.17 (0.06) 11.8 (2.7) 2.8 (1.3) 3.2 (1.3) 3.5 (1.5) 2.8 (1.6) 0.41 (0.10)

Iceland -0.34 (0.00) 14.4 (0.2) 0.0 c 20.0 (0.1) 5.4 (0.1) 3.0 (0.1) -0.31 (0.01)

Ireland 0.11 (0.08) 9.4 (2.4) 1.3 (0.9) 8.8 (2.4) 4.8 (1.9) 13.7 (2.9) 0.47 (0.11)

Italy 0.05 (0.04) 8.5 (1.1) 1.2 (0.4) 3.5 (0.7) 5.0 (0.9) 5.5 (0.9) 0.20 (0.08)

Japan 0.44 (0.08) 5.1 (1.7) 0.5 (0.5) 5.6 (1.9) 7.7 (2.0) 2.3 (1.0) 0.69 (0.13)

Korea 0.06 (0.08) 6.5 (2.2) 0.6 (0.6) 3.1 (1.4) 2.9 (1.5) 7.6 (2.4) -0.32 (0.10)

Luxembourg 0.04 (0.00) 5.6 (0.1) 0.0 c 6.1 (0.0) 3.2 (0.0) 5.2 (0.1) 0.07 (0.00)

Mexico -0.86 (0.04) 31.0 (1.7) 11.1 (1.2) 30.9 (1.9) 26.5 (1.6) 14.5 (1.0) -0.16 (0.10)

Netherlands 0.19 (0.08) 4.6 (1.8) 0.0 c 12.4 (2.6) 7.1 (2.0) 1.3 (1.0) 0.04 (0.10)

New Zealand 0.20 (0.08) 1.2 (0.7) 0.8 (0.1) 6.4 (2.1) 0.4 (0.4) 0.1 (0.1) 0.20 (0.10)

Norway -0.19 (0.06) 7.8 (1.9) 1.1 (0.8) 5.0 (1.6) 1.8 (1.1) 10.9 (2.3) 0.51 (0.08)

Poland 0.36 (0.08) 4.1 (1.6) 0.0 c 6.3 (1.7) 4.8 (1.5) 2.5 (1.3) 1.38 (0.10)

Portugal 0.17 (0.08) 4.5 (1.5) 0.8 (0.8) 8.7 (2.2) 4.6 (1.8) 2.2 (1.2) 0.52 (0.11)

Slovak Republic -0.54 (0.05) 15.4 (2.5) 18.4 (2.7) 3.3 (1.1) 5.8 (1.8) 5.2 (1.6) 0.55 (0.07)

Spain 0.02 (0.05) 5.4 (1.3) 0.4 (0.2) 9.9 (1.4) 4.2 (1.0) 2.5 (0.7) 0.43 (0.09)

Sweden 0.05 (0.06) 2.7 (1.2) 0.0 c 15.9 (2.7) 5.2 (1.7) 4.0 (1.2) 0.36 (0.09)

Switzerland 0.55 (0.07) 1.6 (0.5) 1.2 (0.7) 4.8 (1.6) 1.5 (0.7) 2.4 (1.0) 0.35 (0.10)

Turkey -0.40 (0.06) 22.1 (3.1) 8.3 (2.2) 15.0 (2.6) 9.8 (2.4) 9.8 (2.2) 1.51 (0.13)

United States 0.38 (0.08) 4.2 (1.7) 3.3 (1.5) 5.5 (1.9) 2.2 (1.2) 1.1 (0.6) 0.13 (0.12)

OECD average 0.05 (0.01) 7.9 (0.3) 2.7 (0.3) 8.7 (0.4) 4.9 (0.3) 5.0 (0.3) 0.36 (0.02)

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil -0.54 (0.05) 41.2 (1.9) 2.9 (0.7) 21.6 (2.2) 25.6 (2.3) 12.5 (1.6) 0.63 (0.11)

Hong Kong (China) 0.44 (0.07) 1.0 (0.8) 0.9 (0.7) 2.4 (1.2) 1.9 (1.1) 1.3 (0.9) 0.41 (0.10)

Indonesia -0.76 (0.10) 28.8 (3.7) 9.6 (2.2) 23.1 (3.5) 21.0 (3.6) 13.8 (3.1) 0.33 (0.14)

Latvia 0.04 (0.05) 7.4 (1.9) 4.1 (1.6) 7.5 (2.0) 3.0 (1.3) 4.8 (1.7) 0.83 (0.08)

Liechtenstein 0.77 (0.01) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.24 (0.01)

Macao (China) 0.36 (0.00) 0.0 c 2.4 (0.0) 0.1 (0.0) 0.3 (0.0) 4.0 (0.0) 0.82 (0.00)

Russian Federation -0.48 (0.07) 17.1 (2.5) 3.4 (1.1) 12.8 (2.7) 12.0 (1.7) 5.0 (1.2) 1.10 (0.11)

Thailand -0.68 (0.07) 26.2 (3.4) 2.7 (1.2) 14.3 (2.5) 15.1 (2.6) 19.9 (2.5) 0.14 (0.12)

Tunisia -1.34 (0.08) 30.8 (3.7) 17.3 (3.1) 37.0 (4.6) 25.3 (3.9) 47.9 (3.6) -0.66 (0.11)

Uruguay 0.12 (0.08) 8.2 (2.2) 6.9 (1.9) 12.3 (2.3) 13.1 (2.6) 6.7 (1.9) 1.33 (0.12)

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Notes: Values for Change between 2003 and 2012 (PISA 2012 - PISA 2003) in the index of quality of schools’ educational resources which are bolded indicate a statistical 
significance between the 2003 and 2012 index for that country. 
Only countries and economies with comparable data from PISA 2003 and PISA 2012 are shown. 
For comparability over time, PISA 2003 values on the index of quality of schools’ educational resources have been rescaled to the PISA 2012 scale of the index. PISA 2003 
results reported in this table may thus differ from those presented in Learning for Tomorrow’s World: First Results from PISA 2003 (OECD, 2004) (see Annex A5 for more 
details).
1.The index of quality of school educational resources was derived from the items included  in this table measuring school principals’ perceptions of potential factors 
hindering instruction at their school (SC14, from the PISA 2012 school questionnaire). Higher values on this index indicate better quality of educational resources. 
Source: OECD. PISA 2012 Results (Volume IV): What Makes Schools Successful? Resources, Policies and Practices, Table IV.3.43.
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286465
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Table D8.3. PISA score in reading for 15-year-olds and mean score-point difference  
between paper-and-pencil and computer-delivered reading test, by gender (PISA 2012)

Mean score and variation

Mean score in reading and gender differences  
(based on paper-based assessment)

Mean score-point difference between paper-and-pencil 
and computer-delivered reading test1

Boys and girls Boys Girls
Difference 

(B - G) Boys Girls
Difference 

(B - G)

Mean S.E.
Mean 
score S.E.

Mean 
score S.E.

Score  
dif. S.E.

Score  
dif. S.E.

Score  
dif. S.E.

Score  
dif. S.E.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D Australia 512 (1.6) 495 (2.3) 530 (2.0) -34 (2.9) -10 (1.7) -7 (1.5) -4 (1.6)

Austria 490 (2.8) 471 (4.0) 508 (3.4) -37 (5.0) 4 (3.7) 15 (3.3) -10 (3.7)

Belgium 509 (2.3) 493 (3.0) 525 (2.7) -32 (3.5) 3 (2.6) 9 (2.4) -6 (2.5)

Canada 523 (1.9) 506 (2.3) 541 (2.1) -35 (2.1) -16 (2.4) -2 (2.4) -14 (1.3)

Chile 441 (2.9) 430 (3.8) 452 (2.9) -23 (3.3) -18 (2.9) -4 (2.9) -14 (2.5)

Denmark 496 (2.6) 481 (3.3) 512 (2.6) -31 (2.8) -3 (2.8) 5 (2.5) -8 (1.9)

Estonia 516 (2.0) 494 (2.4) 538 (2.3) -44 (2.4) -10 (2.5) -3 (2.4) -7 (1.6)

France 505 (2.8) 483 (3.8) 527 (3.0) -44 (4.2) -16 (3.2) 5 (3.4) -21 (2.4)

Germany 508 (2.8) 486 (2.9) 530 (3.1) -44 (2.5) 7 (3.2) 22 (2.8) -15 (2.0)

Hungary 488 (3.2) 468 (3.9) 508 (3.3) -40 (3.6) 35 (3.7) 42 (3.5) -7 (3.0)

Ireland 523 (2.6) 509 (3.5) 538 (3.0) -29 (4.2) 1 (4.0) 5 (2.8) -3 (3.9)

Israel 486 (5.0) 463 (8.2) 507 (3.9) -44 (7.9) 16 (4.2) 33 (3.5) -17 (4.3)

Italy 490 (2.0) 471 (2.5) 510 (2.3) -39 (2.6) -28 (4.6) -4 (3.2) -24 (4.3)

Japan 538 (3.7) 527 (4.7) 551 (3.6) -24 (4.1) -11 (2.7) -2 (2.4) -8 (2.7)

Korea 536 (3.9) 525 (5.0) 548 (4.5) -23 (5.4) -27 (3.3) -11 (3.1) -16 (3.6)

Norway 504 (3.2) 481 (3.3) 528 (3.9) -46 (3.3) 4 (3.7) 5 (3.9) -1 (2.2)

Poland 518 (3.1) 497 (3.7) 539 (3.1) -42 (2.9) 37 (3.4) 45 (3.4) -8 (2.0)

Portugal 488 (3.8) 468 (4.2) 508 (3.7) -39 (2.7) -9 (3.1) 13 (2.7) -22 (1.9)

Slovak Republic 463 (4.2) 444 (4.6) 483 (5.1) -39 (4.6) -21 (2.7) -1 (2.6) -21 (2.6)

Slovenia 481 (1.2) 454 (1.7) 510 (1.8) -56 (2.7) 2 (1.4) 18 (1.4) -16 (1.5)

Spain 488 (1.9) 474 (2.3) 503 (1.9) -29 (2.0) 17 (4.2) 22 (3.8) -5 (2.4)

Sweden 483 (3.0) 458 (4.0) 509 (2.8) -51 (3.6) -24 (3.2) -6 (2.6) -18 (2.1)

United States 498 (3.7) 482 (4.1) 513 (3.8) -31 (2.6) -15 (3.0) -12 (2.7) -2 (1.6)

OECD average 496 (0.5) 478 (0.6) 515 (0.5) -38 (0.6) -4 (0.7) 8 (0.6) -12 (0.6)

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil 410 (2.1) 394 (2.4) 425 (2.2) -31 (1.9) -26 (3.4) -18 (3.5) -8 (2.1)

Colombia 403 (3.4) 394 (3.9) 412 (3.8) -19 (3.5) 0 (3.3) 14 (3.4) -14 (2.7)

Hong Kong (China) 545 (2.8) 533 (3.8) 558 (3.3) -25 (4.7) -8 (3.3) -2 (3.3) -7 (2.8)

Macao (China) 509 (0.9) 492 (1.4) 527 (1.1) -36 (1.7) -15 (1.5) 3 (1.1) -17 (1.9)

Russian Federation 475 (3.0) 455 (3.5) 495 (3.2) -40 (3.0) -2 (3.6) 21 (3.1) -22 (2.3)

Shanghai (China) 570 (2.9) 557 (3.3) 581 (2.8) -24 (2.5) 31 (2.8) 45 (2.3) -14 (2.0)

Singapore 542 (1.4) 527 (1.9) 559 (1.9) -32 (2.6) -32 (1.0) -17 (1.2) -14 (1.5)

Chinese Taipei 523 (3.0) 507 (4.3) 539 (4.3) -32 (6.4) -4 (2.3) 11 (2.2) -15 (2.1)

United Arab Emirates 442 (2.5) 413 (3.9) 469 (3.2) -55 (4.8) 32 (3.5) 38 (3.4) -5 (4.9)

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Note: Differences that are statistically significant are indicated in bold. Only countries that have participated in the optional digital reading assessment in PISA 2012 
are shown. 
1. Negative figures (in columns 9, 11 and 13) mean that 15-year-old students have obtained better performances on computer-delivered reading test. 
Source: OECD. PISA 2012 Database.
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286476
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Table D8.4. Teachers and information and communication technology
Results from TALIS 2013, percentage of lower secondary education teachers

Percentage  
of lower secondary 
education teachers 
indicating students 
use ICT for projects 

or class work 
“frequently” or  
“in all or nearly  

all lessons”1

Percentage of lower secondary 
education teachers indicating  
they have a high level of need  
for professional development  

in the following areas:

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report  
having participated in professional development with the following 

content in the 12 months prior to the survey and percentage  
of participating teachers who report a moderate or large positive impact 

of this professional development on their teaching

ICT skills  
for teaching

New  
technologies  

in the workplace

ICT skills for teaching New technologies in the workplace

Participation
Moderate or large 

positive impact Participation
Moderate or large 

positive impact

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D Australia 67 (1.9) 14 (0.9) 12 (0.8) 72 (1.7) 70 (1.8) 57 (1.8) 68 (2.0)

Belgium (Flanders) 27 (1.1) 11 (0.7) 5 (0.5) 37 (1.8) 80 (1.5) 13 (0.8) 82 (2.4)

Chile 60 (2.3) 13 (0.9) 17 (1.1) 51 (2.2) 87 (1.7) 38 (1.8) 86 (2.3)

Czech Republic 37 (1.1) 15 (0.7) 10 (0.7) 53 (1.6) 83 (1.3) 42 (1.4) 82 (1.5)

Denmark 74 (1.9) 19 (1.2) 14 (1.1) 49 (1.9) 81 (1.6) 29 (2.0) 78 (2.3)

England 37 (1.4) 8 (0.7) 8 (0.6) 39 (1.7) 64 (1.5) 32 (1.7) 64 (2.1)

Estonia 29 (1.3) 24 (0.9) 21 (1.0) 63 (1.3) 84 (1.1) 47 (1.7) 84 (1.3)

Finland 18 (0.9) 17 (1.0) 14 (0.8) 48 (1.9) 68 (1.9) 42 (1.7) 63 (2.3)

France 24 (1.0) 25 (0.9) 17 (0.7) 40 (1.4) 77 (1.7) 11 (0.8) 74 (3.1)

Iceland 32 (1.4) 29 (1.5) 19 (1.2) 44 (1.4) 78 (1.9) 34 (1.5) 80 (2.4)

Israel 19 (1.3) 24 (1.2) 23 (0.9) 60 (1.6) 79 (1.5) 48 (1.4) 78 (1.4)

Italy 31 (1.4) 36 (0.8) 32 (0.9) 53 (1.3) 82 (1.4) 45 (1.4) 80 (1.6)

Japan 10 (0.6) 26 (0.9) 16 (0.7) 36 (1.4) 69 (1.9) 15 (0.9) 69 (2.5)

Korea 28 (1.2) 25 (1.1) 19 (1.0) 54 (1.3) 90 (0.8) 37 (1.0) 91 (0.8)

Mexico 56 (1.2) 21 (1.0) 28 (1.1) 73 (1.0) 84 (1.0) 55 (1.4) 81 (1.1)

New-Zealand 55 (1.6) 16 (0.9) 14 (0.7) 67 (1.3) 70 (1.5) 49 (1.4) 69 (1.4)

Netherlands 35 (2.1) 15 (1.1) 12 (1.2) 48 (1.9) 73 (1.9) 30 (2.1) 71 (2.6)

Norway 74 (1.7) 18 (1.4) 9 (0.5) 33 (2.1) 78 (2.3) 7 (1.0) 77 (4.8)

Poland 36 (1.5) 11 (0.8) 13 (0.8) 52 (1.5) 85 (1.1) 41 (1.5) 84 (1.4)

Portugal 34 (0.9) 9 (0.5) 9 (0.6) 49 (1.6) 92 (0.9) 36 (1.4) 92 (1.1)

Slovak Republic 45 (1.3) 19 (0.9) 15 (0.7) 60 (1.3) 92 (0.8) 33 (1.4) 90 (1.2)

Spain 37 (1.3) 14 (0.7) 14 (0.7) 68 (1.6) 87 (0.9) 56 (1.5) 86 (1.1)

Sweden 34 (1.7) 25 (0.8) 18 (0.8) 47 (1.6) 66 (1.9) 37 (1.7) 65 (2.2)

United States 46 (1.8) 8 (0.8) 15 (1.0) 49 (2.0) 73 (1.8) 57 (2.2) 73 (1.6)

OECD average 40 (1.4) 18 (0.9) 15 (0.8) 51 (1.6) 80 (1.5) 36 (1.5) 79 (2.0)

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Abu Dhabi (UAE) 72 (1.7) 9 (0.8) 18 (1.3) 77 (1.4) 90 (1.0) 69 (1.7) 88 (1.0)

Brazil 30 (1.1) 27 (0.7) 37 (0.9) 46 (1.0) 79 (1.0) 53 (1.2) 79 (1.0)

Bulgaria 34 (1.3) 20 (0.9) 23 (1.3) 56 (1.8) 85 (1.5) 53 (1.7) 82 (1.5)

Croatia 24 (0.9) 20 (0.9) 24 (0.9) 58 (1.5) 73 (1.1) 41 (1.3) 74 (1.3)

Cyprus2, 3 46 (1.4) 13 (0.7) 20 (1.0) 54 (1.6) 81 (1.9) 48 (1.4) 78 (2.1)

Georgia 47 (1.8) 31 (1.4) 39 (1.1) 58 (1.9) 89 (1.5) 33 (1.8) 85 (1.9)

Latvia 41 (1.5) 19 (1.1) 24 (1.0) 72 (1.5) 87 (1.2) 59 (1.6) 86 (1.3)

Malaysia 19 (1.3) 38 (1.2) 31 (1.0) 71 (1.3) 88 (0.8) 56 (1.3) 83 (1.1)

Romania 26 (1.2) 19 (0.9) 22 (0.9) 60 (1.4) 91 (1.0) 30 (1.2) 88 (1.4)

Russian Federation 48 (1.5) 17 (1.0) 21 (0.9) 81 (1.1) 87 (1.1) 89 (0.9) 89 (0.9)

Serbia 23 (0.9) 20 (0.8) 21 (0.8) 46 (1.2) 84 (1.2) 33 (1.3) 83 (1.3)

Singapore 30 (0.8) 12 (0.6) 10 (0.6) 68 (0.8) 73 (1.0) 40 (0.9) 69 (1.5)

Shanghai (China) 15 (0.9) 25 (0.9) 16 (0.8) 64 (1.1) 83 (1.0) 26 (1.1) 82 (1.3)

G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

1. These data are reported by teachers and refer to a randomly chosen class they currently teach from their weekly timetable.    
2. Footnote by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to “Cyprus” relates to the southern part of the Island. There is no single authority representing 
both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the Island. Turkey recognises the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable solution is 
found within the context of the United Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the “Cyprus issue”.
3. Note by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Union: The Republic of Cyprus is recognised by all members of the United Nations 
with the exception of Turkey. The information in this document relates to the area under the effective control of the Government of the Republic of Cyprus.
Source: OECD. TALIS 2013 Results: An International Perspective on Teaching and Learning, Tables 4.10, 4.12 and 6.1.
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286483
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Annex

All tables in Annex 1 are available on line at:
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286494

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286494
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Table X1.1a. [1/2] Typical graduation ages, by level of education (2013)
The typical age refers to the age of the students at the beginning of the school year; students will generally be one year older than  

the age indicated when they graduate at the end of the school year. The typical age is used for the gross graduation rate calculation.

Upper secondary level Post-secondary non-tertiary level Tertiary level

General 
programmes

Vocational 
programmes

General 
programmes

Vocational 
programmes

Short cycle tertiary 
(ISCED 5)

General 
programmes

Vocational 
programmes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

O
E
C
D Australia 17-18 17-28 a 18-37 19-24 18-30

Austria 17-18 16-18 a 19-30 a 18-19
Belgium 18-18 18-19 a 20-21 a 21-24
Canada 17-18 18-26 m m a 20-24
Chile 17-17 17-17 a a a 21-26
Czech Republic 19-20 19-20 20-22 19-20 a 21-23
Denmark 18-19 19-22 a 23-27 a 20-24
Estonia 18-18 18-19 a 19-24 a a
Finland 19-19 19-23 a 32-46 a m
France 17-18 16-19 m m a m
Germany 18-20 19-20 22-22 22-22 a 22-23
Greece m m m m m m
Hungary 18-19 17-19 a 19-20 a 19-21
Iceland m m m m m m
Ireland 18-19 a 18-19 20-26 20-26 a
Israel 17-17 17-17 m m m m
Italy 18-19 18-19 a m a a
Japan 17-17 17-17 18-18 18-18 19-19 19-19
Korea 18-18 18-18 m m a 20-22
Luxembourg 17-19 17-20 a 20-28 a m
Mexico 17-18 17-18 a a a 20-21
Netherlands 17-18 18-21 a 22-32 a 21-27
New Zealand 17-18 16-28 a 17-26 a 18-25
Norway 18-18 18-21 a 20-32 22-35 21-26
Poland 19-19 19-20 a 21-25 a 22-23
Portugal 17-17 17-19 a 19-22 a a
Slovak Republic 18-19 17-19 19-21 19-21 a 20-22
Slovenia 19-19 18-19 a a a 23-24
Spain 17-17 17-21 a m a 19-22
Sweden 18-18 18-18 a 20-30 21-26 21-27
Switzerland 18-20 18-20 21-23 21-23 24-26 24-26
Turkey 17-17 17-17 a a a 21
United Kingdom 16-17 16-19 a a a 19-28
United States 17-17 17-17 19-22 19-22 20-21 20-21

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina 17-17 17-17 m m 20-24 24

Brazil 16-17 16-18 m 18-25 m 20-28
China 17-17 17-17 18-18 18-18 20-20 22-22
Colombia 16-18 17-18 18-21 m m m
India 17-17 17-17 18-18 18-18 20-20 22-22
Indonesia 17-17 17-17 m m 24-24 24-24
Latvia 18-18 20-20 m 20-23 m 21-26
Russian Federation 17-17 17-18 m 18-19 m 19-20
Saudi Arabia m m m m 20-20 20-20
South Africa m m m m 20-20 20-20

Sources: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286506
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Table X1.1a. [2/2] Typical graduation ages, by level of education (2013)
The typical age refers to the age of the students at the beginning of the school year; students will generally be one year older than  

the age indicated when they graduate at the end of the school year. The typical age is used for the gross graduation rate calculation.

Tertiary level

Bachelor’s or equivalent
(ISCED 6)

Master’s or equivalent 
(ISCED 7)

Doctoral  
or equivalent  

(ISCED 8)
First degree  
(3-4 years)

Long first degree 
(more than 

4 years)

Second or  
further degree, 

(following  
a bachelor’s 

or equivalent 
programme)

Long first degree 
(at least 5 years)

Second or  
further degree, 

(following  
a bachelor’s 

or equivalent 
programme)

Second or  
further degree, 

(following  
a master’s  

or equivalent 
programme)

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

O
E
C
D Australia 20-23 22-25 22-32 23-27 22-30 29-43 26-35

Austria 21-24 a a 24-28 23-28 a 27-32
Belgium 21-22 a 22-24 a 22-24 23-27 27-30
Canada 22-24 23-25 23-27 24-27 24-29 26-29 29-34
Chile 23-27 23-28 23-26 25-26 26-36 m 29-35
Czech Republic 22-24 a a 25-26 24-26 a 29-33
Denmark 22-25 a m m 25-28 a 27-39
Estonia 21-23 a a 23-24 23-26 a 27-32
Finland 23-26 a a 25-27 25-29 33-39 29-36
France m m m m m m 26-30
Germany 22-26 a 24-30 24-27 24-26 24-27 28-32
Greece m m m m m m m
Hungary 21-23 a 25-38 23-26 23-25 a 28-33
Iceland m m m m m m m
Ireland 22-23 m m 22-28 m m 26-31
Israel 24-28 m 25-32 m 27-34 a 31-37
Italy 22-24 m m 24-27 24-27 m 28-31
Japan 21-21 m m 23-23 23-23 m 26-26
Korea 23-25 m a a 25-31 a 29-38
Luxembourg m a a m m a m
Mexico 22-24 a a a 23-26 a 24-28
Netherlands 21-23 a a a 23-26 24-27 28-31
New Zealand 20-23 22-24 21-27 a 23-30 a 26-34
Norway 21-24 a 25-31 24-26 24-28 24-28 28-35
Poland 22-23 a 24-34 24-25 24-25 a 28-32
Portugal 21-23 a 23-28 23-24 24-28 27-47 29-37
Slovak Republic 21-22 a m 23-24 23-25 24-29 26-29
Slovenia 21-22 22-24 26-28 24-25 m a 28-29
Spain 21-23 a a 22-24 23-27 29-32 28-34
Sweden 22-26 m m 24-27 24-29 a 28-34
Switzerland 21-26 24-26 29-38 27-32 25-29 26-32 28-34
Turkey 23-24 a a 23-25 26-27 a 30-34
United Kingdom 21-24 22-25 m m 23-28 m 26-33
United States 21-23 21-23 21-23 24-31 24-31 24-31 26-32

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina 21-24 23-24 m 20-24 21-24 m 25-29

Brazil 21-25 m m m 21-27 m 30-39
China 21-21 21-21 m 22-22 22-22 m 27-27
Colombia m m m m m m
India 21-21 21-21 m 22-22 22-22 m 27-27
Indonesia 22-22 24-24 26-26 m m m 27-27
Latvia 21-24 m 24-30 25-37 29-38 m 28-35
Russian Federation 21-21 m m 22-23 22-23 m 25-27
Saudi Arabia 21-21 21-21 21-21 24-24 24-24 24-24 27-27
South Africa 21-21 22-22 22-22 23-23 m m 25-25

Sources: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286506
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Table X1.1b. Typical age of entry by level of education (2013)
The typical age refers to the age of the students at the beginning of the school year; students will generally be one year older than the age 

indicated when they graduate at the end of the school year. The typical age is used for the gross graduation rate calculation.

Upper secondary 
(ISCED 3)

Post-secondary 
non-tertiary  

(ISCED 4)
Short cycle tertiary 

(ISCED 5)

Bachelor’s  
or equivalent

(ISCED 6)

Master’s  
or equivalent 

(ISCED 7)

Doctoral  
or equivalent  

(ISCED 8)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

O
E
C
D Australia m m m 18-20 21-26 22-30

Austria 14-15 17-22 17-18 19-21 19-24 24-28
Belgium 14-16 18-22 18-19 18-19 21-23 23-26
Canada 15 18 18-19 18-19 21-27 25-30
Chile 14-14 a 18-21 18-18 24-33 24-33
Czech Republic 15-16 20-29 19-21 19-20 22-24 24-26
Denmark 16-17 a 19-27 20-22 23-25 25-29
Estonia 16-19 19-24 a 19-22 22-26 24-28
Finland 16-16 31-43 33-36 19-20 22-29 25-30
France 15-17 m m m 18-19 23-26
Germany 15-18 19-21 21-25 19-21 19-24 25-29
Greece m m m m m m
Hungary 15-15 19-20 19-21 19-20 19-24 24-27
Iceland m m m m m m
Ireland 15-16 18-20 18-19 18-19 20-21 20-23
Israel 15-15 20-25 18-23 21-25 24-31 26-32
Italy 14-14 17-18 20-21 20-20 20-20 26-29
Japan 15-15 18-18 18-18 18-18 22-22 24-24
Korea 15-15 m 18-18 18-18 22-27 23-32
Luxembourg 15-19 a 22-22 18-18 20-20 24-24
Mexico 15-15 a 18-19 18-19 24-28 24-34
Netherlands 16-19 22-36 19-26 18-20 22-24 24-26
New Zealand 15-16 17-24 17-25 18-20 21-28 22-30
Norway 16-16 19-31 19-23 19-20 19-20 25-29
Poland 16-16 19-23 19-20 19-20 22-24 24-26
Portugal 15-15 18-20 a 18-20 18-23 23-31
Slovak Republic 15-18 18-20 19-20 19-21 22-23 24-26
Slovenia 15-15 a 19-25 19-20 22-24 24-26
Spain 15-15 m 18-20 18-18 18-23 m
Sweden 16-16 19-25 19-25 19-21 19-24 26-33
Switzerland 15-17 18-24 18-23 19-22 22-25 25-28
Turkey 14-14 a 18-19 18-19 23-25 26-27
United Kingdom 16-18 a 18-27 18-21 21-30 22-27
United States 15-15 18-25 18-22 18-19 22-28 22-27

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina 15-15 m 18-18 18 m 25-25

Brazil m m m m m m
China 15-15 m 17-17 17 m 21-21
Colombia m m m m m m
India m m m m m m
Indonesia 16-16 a 19-19 19 23-25 25-25
Latvia 15-16 19-21 19-22 19-20 21-23 24-31
Russian Federation 15-16 17-18 17-18 17-18 21-22 23-24
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m

Sources: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286516
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Table X1.2a. School year and financial year used for the calculation of indicators, OECD countries 
  Financial year School year

2011 2012 2013 2014
Month 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6

O
E
C
D

Australia

Austria

Belgium

Canada

Chile

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Ireland

Israel

Italy

Japan

Korea

Luxembourg

Mexico

Netherlands

New Zealand

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Slovak Republic

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

Turkey

United Kingdom

United States

Month 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6
2011 2012 2013 2014

Sources: OECD.  See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286528
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Table X1.2b. School year and financial year used for the calculation of indicators, partner countries 
  Financial year School year

2011 2012 2013 2014
Month 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6

P
a
rt

n
e
rs

Argentina

Brazil

China

Colombia

India

Indonesia

Latvia

Russian Federation

Saudi Arabia

South Africa

Month 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6
2011 2012 2013 2014

Sources: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286531



Annex 1

Characteristics of education systems Annex 1

Education at a Glance 2015: OECD Indicators   © OECD 2015 535

Table X1.3 Starting and ending age for students in compulsory education (2013)
Compulsory education

Starting age Ending age

(1) (2)

O
E
C
D

 

Australia 6 17
Austria    6 15
Belgium    6 18
Canada1 6 16-18
Chile    6 18
Czech Republic    6 15
Denmark    6 16
Estonia    7 16
Finland    7 16
France    6 16
Germany    6 18
Greece    5 14-15
Hungary    5 16
Iceland    6 16
Ireland    6 16
Israel    5 17
Italy    6 16
Japan    6 15
Korea    6 14
Luxembourg    4 16
Mexico    4 15
Netherlands    5 18
New Zealand    5 16
Norway    6 16
Poland    5 16
Portugal    6 18
Slovak Republic    6 16
Slovenia    6 14
Spain    6 16
Sweden    7 16
Switzerland    5-7 15
Turkey    5-6 17
United Kingdom    4-5 16
United States    4-6 17

OECD average 6 16
EU21 average 6 16

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina1 5 17

Brazil    4 17
China    m m
Colombia    5 15
India m m
Indonesia    7 15
Latvia    5 16
Russian Federation    7 17
Saudi Arabia 6 11
South Africa1 7 15

G20 average m m

Note: Ending age of compulsory education is the age at which compulsory schooling ends. For example, an ending age of 18 indicates that all students under 18 are 
legally obliged to participate in education. 
1. Year of reference 2012.
Sources: OECD. Argentina, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa: UNESCO Institute for Statistics. Latvia: Eurostat. See Annex 3 for notes 
(www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286542
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Annex

All tables in Annex 2 are available on line at:
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286551

Note regarding data from Israel

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and are 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.
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Table X2.1. Overview of the economic context using basic variables  
(reference period: calendar year 2012, 2012 current prices)

Total public expenditure  
as a percentage of GDP

GDP per capita  
(in equivalent USD 

converted using PPPs) 
GDP deflator 
(2008 =100)

GDP deflator 
(2005 = 100)

GDP deflator 
(2000 = 100)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

O
E
C
D Australia 33.9 43 158 109.0 125.5 149.8

Austria 51.7 44 892 106.6 113.1 123.3

Belgium 53.3 41 684 107.7 115.1 127.6

Canada1 41.4 42 585 107.9 118.1 129.6

Chile2 24.5 21 260 115.9 126.8 179.4

Czech Republic 42.3 28 679 102.4 108.9 123.4

Denmark 58.1 43 564 107.1 116.8 130.7

Estonia 39.0 24 689 107.9 140.3 181.4

Finland 54.6 40 209 108.0 115.4 122.5

France 55.1 37 347 103.4 110.9 121.9

Germany 43.3 42 730 105.3 108.3 114.4

Greece 53.5 25 462 104.2 116.2 135.1

Hungary 47.8 22 494 112.1 128.4 175.5

Iceland 45.4 40 464 120.5 152.4 186.6

Ireland 40.4 45 210 96.6 99.1 122.6

Israel 40.3 31 296 111.7 116.3 124.1

Italy 48.7 35 334 105.5 112.9 129.5

Japan 41.9 35 695 94.7 91.6 85.3

Korea 32.7 32 022 109.6 115.4 132.6

Luxembourg 43.0 91 754 114.5 128.6 142.2

Mexico 25.3 16 767 117.4 139.0 194.7

Netherlands 47.5 46 062 103.0 109.7 124.6

New Zealand 33.2 32 165 105.6 117.2 132.1

Norway3 54.9 51 368 111.8 126.8 145.9

Poland 41.7 22 869 111.5 122.2 139.4

Portugal 46.1 27 204 101.1 109.3 129.3

Slovak Republic 39.3 25 725 102.2 109.4 136.5

Slovenia 47.1 28 455 103.8 115.5 149.6

Spain 46.6 32 775 100.7 110.5 134.7

Sweden 50.1 43 869 105.7 114.4 122.8

Switzerland 31.9 55 623 100.8 107.1 110.0

Turkey m 18 002 129.2 168.0 523.5

United Kingdom 45.5 37 170 109.2 118.7 133.2

United States 41.3 49 895 106.0 114.3 128.4

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m 14 680 m m m

Brazil 33.0 12 583 130.7 159.1 252.5

China m 10 917 m m m

Colombia2 m 12 125 m m m

India m m m m m

Indonesia2 m 10 023 m m m

Latvia m 15 004 m m m

Russian Federation m 24 085 145.1 224.3 493.2

Saudi Arabia m m m m m

South Africa m 12 555 m m m

1. Year of reference 2011.
2. Year of reference 2013 instead of 2012. GDP deflators refer to 2001-13 instead of 2000-12, and to 2006-13 instead of 2005-12.
3. The GDP Mainland market value is used for Norway.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286560
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Table X2.2. Basic reference statistics  
(reference period: calendar year 2012, 2012 current prices)1

Gross domestic 
product 

(in millions of 
local currency)2

Gross  
domestic product 

(adjusted to 
financial year)3

Total public 
expenditure 

(in millions of 
local currency)

Total population 
in thousand 

(mid-year 
estimates)

Purchasing power 
parity for GDP 

(PPP) 
(USD = 1)

Purchasing power 
parity for GDP 

(PPP) 
(Euro area = 1)

Purchasing power 
parity for private 

consumption 
(PPP) 

(USD = 1)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

O
E
C
D Australia 1 520 944 a 515 094 23 152 1.5222 1.9515 1.5805

Austria 317 213 a 164 052 8 426 0.8386 1.0751 0.8574

Belgium 388 254 a 206 852 11 054 0.8426 1.0803 0.9056

Canada4 1 770 014 1 785 318 738 481 34 343 1.2207 1.5651 1.2999

Chile5 129 600 791 a 31 782 047 17 403 350.2946 449.0957 370.1642

Czech Republic 4 047 675 a 1 711 712 10 509 13.4300 17.2179 15.5650

Denmark 1 866 779 a 1 084 834 5 591 7.6643 9.8260 8.5705

Estonia 17 637 a 6 873 1 325 0.5391 0.6911 0.6214

Finland 199 793 a 109 071 5 414 0.9178 1.1766 1.0019

France 2 091 059 a 1 151 257 65 609 0.8534 1.0941 0.9019

Germany 2 749 900 a 1 215 231 81 917 0.7856 1.0072 0.8503

Greece 194 204 a 103 822 11 093 0.6876 0.8815 0.7793

Hungary 28 548 800 a 13 658 622 9 920 127.9363 164.0209 145.0074

Iceland 1 774 001 a 805 617 321 136.6984 175.2543 145.9209

Ireland 172 755 a 69 811 4 590 0.8325 1.0673 0.9621

Israel 991 762 a 399 528 7 911 4.0060 5.1359 4.4700

Italy 1 628 004 a 792 583 60 339 0.7636 0.9790 0.8385

Japan6 475 110 400 476 364 800 199 725 200 127 552 104.6281 134.1386 121.3658

Korea 1 377 456 700 a 450 811 900 50 004 860.2495 1 102.8839 910.4712

Luxembourg 43 812 a 18 843 532 0.8984 1.1518 0.9938

Mexico 15 561 472 a 3 942 261 117 054 7.9290 10.1654 8.9529

Netherlands 640 644 a 304 035 16 752 0.8303 1.0644 0.8822

New Zealand 211 632 a 70 306 4 444 1.4806 1.8982 1.6071

Norway7 2 295 395 a 1 260 543 5 019 8.9032 11.4144 9.8063

Poland 1 615 895 a 673 930 38 534 1.8337 2.3509 1.9923

Portugal 169 668 a 78 244 10 515 0.5932 0.7604 0.7147

Slovak Republic 72 185 a 28 373 5 406 0.5190 0.6654 0.5800

Slovenia 36 006 a 16 975 2 057 0.6152 0.7887 0.7078

Spain 1 055 158 a 491 414 46 766 0.6884 0.8826 0.7898

Sweden 3 684 800 a 1 844 276 9 519 8.8236 11.3123 9.4636

Switzerland 624 592 a 199 208 8 039 1.3968 1.7908 1.6538

Turkey 1 416 798 a m 74 899 1.0508 1.3472 1.1474

United Kingdom 1 655 384 1 645 957 749 427 63 705 0.6951 0.8912 0.7046

United States 16 163 150 15 679 235 6 474 354 314 246 1.0000 1.2821 1.0000

Euro area 0.78

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina 2 744 829 a m 41 087 4.5508 5.8344 m

Brazil 4 402 537 a 1 453 357 196 877 1.7771 2.2783 m

China 51 947 010 a m 1 354 040 3.5140 4.5052 m

Colombia5 665 441 000 a m 46 582 1 178.1469 1 510.4448 m

India m a m 1 227 193 15.9149 20.4038 m

Indonesia5 9 524 736 500 a m 249 866 3 803.3510 4 876.0911 m

Latvia 15 492 a m 2 034 0.5077 0.6509 m

Russian Federation 62 218 378 a m 143 170 18.0435 23.1327 17.4149

Saudi Arabia m a m m m m m

South Africa 3 138 980 a m 51 012 4.9010 6.2833 m

1. Data on GDP, PPPs and total public expenditure in countries in the Euro area are provided in Euros.
2. GDP calculated for the fiscal year in Australia and GDP and total public expenditure calculated for the fiscal year in New Zealand.
3. For countries where GDP is not reported for the same reference period as data on educational finance, GDP is estimated as: wt-1 (GDPt - 1) + wt (GDPt), where wt 
and wt-1 are the weights for the respective portions of the two reference periods for GDP which fall within the educational financial year. Adjustments were made in 
Chapter B for Canada, Japan, the United Kingdom and the United States. 
4. Year of reference 2011.
5. Year of reference 2013.
6. Total public expenditure adjusted to financial year. 
7. The GDP Mainland market value is used for Norway.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286577
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Table X2.3. [1/2] Basic reference statistics  
(reference period: calendar year 2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011)1

Gross domestic product 
(in millions of local currency, current prices)

Total public expenditure 
(in millions of local currency, current prices)

2000 2005 2008 2010 2011 2000 2005 2008 2010 2011

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

O
E
C
D Australia 705 275 997 968 1 258 074 1 407 865 1 488 028 225 913 309 431 405 784 473 579 498 406

Austria 213 196 253 009 291 930 294 208 308 675 108 287 122 585 139 494 150 593 151 994

Belgium 257 605 311 150 355 066 365 747 379 991 123 943 157 399 172 484 187 026 197 422

Canada 1 098 166 1 324 940 1 565 900 1 567 007 1 662 757 444 532 541 985 645 514 719 289 738 481

Chile2 42 094 989 82 018 171 96 443 761 121 402 822 129 600 791 10 559 689 15 327 440 23 797 395 27 847 954 30 050 204

Czech Republic 2 372 630 3 257 972 4 015 346 3 953 651 4 022 410 945 255 1 340 123 1 583 527 1 661 774 1 653 244

Denmark 1 326 912 1 586 537 1 797 547 1 798 649 1 833 404 694 479 815 717 903 263 1 016 158 1 034 208

Estonia 6 171 11 260 16 511 14 709 16 404 2 225 3 757 6 441 5 828 6 109

Finland 136 261 164 387 193 711 187 100 196 869 63 903 79 262 91 372 99 707 104 259

France 1 485 303 1 771 978 1 995 850 1 998 481 2 059 284 744 119 920 351 1 030 025 1 095 602 1 118 728

Germany 2 113 500 2 297 820 2 558 020 2 576 220 2 699 100 944 533 1 059 389 1 112 309 1 215 270 1 202 749

Greece 141 732 199 153 242 096 226 210 207 752 63 693 86 097 117 992 114 302 108 003

Hungary 13 293 578 22 331 300 26 949 316 26 946 030 28 035 033 6 251 647 11 032 047 13 070 489 13 252 926 13 834 811

Iceland 703 445 1 057 998 1 547 817 1 621 053 1 700 558 286 259 433 346 853 725 791 880 771 800

Ireland 107 799 169 153 186 870 164 931 171 042 33 010 55 177 77 009 103 427 76 536

Israel 535 966 633 762 767 547 870 843 924 618 261 087 296 289 332 256 367 301 365 561

Italy 1 239 759 1 490 409 1 632 933 1 605 694 1 638 857 549 577 688 251 765 537 782 101 788 137

Japan 508 780 800 504 599 000 493 691 650 479 616 000 472 260 700 193 917 400 183 640 900 188 561 300 195 879 800 199 103 100

Korea 635 184 600 919 797 300 1 104 492 200 1 265 308 000 1 332 681 000 135 324 800 230 062 600 312 548 300 353 006 600 373 227 400

Luxembourg 23 122 29 771 37 523 39 371 42 410 8 270 12 573 14 624 17 098 17 882

Mexico 6 132 389 9 424 602 12 256 864 13 266 858 14 508 784 1 139 998 1 979 808 2 894 807 3 355 288 3 655 757

Netherlands 448 701 540 656 635 794 631 512 642 929 187 162 230 884 278 455 304 447 302 269

New Zealand 118 446 161 615 185 608 199 108 207 392 36 559 49 320 64 002 70 450 69 076

Norway3 1 113 894 1 464 974 1 862 873 1 987 362 2 157 835 626 569 818 805 1 018 107 1 149 163 1 207 768

Poland 746 255 984 919 1 277 322 1 437 357 1 553 582 294 012 427 147 551 403 643 465 663 757

Portugal 128 466 158 653 178 873 179 930 176 167 52 983 71 830 77 055 88 987 84 423

Slovak Republic 31 596 50 398 68 156 67 204 70 160 16 255 18 730 23 340 26 329 26 381

Slovenia 18 902 29 227 37 951 36 220 36 868 8 636 13 011 16 511 17 894 18 350

Spain 646 250 930 566 1 116 207 1 080 913 1 075 147 246 890 349 501 450 948 485 467 480 111

Sweden 2 380 358 2 907 352 3 387 599 3 519 994 3 656 577 1 248 029 1 491 382 1 657 889 1 746 603 1 792 006

Switzerland 458 779 507 463 597 381 606 146 618 325 151 837 176 236 187 914 189 561 196 889

Turkey 166 658 648 932 950 534 1 098 799 1 297 713 m m 345 392 442 178 485 001

United Kingdom 1 023 512 1 326 660 1 518 675 1 558 365 1 617 677 358 902 553 033 686 738 738 598 736 445

United States 10 284 780 13 093 720 14 718 590 14 964 380 15 517 930 3 353 547 4 563 353 5 567 081 6 153 839 5 754 000

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil 1 179 482 2 147 240 3 032 204 3 770 085 4 143 015 394 349 670 514 939 831 1 211 373 1 308 035

Russian Federation 7 298 009 21 609 766 41 276 849 46 308 541 55 967 227 2 016 630 7 380 575 m m m

1. Data on GDP, and total public expenditure in countries in the Euro area are provided in Euros.
2. Years of reference 2001, 2006, 2009, 2011 and 2012 instead of 2000, 2005, 2008, 2010 and 2011. 
3. The GDP Mainland market value is used for Norway.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286586
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Table X2.3. [2/2] Basic reference statistics  
(reference period: calendar year 2000, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011)1

Gross Domestic Product 
(in millions of local currency, 2012 constant prices)

Total Public Expenditure 
(in millions of local currency, 2012 constant prices)

2008 2010 2011 2008 2010 2011

(11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D Australia 1 371 034 1 430 317 1 483 654 442 219 481 131 496 940

Austria 311 246 305 049 314 429 148 723 156 142 154 827

Belgium 382 327 381 623 387 873 185 727 195 144 201 517

Canada 1 689 500 1 663 092 1 719 259 696 466 763 394 763 575

Chile2 111 759 872 125 027 571 131 134 365 27 576 629 28 679 416 30 405 790

Czech Republic 4 111 210 4 001 777 4 080 472 1 621 333 1 682 002 1 677 108

Denmark 1 925 955 1 857 798 1 879 078 967 788 1 049 575 1 059 972

Estonia 17 815 15 567 16 853 6 950 6 168 6 276

Finland 209 169 197 612 202 681 98 664 105 309 107 337

France 2 063 017 2 041 566 2 084 095 1 064 689 1 119 222 1 132 207

Germany 2 692 561 2 644 613 2 739 585 1 170 812 1 247 533 1 220 790

Greece 252 327 228 095 207 877 122 978 115 255 108 068

Hungary 30 221 464 28 464 834 28 978 563 14 657 489 13 999 923 14 300 427

Iceland 1 865 164 1 717 284 1 753 959 1 028 763 838 889 796 036

Ireland 180 580 168 626 173 299 74 417 105 744 77 546

Israel 857 573 924 158 962 951 371 227 389 788 380 716

Italy 1 722 693 1 656 179 1 665 871 807 618 806 691 801 128

Japan 467 302 218 466 371 161 467 865 676 178 482 082 190 470 480 197 250 176

Korea 1 210 975 823 1 298 839 506 1 346 680 975 342 680 949 362 361 510 377 148 199

Luxembourg 42 967 42 769 43 884 16 746 18 574 18 503

Mexico 14 388 718 14 418 513 14 972 048 3 398 305 3 646 550 3 772 485

Netherlands 655 138 640 324 650 937 286 927 308 695 306 034

New Zealand 196 080 201 724 206 423 67 613 71 376 68 753

Norway3 2 082 486 2 083 187 2 211 899 1 138 131 1 204 572 1 238 028

Poland 1 424 257 1 515 860 1 588 011 614 833 678 609 678 466

Portugal 180 792 178 752 175 476 77 882 88 404 84 092

Slovak Republic 69 678 69 176 71 049 23 861 27 102 26 715

Slovenia 39 384 36 758 36 981 17 134 18 160 18 406

Spain 1 124 344 1 084 346 1 077 682 454 235 487 009 481 243

Sweden 3 581 641 3 599 250 3 695 326 1 752 853 1 785 930 1 810 996

Switzerland 602 215 606 825 617 748 189 435 189 774 196 705

Turkey 1 227 670 1 275 403 1 387 322 446 094 513 247 518 491

United Kingdom 1 659 099 1 617 909 1 644 546 750 237 766 819 748 677

United States 15 597 149 15 547 779 15 797 034 5 899 382 6 393 751 5 857 491

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Brazil 3 963 739 4 341 660 4 364 448 1 228 560 1 395 027 1 377 946

Russian Federation 59 887 606 57 691 503 60 150 289 m m m

1. Data on GDP, and total public expenditure in countries in the Euro area are provided in Euros.
2. Years of reference 2001, 2006, 2009, 2011 and 2012 instead of 2000, 2005, 2008, 2010 and 2011. 
3. The GDP Mainland market value is used for Norway.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286586
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Table X2.4a. [1/2] Teachers’ statutory salaries at different points in their careers, 
for teachers with typical qualification (2013)

Annual salaries in public institutions for teachers with typical qualification, in national currency

Pre-primary Primary

Starting salary

Salary after 
10 years 

of experience

Salary after 
15 years 

of experience
Salary  

at top of scale Starting salary

Salary after 
10 years 

of experience

Salary after 
15 years 

of experience
Salary  

at top of scale
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Australia1 60 967 87 035 87 035 87 406 60 049 86 348 86 348 86 634

Austria2 28 156 33 134 37 140 55 270 28 156 33 134 37 140 55 270
Belgium (Fl.) 30 803 38 688 43 586 53 382 30 803 38 688 43 586 53 382
Belgium (Fr.) 30 121 37 669 42 414 51 903 30 121 37 669 42 414 51 903
Canada m m m m 51 145 82 069 86 130 86 130
Chile1, 3 6 960 975 9 317 091 10 445 247 14 566 995 6 960 975 9 317 091 10 445 247 14 566 995
Czech Republic 240 000 243 000 248 160 264 600 247 200 254 400 265 200 301 800
Denmark3 339 065 384 852 384 852 384 852 385 998 428 907 443 335 443 335
England 21 588 35 447 36 756 36 756 21 588 35 447 36 756 36 756
Estonia m m m m 8 153 8 296 8 296 10 668
Finland4 27 424 29 617 29 617 29 617 32 097 37 153 39 382 41 745
France5, 6 24 195 27 724 29 740 43 854 24 195 27 724 29 740 43 854
Germany m m m m 42 281 49 736 52 016 55 465
Greece 13 104 16 572 19 056 25 752 13 104 16 572 19 056 25 752
Hungary7 1 479 312 1 652 268 1 768 164 2 343 120 1 529 892 1 749 780 1 876 836 2 494 920
Iceland3 3 580 333 3 580 333 4 091 064 4 091 064 3 744 242 4 192 652 4 477 217 4 477 217
Ireland m m m m 33 814 48 686 54 314 61 201
Israel 96 132 117 321 133 059 247 180 85 124 110 591 128 372 222 865
Italy 23 051 25 358 27 845 33 884 23 051 25 358 27 845 33 884
Japan3 m m m m 3 105 000 4 612 000 5 456 000 6 842 000
Korea 26 812 800 40 363 200 47 122 800 74 895 600 26 812 800 40 363 200 47 122 800 74 895 600
Luxembourg 67 129 88 894 100 350 120 282 67 129 88 894 100 350 120 282
Mexico 147 754 192 555 245 884 315 517 147 754 192 555 245 884 315 517
Netherlands 32 468 40 280 48 093 48 093 32 468 40 280 48 093 48 093
New Zealand m m m m 45 796 68 074 68 074 68 074
Norway 350 900 402 000 402 000 402 000 404 900 437 950 437 950 478 500
Poland 29 044 38 932 47 556 49 576 29 044 38 932 47 556 49 576
Portugal 20 439 22 386 24 326 37 952 20 439 22 386 24 326 37 952
Scotland 21 438 34 200 34 200 34 200 21 438 34 200 34 200 34 200
Slovak Republic 5 638 6 204 6 488 6 996 6 306 7 574 8 878 9 570
Slovenia 16 981 20 204 24 875 28 601 16 981 20 996 25 850 30 919
Spain 27 841 30 169 32 248 39 187 27 841 30 169 32 248 39 187
Sweden7 306 000 328 356 338 100 354 864 302 400 337 470 349 920 399 600
Switzerland m m m m m m m m
Turkey 32 639 33 687 35 018 37 860 32 639 33 687 35 018 37 860
United States7 42 590 51 275 58 202 70 978 41 606 53 799 59 339 66 938

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m
Colombia 18 592 710 23 853 604 23 853 604 23 853 604 18 703 923 25 244 573 25 244 573 25 244 573
India m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m
Latvia a m m a a m m a
Russian Federation m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m

1. Statutory salaries do not include the part of social security contributions and pension scheme contributions paid by the employees. 
2. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes. 
3. Statutory salaries include the part of social security contributions and pension scheme contributions paid by the employers.
4. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
5. Includes average bonuses for overtime hours for lower and upper secondary teachers. 
6. The typical qualification of starting teachers differ substantially from the typical qualification of all the current teachers.
7. Actual base salaries.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286596
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Table X2.4a. [2/2] Teachers’ statutory salaries at different points in their careers, 
for teachers with typical qualification (2013)

Annual salaries in public institutions for teachers with typical qualification, in national currency

Lower secondary, general programmes Upper secondary, general programmes

Starting salary

Salary after 
10 years 

of experience

Salary after 
15 years 

of experience
Salary  

at top of scale Starting salary

Salary after 
10 years 

of experience

Salary after 
15 years 

of experience
Salary  

at top of scale
(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D Australia1 59 970 86 317 86 317 86 561 59 970 86 317 86 317 86 561

Austria2 29 479 35 840 40 262 57 311 30 905 38 015 43 328 64 061
Belgium (Fl.) 30 803 38 688 43 586 53 382 38 489 49 121 56 050 67 598
Belgium (Fr.) 30 121 37 669 42 414 51 903 37 477 47 776 54 487 65 673
Canada 51 145 82 069 86 130 86 130 51 360 82 484 86 543 86 543
Chile1, 3 6 960 975 9 317 091 10 445 247 14 566 995 7 394 631 9 874 011 11 061 207 15 398 583
Czech Republic 247 200 254 400 265 200 301 800 247 200 254 400 265 200 301 800
Denmark3 388 387 434 652 449 727 449 727 389 016 462 754 462 754 462 754
England 21 588 35 447 36 756 36 756 21 588 35 447 36 756 36 756
Estonia 8 153 8 296 8 296 10 668 8 153 8 296 8 296 10 668
Finland4 34 665 40 125 42 533 45 085 36 759 44 147 45 912 48 667
France5, 6 26 937 30 465 32 482 46 750 27 211 30 740 32 756 47 052
Germany 46 697 54 173 56 522 61 497 50 449 57 983 60 591 69 646
Greece 13 104 16 572 19 056 25 752 13 104 16 572 19 056 25 752
Hungary7 1 529 892 1 749 780 1 876 836 2 494 920 1 669 296 2 008 608 2 226 036 3 123 672
Iceland3 3 744 242 4 192 652 4 477 217 4 477 217 3 619 909 4 149 248 4 517 420 4 720 919
Ireland 35 474 50 633 54 905 61 792 35 474 50 633 54 905 61 792
Israel 85 598 109 511 123 411 189 558 82 956 98 253 110 371 172 948
Italy 24 849 27 527 30 340 37 211 24 849 28 196 31 189 38 901
Japan3 3 105 000 4 612 000 5 456 000 6 842 000 3 105 000 4 612 000 5 456 000 7 029 000
Korea 26 716 800 40 267 200 47 026 800 74 799 600 26 716 800 40 267 200 47 026 800 74 799 600
Luxembourg 77 897 97 371 107 452 135 403 77 897 97 371 107 452 135 403
Mexico 189 894 246 322 315 847 403 167 m m m m
Netherlands 34 264 49 604 59 520 59 520 34 264 49 604 59 520 59 520
New Zealand 46 598 69 987 69 987 69 987 47 400 71 900 71 900 71 900
Norway 404 900 437 950 437 950 478 500 448 400 494 500 494 500 555 100
Poland 29 044 38 932 47 556 49 576 29 044 38 932 47 556 49 576
Portugal 20 439 22 386 24 326 37 952 20 439 22 386 24 326 37 952
Scotland 21 438 34 200 34 200 34 200 21 438 34 200 34 200 34 200
Slovak Republic 6 306 7 574 8 878 9 570 6 306 7 574 8 878 9 570
Slovenia 16 981 20 996 25 850 30 919 16 981 20 996 25 850 30 919
Spain 31 151 33 728 35 855 43 875 31 151 33 728 35 855 43 875
Sweden7 306 000 343 200 356 124 406 968 318 000 357 456 373 368 426 840
Switzerland m m m m m m m m
Turkey 33 892 34 490 36 271 39 113 33 892 34 490 36 271 39 113
United States7 43 324 53 758 60 965 66 022 42 695 54 843 59 948 67 016

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m
Colombia 18 600 692 26 084 302 26 084 302 26 084 302 18 600 692 26 084 302 26 084 302 26 084 302
India m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m
Latvia a m m a a m m a
Russian Federation m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m

1. Statutory salaries do not include the part of social security contributions and pension scheme contributions paid by the employees. 
2. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes. 
3. Statutory salaries include the part of social security contributions and pension scheme contributions paid by the employers.
4. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
5. Includes average bonuses for overtime hours for lower and upper secondary teachers. 
6. The typical qualification of starting teachers differ substantially from the typical qualification of all the current teachers.
7. Actual base salaries.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286596
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Table X2.4b. [1/2] Teachers’ statutory salaries at different points in their careers, 
for teachers with minimum qualification (2013)

Annual salaries in public institutions for teachers with minimum qualification, in national currency

Pre-primary Primary

Starting salary

Salary after 
10 years 

of experience

Salary after 
15 years 

of experience
Salary  

at top of scale Starting salary

Salary after 
10 years 

of experience

Salary after 
15 years 

of experience
Salary  

at top of scale
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

O
E
C
D Australia1 57 859 84 544 86 085 87 406 57 661 84 431 85 617 86 634

Austria2 28 156 33 134 37 140 55 270 28 156 33 134 37 140 55 270
Belgium (Fl.) 30 803 38 688 43 586 53 382 30 803 38 688 43 586 53 382
Belgium (Fr.) 30 083 36 589 40 408 48 045 30 083 36 589 40 408 48 045
Canada m m m m 48 458 73 021 77 006 77 006
Chile1, 3 6 960 975 8 908 719 9 685 479 12 792 531 6 960 975 8 908 719 9 685 479 12 792 531
Czech Republic 180 000 187 200 195 000 213 600 244 200 248 400 255 360 279 000
Denmark3 339 065 384 852 384 852 384 852 385 998 428 907 443 335 443 335
England 21 588 31 552 31 552 31 552 21 588 31 552 31 552 31 552
Estonia m m m m 8 153 8 296 8 296 10 668
Finland4 27 424 29 617 29 617 29 617 32 097 37 153 39 382 41 745
France5 24 195 27 724 29 740 43 854 24 195 27 724 29 740 43 854
Germany m m m m 42 281 49 736 52 016 55 465
Greece 13 104 16 572 19 056 25 752 13 104 16 572 19 056 25 752
Hungary6 1 479 312 1 652 268 1 768 164 2 343 120 1 529 892 1 749 780 1 876 836 2 494 920
Iceland3 3 580 333 3 983 241 3 983 241 4 091 064 3 744 242 4 090 979 4 192 652 4 367 237
Ireland m m m m 31 972 46 844 52 472 59 359
Israel 96 132 117 205 132 685 204 314 85 124 110 537 128 240 179 921
Italy 23 051 25 358 27 845 33 884 23 051 25 358 27 845 33 884
Japan3 m m m m 3 105 000 4 612 000 5 456 000 6 842 000
Korea 26 268 000 39 162 000 45 795 600 74 895 600 26 812 800 40 363 200 47 122 800 74 895 600
Luxembourg 67 129 88 894 100 350 120 282 67 129 88 894 100 350 120 282
Mexico 147 754 148 587 192 555 245 884 147 754 148 587 192 555 245 884
Netherlands 32 468 40 280 48 093 48 093 32 468 40 280 48 093 48 093
New Zealand m m m m 45 796 68 074 68 074 68 074
Norway 350 900 402 000 402 000 402 000 355 100 391 000 391 000 435 200
Poland 22 800 30 026 36 452 37 989 22 800 30 026 36 452 37 989
Portugal 20 439 22 386 24 326 33 881 20 439 22 386 24 326 33 881
Scotland 21 438 34 200 34 200 34 200 21 438 34 200 34 200 34 200
Slovak Republic 5 638 6 204 6 488 6 996 6 306 7 574 7 918 8 538
Slovenia 16 981 a a a 16 981 a a a
Spain 27 841 30 169 32 248 39 187 27 841 30 169 32 248 39 187
Sweden6 306 000 328 356 338 100 354 864 302 400 337 470 349 920 399 600
Switzerland7 70 925 88 041 m 108 500 78 741 98 257 m 120 673
Turkey 32 639 33 687 35 018 37 860 32 639 33 687 35 018 37 860
United States6 36 551 46 884 46 054 61 999 36 938 45 744 46 763 59 771

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 20 893 m m m 20 893 m m m
China m m m m m m m m
Colombia 15 665 074 18 461 157 18 461 157 18 461 157 16 219 031 21 232 442 21 232 442 21 232 442
India m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m
Latvia1, 3 2 940 3 000 3 060 a 2 940 3 000 3 060 a
Russian Federation m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m

1. Statutory salaries do not include the part of social security contributions and pension scheme contributions paid by the employees. 
2. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes. 
3. Statutory salaries include the part of social security contributions and pension scheme contributions paid by the employers.
4. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
5. Includes average bonuses for overtime hours for lower and upper secondary teachers. 
6. Actual base salaries.
7. Salaries after 11 years of experience for columns 2, 6, 10 and 14.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286604
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Table X2.4b. [2/2] Teachers’ statutory salaries at different points in their careers, 
for teachers with minimum qualification (2013)

Annual salaries in public institutions for teachers with minimum qualification, in national currency

Lower secondary, general programmes Upper secondary, general programmes

Starting salary

Salary after 
10 years 

of experience

Salary after 
15 years 

of experience
Salary  

at top of scale Starting salary

Salary after 
10 years 

of experience

Salary after 
15 years 

of experience
Salary  

at top of scale
(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

O
E
C
D Australia1 57 702 84 629 85 674 86 561 57 702 84 629 85 674 86 561

Austria2 29 479 35 840 40 262 57 311 30 905 38 015 43 328 64 061
Belgium (Fl.) 30 803 38 688 43 586 53 382 38 489 49 121 56 050 67 598
Belgium (Fr.) 30 083 36 589 40 408 48 045 30 083 36 589 40 408 48 045
Canada 48 458 73 021 77 006 77 006 48 647 73 354 77 338 77 338
Chile1, 3 6 960 975 8 908 719 9 685 479 12 792 531 7 394 631 9 444 279 10 261 683 13 531 287
Czech Republic 244 200 248 400 255 360 279 000 244 200 248 400 255 360 279 000
Denmark3 388 387 434 652 449 727 449 727 389 016 462 754 462 754 462 754
England 21 588 31 552 31 552 31 552 21 588 31 552 31 552 31 552
Estonia 8 153 8 296 8 296 10 668 8 153 8 296 8 296 10 668
Finland4 34 665 40 125 42 533 45 085 36 759 44 147 45 912 48 667
France5 26 937 30 465 32 482 46 750 27 211 30 740 32 756 47 052
Germany 46 697 54 173 56 522 61 497 50 449 57 983 60 591 69 646
Greece 13 104 16 572 19 056 25 752 13 104 16 572 19 056 25 752
Hungary6 1 529 892 1 749 780 1 876 836 2 494 920 1 669 296 2 008 608 2 226 036 3 123 672
Iceland3 3 744 242 4 090 979 4 192 652 4 367 237 3 619 909 4 070 080 4 415 668 4 619 167
Ireland 33 041 48 200 52 472 59 359 33 041 48 200 52 472 59 359
Israel 85 598 109 349 120 582 167 842 82 956 97 519 109 670 161 766
Italy 24 849 27 527 30 340 37 211 24 849 28 196 31 189 38 901
Japan3 3 105 000 4 612 000 5 456 000 6 842 000 3 105 000 4 612 000 5 456 000 7 029 000
Korea 26 716 800 40 267 200 47 026 800 74 799 600 26 716 800 40 267 200 47 026 800 74 799 600
Luxembourg 77 897 97 371 107 452 135 403 77 897 97 371 107 452 135 403
Mexico 189 894 194 910 246 322 315 847 m m m m
Netherlands 34 264 49 604 59 520 59 520 34 264 49 604 59 520 59 520
New Zealand 45 098 68 074 68 074 68 074 44 400 68 074 68 074 68 074
Norway 355 100 391 000 391 000 435 200 395 900 424 500 424 500 463 200
Poland 25 688 34 058 41 548 43 307 29 044 38 932 47 556 49 576
Portugal 20 439 22 386 24 326 33 881 20 439 22 386 24 326 33 881
Scotland 21 438 34 200 34 200 34 200 21 438 34 200 34 200 34 200
Slovak Republic 6 306 7 574 7 918 8 538 6 306 7 574 7 918 8 538
Slovenia 16 981 a a a 16 981 a a a
Spain 30 949 33 488 35 590 43 508 31 151 33 728 35 855 43 875
Sweden6 306 000 343 200 356 124 406 968 318 000 357 456 373 368 426 840
Switzerland7 89 026 111 293 m 136 360 100 390 128 659 m 153 752
Turkey 33 892 34 490 36 271 39 113 33 892 34 490 36 271 39 113
United States6 37 609 44 490 47 829 57 886 39 073 45 565 50 651 57 885

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 20 893 m m m 20 893 m m m
China m m m m m m m m
Colombia 16 718 331 20 567 674 20 567 674 20 567 674 16 718 331 20 567 674 20 567 674 20 567 674
India m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m
Latvia1, 3 2 940 3 000 3 060 a 2 940 3 000 3 060 a
Russian Federation m m m m m m m m
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m

1. Statutory salaries do not include the part of social security contributions and pension scheme contributions paid by the employees. 
2. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes. 
3. Statutory salaries include the part of social security contributions and pension scheme contributions paid by the employers.
4. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
5. Includes average bonuses for overtime hours for lower and upper secondary teachers. 
6. Actual base salaries.
7. Salaries after 11 years of experience for columns 2, 6, 10 and 14.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286604
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Table X2.4c. [1/2] Trends in teachers’ salaries between 2000 and 2013,  
for teachers with typical qualification1

Annual statutory teachers’ salaries in public institutions for teachers with 15 years of experience and typical qualification,  
by level of education, in national currency

Pre-primary Primary

2000 2005 2011 2012 2013 2000 2005 2011 2012 2013

(1) (2) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D Australia m 62 240 77 488 80 207 87 035 m 62 240 78 472 80 730 86 348

Austria2, 3 m 31 050 35 889 36 653 37 140 25 826 181 31 050 35 889 36 653 37 140
Belgium (Fl.) m 35 417 41 094 41 968 43 586 29 579 35 417 41 094 41 968 43 586
Belgium (Fr.) 28 485 33 427 39 905 40 785 42 414 28 485 33 427 39 905 40 785 42 414
Canada m m m m m m m m m 86 130
Chile m m 9 474 152 9 947 847 10 445 247 m m 9 474 152 9 947 847 10 445 247
Czech Republic m m m m 248 160 m m m m 265 200
Denmark 269 948 334 577 375 122 382 384 384 852 315 530 367 323 428 628 429 083 443 335
England 30 018 33 978 36 756 36 756 36 756 30 018 33 978 36 756 36 756 36 756
Estonia m m m m m 3 068 4 379 7 728 7 728 8 296
Finland 19 956 23 333 28 671 29 191 29 617 24 961 30 791 38 222 38 850 39 382
France 27 288 28 395 29 831 29 888 29 740 27 288 28 395 29 831 29 888 29 740
Germany m m m m m m 43 320 49 587 50 991 52 016
Greece m 21 237 21 958 20 056 19 056 m 21 237 21 958 20 056 19 056
Hungary4 751 668 1 739 076 1 779 564 1 778 004 1 768 164 897 168 1 944 576 1 911 204 1 890 288 1 876 836
Iceland m 2 821 586 3 901 395 4 258 019 4 091 064 m 3 100 440 4 264 973 4 321 578 4 477 217
Ireland m m m m m 33 370 48 206 54 314 54 314 54 314
Israel 72 174 82 076 117 644 129 950 133 059 75 912 82 179 125 440 129 562 128 372
Italy m 25 234 27 845 27 845 27 845 20 849 25 234 27 845 27 845 27 845
Japan m m m m m m 6 236 000 5 456 000 5 456 000 5 456 000
Korea m 38 608 000 44 222 400 45 800 400 47 122 800 m 39 712 000 44 222 400 45 800 400 47 122 800
Luxembourg m 62 139 93 182 97 902 100 350 m 62 139 93 182 97 902 100 350
Mexico 110 833 159 128 225 605 235 139 245 884 110 833 159 128 225 605 235 139 245 884
Netherlands m m m m 48 093 m m m m 48 093
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m 68 074
Norway m 287 000 374 500 381 500 402 000 m 327 500 408 500 415 650 437 950
Poland m 31 216 42 860 45 785 47 556 m 31 216 42 860 45 785 47 556
Portugal m 24 759 28 069 24 326 24 326 m 24 759 28 069 24 326 24 326
Scotland 14 022 29 827 34 200 34 200 34 200 22 743 29 827 34 200 34 200 34 200
Slovak Republic m m 6 156 6 236 6 488 m m 7 518 7 614 8 878
Slovenia m m 26 889 26 412 24 875 14 123 21 465 27 423 26 936 25 850
Spain m 28 122 33 086 32 652 32 248 m 28 122 33 086 32 652 32 248
Sweden4 m 261 000 318 000 m 338 100 m 283 200 322 600 m 349 920
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey 4 560 16 464 29 426 32 049 35 018 4 560 16 464 29 426 32 049 35 018
United States4 36 758 41 501 m 57 249 58 202 38 046 51 413 53 801 58 367 59 339

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia m m m m 23 853 604 m m m m 25 244 573
India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 1 321 2 321 4 071 4 341 m 1 321 2 321 4 071 4 341 m
Russian Federation 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

Note: Years 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010 (i.e. columns 3-7; 13-17; 23-27; 33-37) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Data on salaries for countries now in the Euro area are shown in euros.
2. Break in time series following methodological changes in 2007 for upper secondary education.
3. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
4. Actual base salaries.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286619
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Table X2.4c. [2/2] Trends in teachers’ salaries between 2000 and 2013,  
for teachers with typical qualification1

Annual statutory teachers’ salaries in public institutions for teachers with 15 years of experience and typical qualification,  
by level of education, in national currency

Lower secondary, general programmes Upper secondary, general programmes

2000 2005 2011 2012 2013 2000 2005 2011 2012 2013

(21) (22) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (38) (39) (40)

O
E
C
D Australia m 62 384 79 187 81 366 86 317 m 62 384 79 187 81 366 86 317

Austria2, 3 26 916 33 635 38 882 39 748 40 262 29 727 99 34 265 41 858 42 749 43 328
Belgium (Fl.) 31 191 35 417 41 094 41 968 43 586 39 886 45 301 52 844 53 968 56 050
Belgium (Fr.) 30 327 33 802 39 905 40 785 42 414 39 040 43 519 51 283 52 390 54 487
Canada m m m m 86 130 m m m m 86 543
Chile m m 9 474 152 9 947 847 10 445 247 m m 10 032 401 10 534 021 11 061 207
Czech Republic m m m m 265 200 m m m m 265 200
Denmark 315 530 367 323 434 802 435 268 449 727 395 558 402 580 459 745 461 176 462 754
England 30 018 33 978 36 756 36 756 36 756 30 018 33 978 36 756 36 756 36 756
Estonia 3 068 4 379 7 728 7 728 8 296 3 068 4 379 7 728 7 728 8 296
Finland 28 293 34 677 41 280 41 958 42 533 31 115 36 550 43 686 45 292 45 912
France 29 456 000 30 667 32 537 32 588 32 482 29 456 30 895 32 752 32 843 32 756
Germany m 46 842 54 514 55 534 56 522 m 53 096 58 930 59 549 60 591
Greece m 21 237 21 958 20 056 19 056 m 21 237 21 958 20 056 19 056
Hungary4 897 168 1 944 576 1 911 204 1 890 288 1 876 836 1 128 996 2 432 388 2 260 944 2 184 756 2 226 036
Iceland m 3 100 440 4 264 973 4 321 578 4 477 217 m 3 198 000 4 104 000 4 393 240 4 517 420
Ireland 33 729 48 725 54 905 54 905 54 905 33 729 48 725 54 905 54 905 54 905
Israel 76 995 83 744 114 378 116 754 123 411 75 873 81 353 97 160 110 075 110 371
Italy 22 836 27 487 30 340 30 340 30 340 23 518 28 259 31 190 31 190 31 189
Japan m 6 236 000 5 456 000 5 456 000 5 456 000 m 6 237 000 5 456 000 5 456 000 5 456 000
Korea m 39 616 000 44 126 400 45 704 400 47 026 800 m 39 616 000 44 126 400 45 704 400 47 026 800
Luxembourg m 81 258 99 782 104 831 107 452 m 81 258 99 782 104 831 107 452
Mexico 141 093 203 399 288 500 305 373 315 847 m m m m m
Netherlands m m m m 59 520 m m m m 59 520
New Zealand m m m m 69 987 m m m m 71 900
Norway m 327 500 408 500 415 650 437 950 m 364 000 459 000 466 900 494 500
Poland m 31 216 42 860 45 785 47 556 m 31 216 42 860 45 785 47 556
Portugal m 24 759 28 069 24 326 24 326 m 24 759 28 069 24 326 24 326
Scotland 22 743 29 827 34 200 34 200 34 200 22 743 29 827 34 200 34 200 34 200
Slovak Republic m m 7 518 7 614 8 878 m m 7 518 7 614 8 878
Slovenia 14 123 21 465 27 423 26 936 25 850 14 123 21 465 27 423 26 936 25 850
Spain m 32 293 37 370 36 199 35 855 m 32 293 37 370 36 199 35 855
Sweden4 m 290 400 333 000 m 356 124 m 313 600 352 600 m 373 368
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m
Turkey 4 813 17 402 30 483 33 197 36 271 4 813 17 402 30 483 33 197 36 271
United States4 43 834 47 215 57 042 59 967 60 965 43 918 49 467 56 843 58 966 59 948

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia m m m m 26 084 302 m m m m 26 084 302
India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 1 321 2 321 4 071 4 341 m 1 321 2 321 4 071 4 341 m
Russian Federation 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

Note: Years 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010 (i.e. columns 3-7; 13-17; 23-27; 33-37) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Data on salaries for countries now in the Euro area are shown in euros.
2. Break in time series following methodological changes in 2007 for upper secondary education.
3. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
4. Actual base salaries.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286619
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Table X2.4d. [1/2] Trends in teachers’ salaries between 2000 and 2013,  
for teachers with minimum qualification1

Annual statutory teachers’ salaries in public institutions for teachers with 15 years of experience and minimum qualification,  
by level of education, in national currency

Pre-primary Primary

2000 2005 2011 2012 2013 2000 2005 2011 2012 2013

(1) (2) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (18) (19) (20)

O
E
C
D Australia m 62 240 75 235 78 095 86 085 50 995 62 240 76 732 78 619 85 617

Austria2, 3 m 31 050 35 889 36 653 37 140 25 826 18 31 050 35 889 36 653 37 140
Belgium (Fl.) m 35 417 41 094 41 968 43 586 29 579 35 417 41 094 41 968 43 586
Belgium (Fr.) 28 485 32 188 38 015 38 857 40 408 28 485 32 188 38 015 38 857 40 408
Canada m m m m m m m 73 154 74 981 77 006
Chile m m 8 785 016 9 224 259 9 685 479 m m 8 785 016 9 224 259 9 685 479
Czech Republic4 m 279 001 274 829 195 000 195 000 125 501 250 559 311 793 255 360 255 360
Denmark 269 948 334 577 375 122 382 384 384 852 315 530 367 323 428 628 429 083 443 335
England 23 958 27 123 31 552 31 552 31 552 23 958 27 123 31 552 31 552 31 552
Estonia m m m m m 3 068 4 379 7 728 7 728 8 296
Finland 19 956 23 333 28 671 29 191 29 617 24 961 30 791 38 222 38 850 39 382
France 27 288 28 395 29 831 29 888 29 740 27 288 28 395 29 831 29 888 29 740
Germany m m m m m m 43 320 49 587 50 991 52 016
Greece m 21 237 21 958 20 056 19 056 m 21 237 21 958 20 056 19 056
Hungary5 751 668 1 739 076 1 779 564 1 778 004 1 768 164 897 168 1 944 576 1 911 204 1 890 288 1 876 836
Iceland m 2 257 836 3 409 863 3 721 409 3 983 241 1 884 000 2 573 556 3 987 224 4 047 201 4 192 652
Ireland m m m m m 32 251 46 591 52 472 52 472 52 472
Israel 68 894 74 610 115 884 126 521 132 685 68 421 73 496 121 858 125 606 128 240
Italy m 25 234 27 845 27 845 27 845 20 849 25 234 27 845 27 845 27 845
Japan m m m m m 6 645 000 6 236 000 5 456 000 5 456 000 5 456 000
Korea m 38 608 000 42 987 600 44 515 200 45 795 600 26 757 000 39 712 000 44 222 400 45 800 400 47 122 800
Luxembourg m 62 139 93 182 97 902 100 350 m 62 139 93 182 97 902 100 350
Mexico 86 748 124 082 176 627 183 981 192 555 86 748 124 082 176 627 183 981 192 555
Netherlands m m m m 48 093 m m m m 48 093
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m 68 074
Norway m 298 812 374 500 381 500 402 000 m 302 000 370 000 377 000 391 000
Poland m 23 328 32 878 35 101 36 452 m 23 328 32 878 35 101 36 452
Portugal m 22 775 28 069 24 326 24 326 17 180 22 775 28 069 24 326 24 326
Scotland 14 022 29 827 34 200 34 200 34 200 22 743 29 827 34 200 34 200 34 200
Slovak Republic m m 6 156 6 236 6 488 m m 7 518 7 614 7 918
Slovenia a a a a a a a a a a
Spain m 28 122 33 086 32 652 32 248 22 701 28 122 33 086 32 652 32 248
Sweden5 m 261 000 318 000 m 338 100 248 300 283 200 322 600 m 349 920
Switzerland6 m 77 925 85 904 87 198 88 041 85 513 90 341 96 798 97 436 98 257
Turkey 4 560 16 464 29 426 32 049 35 018 4 560 16 464 29 426 32 049 35 018
United States5 36 758 41 500 m 45 300 46 054 38 040 41 114 46 122 45 998 46 763

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia m m m m 18 461 157 m m m m 21 232 442
India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 1 321 2 321 4 071 4 341 3 060 1 321 2 321 4 071 4 341 3 060
Russian Federation 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

Note: Years 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010 (i.e. columns 3-7; 13-17; 23-27; 33-37) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Data on salaries for countries now in the Euro area are shown in euros.
2. Break in time series following methodological changes in 2007 for upper secondary education.
3. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
4. Break in time series following methodological changes in 2012. 
5. Actual base salaries.
6. Salaries after 11 years of experience.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286624
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Table X2.4d. [2/2] Trends in teachers’ salaries between 2000 and 2013,  
for teachers with minimum qualification1

Annual statutory teachers’ salaries in public institutions for teachers with 15 years of experience and minimum qualification,  
by level of education, in national currency

Lower secondary, general programmes Upper secondary, general programmes

2000 2005 2011 2012 2013 2000 2005 2011 2012 2013

(21) (22) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (38) (39) (40)

O
E
C
D Australia 51 016 62 384 77 715 79 834 85 674 51 016 62 384 77 715 79 834 85 674

Austria2, 3 26 916 33 635 38 882 39 748 40 262 29 728 34 265 41 858 42 749 43 328
Belgium (Fl.) 31 191 35 417 41 094 41 968 43 586 39 886 45 301 52 844 53 968 56 050
Belgium (Fr.) 28 879 32 188 38 015 38 857 40 408 28 879 32 188 38 015 38 857 40 408
Canada m m 73 154 74 981 77 006 m m 73 440 75 281 77 338
Chile m m 8 785 016 9 224 259 9 685 479 m m 9 307 217 9 772 573 10 261 683
Czech Republic4 125 501 250 559 314 495 255 360 255 360 152 941 255 125 335 696 255 360 255 360
Denmark 315 530 367 323 434 802 435 268 449 727 395 558 402 580 459 745 461 176 462 754
England 23 958 27 123 31 552 31 552 31 552 23 958 27 123 31 552 31 552 31 552
Estonia 3 068 4 379 7 728 7 728 8 296 3 068 4 379 7 728 7 728 8 296
Finland 28 293 34 677 41 280 41 958 42 533 31 115 36 550 43 686 45 292 45 912
France 29 456 352 30 667 32 537 32 588 32 482 29 456 30 895 32 752 32 843 32 756
Germany m 46 842 54 514 55 534 56 522 m 53 096 58 930 59 549 60 591
Greece m 21 237 21 958 20 056 19 056 m 21 237 21 958 20 056 19 056
Hungary5 897 168 1 944 576 1 911 204 1 890 288 1 876 836 1 128 996 2 432 388 2 260 944 2 184 756 2 226 036
Iceland 1 884 000 2 573 556 3 987 224 4 047 201 4 192 652 2 220 000 3 014 000 4 012 000 4 294 829 4 415 668
Ireland 32 251 46 591 52 472 52 472 52 472 32 251 46 591 52 472 52 472 52 472
Israel 75 608 82 030 112 095 114 923 120 582 74 657 80 052 95 590 109 467 109 670
Italy 22 836 27 487 30 340 30 340 30 340 23 518 28 259 31 190 31 190 31 189
Japan 6 645 000 6 236 000 5 456 000 5 456 000 5 456 000 6 649 000 6 237 000 5 456 000 5 456 000 5 456 000
Korea 26 661 000 39 616 000 44 126 400 45 704 400 47 026 800 26 661 000 39 616 000 44 126 400 45 704 400 47 026 800
Luxembourg m 81 258 99 782 104 831 107 452 m 81 258 99 782 104 831 107 452
Mexico 109 779 157 816 224 596 237 759 246 322 m m m m m
Netherlands m m m m 59 520 m m m m 59 520
New Zealand m m m m 68 074 m m m m 68 074
Norway m 302 000 370 000 377 000 391 000 m 321 000 398 000 405 000 424 500
Poland m 26 935 37 459 40 010 41 548 m 31 216 42 860 45 785 47 556
Portugal 17 180 22 775 28 069 24 326 24 326 17 180 22 775 28 069 24 326 24 326
Scotland 22 743 29 827 34 200 34 200 34 200 22 743 29 827 34 200 34 200 34 200
Slovak Republic m m 7 518 7 614 7 918 m m 7 518 7 614 7 918
Slovenia a a a a a a a a a a
Spain 24 528 31 561 37 043 35 923 35 590 26 366 32 293 37 370 36 199 35 855
Sweden5 248 300 290 400 333 000 m 356 124 264 700 313 600 352 600 m 373 368
Switzerland6 102 409 103 100 110 628 111 019 111 293 121 629 120 546 128 873 128 748 128 659
Turkey 4 813 17 402 30 483 33 197 36 271 4 813 17 402 30 483 33 197 36 271
United States5 37 989 41 327 45 950 47 046 47 829 37 997 41 172 49 410 49 822 50 651

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil m m m m m m m m m m
China m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia m m m m 20 567 674 m m m m 20 567 674
India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 1 321 2 321 4 071 4 341 3 060 1 321 2 321 4 071 4 341 3 060
Russian Federation 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

Note: Years 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010 (i.e. columns 3-7; 13-17; 23-27; 33-37) are available for consultation on line (see StatLink below).
1. Data on salaries for countries now in the Euro area are shown in euros.
2. Break in time series following methodological changes in 2007 for upper secondary education.
3. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes.
4. Break in time series following methodological changes in 2012. 
5. Actual base salaries.
6. Salaries after 11 years of experience.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286624
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Table X2.4e. Reference statistics used in calculating teachers’ salaries (2000, 2005-13)
Purchasing power parity for 
private consumption (PPP)1 Private consumption deflators (2005 = 100)

Reference  
year for 2013 

salary data2012 2013 Jan 2013
Jan 

2000
Jan 

2005
Jan 

2006
Jan 

2007
Jan 

2008
Jan 

2009
Jan 

2010
Jan 

2011
Jan 

2012
Jan 

2013

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)

O
E
C
D Australia 1.53 1.54 1.53 88 100 103 106 110 113 116 118 122 125 2013

Austria 0.86 0.87 0.86 91 100 102 104 107 108 110 113 116 118 2013
Belgium (Fl.)2 0.89 0.90 0.90 91 100 103 106 109 111 111 114 117 119 2013
Belgium (Fr.)2 0.89 0.90 0.90 91 100 103 106 109 111 111 114 117 119 2012/2013
Canada 1.29 1.29 1.29 91 100 102 103 105 106 106 108 110 112 2012/2013
Chile 391.92 393.15 392.53 86 100 104 107 113 118 121 125 130 134 2013
Czech Republic 14.56 14.47 14.51 90 100 101 104 108 111 112 113 115 117 2012/2013
Denmark 8.41 8.42 8.42 92 100 102 104 106 109 111 113 116 118 2012/2013
England3 0.77 0.79 0.78 94 100 103 105 109 112 115 120 123 125 2012/2013
Estonia 0.62 0.63 0.63 82 100 105 112 121 126 128 134 140 144 2012/2013
Finland 0.99 1.00 0.99 93 100 101 103 106 108 110 113 116 119 2013
France 0.89 0.89 0.89 92 100 102 104 107 107 107 109 111 112 2012/2013
Germany 0.82 0.83 0.82 93 100 101 103 104 105 106 108 110 111 2012/2013
Greece 0.75 0.72 0.74 87 100 103 107 111 114 116 120 122 121 2013
Hungary 143.79 143.60 143.70 73 100 103 109 115 121 125 130 137 142 2013
Iceland 142.56 144.95 143.75 81 100 105 112 122 137 145 149 156 163 2012/2013
Ireland 0.97 0.97 0.97 83 100 102 105 107 105 100 100 102 103 2012/2013
Israel 4.26 4.34 4.30 93 100 102 104 108 111 114 118 121 124 2012/2013
Italy 0.84 0.84 0.84 87 100 102 105 108 109 110 112 115 118 2012/2013
Japan 112.69 112.08 112.39 105 100 100 99 99 98 96 95 94 93 2012/2013
Korea 911.96 914.72 913.34 84 100 102 104 107 111 114 117 121 122 2013
Luxembourg 0.97 0.98 0.97 90 100 103 105 107 109 110 112 114 115 2012/2013
Mexico 9.18 9.36 9.27 80 100 104 109 115 121 127 132 137 142 2012/2013
Netherlands 0.88 0.90 0.89 88 100 102 104 107 107 107 109 111 112 2012/2013
New Zealand 1.58 1.57 1.57 92 100 102 105 107 111 113 115 117 117 2013
Norway 9.73 9.94 9.83 91 100 101 103 106 109 111 113 114 116 2012/2013
Poland 1.92 1.90 1.91 85 100 102 104 107 111 114 118 123 125 2012/2013
Portugal 0.67 0.66 0.66 85 100 104 107 111 111 111 113 115 116 2012/2013
Scotland3 0.77 0.79 0.78 94 100 103 105 109 112 115 120 123 125 2012/2013
Slovak Republic 0.57 0.56 0.57 76 100 104 108 112 114 115 117 122 125 2012/2013
Slovenia 0.68 0.67 0.68 76 100 102 106 111 114 116 117 119 120 2012/2013
Spain 0.77 0.76 0.76 85 100 104 107 111 112 113 115 118 120 2012/2013
Sweden 9.11 9.22 9.17 93 100 101 103 105 108 110 111 113 113 2013
Switzerland 1.55 1.54 1.55 97 100 101 103 104 105 105 105 105 104 2012/2013
Turkey 1.25 1.33 1.29 28 100 109 118 128 138 147 160 174 186 2013
United States 1.00 1.00 1.00 90 100 103 105 108 110 111 113 115 117 2012/2013

P
a
rt

n
e
rs Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil 1.71 1.79 1.75 65 100 106 111 117 125 132 141 150 161 2013
China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Colombia 1 209.94 1 216.60 1 213.27 72 100 104 109 115 120 124 128 133 136 2013
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
Latvia 0.58 0.58 0.58 77 100 110 122 137 143 138 140 147 149 2012/2013
Russian Federation 16.74 16.72 16.73 m m m m m m m m m m 2012/2013
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

1. Data on PPPs and GDP for countries now in the Euro area are shown in euros.
2. Data on PPPs and deflators refer to Belgium.
3. Data on PPPs and deflators refer to the United Kingdom.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286638
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Table X2.4f. Average actual teachers’ salaries in national currency (2013)
Average gross annual salary of teachers aged 25-64

Pre-primary Primary
Lower secondary,  

general programmes
Upper secondary,  

general programmes
(1) (2) (3) (4)

O
E
C
D Australia 75 925 77 768 78 810 78 872

Austria1, 2 47 786 47 786 55 140 60 121

Belgium (Fl.) 44 376 44 903 44 103 57 712

Belgium (Fr.) 42 005 41 966 41 561 53 151

Canada m m m m

Chile 10 409 992 11 215 673 11 324 253 11 976 864

Czech Republic 269 316 311 736 310 956 334 272

Denmark3 386 061 465 498 471 562 525 132

England 32 962 32 962 36 016 36 016

Estonia 7 529 10 747 10 747 10 747

Finland4 31 651 43 189 47 514 53 694

France 32 350 32 066 37 909 41 604

Germany m 49 875 54 723 59 667

Greece 19 528 19 528 19 713 19 713

Hungary 2 252 292 2 451 684 2 451 684 2 777 160

Iceland m m m 5 934 533

Ireland m m m m

Israel 148 623 156 415 154 504 148 390

Italy 27 970 27 970 29 963 32 407

Japan m m m m

Korea m m m m

Luxembourg 93 705 93 705 106 650 106 650

Mexico m m m m

Netherlands 44 114 44 114 54 396 54 396

New Zealand m m m m

Norway 423 631 481 070 481 070 512 038

Poland 49 005 56 168 57 079 55 821

Portugal m m m m

Scotland5 32 661 32 661 32 661 32 661

Slovak Republic 7 978 10 732 10 732 10 699

Slovenia6 17 826 23 676 24 111 25 929

Spain m m m m

Sweden7 323 474 350 680 357 721 375 937

Switzerland m m m 129 060

Turkey m m m m

United States 49 800 51 334 52 343 54 083

O
th

e
r 

G
2

0 Argentina m m m m

Brazil m m m m

China m m m m

Colombia m m m m

India m m m m

Indonesia m m m m

Latvia 297 297 335 360

Russian Federation8 418 112 429 036 429 036 429 036

Saudi Arabia m m m m

South Africa m m m m

1. Figures for the pre-primary level refer to primary teachers (in primary schools only) teaching pre-primary classes. 
2. Includes also data on actual salaries of headmasters, deputies and assistants.
3. Includes also data on actual salaries of teachers in early childhood educational development programmes for pre-primary education.
4. Includes data on the majority, i.e. kindergarten teachers only for pre-primary education. 
5. Includes all teachers, irrespective of their age.
6. Includes also data on actual salaries of pre-school teacher assistants for pre-primary education.
7. Average actual teachers’ salaries, not including bonuses and allowances.
8. Average  actual teachers’ salaries for all teachers, irrespective of the level of education they teach.
Source: OECD. See Annex 3 for notes (www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm).
Please refer to the Reader’s Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and abbreviations.
1 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933286640
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General notes 

Definitions 
Gross domestic product (GDP) refers to the producers’ value of the gross outputs of resident producers, including distributive 
trades and transport, less the value of purchasers’ intermediate consumption plus import duties. GDP is expressed in local 
money (in millions). For countries which provide this information for a reference year that is di�erent from the calendar year 
(such as Australia and New Zealand), adjustments are made by linearly weighting their GDP between two adjacent national 
reference years to match the calendar year.

�e GDP de�ator is obtained by dividing the GDP expressed at current prices by the GDP expressed at constant prices. �is 
provides an indication of the relative price level in a country.

GDP per capita is the gross domestic product (in equivalent USD converted using PPPs) divided by the population.

Purchasing power parity exchange rates (PPP) are the currency exchange rates that equalise the purchasing power of di�erent 
currencies. �is means that a given sum of money when converted into di�erent currencies at the PPP rates will buy the same 
basket of goods and services in all countries. In other words, PPPs are the rates of currency conversion which eliminate the 
di�erences in price levels among countries. �us, when expenditure on GDP for di�erent countries is converted into a common 
currency by means of PPPs, it is, in e�ect, expressed at the same set of international prices so that comparisons between countries 
re�ect only di�erences in the volume of goods and services purchased.

Total public expenditure, as used for the calculation of the education indicators, corresponds to the non-repayable current and 
capital expenditure of all levels of government. Current expenditure includes �nal consumption expenditure (e.g. compensation 
of employees, consumption of intermediate goods and services, consumption of �xed capital, and military expenditure), property 
income paid, subsidies, and other current transfers paid (e.g. social security, social assistance, pensions and other welfare 
bene�ts). Capital expenditure is spending to acquire and/or improve �xed capital assets, land, intangible assets, government 
stocks, and non-military, non-�nancial assets, and spending to �nance net capital transfers.  

Sources 
�e 2015 edition of the National Accounts of OECD Countries: Detailed Tables, Volume II.

OECD Analytical Database, February 2015.
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SOURCES, METHODS
AND TECHNICAL NOTES

3
Annex

Annex 3 on sources and methods is available
in electronic form only. It can be found at:

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm

www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm
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EDUCATION INDICATORS IN FOCUS
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are of particular interest to policy makers and practitioners. �ese briefs provide a detailed look into current issues 
in pre-primary, primary and secondary education, higher education, and adult outcomes from a global perspective. 
�ey contain an engaging mix of text, tables and charts that describe the international context of the most pressing 
questions in education policy and practice.

�e complete series is available at:
English: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/22267077
French: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/22267093
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Education at a Glance: OECD Indicators is the authoritative source for information on the state of education 
around the world. It provides data on the structure, �nances and performance of education systems  
in the 34 OECD countries and a number of partner countries.

With more than 100 charts, 150 tables and links to another 150 tables on line, Education at a Glance 2015 
provides key information on the output of educational institutions; the impact of learning across countries; 
the �nancial and human resources invested in education; access, participation and progression in education; 
and the learning environment and organisation of schools.
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and employment, and teacher and school leader appraisal systems;

• analysis of �rst generation tertiary-educated adults and their educational and social mobility, labour market 
outcomes for recent graduates, and participation in employer-sponsored formal and/or non-formal education;

• data and analysis on the skills and readiness to use information and communication technology for problem 
solving in teaching and learning; 

• information on recess and breaks during the school day,  teachers’ typical quali�cations, criteria  
for determining teachers’ base salaries and additional payments for teachers, and salaries  
for tertiary faculty; and

• for the �rst time, data from Costa Rica and Lithuania. 

The Excel™ spreadsheets used to create the tables and charts in Education at a Glance are available via  
the StatLinks provided throughout the publication. Tables and charts, as well as the complete OECD education 
database, are available via the OECD education website at www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-
glance-19991487.htm. Updated data can be found on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en.
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