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Foreword

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Adapting tertiary education to meet the needs of all students

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

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

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

Maintaining the momentum on digitalisation

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

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

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

Providing data for innovative education policies

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

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

Mathias Cormann

Secretary-General, OECD
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Reader’s guide

The organising framework

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Indicator groups

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

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

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

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

Contextual factors that influence policy

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

The structure of chapters and indicators in Education at a Glance

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sustainable Development Goal 4

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

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

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

Tertiary education in Education at a Glance 2022

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

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

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

of schools

The second year of the COVID-19 pandemic

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

Statistical coverage

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

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

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

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

Country coverage

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

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

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

Note on subnational regions

When interpreting the results on subnational entities, readers should take into account their population as well as their
geographical size. For example, in Canada, the population of Nunavut was 39 403 in 2021 and the territory covers 1.9 million
square kilometres, while the population of the province of Ontario is 14.8 million and the territory covers 909 000 square
kilometres (OECD, 2021y2)). Large countries tend to be more diverse than smaller ones. Moreover, the measured subnational
variation is influenced by the definition of subnational entities. The smaller the subnational entities, the larger the measured
variation. For example, for a country that has defined two levels of subnational regions (e.g. states and districts), the measured
subnational variation for the smaller subnational entities will be larger than for the larger subnational entities. The analyses
presented in Education at Glance are based on large regions (OECD TL2 level), representing the first administrative tier of
subnational government.

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

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

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

Calculation of international means

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

For many indicators, an OECD average is presented; for some, an OECD total is shown. The OECD average is calculated
as the unweighted mean of the data values of all OECD countries for which data are available or can be estimated. The
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OECD average therefore refers to an average of data values at the level of the national systems and can be used to answer
the question of how an indicator value for a given country compares with the value for a typical or average country. It does
not take into account the absolute size of the education system in each country.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Classification of levels of education

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

Table B lists the ISCED 2011 levels used in Education at a Glance 2022 (OECD/Eurostat/UNESCO Institute for Statistics,
2015y3)).
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Table B. Education levels under the ISCED 2011 classification

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

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

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

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

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

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

marks the end of compulsory education.

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

vocational. Typical duration is three years.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3ot

“master’s” in the publication.

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

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

publication.

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

Fields of education and training

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

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

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

Symbols for missing data and abbreviations

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

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

b There is a break in the series.

c There are too few observations to provide reliable estimates.

d Includes data from another category.

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

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

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

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

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

Further resources

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

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

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

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

Layout of tables

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

Abbreviations used in this report

AES Adult Education Survey

ECEC Early childhood education and care

EEA European Economic Area

ESS European Social Survey

GDP Gross domestic product

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

NEET Neither employed nor in education or training

NPV Net present value

PIAAC Survey of Adult Skills

PISA  Programme for International Student Assessment
PPP Purchasing power parity

R&D Research and development

S.E. Standard error

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

uIS UNESCO Institute of Statistics

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

VET Vocational education and training
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Executive summary

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

A gradual return to normality after the COVID-19 pandemic

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

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

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

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

Teaching requirements at primary and secondary level differ across countries

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

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

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

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

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

Budgets for tertiary education have outpaced the growth in students

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

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

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

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

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

School closures and the return to in-class learning

School closures and health protocols for reopening

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

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

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

1. Data for 2021 and 2022 are missing.

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

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

StatLink Su=r hitps:/stat.link/9e2s7x

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

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

Teacher absences

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

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

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

National examinations during the pandemic

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

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

Financial support for education during the crisis

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

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

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

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

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

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

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022



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

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

Primary and secondary education, in per cent

mYes  mDecisions made at local level of governance ~ ®mNo

Additional support for teachers/staff: funding masks, COVID-19 tests,
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and webinars) directly targeting the effective use of technologies

Deployment of new technological devices or investment in infrastructure
directly targeting distance learning (e.g. connectivity, internet connection,
electricity).

Purchasing new technologies for use in classrooms by teachers or
students (e.g. computers, tablets)

Purchasing new technologies for distance learning of students (e.g.
computers, tablets)

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

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

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

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

Assessment of learning and other losses

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

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

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

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

Lower secondary education, in per cent

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

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

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

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

Impact of COVID on non-cognitive skills —

% of countries

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

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

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

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

Recovery and lessons learned

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

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

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

Lower secondary education, in per cent

mYes m Decisions made at local level of governance mNo

Enhanced provision of digital training for students

Enhanced provision of in-service digital training to
teachers

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

Enhanced use of digitalised assessments/exams

Enhanced provision of pre-service digital training to
teachers

Enhanced provision of hybrid learning
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% of countries

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

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

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

StatLink Sa=r hitps:/statlink/l4buzo
Digital platforms should offer effective and equitable resources for in-school and out-of-school learning. Many countries

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

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

Planned recovery measures

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Primary to upper secondary education

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

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

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

StatLink = https://stat.link/s6009v

Definitions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Source

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

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

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

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

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

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

Context

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

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

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

While increasing educational attainment has yielded important economic and social benefits, in some countries tertiary
attainment may have risen faster than the labour markets’ capacity to absorb tertiary graduates. Moreover, even if the
increase in educational attainment is beneficial on average, tertiary attainment does not yield the same benefit to everyone.
As educational attainment is likely to increase further, it is important for governments and providers to continuously improve
the way tertiary education responds to current and future labour-market needs to provide attractive education options
outside of the tertiary sector.

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2022 © OECD 2022



A1. TO WHAT LEVEL HAVE ADULTS STUDIED? | 37

Figure A1.1. Trends in the share of tertiary-educated 25-34 year-olds (2000 and 2021)
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1. Data for tertiary education include upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary programmes (less than 5% of adults are in this group).

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

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

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

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/j9wp23

Other findings

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

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

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

Tertiary attainment

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

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

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

By fields of study

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

StatLink Sa=ra https://statlink/ic4rsy

Upper secondary or post-secondary non-tertiary attainment

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

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

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

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

Variations in educational attainment

By gender

On average across OECD countries, the share of younger women (25-34 year-olds) with tertiary education (i.e. short-cycle
tertiary, bachelor's, master’s or doctoral) is 53% compared with 41% for men (Table A1.2). If only master’s and doctoral or
equivalent attainment are considered, younger women still show a higher rate than younger men (OECD, 2022j2)).

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

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

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

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

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

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

By subnational region

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

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

Cities have high levels of tertiary attainment for multiple reasons. Urban economies are characterised by a strong knowledge-
intensive service sector, which provides job opportunities for tertiary-educated workers (OECD, 20193;). Moreover, wage
levels in cities are higher than in rural areas even for workers in the same occupation and the differences are especially large
for highly educated workers (Combes and Gobillon, 2015p4)). Thus, labour markets provide strong incentives for tertiary-
educated workers to move to urban areas. These effects are amplified by the concentration of higher education institutions in
cities. Tertiary students often move to cities to study there. After they graduate, many of them stay in the area and thereby
contribute to a higher share of tertiary attainment in the region.
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Figure A1.4. Percentage of 25-64 year-olds with tertiary attainment, by subnational region (2021)
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Note: The country average is the unweighted average of the regions for 25-64 year-olds.
1. Year of reference differs from 2021: 2020 for Chile, Colombia, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand and Tiirkiye ; 2019 for the United States; 2017 for Israel; 2016 for Canada;
and 2015 for Brazil.

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

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

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

Definitions

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

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

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

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

Methodology

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

In OECD statistics, recognised qualifications from ISCED 2011 level 3 programmes that are not of sufficient duration for
ISCED 2011 level 3 completion are classified at ISCED 2011 level 2 (see the Reader’s Guide). Where countries have been
able to demonstrate equivalencies in the labour-market value of attainment formally classified as the “completion of
intermediate upper secondary programmes” — such as achieving five good General Certificates of Secondary Education
(GCSEs) or equivalent in the United Kingdom (note that each GCSE is offered in a specific school subject) — and “full upper
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secondary attainment”, attainment of these programmes is reported as ISCED 2011 level 3 completion in the tables that show
three aggregate levels of educational attainment (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012(5).

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

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

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

Source

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

Data on subnational regions for selected indicators are available in the OECD Regional Statistics Database (OECD, 2022(7)).
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Indicator A1 Tables

Tables Indicator A1. To what level have adults studied?

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

StatLink =P https:/statlinklyo13gb

Cut-off date for the data: 17 June 2022. Any updates on data can be found on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-
en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org/, Education at a Glance Database.
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Table A1.1. Educational attainment of 25-64 year-olds (2021)
Percentage of adults with a given level of education as the highest level attained
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[=] Countries
w Australia 0 4 a 12 a 29 6 1 28 9 2 100
Austria x(2) 14 a 13 a 48 3 15 5 14 1 100
Belgium 3 4 a 12 a 35 2 1 24 19 1 100
Canada X(2) 2¢ a 5 a 21 10 26 24 119 x(10) 100
Chile' 6 4 a 19 a 4 a 10 19 2 x(10) 100
Colombia x(4) X(4) a 33¢ 5 31¢ X(6) X(9) 22 X(9) x(9) 100
CostaRica 1 27 8 8 3 18 0 7 15 3 0 100
Czech Republic 0 0 a 5 a 68¢ x(6) 0 7 19 1 100
Denmark x(2) 28 a 16 a 40 0 5 21 15 1 100
Estonia 0 0 a 10 a 39 9 6 14 21 1 100
Finland X(2) 24 a 10 a 45 1 8 17 16 1 100
France 2 3 a 13 a 4 0 14 12 14 1 100
Germany x(2) 4 a 10 a 41 13 1 18 1 2 100
Greece 1 10 a 9 2 34 9 1 25 8 1 100
Hungary 0 1 a 13 a 50 7 1 14 14 1 100
Iceland X(2) 09 a 21 a 29 7 4 22 16 1 100
Ireland 0 3 a 9 a 18 15 9 29 14 1 100
Israel 3 3 a 6 a 38 a 1 24 13 1 100
Italy 1 5 a 32 a 4 2 0 5 14 1 100
Japan X(6) Xx(6) a X(6) a 449 x(8) 214 34¢ x(9) x(9) 100
Korea x(2) 3¢ a 6 a 39 a 14 33 4¢ x(10) 100
Latvia 0 0 a 7 3 37 13 4 16 19 0 100
Lithuania 0 0 0 4 2 29 19 a 30 15 1 100
Luxembourg 2 6 a 1 a 28 2 4 15 29 2 100
Mexico 10 15 2 27 4 22 a 1 18 2 0 100
Netherlands 2 4 a 13 a 37 0 2 24 16 1 100
New Zealand x(4) X(4) a 19¢ a 25 15 4 29 6 1 100
Norway 0 1 0 16 a 34 2 11 21 13 1 100
Poland 0 1 a 6 a 57 3 0 8 25 1 100
Portugal 1 21 a 19 a 27 1 0 9 21 1 100
Slovak Republic 0 1 0 6 0 63 2 0 4 23 1 100
Slovenia 0 0 a 8 a 51 a 8 9 18 5 100
Spain 2 5 a 29 a 23 0 12 1 16 1 100
Sweden X(2) 39 a 10 3 30 8 10 19 16 2 100
Switzerland 0 1 a 1 a 42¢ X(6) x(9,10,11) 249 18¢ & 100
Tiirkiye 5 35 a 16 a 20 a 7 16 2 0 100
United Kingdom c 0 a 18 12 20 a 9 26 13 2 100
United States 1 2 a 5 a 41¢ X(6) 1 25 12 2 100
OECD average 2 5 m 13 m 36 6 7 19 14 1 100
EU22 average 1 3 m 12 m 40 6 5 15 17 1 100
£ Argentina 3 14 m 16 m 42 a x(9) 23¢ X(9) 1 100
£ Brazil 1 17 a 14 a 38 a X(9) 20° 1 0 100
g China’ 2 17 a 44 a 18 0 10 8 (& x(10) 100
India’ 35 12 a 30 a 8 1 x(9) 9¢ x(9) 4 100
Indonesia 1 27 a 19 a 30 a 3 5 5 0 100
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa’ 10 4 5 6 28 32 m 8 7 1¢ x(10) 100
G20 average | m | 10 | m | 16 | m | 3 | m | .l 17| 9 | 1| 100

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

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

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

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

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

Men Women Total Men Women Total Men Women Total

8 Countries

4 Australia 17° 10 14> 8 16° 9 440 43 852 30 40 37 38° 46 510 62 45 54
Austria 1 1 13 10 12 1 57 51 49 43 53 47 32 38 37 47 35 42
Belgium 200 14 17° 1 18° 13 440 42 854 3 3% 37 Sk 44 48 58 42° 51
Canada 9 6 6 4 8 5 43 36 29 21 36 29 48 58 64 75 56 66
Chile ' 23 14 23° 1 23 12 55 49 540 45 540 47 22 37 23 44 22° 4
Colombia m 28 m 21 m 25 m 45 m 45 m 45 m 27 m 34 m K1l
Costa Rica 57 49 52 4 54 45 19 24 21 26 20 25 24 28 28 B8] 26 30
Czech Republic 5° 7 6° 7 6° 7 730 66 65° 49 69° 58 220 27 28° 43 250 35
Denmark 23 19 16 13 19 16 46 40 37 29 42 35 31 4 47 58 39 49
Estonia 18 14 10 9 14 12 52 53 42 37 47 45 30 33 49 54 39 43
Finland 12 10° 7 8° 10 9 57 56° 44 45° 51 51° 31 340 48 47° 39 40°
France 18 13 15 il 17 12 43 4 37 35 40 38 39 46 47 54 43 50
Germany 185 15 140 13 P 14 61° 50 &P 49 59° 50 26° 34 30 38 28° 36
Greece 28° 10 18° 7 23° 8 440 53 440 42 44 47 28° 38 38° 51 33 44
Hungary 13 14 13 13 13 13 65 59 53 48 59 54 23 27 34 39 28 B3
Iceland 31 26 23 13 27 20 40 40 31 36 35 38 29 34 47 51 38 42
Ireland 18° 6 12° 4 15° 5 420 35 33° 28 37° 32 40 59 54° 67 470 63
Israel 13° 10 8° 7 10° 9 50° 55 40° 36 45 45 38° 35 52° 57 45° 46
Italy 320 26 25° 20 29 23 51° 52 49 45 50 49 16° 22 26° 34 21° 28
Japan ? m m m m m mo | x(13) | x(14) | x(15) |x(16) | x(17) | x(18) | 55°¢| 62 | 63| 68 | 59| 65
Korea 28 2 2° 2 2v 2 SR 35 310 22 340 29 60° 63 67° 76 64° 69
Latvia 23 13 1 8 17 1 53 50 43 37 48 44 24 36 46 55 35 46
Lithuania 183 10 8° 4 100 7 480 42 854 28 410 & 400 48 57° 68 48° 57
Luxembourg 17° 13 16° 8 17° 10 38° 28 35 25 3r 27 450 59 49° 68 47° 63
Mexico 60 44 60 44 60 44 21 29 21 28 21 29 18 26 19 28 19 27
Netherlands 21° 12 16° 9 18° 10 440 38 40° K1l 42 34 36° 51 44 60 40° 56
New Zealand 21 15 19 12 20 13 m 44 m 38 m 4 m 4 m 50 m 45
Norway 18 19 14 15 16 17 42 35 31 21 37 28 39 46 55 65 47 55
Poland 7° 9 50 5 6° 7 62 59 48° 45 55 52 31° 31 47° 50 39 4
Portugal 50 20 38 13 44 17 28 42 29 30 29 36 22 38 32 56 27 47
Slovak Republic 6° 6 6° 6 6° 6 73 65 64° 42 69 54 21° 28 310 51 26° 39
Slovenia 9 5 3v 3 6° 4 67° 58 53 36 60° 48 24p 37 44» 61 30| 48
Spain 40 33 29 22 35 28 25 24 26 23 25 24 35 43 46 54 40 49
Sweden 10 18 8° 14 9° 16 54° 42 420 28 48 35 350 41 51° 58 43> | 49
Switzerland ik 8° 130 8 12° 8 50° 42° 49° &P 50° 40° 38° 50° 38 54° 38° 52°
Tiirkiye 52° 35 62° 37 57° 36 28° 27 210 21 25 24 20 38 18° 42 19° | 40
United Kingdom* 16° 15 16° 9 16° 12 39° 31 36° 30 & 30 450 54 48° 61 47° 57
United States 13 7 9 5 1 6 49 47 43 38 46 43 38 46 48 57 43 51
OECD average 21 16 17 12 19 14 47 44 40 35 44 39 33 41 43 53 38 47
EU22 average 19 14 14 10 16 12 51 48 44 37 48 42 30 39 42 53 36 46
g Argentina 36 30 29 24 32 27 48 54 47 54 48 54 16 16 24 22 20 19

£ Brazil 47° 32 400 25 43 29 42° 48 46° 49 440 48 1° 20 150 26 130 23

& China* 63 m 66 m 64 m 19 m 16 m 18 m 18 m 18 m 18 m
India ! 58 61 70 70 64 66 26 16 18 12 22 14 16 23 12 19 14 21
Indonesia 57 42 61 43 59 42 34 43 28 36 3 39 9 16 1 22 10 19
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa ' 44 48 43 44 44 46 49 39 51 39 50 39 7 13 6 17 7 15
G20 average | 34 | 26 | 33 | 24 | 33 | 25 | 40 | 39 | 35 | 34 | 38 | 37 | 28 | 36 | 33 | 44 | 31 | 40

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

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

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

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

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

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

StatLink Sa=ra https://stat.link/zkebwq
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Table A1.3. Field of study among tertiary-educated 25-64 year-olds (2021)
Percentage of adults with tertiary attainment

Arts or humanities, social g .§
sciences, journalism and Business ® S 2
information administration and law £ 5 s Health and welfare
E=] E k1
. _E £ E_ | 5 s | &
855 ¢ £ | 22| 8§85 5| 3
38Es =5 ey | §% | E% s 8 _
» =08 SE 2= 52 22 2 28 8
§ £%,E 23 22 | 2% | £8 | & | s3 s
= =986 R = S35 s < o= =
S sS2E _ = _ S5 Ee £8 sg |SEs _ o
3 £ |[EDeg T @ E = = T | €5 2 | 59 |§5%| = £
& Z 2885 =& as 5 k] 25 | E2 | 45 | RE |222)| g ]
1) ( B] 8 © (0 (1) 12) ) )
9 Countries
w Australia 10 x(4) 6 15 x(7) x(7) 30 4 7 12 x(13) x(13) 17 6
Austria 1 4 8 14 8 4 24 4 3 26 4 4 9 9
Belgium 1 x(4) 12 23 x(7) x(7) 22 5 4 12 x(13) x(13) 17 5
Canada m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chile ' 16 3 4 8 23 3 26 1 5 20 3 1" 17 8
Colombia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Costa Rica 20 x(4) 8 11 X(7) x(7) 36 1 7 12 x(13) x(13) 9 4
Czech Republic 16 4 24 23 1 5 0 6 6 21 5 7 16 10
Denmark 9 3 12 21 12 3 17 5 5 13 x(13) x(13) 26 5
Estonia 17 4 8 15 21 4 25 5 4 21 x(13) x(13) 9 3
Finland 6 4 8 16 21 2 23 4 7 19 2 10 17 8
France 5 x(4) 7 17 X(7) x(7) 33 7 5 14 x(13) x(13) 14 6
Germany 13 4 7 13 10 3 23 5 4 25 4 2 9 6
Greece 7 x(4) 12 26 x(7) x(7) 17 7 5 14 x(13) x(13) 12 13
Hungary 21 x(4) 17 22 X(7) x(7) 16 3 6 16 x(13) x(13) 8 8
Iceland’ 18 x(4) x(4) 23 X(7) x(7) 23 4 4 10 x(13) x(13) 13 4
Ireland 9 x(4) 4 10 x(7) x(7) 26 7 8 10 x(13) x(13) 12 18
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy 5 5 15 29 12 10 23 8 2 14 x(13) x(13) 14 5
Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Korea m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Latvia 14 3 18 24 21 7 28 3 4 13 5 2 8 6
Lithuania 9 3 15 20 21 X(7) 27 5 5 19 4 4 9 7
Luxembourg 10 x(4) 5 18 X(7) x(7) 37 6 7 10 x(13) x(13) 8 4
Mexico 14 3 9 13 25 9 34 3 7 15 5 5 10 4
Netherlands 1 4 12 18 23 4 28 5 5 12 4 7 16 7
New Zealand m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Norway 16 2 16 14 14 2 17 8 4 13 m m 21 8
Poland 15 1 19 24 17 3 22 6 5 13 x(13) x(13) 8 8
Portugal 16 x(4) il 20 X(7) x(7) 21 4 3 15 x(13) x(13) 15 7
Slovak Republic 16 x(4) 15 20 x(7) x(7) 13 6 4 18 x(13) x(13) 14 9
Slovenia 13 2 13 17 10 4 25 4 3 20 x(13) x(13) 9 7
Spain 1 x(4) 5 13 X(7) X(7) 28 6 6 15 x(13) x(13) 13 7
Sweden 15 3 1" 16 12 3 16 5 4 20 4 10 19 5
Switzerland 8 3 7 12 25 3 29 5 5 19 3 9 15 8
Tiirkiye ' 16 x(4) x(4) 18 X(7) x(7) 31 5 1 16 x(13) x(13) 6 7
United Kingdom 5 x(4) 3 14 x(7) x(7) 26 2 4 19 x(13) x(13) 17 13
United States’ 2 10 6 20 30 x(7) x(7) 21 10 4 10 x(13) x(13) 9 6
OECD average 12 m 1 18 m m 24 5 5 16 m m 13 7
EU22 average 12 m 12 19 m m 22 5 5 16 m m 13 7
£ Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
£ Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
é China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
SaudiArabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
G20 average \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m \ m

Note: Category totals may not be equivalent to the sum of the subcategories because some programmes cannot be classified into a specific subcategory but are included
in the total. In addition, data on humanities (except languages), social sciences, journalism and information might refer to the broad field social sciences, journalism and
information only. See Definitions and Methodology sections for more information.

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

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

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

StatLink Sa=ra https://stat.link/zmb13r
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Indicator A2. Transition from education
to work: Where are today’s youth?

Highlights

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

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

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

Context

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

Not having a job can have long-lasting consequences, especially when people experience long spells of unemployment
or inactivity and become discouraged. Young people who are NEET are a major policy concern, as it has a negative impact
on their labour-market prospects and social outcomes, including in the long term. It is therefore essential to have policy
measures to prevent young people becoming NEET in the first place, and to help those who are to find a way back into
education or work.
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Figure A2.1. Distribution of 18-24 year-olds by education and work status (2021, quarterly data)
In per cent

W NEET Not in education and employed In education and unemployed or inactive M In education and employed
ot bt L TR L ][
50
25

o
vay |
——

C - 0 © «© = = OCO)CDU’GJ’N\(U(’\I\NE’\‘\(U_QUEO)?\TECUE(UM'DX>~(U'D>\U)
o T > 35 9 Z Tz g'aoogmv';v'gv‘cﬁcU,c)vo(vcj'czcacgc(\S'U
E - X E i o ®© xa 8 5§58 % S8 g8 g 885850 P8 506 88 g8 2§
T N5 5 & 2 g Sno 2 fpr o 5822852t 2>8%5¢cEzgs 2
c 8 F g & £ = = [CA'S z g S ES8S oL P ZBEZFZ -8 <SRN 222z0
5 o S 8 © 5 83 < 3 3 g o LR <009 £
= x o]
3 o =g £ O I w N & N B 2 z

< =T = 3 ] =

o o = w 5

zZ 1]

Note: NEET refers to young people who are neither in employed nor in formal education or training.
1. Year of reference differs from 2021. Refer to the source table for more details.
2. Data refer to a longer period than a quarter. Refer to the source table for more details.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of 18-24 year-old NEETSs.
Source: OECD (2022), Table A2.1. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-

glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).

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

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

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

¢ In some countries there are large regional disparities in the share of NEET youth: in four countries the gap

between the regions with the highest and lowest shares of NEET 18-24 year-olds exceeds 20 percentage points.
This highlights the importance of education and labour-market policies that are tailored to local contexts.

Note

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

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

Educational and labour-market status of youth

Across OECD countries, a little over half of 18-24 year-olds are still in formal education, either full- or part-time. Almost one-
third of these students are also pursuing some form of employment (Figure A2.1). In some cases, students’ jobs are connected
to their study programme, allowing them to gain relevant work experience, develop technical skills and connect with potential
employers. Programmes that involve paid work as part of the curriculum (referred to as “work-study programmes” in
Table A2.1) are particularly common in Germany and Switzerland, where many professional qualifications follow an upper
secondary vocational qualification and are pursued in parallel with employment in the relevant sector (OECD, 2022j2). In
Australia and Norway, working while studying is common among 18-24 year-olds, but their employment is typically not
connected to the programme (e.g. a student job in a restaurant). In Iceland, the Netherlands and New Zealand students also
commonly combine work and study, but the data do not distinguish between work-study programmes and other types of
employment (Table A2.1). Even where it is not part of the curriculum, such employment may still be valuable in developing
broad employability skills, like team work and conflict management, thereby facilitating the transition into employment. Data
from the European Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) show that tertiary graduates who pursued work experience outside the
curriculum during their studies had higher employment rates than those who gained no work experience while studying
(OECD, 20222).

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

In per cent; OECD average

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

Source: OECD (2022), Education at a Glance Database, http://stats.oecd.org/. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes
(https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).
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StatLink Sa=ra https://statlink/wgejix
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The share of young people neither employed nor in formal education or training (NEET) is a key indicator of the ease of
transition from education to the labour market. Across OECD countries about 16.1% of 18-24 year-olds are NEET, while in
Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Italy and the Republic of Turkiye, the share is over 25% (Figure A2.1). Preventing youth from
becoming NEET and minimising the time spent without employment, education or training is essential. Youth who are NEET
not only miss out on immediate learning and employment opportunities, they also suffer from long-term effects. NEET status
has been associated with various adverse outcomes, such as lower employment rates and lower earnings later in life (Helbling
and Sacchi, 20143;; Moller and Umkehrer, 2014 4;; Ralston et al., 2021(s)), poor mental health (Basta et al., 2019) and social
exclusion (Backman and Nilsson, 20167).

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

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

As a percentage of all 18-24 year-olds

W 12 months or more M Less than 12 months Il 3 months to less than 12 months Less than 3 months

10
| | I
. I II II I lll-l
O -~ > ©8 0 £ - 0 8 0 0O © T 0 8 8 g ® O 0 DG D A8 X g >0 o 9 ® ¢
O T @ O = 3 T > 5 9 O T § g = 9 § = 2 ¥ Z c c ¥ o ¥ 5 & ® T =T O ¢ o
e - £ E 8 g £ EQ®S S5 B 538 88 5 E 0 =38 8 S ] s < X & 9
o T Z 350 8 3 5 8 3 8 £ 5 2 8 2 22 = o c 2 E L T c £E L S S 0 g § o
G g 5] £ R 8 L <9 g 9% 3 - 586 8 =352 588552%E=EZ
P < E F 9 & m S 2 3 5 2 a N LL_(D_O_QQ)QZCDO E=IN)
[os) 5 O S o ¥ < 0 & E3 S 6 g © [S . < |
o x <) N o [a) =1 = [ L2 o ] D
3 ® = N [ &} T 2 e N z
> < 2 = w =)
5 m g e} H
%] =) =z

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

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

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

Source: OECD (2022), Table A2.2. See Source section for more information and Annex 3 for notes (https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022_X3-A.pdf).
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Long-term NEET rates

The time young people spend as NEET matters. Some frictional unemployment is natural and to some extent inevitable: