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Individuals reap high rewards for investing in better skills… 

2 



Those with tertiary qualifications earn on average 55% 

more than those with upper secondary level attainment  

Relative earnings of adults working full-time, by educational attainment (2014). Upper secondary education = 100 
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Figure A6.1 



Also for taxpayers the benefits of better education 
far outweigh the costs 

4 



The public benefits for a man attaining a tertiary education 

are on average nearly 4 times greater than the public costs 

Public costs and benefits for a man attaining tertiary education (2012) 
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While those with advanced skills reap large rewards,  
people failing to obtain baseline qualifications pay a rising price 
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High unemployment among adults with low levels of educational attainment 

Unemployment rates of 25-64 year-olds, by educational attainment (2015) 
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Developing strong foundations 
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PISA mathematics performance  

by decile of social background 
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The early years 
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High enrolment but moderate investment 



Over 70% of 3 year-olds and 86% of 4 year-olds are 

enrolled in early years 

Enrolment rates at age 3 and 4 in early childhood and primary education (2014) 
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On average, there are 14 pupils per teacher in pre-

primary education  

Ratio of pupils to teaching staff in early childhood education (2014) 
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Strong and rising investment in basic skills 
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Except for vocational education 



Countries spend 3.7% of their GDP on primary, secondary 

and post-secondary non-tertiary education, on average 

Public and private expenditure on primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education institutions as a percentage of GDP by level of 
education (2013) 
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On average, over USD 8 400 is spent per student in 

primary education per year 

Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services in primary education (2013) 
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On average, over USD 9 800 is spent per student in 

secondary education per year 

Annual expenditure per student by educational institutions for all services in secondary education (2013) 
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Money makes a difference – but only up to a point 
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In two thirds of the countries, expenditure per student in primary to post-

secondary non-tertiary education increased, with an average increase of 

8% between 2008 and 2013 

Changes in the number of students, expenditure on educational institutions and expenditure per student in primary, secondary and post-tertiary 
non-tertiary education (2008, 2013) 

 70

 80

 90

 100

 110

 120

 130

 140

 150

 160

T
u

rk
e

y

P
o

rt
u

g
a
l

S
lo

v
a

k
 R

e
p

u
b

lic

K
o

re
a

P
o

la
n

d

U
n

it
e
d

 K
in

g
d

o
m

R
u

s
s
ia

n
 F

e
d
e

ra
ti
o

n

Is
ra

e
l

C
z
e

c
h

 R
e
p

u
b
lic

M
e

x
ic

o

C
h

ile

G
e

rm
a
n

y

A
u

s
tr

a
lia

N
e

th
e

rl
a

n
d

s

O
E

C
D

 a
v
e
ra

g
e

J
a
p

a
n

N
o
rw

a
y

F
in

la
n
d

S
w

e
d

e
n

E
U

2
2

 a
v
e
ra

g
e

B
e

lg
iu

m

F
ra

n
c
e

D
e

n
m

a
rk

S
lo

v
e

n
ia

U
n

it
e
d

 S
ta

te
s

E
s
to

n
ia

Ir
e

la
n

d

Ic
e

la
n

d

It
a
ly

S
p

a
in

H
u

n
g
a

ry

Index of change (2008=100) 

Change in expenditure Change in the number of students (in full-time equivalents) Change in expenditure per student

Figure B1.5a 



Countries spend their money differently 

23 



Teacher pay offers little of a career progression… 

24 



In some countries there is very little salary progression, while in others the 

salaries of teachers increase significantly over their careers 

Lower secondary teachers’ salaries at different points in teachers' careers (2014) 
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…and is not quite competitive 
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Teachers at the lower secondary level earn about 

85% of the average tertiary-educated worker's salary  

Lower secondary teachers' salaries relative to earnings for tertiary-educated workers (2014) 
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Teachers’ salaries increased radically between 2013 

and 2014 

Change in lower secondary teachers’ actual and statutory salaries (2010, 2012 and 2014) 
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The time students spend in class varies hugely… 

29 



On average, compulsory instruction time exceeds 7 500 hours for 

combined primary and lower secondary education 

Compulsory instruction time in general education (2016)  
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…but classes are comparably small 
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Primary classes tend to be smaller than lower 

secondary classes 

Average class size, by level of education (2014) 
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Time for other things than teaching 
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The higher the level of education, the fewer the 

teaching hours per year  

Number of teaching hours per year, by level of education (2014) 
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Scope for developing vocational education 
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On average, more young adults are enrolled in general rather 

than vocational programmes at the upper secondary level 

Upper secondary enrolment rates of 15-19 year-olds, by programme orientation (2014) 
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Figure C1.1 



For those who studied only through the upper secondary level, vocational 

programmes tend to lead to greater employment prospects 

Employment rates of 25-34 year-olds whose highest level of educational attainment is upper secondary, by type of programme (2015) 
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Vocational programmes in upper secondary education tend to 

have higher student-teacher ratios than general programmes 

Ratio of students to teaching staff in upper secondary education, by type of programme (2014)  
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Figure D2.3 
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Mean mathematics performance, by school location, 

after accounting for socio-economic status 
Fig II.3.3 47 47 Teachers Self-Efficacy and Professional Collaboration 
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Index of  school responsibility for curriculum and assessment  
(index points) 

Countries that grant schools autonomy over curricula and  
assessments tend to perform better in mathematics   

Source: PISA 2012 
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Fig IV.1.16 
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Fig IV.1.17 
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Singapore OECD average

Quality assurance and school improvement Fig IV.4.14 54 
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Low impact on outcomes 

High impact on outcomes 

Low feasibility High feasibility 

Money pits 

Must haves 

Low hanging fruits 

Quick wins 

Commitment to universal achievement 

Gateways, instructional 
systems 

Capacity  
at point of delivery 

Incentive structures and 
accountability 

Resources  
where they yield most 

A learning system 
Coherence 

 Investing resources where they can make most 
of a difference 

 Alignment of resources with key challenges (e.g. 
attracting the most talented teachers to the most 
challenging classrooms) 

 Effective spending choices that prioritise high quality 
teachers over smaller classes 
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Disadvantaged schools reported 

more teacher shortage 

Advantaged schools reported 

more teacher shortage 
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Difference between socio-economically disadvantaged and socio-economically advantaged schools

A shortage of qualified teachers is more of concern 
 in disadvantaged schools 
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Low impact on outcomes 

High impact on outcomes 

Low feasibility High feasibility 

Money pits 

Must haves 

Low hanging fruits 

Quick wins 

Commitment to universal achievement 

Gateways, instructional 
systems 

Capacity  
at point of delivery 

Incentive structures and 
accountability 

Resources  
where they yield most 

A learning system 
Coherence 

 Coherence of policies and practices 

 Alignment of policies  
across all aspects of the system 

 Coherence of policies  
over sustained periods of time 

 Consistency of implementation  

 Fidelity of implementation  
(without excessive control) 



59 59 
L

e
s
s
o
n
s
 f

ro
m

 h
ig

h
 p

e
rf

o
rm

e
rs

 

Low impact on outcomes 

High impact on outcomes 

Low feasibility High feasibility 

Money pits 

Must haves 

Low hanging fruits 

Quick wins 

Commitment to universal achievement 

Gateways, instructional 
systems 

Capacity  
at point of delivery 

Incentive structures and 
accountability 

Resources  
where they yield most 

A learning system 
Coherence 
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Some students learn at high levels All students need to learn at high levels 

Student inclusion 

Routine cognitive skills Conceptual understanding,  
complex ways of thinking, ways of working 

Curriculum, instruction and assessment 

Standardisation and compliance High-level professional knowledge workers 

Teacher quality 

‘Tayloristic’, hierarchical Flat, collegial 

Work organisation 

Primarily to authorities Primarily to peers and stakeholders 

Accountability 

What it all means 

The old bureaucratic system The modern enabling system 
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61 Thank you 

Find out more about our work at www.oecd.org 

– All publications 

– The complete micro-level database 

 

Email: Andreas.Schleicher@OECD.org 

Twitter: SchleicherEDU 

 

and remember: 

Without data, you are just another person with an opinion 


