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Figure 9.3. where does Estonia stand in the OECD distribution? Human resources
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No.te: The indicators represented in this chart are a subset ofthe indicators presented in Table9.l. Thecoloured circle represents Estonia's position in the OECD distribution. The circie is not coloured when dataare available for less than half ofthe OECD countries (the minimum number of countries with available datais l4)' For more information on methodological issues and metadata, see oECl fio r l1r,¡. Follow the stattinkto download the data underlying the calculation ofthe scorecard.
source: Adapted from lEÇD (2019¡z), Benchmarking Higher Education system performance,
https://doi.ors/l 0.1 787lbe55 I 4d7-en
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ln 2014, the average annual.gïoss salary of academic staff in public and government-
dependent higher education institutions was about USD 55 000 (parity adjristed) in the
median OECD country. The Estonian data is not directly 

"ornpuräbl. 
io oti.r. countries,

because it includes only university staff, while most other Og'co countries include datafor staff in all higher education institutions. Therefore, the data for Estonia are likely to
overestimate the overall level of salary of academic staff in all institutions, as on uu".ág.,
university academic staff are likely to earn more than academic staff in professioñai
Htr'ls, at_least if salary is aligned with qualifications. In Estonia, the share of academic
staff with a doctoral degree is 560/, at universities, and l4yo aT professional higher
education institutions; academic staff with a bachelor'Á degree orless;.;;;;";l;"^it
academic staff in universities, and for one-quarter in profeisional HEIs.
However, Estonian salary data is directly comparable to the data for Finland, which also
reported data only on university academic staif. Academic staff in Estonian uniu"r.üiã,
earned.an annual gross salary of USD 37 5002 in2015. By comparison, the average staff
salary in 2015 was USD 47 200 inneighbouring Finland. Loweisalary levels can make itdifficult for higher education institutions to reclruit internationalry, uno to attract foreign
talent and Estonian academics who work abroad.

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE @ OECD 201 9
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the total funding accounted for by intemational sources has varied over time' but on

ä".r"æ it."nstñuted tlil"- if totutiunding between 2012 and 2015 (Table 9'3)'

Tableg.3.Highereducationexpenditure,bysourceoffundinginEstonia(20|2-2015)

Millions, euro

2012 2013

m

125.81

m

2014 2015

All souræs

lnternational sources

% intemational sources

333.9

48.35

14o/o

361.01

25.94

7olo

355,25

19.49

5o/o

99.58

Note:Tlte average excludes 2013'

source:oECD (201g1a] ), olðo n¿uration statistics'httos://doi.ord10.l787ledu-data-en.

International funding has helped broaden the funding base of higher education' and to

raise the level of spending. The initiatives co-funded-by the EuroTean union in Estonia

cover a wide range of acdíities, from recognising priorieu*.tng (Primus Programme), to

raising awareness "f 
;;;; ieaching uid retãár"tt practices (Dora Programme)' to

irnpïå?r"g gruJuut" labour market outcómes (see Section 9'3'2)'

As Estonia grows wealthier, it is likely to qualify for les-s iniernational funding' Funding

levels from intemationii-.il.; have"already bógun to decline and are likely to decrease

further in the coming decade, due to the rupid ".J*tic 
growth, which reduces the ability

to qualiff for intemåtionái'nnun"ial asiistance. The current allocation of European

Structural and lnvestÀent Funds to Estonia ends in 2020, and the contribution of

international run¿ing, *rri.t t u, already .reduced 
since 2014, will be much lower

thereafter. Estonian påfi.V."t"tt-fuce tf't" cft¡ienge of ensuring.that activities supported

bv intemarionuf funOìng'ä"ã "figt"¿ 
with natioîal policy piiorities find comparable

iún¿ing aftet 2020,if they wish for them to continue'

9.2.2. Human resources

Figure 9.3 shows the position of Estonia within the OECD distribution on the scorecard

oi'in¿i.uto6 related to human resource inputs into higher education'

Estonia has a relatively large proportion of older staff, and working conditions

could be more attractive for young staff

An ageing body of academic staff can have significant^budgetary implications' as older

staff are more likely to be in senior positions alnd therefore have hisher salaries' Estonia

had a relativety targe cohort of older^acude*ics \n2016 (the proportÏon of academic staff

older than 60), makii!^-li ázy, of total academic stafi in the top quartile of OECD

countries.

In addition, a larger older cohort implies that it \ /ill be necessary to attract a large number

of younger uru¿.,ni" ,iuff in the neår future, as the older employees retire. In Estonia, the

share of academic J"ff y;;ùrr than 35 in 2016 was 167o, in line with the oEcD

median; while the ,ïur. ir stãff aged 35-44 was above the OECD median' Full-time

equivalent .turr nu.t.r, t uu" d."ñn"d slightly in the most recent years (by about '7o/o

berween 2014 and,zôlãirõgcD, 2018p1). Ãs siu¿"nt numbers have also declined, this in

itself does not represeíttu lnutí"ng" ior Bstonia' However, adequate and. compelitive

working conditions ur. n"r"rrury tõ maintain a stready stream of high-quality academic

staff into the future.

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE @ OECD 2019
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Figure 9.2. share ofhigher education expenditure, by source offunding (20r5)
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Estonia provides support to students through roa,s, grants and scholarships,
though relativelyfew students take up the loan offer"
The Fstonian govemment spent over USD I 100 per student on grants and scholarships in2015. This amount is below the OECD median,ìhougtr it is abive the amount,p;tbt
neighbouring Finland, and around double the amouíts rp.nip.i student in the otherBaltic states (Latvia and Lithuania).

ln 2015, Estonian households spent, on average, about uSD g00 on higher educationinstitutions, principally through tuition and otheiiee, f".g. ããÃi"isirative fees). This is inthe 
-bottom quartile of payments made by househoìdã in OECD member countries,implying a relatively low burden on househólds.

However, the total cost of attending higher education for students who do not live withtheir families is much higher than tuition and fees. Student loans can assist learners inmeeting living costs and ensuring financial constraints do not limit them from completingtheir studies. Estonia has a public student loan system in place. However, only 5o/o ofEstonian graduates had availed of a student loan in 2016. ïhis may be because of thestudent loan interest rate' currently set at 5Yo,higherthan in other coúntries. For 
"**pt",in Japan, the Netherlands and Swóden, the interest rate on public student loans in d";îì;or lower than the cost of government bonowing, so that ii does nof ,".*.¿ 2%o. It could

also be related to the fact that Estonian students tend to work longer weekly hours in theirpart-time jobs, and therefore have more income from employmãnt to nefp Oerray rivinj
costs (see Section 9.5).

The availability of international financial resources is declining
In recent years, the Estonian higher education system has relied for a relatively large part
on intemational funding' particularly from the Éu.opean commission. The proportion of

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PER¡ORMANCE @ OECD 2OI9
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focusingonspecialisedfieldsofstudysuchashealthcare,theology'art'aviationand
defence.

Tableg.2.Annualexpenditureperstudentforallservices,bysubsector(2015)

In PPP USD, based on full-time equivalents

. The Flemish
Estonla Gommunity

The
Netherlands

Universities

Professional HEls

Total exPenditure

Excluding R&D

Total exPenditure

Excluding R&D

14 394

9 390

6773

ô 595

24321

11 137

12787

12173

29286

11 537

12972

12497

https:/idoi.org/1 0.1 787lbe55 1 4d7-en'

Higher education funding sources are moderately diversified in Estonia

Higher education institutions in Estonia can obtain funding from a variety of sources

outside of governments including, for example, householdl ,intemational 
sources, and

income from the 
"o*,*..iulisatiãn 

of knowlèdge and research outputs' These resources

can help to ensure fi";;;i"l;;rtainability, for eiample in periods where the government

faces budgetary aurtffi. o.".ltpt"g.ánd maintaining private financing from private

sources outside of horiseholds aiso"helps to create ties between higher education

institutions and funders that support productive collaboration in research' development'

and innovation.

In2015,privatefundingotherthanfrom-householdsaccountedforlTY"offundingto
hisher education institritions in Estonia. However, this was due to particular property

l|fiiþj]i;ïË.,ä"ï""-r"itersiries during-that year; in otler Ye"ars, the proportion of

income from non-household private sources is toier á10 tena¡ t1-fluctuate (for example'

in20l4,thepercentageofhighereducationfundingfromnon-privatesourceswasTTo,
while in 2013 \twas 1%). This suggests that the hifher education system in¡stonia has

yet to develop u ,t.uay'àí¿ sustairãîte ,our". of inõome from the non-household private

sector.

The contribution ofhouseholds to spending on higher education depends on the category

of student. Students studying full-time in Estonãn do not pay tuition fees since 2013'

shifting the majority "i 
*" iít¿i"g of student tuition from households to the government'

At the same time, uroîJãjy. oñhe fundin! for the higher education system came from

households in 2015,;;tJû ãf f"., paid ù'y other categories of students' such as part-

time students and students îaking p.ogru*'*., in other languaøes. Estonian higher

education institutions have autonomy to sei^ih. i.u"r of tuitiorifee"s for these groups of

students. Estonia ufrá ui*t tã inc"ntiuire institutions to attract further private investment

by including ,."rut.¿ ï"rrorr*nce indicato^rt in tttt institutional funding formula' such as

the ratio of public io private funding frÁm educational activities (see Chapter 4 of

(OECD,2019P1))'

Source:AdaptedfromOECD(2019t:l),BenchmarkingHigher
Education SYstem Perþrmance,
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Across OECD countries¡
ISclosely associated with GDp per capita. Wealthier countries find it easier to reachrelatively high levels of expenditure per student, even if they allocate a relatively lowshare of public expenditure or GDp to higher education. ln 2015, Estonian GDP per

capita was about 2Svo lower than the OECD median. Notwithstanding this relatively lowGDP per capita, expenditure per student on higher education institutions (around
USD 12 900) in 2015 was nearly at the OECD median (USD 13 000).

countries, at a level of investment similar to that of Finland, and above that of its Baltic
neighbours Latvia and_Lithuania. Higher education n&D expenãiiur. u, a share of GDpwas also above the OECD median inlOlS (Figure 9.1).

This relatively high level of higher education expenditure relative to GDp is consistentwith Estonia's commitment-t-g 
lhe development of a knowledge-intensive, service-based

economy (OECD, 2017¡). Higher educatlon appears to be hi-ghly prioritised within thepublic budget. In 20r5,.the Estonian government spent 3.5% õrtotil public expenditu;;
on higher education'r This places Estõnia above thé median of OECD countries in terms
gf jne ¡þre of public fund.ing devoted to higher education, and af a level higher thanFinland, Latvia and Lithuania.

I qet

As a result of a strong national commitment to higher education and financial supportfrom the European commission, expenditure per stùdent on higher education institutions
almost doubled in Estonia between loot and )us, uru"rrìuiio in...u.. than in all buttwo other OECD countries (porand and the Slovak n.pruji.). A contemporaneous
decline in the number of students contributed to this .ftung.. no*íuer, while the full-time
equivalent number of students declined by 22%between zloot and 200g,totalexpenditure
on higher education institutions increasãd by 45% over the same period (calculations
from OECD (20tSFù).

Ïpltl education expenditure is also outpacing economic growth; its value as a share ofGDP increased from r.3vo to 1.g% from zolot to zorsl ny ctmparison, the OECDmedian of higher education expenditure relative to_GDp grew úy just 0.1 percentage pointduring the same time period, and only the Slovak.Rffiii" gíJ*-" faster pace amongOECD countries (calculations frgm oÊco (2018p1)). ir.uo"ãt economic trends persist,
the capacity of Estonia to invest in higher education may ulro .oniin,. to improve.

Educational spending per student is lower in professional higher education
institutions (HEIr) than in universities

Spending per student in professionally-oriente.d HEIs generally is less than in universities,
clue to.the fact that professional HEis typically tend"to ."*i ;;ii;*.r R&D acriviries(Lepori and Kyvik, 20r0r51). In Estonia,'the.Ëremish corn.unitv *¿ tt" Netherlands,
-exp-enditure 

per student is about two times higher in universitis than in professional
HEIs.

However, when R&D is.excluded, expenditure per student is around r0% higher inprofessional HEIs in the Flemish community and tire Netherlands. In contrast, in Estonia,expenditure per student is. substantiatty þoN¡ lower in ptãã..ì"""1 FIEIs than inuniversities, and far below_the per studeni siending levels in tire Hemisn community andthe Netherlands' In 2015, Estonian professiãnal HÉIs spent 
"uout 

ùÀ¡ 6 600 per student(parity adjusted), excluding R&D, just over one-half oi th" u1¡ount spent by Dutch andFlemish professional HEIs. Estoniañ professional HEIs t.nJto ¡. trnalî in size *¿.."p.,

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE O OECD 2OI9



466 | CHAPTERg. ESTONIA

Figure9.l.\ilheredoesEstoniastandintheOECDdistribution?Financialresources

Expenditure on hþhereducation' as apercenl4e of GDP (æ15)
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Note:Theindicators represented in this chart are a subset ofthe indicators presented in Table9'1' The

coloured circle represent, ü.i.';;;;i,i* in ,r,".o¡cn distribution' The circle is not coloured when data

æe available for less than r,"üär tt JóBcD countries tirr" Ãini,nu'n number of countries with available data

is l4). For more information án *.,t o¿ological issues unã ,n"tu¿utu' see OECD (2019r:r)' Follow the Statlink

tå;;';il il; ãuiu una"trving the calculation olthe.scorecard'

source: Adapted fi.". ö;¿;- izorsrnl, Benchmarking Hígher Education svstem Perþrmance,

httÞs://doi.ore/ 1 0. I 787lbe5 5 1 4d7-en'

sxaxLí n k'V=p https://doi'ore/ I 0' I 7 87/88893 394 1 994

Estonia prioritises investment in higher education, and public expenditure on

higher i ducation has incre ased rapidly

Estonia spent the equivalent of 1.8% of its GDP on higher education institutions in 2015

(the year of reference iár internutional indicators on;ducation expenditure used in the

benchmarking exercis;):'ih-t. ;-p;rtion is in the top quartile of SECD member

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE O OECD 2OI 9
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9.2. Financial and human resources

Highlights

o Public higher education expenditure has grown rapidly in Estonia in recent years,
reflecting recent changes in the higher education systern, including the rernoíal oftuition fees for most students. Higher educaiion expendituri represents a
relatively rarge share of GDp and of public expenditure.

¡ The amount spent per student is close to the OECD median. With continued
economic growth and stable rates of public investment in higher .¿u.æion,
Estonia,s per student spending may continue to rise.

o About one-third of higher education expenditure is allocated to R&D, in line withthe OECD median. As in other jurisdictions, R&D expenditure in higher
education is concentrated in universities.

' Higher education funding in Estonia.comes from a variety of sources, including
household sources (from the minority of students who'pay tuition fees) anã
intemational sources. (mostry, the European union). How"uer, fundì;g iro, ii;;
European Union will be reduced after i)2},posing questions about whether and
how it will be replaced.

' 9gngn ent spending per student for grants and scholarships is just below theoEcD median and larger than the average amount of household op.naitur. p..
student. Public student loans have low take-up: only 5yo of Estonian d;#;;had one in20l6.

o Estonia has a relatively large proportion of academic staff aged 60 or older, even
though the share of those who àre younger than 45 is in ìine with the OECD
median' Women represent around half ofãcademic staff in all age categories, in
the top quartile of OECD countries.

o 
fhe average anlual eamings of full-time academic staff in Estonia are lower thanin most other OECD countries, and academics are less lik;t;b..rnpi;ñ;ñ;
a permanent contract than their peers in the Flemish Community, the Ñetherlands
and Norway.

9. 2. I. Financial reso urces

Figure 9' l shows a more detailed view of the portion of the benchmarking scorecard
19lat9d 

to resourcing higher educarion, and rhe position oi EJ;;i; wirhin rhe OECDdistribution.

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE @ OECD 2OI 9
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cHAPTER 9. EsroNrA | rcs

There is a strong policy_focus on equality and lifelong leaming in higher education in
Estonia. The Estonian Strategy for Lifelong Leaming is orieãted towards increasing
opportunities for all students to participate in hìgher education, and alignin!
opportunities for lifelong leaming to the needs of the labour market (Estonian naiãistr!
of Education and Research,20l4¡z). Estonia has also reformed the iunding policy for
higher education with the goal of improving both equity and quality. púror-ãnce_
related criteria are include_d in the funding -õdet for hìgher educätion-institutions, and
since 2013, full-time studenls^studying programmes in Estonian do not have to pay
tuition fees (see Chapter 4 of (OECD, 2019r;ù.

9.1.3. Estonia's higher educøtion scorecqrd

Table 9. I shows a summary of the relative position of Estonia within OECD countries
according to a set of45 indicators spanningthe resourcing and the education, research
and engagement functions of higher educaiion, in a scoreãard format (where each box
relates to one of the quartiles of the OECD distribution). These indicators are drawn
from the compilation of eviden-ce in the synthesis repoi of the 6IECD Benchmarking
I]9!e1 Equcation Systems Performance project, in ùhictr Estonia participated durin!
2017-2018.

As can be seen in the scorecard, Estonia is in the top quartile of the OECD countries in
a number of areas related to higher education pèrformance. For example, Estonia
invests one of the highest proportions of GDp in the OECD on education. Gender
equity is also more well-established than in most OECD countries, with proportions of
women researchers and women among academic staff in the top quariile'of OECD
countries. There are also some indications that Estonia is periorming strongly on
engagement between research and the business sector, with the leve'Í of r.Ipátt"O
collaboration between higher education and small and medium enterprises in tie top
quartile of OECD countries.

on the other hand, the scorecard also points to a number of areas where higher
education performance in Estonia could be improved. For example, completion ãtesfor bachelor's programmes are lower than in most other oÈ,cb countries with
comparable data. Furthermore, while Estonia appears to be relatively successful in
providing opportunities for older people to entèi higher education, ihe proportions
studying part-time and the proportions of intemational students are lowèr than the
median level in the oECD.,Improving performance and sustaining the system in a
context of demographic_decline is an important policy challenge for'prtoníu and may
require action on a number offronts, as outlined in túe scenarú exercise presented in
Section 9.5.

A wider discussion of the topics covered in this note, as well as many other topics
spanning the resourcing, missions and performance of higher education can be foundin the synthesis report for the bènchmarking prõect in (OECD, 2019pt).
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9.1. Higher education performance in Estonia

9.1.1. Introduction

ThiscountrynoteforEstoniadrawsonthe'evidencebaseoftheOECDBenchmarking
Higher Education system performance p-;..iio review the performance of the higher

education system ir il;":-it. pu.potå it t" uttitt Estonia ín taking stock of where it

stands in relation ,o árhã OeiO memUer countries on different aspects of higher

education and to proviã"-input into future national policy-planning processes'

ThisstocktakingexerciseissupportedtttTnoteintwoways'First'ascorecardof45
indicarors is presenred, which highlighrs Erioniu'r position witfil the OECD' This

scorecard draws on d¿ ;;ú;;"coripiled ã;ti"g rh. benchmarking exercise and is

organised into three d;..t;;;^¡;;an"iai a,'d il,oufi resources; education; and research

and engagement. rne ürJsections of this note contain a brief discussion of Estonia's

positioi *itt'tin these three domains'

The final section of the note contains a scenario exercise to support future

policymaking. ropics ,iror"n ro, scenarios in the benchmarking country notes are

issues that appear to present important policy challenges. for jurisdictions and are

likely to persist for th"'foreseeabË future. errí*ption Jhoices used for the scenarios

take into accounr ,.*;;';*"ãs in gstonia ãnà'u.torr the OECD' Following the

presentation of the ;;;.b., a set of policy options are examined that could be

feasible responses t" 1iråïãir"nges und'er ¿íscussion and consideration is given to

howsuccessfulactionmightorientthesystemtowardstheachievementofmore
positive scenarios.

9.1.2. Context and structure of higher education in Estonia

EstoniaisoneofthesmallestandnewestcountriesintheOECD.Sinceregaining
independence in 199i, ihe E.tonian."ono*y t'tut !"t" *:l:Oing-rapidly' 

particularly

in recenr years, wirh il;h in gross Oo*_..iír'f.duct (GDP).peicapita surpassing the

oEcD average i" rhïi;;'å..""¿. fóecol zbrz'l). ihe education svstem has also

been transforme¿ in'it e ¿."u¿", sinc" ina"feø.itió" 
"."a, 

as a result, Estonia ranks

triehli-i" rlt" OgCo on itre skill levels of its young population'

ThehighereducationsysteqinEstoniahasalsoundergoneanumberofreformsin
recent years. Investm"ni h^ been on un ,rpîJttajectof.and expenditure per student

isclosetotheOECDaveragelevels,althoughthisisalsoaresultofadecreasing
population and falling 

"*otfn".nt, 
int...nt iããrs. in addition, Estonia has come out of

the financial un¿ ."JnoÃic crisis *ith on.'oiìhe lowest levels of public debt in the

oEcD, creating."*î;;;;*ble conditions iå, r,rtut" growth in public investment' At

the same time, the ãef;t"g population it utto coãtributing to tightening labour

market conditions coi-ðõ)oîzu¡, p"oing pressure on tire tr19l1 education system to

f.oau.. graduates with the oeceisary skills to boost the economy'

Estonia,shighereducationsystemserves.morethan50000studentsacross2lhigher
education institutiois-.-ittl.-åãt.t Estonia the third smallest higher education system

in the OECD in t.r.,ri, oiJu¿"nt., afte. tceiand and Luxembourg. As in many OECD

countries, there is a binary divide in t1r"'ã.î*t"tì"" "r 
institutiãns' with universities

(ütikoot)mainly "tärirg 
á."¿emic_ally oriented programmes and professional higher

educationinstitutions(rakenduskõ,st,oo,I)^^nly"offeringprofessionallyoriented
programmes'
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chapter 9' Benchmarking Higher Education system performance: Estonia
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OECD (2008), Tertiary Educationfor the Knowledge 599!ety:lolume I and Volume 2'
- 

Onin Reliews of Tertiary Edúcation, OECD Publishing' Paris'

https/ I dx.doi'orgl 10.17 87 197 8926404653 5 -en'
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Notes

I Although, as noted in chapter 5, there may possibly be some benefit to even partial
completion of higher education in some OECD countries, overall, the returns are much lower
than for those completing higher education.
2 when excluding four outliers (Chile, Greece, Ireland and Turkey), the correlation between thetwo series in Figure 8'4 is 0'87. By comparison, excluding uny quáá.upl"t of countries does notresult in a correlation higher than 0.5g i; Figure g.6.
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Forexample,ifpolicymakerswerecontemplatingtheredes.ignofaStudentgrant
sysrem, rhey would h#ä;t;;ãii; l'"f"tt'iution about these choices in other

iürisdictions, such u. 
"rìt"riu 

for student gra;i efigibility, methodologies for needs

å::är#ä"pår[i* *nt respect to inðome veiification. policvmakers could use

this information in the design of their o*n poii"y proposals' tl iform national policy

debates, and to seek expert advice atout poticy Olsiry and implementation from

systems with policy f.uîur., they plan_ to 
-adopt. 

Fuñhermore,. the availability of

structured policv data--î"í¿-"ir"* ro' Ot"i": tu1"Ï^l-"t:llllities for linking

performance in¿icators ana porcy 
- 
data tõ make stronger inferences about the

relationship between pofititt unA pótfottance in higher education'

8.4.3, Conct uding remarks

The benchmarking exercise has reviewed a wealth of quantitative data and qualitative

information in order i"-*r.rr the relative performance of higher education systems

across oEcD ;uriroäiäïr, p"Ji."i.rrv ttr" rour participaiing jurisdictions' The

benchmarking pro¡""i-t ä'pt"iti¿t¿ " 
váluable opportunity to identiff key evidence

gaps that prohibit 
" 
d;ö;.rfÃ;;" anaiysis. iutut" oËco work can build on the

findings of this report and Ëxplore ways to 
"ipunO 

tlt t:Tlgutive evidence available

ö"tú"*s in trigtrer education systems across the OECD'
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Developing common intemational classifications for higher education institutionaldata could therefore deliver substantial benefits to .oÀ!ãiinÀ rvr,.nr features andmeasuring performance.

Finally, international data.collection systems such as the UNESCO, OECD andEurostat (UoE) collection infrequently collect data about key dimensions of highereducation - such as revenues, e*penãitur"s, staffing una gráarution rates - at thesubsystem level, as there are cunently no .orron taxonomies that permit this.

There is a serious inþrmation gap on teaching staffin higher education.

Instructional inputs and methods in higher education, especially human resources, arenot well measured in international data collections (and, it.", í"ii"" al datacollectionsystems)' Instructional practices in higher education ur. .orn.iir"r reported in studentsurveys, but these survey: are beset by serious methodologi.ut prout.In, that call intoquestion their varidity and they lack cioss-nationar comparãuiñil. 
-

This situation is in sharp contrast to the richness of information available at otherlevels of education,. for,:îulql" through rhe .ECD i;;döï;'";'#äi
International study (TALts). rhe coilecãon or inæLutiånJúy .o,npurabre selÊreported instructional practices in higher education i, ñrib¿;ï principle, using astructured survey instrumenJ based in a large-scale international'assessment or survey.An extension of TALIS to the higher educãtion sector, o, u ,irnit* international studycould allow experiences and practices of staff in diffe;;; ili"gr within the highereducation sector to be evaluated, and provide trr" in.ilrri-necessary for theimprovement of teaching and leaming in higher education.

8'4.2. Policy benchmarking courd herp to /iil core gaps in knowredge
As well as improving the range of indicators available to assess higher educationperformance, the OECD me-be. countries and key starcnorãers could additionally
þengnifrom having detailed and comparable information uuouiirr" design of policiesin their higher education systems, such as characteristics of institutional fundingmodels, student loan 

.systems, faculty career systems and retirement policies.Therefore, future benchmarking .*.r"ír.. could âlso focus on the collection ofcomparative policy information for a large number of OECD .ountrr"r.
Data about policy design could_permit policymakers and nongovernmental groupsacross the OECD to benchmark their poliòy choices to otlt".s, ariãss wnat is feasible,and foster deeper and. more produåtive- peer-rearning di.;;;i"n, across OECDmember countries. Fixed.responie policy benchmarking il;t; p-perly planned andcoordinated, would minimise response burden on tñe purt'ãr'gorernments, avoidduplication of effort and maximise comparability u..or. ,yrt.Àrï"sr*.y, could beimplemented in collaboration with other ielevant lntematioíal ã.gàirutions, and withthe OECD Indicators of Education systems (INES) project un¿lií""t*orks, incrudingthe network on education system lðvel infòrmatiãn [.nSl,fl, *ti.l, has previouslyundertaken structured polic¡ surveys rerevant to higher .¿u.uíion,-incruding a surveyon national criteria and admission systems for first-d"egre;;;ü#.;..

HIGHEREDUCATION 457

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERTORMANCE O OECD 2OI 9



IN HIGHEREDUCATION
456 I cHAPTER 8. ASSESSING PERFORMANCE

8.4.1. Key comparative døta gaps need to be Jilled

Moreandbetterdataisneededonhowmuchstudentsarelearninginhigher
education

There is an increasing focus on improving teaching quality in higher education' Many

countries rrave str"njhä i'rgher educãtion quutity _assurance 
processes to enhance

institutional u".oun uiiúÇ ro, î"u.rring and learning. Howe'v.et, unlike other levels of

education, there is Jäätt'n;*;*i. "f 
;;rrini ttt. skills and competencies of

;îgh*';ñ;ion students oigraduates in a comparable manner'

There is no broadly accepted defìnition of what educational quality should deliver or

how quality should îï-Ã.*ur.¿. lt has u..n ¿.ronstrated (for example, through

initiatives such as tnïcÀiôneE and anÈI-O projects).that.common assessment

frameworks "un 
U" 

'ãg¡1ã lnJ vafiO. measurements of learning outcomes across

countries are possiblJ"Àfl¡,f.O and other t'tiettt' education international assessment

initiatives utro ,tro*ìtr;ìit;"t. u nurnU.tüpractical^diffilrylties in administering

such tests u.ro., ,ount'î"', in 
"u"fting 

the 
"quitt*"ntt 

for national samples to allow

for intemationul "orpäri*ns, 
and alsã in taking into account the.diversity of contexts

and defining r"u*inå"Jui."*å. ï* Jin"*nt subJects. (.ECD, 20l3rrrl)'

New ways of measuring engagement activities are needed

Inlightofgovemmentandpublicexpeclations,thesocialimpactofhighereducation
is likely to become u toi" important d; ;f the higher education performance

landscape. while ffi ;ì;;.1;¡Ì"ation'institutions hàve a strong commitment to

community, ..gioniä 
"nãn 

gfoUd engagement, there are no mechanisms in place to

report and monitor är.r" ã"tinñies and ;;;ih;i; impact. This weakens incentives for

institutions to broaden their engag..* 
-ãrtiuitiät, 

as the absence of agreed

measurement results in the neglect or trrir i.trãt*unrá dit"ntion in public funding'

;;;ã;;t;. evaluation and quality assurance processes'

Moreworkisneededtoexpandcommoninternationaldefinitionsforhigher
education octivities

,Whilehighereducationprogrammescanbemappedfromnationalqualifications
framework, to int.äJtioåui-rtun¿ur¿r .dhr;gh i'ibeOl; there are very few other

international definitions applicable 10 th;;;";.-io, "*urple, 
there is no standard

intemational "I"*i;;;#iã. 
u"u¿.mi.-rtàn "ut"gories' 

Ñot only does this make

comparison of ry,ton' difficult from a pofrclptttp"þu:' it may also inhibit mobility'

as academic staff may not be able to 
""tiiläi:tiiduish 

the meãning and duties of job

categories in different countries'

Similarly,highereducationinstitutionscannotbeclassifiedinameaningfulway
across jurisdictions ;;;dt;g to missionsäîä^ãti*tutio"s' There are key national and

regional outu "oilåJiã;;;;il: 
that.funätion at an institutional level' such as the

unired states IntJir"ii¿-þ"rr-s..onoury'eou.ation Data Syslem (IPEDS) and the

European T.rri"ry Tä;åi;; *õì*, (Érenl. However, these databases do not vet

have a data structuï"ánã ã"nnîtionr ,ttáipZrrii irr",n to be ioined in support of

analysis. rhis creates a limitation r", ,*ä"ti",'uca¿emi"s and policymakers alike in

understandingandcomparinginstitutionsandsystemsacrossjurisdictions,and
represents u to.i "ïp"i""itî 

fo. poircy.akers to leam from other contexts'
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the three participating jurisdictions, which have binary systems. As Table g.7 shows,the professional HEIs in all-three jurisdictions cater more heavily to non-traditionalstudent groups, such as students oïer 30 and.part{im. ,ruã.nir,'und are less rikelythan universities to enror international stu¿ônts an¿ att.uci î*oing from non_government sources. At the same time, completion rates are high; in some cases inprofessional HEIs and available employment'rates of graduates s-how that professionalHEIs have results as favourabr" u. uniu..rities. However, the extent to which thesetendencies hold varies substantially between jurisdictionÁ. I; i, ;ù". that differentstrengths and weaknesses exist nof only befween subsectors in the national context,but also when comparing subsectors of tLe same type across jurisdictions (Tabre g.7).

Table 8'7' Performance of professional HEIs relative to universities in the participating
jurisdictions

20 I 6 or most recent year available.

Estonia -
Professional HEls

The Flemish
Community -

Professional HEls

The Netherlands -
Professional HEls

entrants in lhe total for professional higher HEls
and universit¡es (%)

Ratio of annual expenditure per student relative
to the university sector (excluding R&D)
Ratio of the proportion of funding from non_
government sources relative to the university
sector

Ratio of fìrsltime graduates older than 30
relative to the university sector
Ratio of part-time students in bachelo/s
programmes relative to the universily sector
Ratio of international studenls in bachelor's
pr09rammes relative to the university sector
Ratio of on-time completion relative to the
university sector

Ralio of non-completion relative to the
university sector (not in education and not
graduated three years after duration)

Relative size of the sector (Share of new

Ratio of employment rates of 25_34 year-olds

31

0,70

1.88

1.28

0. l6

M:1.00

F: 1.54

M:1.75

F: 0.87

1.04

o¿

1.12

0.25

3,85

1.33

0.76

69

1.08

0.02

4.73

7.55

0.56

M:0.86
F: 1.00

M: 0.55

F: 0.79

M: 1.49

F: 1.30

M: 1.03

F: 1.30

1.27relative to the university sector

Nole: For ratios, university sector is
Source: Adapted from information
further information.

equal to I
provided by the participating jurisdictions. See the reader,s guide for

8.4. Future directions

This section describes and motivates some key areas of policy focus to improve futurecapacity for measuring higher education performance
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Qualitative inþrmation on policies and practices could not be easily linked to

available indicators

Thebenchmarkingprojecthadthestatedgoaloflinking.dataaboutpoliciesand
practices to outputs, #ti"g i"i"tences aboui the impact oi higher.education policies

and practice, on ,yrr"ri-t"åi p"rfor,nun.e. Howevei, developing these links 
"ryas 

not

possible in Practice'

pre-existing structured data with respect to higher education policies and practices' as

well as comparative information òn systerñ organìsation.and features needed to

support causal inferen..r *.t. not available. Qualitative evidence with respect to over

twenty domains "f "äii"""i 
ftigfter educatioì policy was. collected in open-ended

narrative form from p;ì".tpd;jurisdictions. t'his rõquired extensive time and effort

on the part of nationJ áutnoiiii.., and proved to 
-be 

difficult to transform into

standardiseduno.ornpuruur.¿utu.Moreover,comparableinformationwasnot
available for the .";ñi;;óÈCD countries, meaning ìhat.information on policy and

practice, even if ¡u,';il'i"¿into standardísed datal could not be used to explain

variationinperrormancewittroutawidercoverageofcountries(SectionS'4.2).

S.3.3.Globalsystemsjudgementsøreunlikelytobelhemostpolicyrelevgnl
perþrmance measures

HighereducationSystemsaremorecomplexthanlowerlevelsofeducationinmost
.ECD countries, ¿o.-io ttr" increased prerence of market forces' greater levels. of

institutional uu,onorriy"unã tne broad iange of missions and functions of higher

education systems. Approaches to -measíring 
performance need to reflect this

complexity. Institution-'låv.i ,unting, Uus"A purãti on a small set of indicators can fail

to take into accounr';il;;;t;"ñ in whiðh higher education systems demonstrate

good performance, and can also másk areas of loñer performance that are not covered

by the available data.

On the other hand, system-level analysis that 
.aggregates -results 

across higher

education subsystems ,iiift ttt"tpl' dissimilar missions, resourcing levels and 
:t-Td,"nt

profiles produces u*rug. valuËs'that may have limited policy analytic use' Higher

education 
,,ryrt".r"lrl'i"t"rog"neous, ofien highly so' InMexico' for example' there

are thirteen legally recognised subsystems ãf ñigtter education' while in the United

states, with more túun" ¡ 000 higher educatiõn institutions, analyses of higher

education p..ro*u*J'irir"aV på...4 based on taxonomies consisting of many

sectors. Diverse modes of provision of higher education exist 
.within 

systems with

differing levels of institutional differentiäion' which adds to the challenge of

evaluating the colleciJe;;;f".*"*e. of institutions within a system in a consistent

manner. while the näiionår ro"ial, political and economic context provides a common

background and links institutiofs together, their individual characteristics and

missions Oin". gr.uiù. ¡"ì-t"ii""¡ u,ittto.ití"t - whose legislation' regulation' and

funding -uy op..ulË at the subsystem ievel - characterisation of system-level

performance across heterogeneous -jectors 
of higher education systems may not be a

helpful activity, .in"" it lifirs poorly to policy initruments and associations.

Incontrast,comparisonsatthesubsystemlevel,suchashowteachingcollegesor
applied science universities in their system compáre to others across the world may be

much more ,.rfri-i;;';;ü"y devetopment är assessment. For this reason, the

benchmarking .*"..ir. inðfu¿.¿ a review ãf the p"rfotmance of different subsectors in

BENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE @ OECD 2019
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Data gaps and poor data coverage

Despite the extensive data review exercise that was carried out by the benchmarkingproject (as described in section 8.2.1), it^was nor possible t" "bí"i";;ffie of allinputs, activities, outputs and outcomes of higher education. Given the limitations ofthe data many of the performance criteria outined in the conceptual framework (such
as economy.and effecliveness) proved impossible to measure, while others (such asefficiency) alrowed only narrow èxperimeniar measures to be estimated.
Areas related to resourcing higher education and each of the missions of higher
education rhat lack data coverag" luy: been explicitry i"oi."æi'il;;";;.tuding
sections of the previous chapteri of this report. 

'some" 
of the areas with liule to nocomparative data available relatelo thé cõrè iunctionsõf higher ;ducutlon, 1..rulting ingaps in knowledge, which do not exist at other levels of eJ'ucation that uttru"i .lrnitul.

levels of investment (i.e. primary and secondary education). For example:
o chaptet.T highlighted the increasing focus on the mission of higher educationto provide broader societal. le1efits, along with .or. oi irtË pàri.i", unapractices that have emerged in higher eduãation systems in recänt years to' extend the range of engagement activities. However; information ÀquireO toproduce indicators of successful performance on engagement with the broader

community is still sparse. \iVhile some data are uuiilubl", they are mainly
related to the collaboration of higher education with iniustry and do not
adequately cover the full span oi engag"ment activities in ïhictr higher
education institutions are involved in. Foiexample, no ."d;;i;;'-data are
available on the social and^regional engagement äctivities of iigher lducation
institutions or the impact of thése activñiei.

o Comparative data on leaming outcomes of higher education students are notwidely available, which severely restricts thelossibilities for assessment ofhigher education programme quality outcomes. Standardised assessments oflearning outcomes are in usè in- some national contexts and for someprofessions, and a number. of experimental models have been áeuetopeothrough national or intemational iÀitiatives that cover both domain-siecific
learning outcomes and more generic learning outcomes (Chapter 5). However,
unlike at.the primary or secondary levels õf education, there aré no widely
adopted international assessmenti, of higher education r.u-in! 

-out.on'".

administered on either a representative or a census basis.

¡ Instructional inputs and metho_ds in higher education, especially human
resources, are not well measured in international data collections ¡aid, often,national data collection systems). For example, there is .,*"nity no
standardised, recurrent collection of intemationalþ comparàur. iniãrrnutTon on
the distribution ofstaffacross different staffcatejories, levels ofseniority andcontract type or the division of the workload of siaff between- t"*r,ing,
research and engagement activities. This limits rhe insight aàiiáui* onteaching and learniñg conditions in the instructional environment, and forces
reliance on poor proxies, such as student_to_staffratio.
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resourcecostsassociatedwiththekeyoutpulsoflrigher.educationSystems,andcan
provide a sartinfffiigr .further 

inves-tigation of the drivers of differences between

ãountti.. (whethei statistical or structural)'

However, further improvements would be required to increase the validity and policy

relevance ofindicators on efficiency unã tåt'ltff"ctiveness ofhigher education before

theycouldu."o,n.u"tionable...u*..ofhighereducationperformance.For
example, urfnoriîo u""åun ,un u" turäïr itr. quätty of the outputs, due to the lack

of available data, which severely fi*ìt; th; scäp" áno value of cost-effectiveness

measures'Theinabilitytodisaggregut.p'"g'u.'*costsatdifferentlevelsofhigher
education and distinguish between t";"ti;;;;ã research costs also complicates the

process "r pr"riäö'.rti-ut., ^thJ;;lJ 
be beneficial to policymakers' The

following r".tion-outfines some of the identified data gaps in more detail'

8.3. Lessons learned from the benchmarking exercise

S.3.l.AnumberofbeneJítsofthebenchmarkingexercisecønbeidentified

There were a number of clear benefits to carrying out the benchmarking project, which

can be summarised as follows:

oThebroadscopeoftheanalysisallowedforacomprehensiveupdatingofthe
OECD knowledge base on 

"fi'äö."i1-"1 
higher edication, and therefore this

,.pon oäJ* irr"ïi¿"r, ,toro.uliåg oi higheî education svstems in the oEcD

since the 200g publication orîeriiury Èãu"ution for the Knowledge society

(OECD, 2008trol)'

oThedatadevelopmentexerciseforthebenchmarkingproject*""'ll:^1^l'1'th'
creation of a benchmurting"ãuä i"rr^t 

".11r1e lh;t can be automatically

refreshed as new data becomlr'ã""ü"urt. This data infrastructure has the

potential to be used for åiiir. dissemination of data related to the

benchmarking Project'

'.Newdatasourceswereexploredandsomenewindicatorsweredeveloped,
which can be improved 

""¿ 
rLttr.iìrtegrated into future work' New types of

reporting and analysis *";^;lr"'r""i.¿ out for countries, such as the

generatiónofperforman".,,o,."u,dsandscenariosfortheparticipating
jurisdictions (see the u."olnpunyini 

"ounty 
notes of the four jurisdictions)'

olmportantgapsindataandevidencewereidentified,someofwhichmaybe
filled in the future ttrougrr"itrl'å"n.topln*t of new OECD indicators in

"on¡u*tion 
*itf, if," OECó ln]i"utottof Education Systems (INES) project'

cTheprojectprovidedaforumforpeerdialogueandpolicylearningduringthe
regular meetings between q" ôfiO Secretiriat' and the national co-ordinators

from the participating j urisdictions'

8.3.2. Evidence g(tps and dfficulties in linking qualitative dsta to performunce

ueated limitutions

Althoughtherewereanumberof-significantbenefitsamongtheprojectoutcomes'
diffrculties arose which .uo. uppriiig'itr. .on..prual framervork more challenging

than anticiPated.
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In Figure 8.6 the input/output ratio.is also plotted against the level of GDp per capitain 2015,_to highlight the comparison between countries with a similar economiccontext' Figure 8.6 bears some resemblance with Figure ¡.+, u. .ountries with higherGDP per capita generally spend a higher amount per unit of output than less wealthycountries (even though the re-lationsñip b.t*".n it e inpuvoutpri-iatio and GDp percapita is less strong in Figure g.6 than in figure g.4).2 r -'- - -'-r"- 'E

Figure 8.6. Higher education R&D expenditure per scientific pubrication (20r5)

Higher education institutions' expenditure on R&D per publication in the Scopus database

R&D expendilure per SCOpUS
publication
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sxatLínk Ðìæ@
All in all, Figure 8.4 and Figure g.6 alrow Estonia, the Fremish community (orBelgium)' the Netherlands and Norway to be compared with countries with a similarlevel of GDP per capita on two differént indicators of the inpurã"tp* ratio in highereducation. Despite their limitations and different ."irri"rT"r"äårrroaotogy, theseindicators suggest that. the expenditure per unit of output in tr," participatingjurisdictions for the most part tends to be similar to other .ouü.im ut a similar level ofeconomic development.

Discussion

The five indicators described in this section are presented as examples of simplemeasures of efficiency and cost-effectiveness. that åould 9" .ãri"i.o using existingdara. The key benefit of these measures is rheir comparauiiity ;;;ã; 9ECD countriessubject to the specified limitations. This means that cãuntrier .unïuu" an indication ofwhere they stand compared to other OECD countries on the financial and human
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Figure 8.5. Estimated annual publications per researcher (2015)
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Figure3.6suggeststhat,onaverageacross-OEcDcountries'undertheconditionsof
the measure..n', u'åu'"'ä" ö;^;ñ;;i p"bí;;*ts are produced per researcher'

implying rhar an un"rJJå'i.ä.t*^r'"vi"ulish new knowledge roughly once every

2.5 years.

Expenditure per scientifi c publication

FisureS'6reportsanestimateoftheexpenditureperscientificpublicationacross
oËco countries. Thi. ää;ã i, 

"uL*rutåa 
rãt 

"u"tt 
¡utisdiction as the ratio between

the total amount spent by higher education inttiiutioåt on R&D in 2015' in USD at

ourchasing power parity unõ totul number åi scientitic publications in the Scopus

ãarabase in 2015 rh.;ÌJi;ii;;"thJ;iogtof this R&ó inpuvoutput ratio exposes

it to a number of limitations:

rDistinguishingbetweenR&Dandotherexpenditureinhiehleducationcanbe
challenging,¿u.tothecloseconnectionbetweenresearchandeducation
activities (chapter 3). This ,.¿uä'1tr"- precision of the measure of

exPenditure'

oAsinthepreviousindicator,theScopusdatabasedoesnothavecomplete
coverage un¿ i*ìîä.ï^rårn" írUflr4f_""tiJ". other R&D sectors' In addition'

the long timerinãs*åäiuJ iri r"i*tifil production are not taken into account'

Hieher education R&D expenditure per Scopus publication i: t[t.:*tt a simple ratio

beìieen research input ãnd output indicatois based on internationally agreed

definitions and statistical procedurer- 
. 
O"rpüJ' tne ãutlined limitations' it has the

äïäi""i"J""*ug" oi uáttg comparable across countries'

Across 
'ECD 

countries, one scientific publication was produced for every usD

120 000 of R&D ..n"',iìi*äb;îËF:ã'."ri*i",itutions in 2015 (not including

i."h"ituf assistance and other expenditure)'
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countries. As might be expected, this also has an impact on the proportional vorume ofresearch outputs. For exampre. according io 20rô data, theä ii a positive rinearrelationship (coneration coeifìcient j ó.s-ziï.trrr.n irr.'r"rù"r""r researchers per1000 of popuration and research pudicaiio7s pe1_I000 of the popuration (as recordedin the Scopus database of scientific puUfi"Jon, (OECD, 2017¡aù).

Publications per researcher

¡ Publications in 2015 were considered due to data availability, but are likery tobe based on cumulafive research p..ro...o by researchers over a number ofyears prior to 20r5. In a context oiincreasing nu.u.r, oir"rãuiho, in recentyears, this may lead to these figures producing underestimates of researchefficiency.

¡ The figure for 2015 publications includes publications for all research sectorsin eachcountry. whiie the.majority áiscientinc pubrications have at reast oneacademic author, the inabirity to ¿isaggrlgate scientific publications by sectormeans that scientific publicaiions tnatã¿ not originate in ttre trigtrer educationsector may ,ead to an overestimate of research .fi;;;;y:' ""- "'t
o The Scopus database does not include alr scientific production. For exampre, itexcludes contributions to conferences án¿ some types of books, as we' ascollaboration with the private or puuti. sectoi'ror-irr. äpprication ofknowledge.

o The number of pubrications used to calculate this indicator includespublications authored by researchers working ourri¿.'îì;îr, education(although the large.majoiity orr"i"niin.publicãtions 
"*. f;à,n the highereducation sector (Johnsón, WatkinsorrunJ tUuU., ZOf ¡rll.-"- 

-'"
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Figure 8.4' Expenditure per higher education.graduate (with a level 3 or higher literary

strilt pronciåiv;';"t;;:t óï¿D hilher education svstem (2015)

Expenditure per level 3 literary proficient graduate' compared to GDP per capita
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Statl-ink

AsshowninFigureS.4,jurisdictionswithasimilareconomicc-ontext(proxiedby
their GDp per capitaj i"lä'ì;'ä; ï;ii.; u.oun* of expenditure per sraduate

reaching at least p'od'i"n"y level 3'.For "*ut"pft' 
in 2015 the-Netherlands had a

similar level of 
"*p""ãir"ré 

per graduate ,.u"tling at least profrciency level 3 as

Austria, Germany and Sweden' When tolnpu*O to"the Netheilands' these were also

rhe three countries *irh';h;-;i"sest level-ói'ði,p p.t cupltl* another example'

Spain, New Zealan¿ ä"¿"f"i"á-had similar ftutftiotfl åf COp per capita and of

:ltJdil p"rît"¿'L reaching at least profrciencv level 3'

However,therearesomeexceptionstothegeneralstatisticalpattern.Forexample,
Estonia in 2015 t,u¿ à'rìUrtuntìally turg.r.*i.nãiture per graduate reaching at least

proficiency level 3 trrr""."*tri"s .*itr.r"1¡átip"r.ul" 
level-of GDP per capita' This

could be partty e*pruin"á uy the incre¿se i;-'hi;h", -education 
expenditure' and the

reduction in tt 
" 

numúår of Jí¿tntt' in the years preceding 20 1 5 '

Measuring efficiencY in research

Researchefficiencycanbemeasuredbyconsideringthelevelsofresearchoutputsthat
are produced "o*pur.o1l 

research inputs. es s.ãn in chapter 6, there is variation

across the OECD in the concentration orr".*t"tt.r, u"ro,'ìht population in oEcD
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CHAPTER 8. ASSESSING

reaches usD 384 millio4 but represents less than 5Yo of thetotal expenditure in 2015.Depending on how higher educæion is funded in national .o"t.ii.,, this cost of thisexpenditure is shared between governments and households.

Expenditure to produce o skilled graduate

PERFORMANCE IN HIGFIER EDUCATToN I ¿¿l

The estimates presented in the previous section for expenditure on completing andnon-completing students do not take into account any measure of the quality of theoutputs. Figure 8.4 shows an association between GDP per capita and an estimate ofthe expenditure higher education institutions per higher education graduate
on

reaching at least literacy proficiency level 3 (according to the OECD Survey of AdultSkills). The qfhigher education instituti ons, as well as GDPler capita. is

this case
in USD using purchasing power parity data. Higher education expenditure inincludes R&D expenditure, as graduates from all higher educationprogrammes are considered in the calculation. The estimate of graduates reaching atleast proficiency level 3

following two variables:
has been calculated for each jurisdiction as the product ofthe

¡ the total number of higher education graduates in2015
o the estimated share of higher education qadrytgs reaching at least literacyproficiency rever 3 among those who compreted thei*tuáìÉ. in the ten yearsbefore being survev:d 

.(th! Survev of Adulî snns toàr.ïiaci in zolz or 2015,depending on the jurisdicrion).

This measure provides a comparative estimate of the ratio between a fundamentalinput (financial resources) and åutput (gr;il;t.r with level 3 literacy skill profìciency)in a particular year across higire. 
'ãdu.ution 

systems. Its main strength is thetransparent calcuration methodoìogy, which 
.makes it po..ìut. î compare valuesacross countries. However, this mèasu.e of the inpuroffi *io"has a number oflimitations:

¡ It does not take into account differences in the costs of education acrossdifferent programmes, or costs spent to provide education to students who donot receive a degree (as outlined in the previous sectionj.
¡ It ignores the comprex iiming of the education process. The cost of theeducation of srudents_ who grãduated in 2015 *u, ìn."".¿ by the highereducation system in the years preceding graduation, u, *"ir as the years inwhich the fixed costs to sét up that programme and inititution were sustained.
o It does not take into consideration the contextual factors affecting the highereducation process.and the skils of graduates, *J i" p"írc,]aìstu¿ent sk¡rs atentrv from secondary educarion (wiose skilÍs at lti;;;, ;i;ge are observedto have significant variation).

o It makes a very naffow definition of "skilled graduate,, in terms ofachievemenr of moderate to advanced sk'rs in ild#;il;ü.
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New
student 20'1 5'

(number)
excluding R&D

HIGHER EDUCATION
446 |

Highralesofprogrammenon-completionalsosignalinefficiencyinhighereducation
svstems, as investment by the govemment *;;ii;;it in¿iui¿uuit does not create the

expected output.r ffr. "ä.t 
of-non-compf.tiJn"in .uch jurisdiction depends on the

proportions of stuOents , lfrï J" not compiete, äi *"fi 
". 

the cost of educating students'

tJsine the levets oï ";ö;ù; 
p.r rruo*t i""zóìi and applying.countrv-level non-

comfletion ,ut., fro*l'i'rr"'äõtï uõe ¿ui" 
"åiit"iion 

bn-student completion' a

conservative estimate ãf the cumulative *p."¿i*r" on non-to*pleting students from

fìrsr degree orogru*,r,îrï;;;;;;"trv "ärräiì't""le 
obtained'for each of the four

pårii.ipi i"g j uiisdi ctions (Table 8'6)'

The estimate makes two simple assumptions:

oAllstudentswhoeventuallydonotcompleteleavetheirprogrammesduring
their first three Years'

oExpenditureperstudentisconstantaÏZllr|levelsoverthedurationofstudyof
the non-comPleting students'

Inreality,asbothparticipatiorrand||ecostsofhighereducationareincreasingover
time across tf.,e OgCö irðe ðnapter 3) a¡d tä"* trià*'s may leave programmes at a

ooint beyond *n. nrrï,|äËt:.i;;á c',er"iár" incur higher expenditure) the figures

in Table 8.6 are likely to represent *or" åniå";Ñ; ;;,t'"ates of the true levels of

expenditure on non-completing sludents'

Table 8'6' Estimated expenditure on non-compteting first-degree students

Based on numbers ofstudents in 2016 entry cohort and 2015 expenditure in USD PPP

No qualification Estimated overall

Annual three yeaß after expenditure on

expenditure Per entrants 2016 the end of non-comPleting

Estimated minimum

proportion of 2015

annual exPenditure

theoretical duration students for 2016

and not in entry cohort (USD
institutions on non-

(excluding R&D) of

higher education

education (2014) millions PPP)

22o/o
160,9

students
(USD PPP)

The Flemish 11 537

6.00/o

52822
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CHAPTER S. ASSESSING PERFORMANCE INHIGFIEREDUCA

tr'igure 8.3. Estimated expenditure for first_degree graduafes (2016)

Expenditure over the theoretical programme duration, in 2015 USD ppp

panel A - Bachelo/s or equlvalent programmes (ISCED 6)

I 3 .year programmé - TSCED ô n4 yeiar programme " ISCED 6

Panel B . ftlaste/s or equivalent programmes (ISCED Z long flrst_clegree)

14 year progrânrrne.l$OËD 7 .,r S yêar prÒgrammâ _ TSOED 7 16 year progrâmme - TSCED 7

Austria NoMay' Sweden Slovenia Finland Estonia. France Portugal

rroN I us

Czech
Republic

Note: *Participating in the q.n:F*.king Higher Education System performance exercise 2017/201g.Master's level programmes in this ..r""rãrì"írãì'.iìo r^ua.g"" w"o"n-,,''ä rrr"i"ward a master,s reverqualification only, as opposed to portgráJuuî;;;ruï;"r.
source" Adapted flom o¡cb rãols,^,¡,' riå)",i", at a Grance 20rB: ,ECD Indicarors,httos://doi.org/1 0.1 787leae_20 1 g_en

SÊatl-ink*ìÐærr@
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Kingdom.

sraduate is a function ofboth the expenditurerequired to^lducale students at this level'

ãnd the duration of their study programm.es. Thå mix of first-degree programmes can

also vary across oEiD;;titiieî; wnite råÃ. t"*nies only offer first-degree

programmes u, ,t,.- Uu.t""tori. l.n"t,'ott ". d;;t Ito ttun. longer programmes that

awardamaster,slevel(ISCEDT)qualificati'onwittroutfirstawardingabachelor's
ievel qualification (ChaPter 2)'

using 2015 data on.annual expenditure per.student and the typical duration of first-

degree programm€s rr, óÈCO åountries ut .iift.iitt. bachelor's or master's level' it is

possible to prodìrce';;;*.parative ".ri1nui.t 
of the cumulative theoretical

expenditure requlreo ;"-;;"i;;;"1 iou-,ifnä"gr;ãr"t" (Figure s'3)' A number of

limitations aPPIY:

oDataavailabilityforthisindicatorislimitedtothecountrjesthatreportedthe
theoretical ¿"iÏtråi' ;îï;; fi "tddä ñ;u'qï-""i :*vi ded detai ls of

expenditure ;îilï;;h.ìorl, to oo"?o*r ià'!i iiscen o-s) in the UNESCO'

OECD and Eurostat (UOE) data collections'

¡AcrossOECDcountries'itisgenerallVngt{eatsib]efor^averageexpenditure
per student ;;;ätdg'.q1t"ã u"t*"án bachelor's , ^master'S 

and doctoral

levels of education, as staff ."U. unï årft.i fo*t óf-t*penditure are often

sharedbetweenprogrammesspann,neattthreelevels.Therefore,theaverage
non-R&D expendirure per student'i"ì'sðeó levels 6-8 is used in these

calculations as the closest appro*imatiå" ãitrt" annual expenditure required to

educate a student in undergradu"t" pö.Ãt"es that award either a bachelor's

or master's degree'

oTheseestimatesdonottakeinto.accountthesignifrcantprooortionofstudents
who take longer than the tvpitivd;;t;;;-å complËte ìheir studies' and

therefore *uv'?tq'itt a highei ievel of expenditure'

At the same time, as expenditure amorrnts are expressed using purchasing power

oarities and take into accåunt the specific ãuration ãf ptogtut'nes within countrtes'

ih. uu.rug" "urnufu,i.'it 
Jåî,irui .ip.nAiiut. it to.puiable across countries'

Theestimatesindicatethatthere.isasubstantialvariationinhowmuchhigher
education systems ,p.nJ ,o produce "'f;;i.. eraduatg at the bachelor's and

masrer,s l"n.l u.roi5 ü'î õe"Co itig"'.ib' À; t'*t-:' i,ff"i*r:i-îiå1il:
öãilg 

-ì, 
"tat"í 

to the duration of the programme' I

progfammes g.n"tu y costing more to produce a graduate'

Differencesinexpenditureacrosscountriescanalsobelareeenoughtocreate
exceptions to this pattern' .no' 1*utprt"î 

î"t""rL' Sw{-en and the Flemish

community, the average estimated 
"1n1nåiaut" 

to produce a graduate from a three-

vear bachelor,, progruån1l is similar_to ,h.;ñ."diture to proáuce a graduate from a

ïour-v"u, bachelor{ programme in forä ã"ä-'ü"tt"¡u' 3it^ilutly' at the master's

level, the cumulativã J*pãn¿it*. to p-dur. a graduate from a five-vear programme ts

lower in Norway, F;i;ã and Franãe than foi a four-year p'og'ut*" ìn the united
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Through analysis of the scorecards for each benchmarking jurisdiction, importantindividual strensths and. chatleng.;;.ht";; orher .ECD ff;;t;; become evidenr,depending on *ii.h indicator 

";îilrf";ã*"" ur.u is considered (Tabre 8.5).

Table 8'5' Exampres of strengrhsaifr:i*äîìn rheìrarricipating jurisdicrions rerative

Selected indicators where each jurisdiction lies in the bottom.or top quartire of .ECD countries in theeducation, research and engagement sections ofthe scorecard.
Areas of challenge (jurisdiction is in bottom Areas of strength is in the topEstonia Completion rate of bachelois students; open access of New entranls older üran 25 inscientifìc documents

Women researcheß in higher eduætion
bachelo/s prqgranmes;

The
Flemish

Community

The
Netherlands

Norway

Proportion of doctorate holders in the populalion; new
entrants older than 25 in bachelo/s p.úrrÀ; -" Enlry rates tnto bachelor or equivalent education;

graduates above proficiency level 3

ljS..g,:ou*l'gn g."duares (age 15_29) emptoyed or in
e0ucart0n; publicalions among the 10% most cied

New entrants older lhan 25 in bachelo/s programmes;
patent applications from the higher education sector

share of higher access of scientific documents; socio_economic
education access

Open

gap in

8.2.3. Combining indicøtor values fo measure perf.ormqnce
Indicators used to describe the performance of higher education systems, such as thoseoutlined in rhe scorecard in the p.*iou. ,".,i;;; lo",ir;;'äî"'uro"., of rhe highereducarion svsrem, s,epararerv 

^;;r;lõ'inputs, ;;td;' ã. 
"*r.or"s. 

However,assessing rhe performance of higher Ë¿*ätron ;;;'r.r, äguinu rhe criteria of
:ffiïli;;fffi;:*'tiveness '"qiiiå' á''o.. comprex 

"*.õir., rinking inpurs ro

Effìciency is concemed with the question of how weil inputs such as financial and
l'ä3".::nîäï,,l; .""r.rted inio outfuts such as s.ud;ut": ;d research resulrs,

increased.kir,-i;;-Jf ';,#;iä:*1i'äiäJ:,:ffi*1.$,#"",:i.,".i:;.î*ä
efficiency in rhe higher educ-at-ion ,..tã. i, 

"orpricated uy trre murtipricity of inputsand outputs that cannot.be.direcrly Àãoo* to 
"u.r, 

ãtnãí, äîrriri,ri"s in measuringinputs rhemserves, ascertaining trr" r."ãiãîcontror over thll"-p;, and attaching anrmportance weiuhting to the outputs (Johnes.ana ¡onn.r, z,*i!l;:r, Johnes, 2006pù.Actionable r"uirr.r'of cost-effãc;lä;r;'are even more diffic;lt ro achieve, asoutcomes such as rabour market success uno ,tirr. u.qñär"ä;.nd on much morethan the performance of the higher 
"ãuï"riîiry.r.rn.To test whether benchmarking indicators could be combined to generate simple andreliable measures of efficienc!, fi;. ;;;ies of educationui un¿'i.rearch efficiency(expendirure on comnrefing ;ú 

^;""*árpi*i"g students, expenditure to produce askilled graduate, the numãer 
"r pruri""î"ns per researchei and expenditure perpublication) were carcurated, u"ã 1-rr"ir' ,"ruiu were .onriJå."¿ in terms ofcomparability and validity.

Expenditure on compleling and non_completing students
The core output ofthe higher education system is.graduates, particularly graduates atthe bachelor's and master;s rever, úü #i; up the majority of degree outputs acrossthe OECD. The rever of expenditure ;;'ilù-.. educatiõn i^t¡trtio?. per fìrst_degree
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Basedoncountsofthenumbersofappeæancesinthetopandbottomquartile

It is also important to note that the scorecard shows relative position only; a position in

the top quartile ¿o". iåì r^t*rtt ttgl performance in arãas where performance is

generally weak across *r" õBCb. Many performance indicators signal that higher

education systems rn ógCO countries have significant scope. for improvement'

regardless of their position wit¡in the 6ECD. Foiexample, gaps in higher education

access by socio-eco;;ì; background continue to be 
^substantial 

across countries,

indicating considerable room forlmprovement in equity' In addition' completion rates

in bachelorJ".,r.t .¿u.utiä-rrrá* ,ri" on"-third or r-. of entrants do not complete

their studies in ,nuny'öËCö-.ount i"r, inAi"uting weaknesses with respect to both

efficiency and equitY (ChaPter 5)'

Accordingtothescorecard,eachparticipatingjurisdictionis.indicatedtohavea
relatively well-functiá"j"Ë fifgft.t 

"à*ution 
tfttem overall' when considering their

oositions in the OBól-¿i.tîibution. Measured across the scorecard dimensions

äJ#äïiä-df"r.""* in education, research and engagement, they are less

frequently in the bottom'qluunit" in relation to other OECD jurisdictions and are more

likely to be in the td;;;ii;. Hãy"y"t, ttrere are differenðes in the frequency of the

appearance of each ofihe iour jurisdictions in either the top or the bottom quartiles

(Table 8'4).

TableS.4.Frequencyofappearanceofparticipatingjurisdictionsinthetopandbottom- 
qötit"t of the benchmarking scorecard

The Netherlands Norway
Estonia The Flemish

Bottom ToP

Ouartile Quartile

Bottom ToP Bottom

Ouartile Quartile Quartile

Top
Top

Quartile
Quartile

Bottom

Quartile

3
3 7

2 4
Education E 7

2
b 62

Importantly,thescorecardalsoshowsthatpattemsofperformanceacrossdifferent
domains are unique t" î"ãi"iá""1jurisdictions, limiting the utility of overall system

performance judgements-ã.ro., countries. For example, Norway appears in the top

quartile of performan.ã i" total 14 times. across trr" ¡o education, research and

engagement in¿i"ators]üït "-r"À. 
time, while Estonia also appears almost the same

numberoftimesasNorwayinthetopquartileofindicatorsonreseafchand
engagement, it is much less likely to appear ü't tt't. top quartile of indicators related to

itrã.ã"."ti"t function (Table s'4)'

\Mithin each of the four jurisdictions, there are also evident differences in inputs

relative to other OECO .oïntties across the suite of metrics' For example' the values

for both the Netherlalndr ;ä'ÑÑay ten! to lie in the upper quartiles of OECD

countries when considering the indicators.of financial and human,.,ou,"., invested in

the system. Ho*"n"r]tn"?.'i; ;;. valatio; in the positioning of the Netherlands

across quartiles than ilö ;h;n considerine the suitè of indicators used to measure

education and research performance: T!":" vaiiations fufiher highlight the difficulty in

developing overall ¡rãg"ã".t. of higher education systems, as aggregation or

simplification of tfr. 
--ã 

ilu "un 
lead to unwananted or inadequately justified

performance assessments
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Table 8.3. Indicator scorecard for the participating jurisdictions

Estonia Flemish
Community

Thê
Non¡vay

Resources

Expend¡tureon HE, % ofGDp
-Public 

expenditure on higher education, % of public expenditures

Expend¡ture per student by higher educat¡on inst¡tutions

Expenditure per student, 20.1S relative to 200g

HE R&D expenditure, % of GDp

Expenditure on R&D act¡v¡l¡es, %
Household expenditure on higher education institutions per student

Non-household private expend¡ture on high€r educat¡on inst¡tut¡ons, %

Expenditure per student on grants and scholarships

Academ¡c staff younger than 35, %

Academic staff older than 60, %

Women among academic staff, %

Expenditure on staffcosts, %

Ratio of academic staff to student

staff

Entry Rates into bachelor or equ¡valent educalion

Students in mastels and docloral programmes, %
.*Socio_economic 

gap in HE access

New entrants older than 25, bachelor's programmes, %
part_time students in bachelor,s programmes, %

lnternational students in master's programmes, %

Complelion rates of bachelofs students
Young populat¡on (aged 25-34) w¡th a higher education quatifìcatron, %

Graduates above l¡teracy profic¡ency level 3, %
Employment rates of master,s graduates a gú 25_34,0/o

Emp¡oyment premium for higher education graduates aged 25_34

Graduates (aged 15_29) employed or in education, %
-Relative 

earnings of bachelor,s graduates

Graduates' relative level ofself_reported health (odds ratio)

level of
and engagement

Fulltime equ¡valent researchers per 1 000 of the population

Researchers working in higher educat¡on, yo

Women researchers in higher educat¡on, %

Doctorate holders in the populat¡on, %

Foreign citizen doctorate holders, %
,Business 

enterprise funding of HERD, %
.Higher 

education_bus¡ness collaborat¡on in R&D
-SMEs 

collaborating with h¡gher education on innovation, %
-Patent 

Cooperation Treaty applicat¡ons from higher educatjon R&D, %
-Higher 

educatjon R&D funding on basic research, %
-Number 

of publicat¡ons per 1 000 population
-publicatjons 

among the 
.f0% 

most cited, %
-lnternat¡onal 

scientific collaboration
-lnternational 

net flows of scientific authors

Note: See Box 8.1

Statl-rnk ùlñæær hft ps ://doi.ore/ 1 0. I 7 g 7/g g g 93 3 94 t g g 0
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Box 8'1' Explanation of indicator scorecards

Indicator scorecards are used in this chapter and in the individual country reports to

orovide a synrhetic "i;;-;i 
the relativô p"iriã"'oi tach of the four participating

ìurisdictions within rh.ä;ðb'ãùtribution.-In this chapter, a scorecard of 45 indicators

covering each of rhe ñf;;;;.äon, ot hish;;;á;;ion is presented for the four

parriciparing ¡uri.aictionîä;i;ii. nl t oíine indicators contained in the scorecard

'correspond 
to charts unJluìi", discuásion presentea in previous chapters ofthis report'

QuarlilesareusedtocompareeachcountrywiththefullmembershipofOECD
counrries. Locatron ," ,h;'bå;ûo* quartile ràänt that a jurisdiction is among the one-

quarter of OECD rou*iãÑlnitrË r.¡r.rt;i;.;'i;tirat indicator' while location in

the top quartile *.un.ïfrä ".i"rir¿i.ti* 
i. u,*nltft" one-quarter of OECD countries

with the highest uufu", f*'t',at indicator. it .".otouttd iquare for each indicator

reoresents the positionî irr. ógcp distribution, from the bottog quartile (left square)

ro rhe rop quartile (righisquare). The squar"ìîSnäã.¿ in g,.y (insiead of black) when

dara are available f"r'ì'.*"rnui'rr¡ï "iir,. 
o;ö;Ñtiãt (tttt minimum number of

counrries with availabffi;is iì¡. ry" "oroíiJ 
tquu,. *t* that data are missing' In

each case, the indicatåîö;;tJd for the most retent year available'

For the portions ofthe scorecard related to resourcing hieh¡r education, positioning in

rhe top or rhe b",,;;;;;;1" il itr.rr ãå-J'î"i i"iplv t hieh or low relative

performance, u, tlr.rJlî¿iåîoï, ,.1",. i"-,rr. Jäi". r*eis'of inpuis onlv' Instead' the

scorecard indicarors ;;ä;ñrg ,rr*l¿.t. .î"tì¿l*¿ in relati'on to the indicators in

the education un¿ ,äuäñîãniã"r "r 
tr',. ,.oterutd, where positioning in a higher

quartile can be *or" ãärrf, îni.rpr.t.¿ t" *.ïtïigttår performance relative to other

oEcD countrres, uni uì"å-ut"u' Fo' '*ffiä"ä"ã"tit1;¡11 
manv research and

development related outputs.or outcomes in it.,. top quartiles. of the OECD, but

investment in research in the lower quunlf, iouiá UJ"oitti¿"red to have a relatively

;ä;;;ttaem of higher education research'

The following important points should also be noted for Table 8'3:

o for the indicator 'socio-economic gap i1F ?:t:tÍ''^ft top quartile implies

that the difference between tg-Z-aíààr-olds with tertiary educated parents and

those with non-tertiary educated pá"nt' is smaller'

oForEstonia,theentryratestobachelorsleveleducationincludeallentrants
rather than iirst-dme entrun r, *tti.t't "t.ut., 

u slight overestimate of the entry

a

rate.

Due to a change in methodology in llf l. in Estonia' the data for "change

expenditure u"t*..n.2ôöõäã7ois" in the Resources section should also

interPreted with cautlon'

For the Flemish Community'- indicators' marked with an asterisk refer

eeigium rather than the Flemish Communtty'

ln
be

to

RENCHMARKING HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE O OECD 2019



CHAPTER 8. ASSESSING PERFORMANCE IN HIG¡IER EDUCA rroN I qlg

The 
,information on poricies provided by the four participating jurisdictions wassupplemented by additionar däsk-bas.¿ íeslarch, which primariry focused on rheidentification of intemaiionar rrigrreiliuãàrion policy initiatives and additionalcountry practices' The totaþ of the qualitative infómaií"" Ë"rîårJ formed the basisfor the tables and boxes in thã report;;"il;g comparative anarysis and exampres.ofspecific policies and practices Gi'g"* S2J:-'*

tr'igure 8'2' summary of the policy and practice evidence in the benchmarking exercise

500+ pages of country background
information from par.tieipating-

jurísdictions

Additional research
and literature review

t
200+ separate policies identified across 24 policy

domains

T
38 tables and 2g boxes

describing OECD country
policies and practices

These numbers refer to the policies and practices information included in chapters l-7 of this

8'2.2. strengths, chailenges ønd performance in the pørÍicipoting jurisdíctions
The benchmarkins exercise provided an opportunity to review the current state ofhigher education ì"n o¡có-.ã;;ä# iÍentiry s.ome pressing performance issuesfacing higher education systems. However, reviewing combinations of indicators atthe country lever demonstrates the .orpt.*ity of making summary judgements aboutthe performance of hiqher eoucæion sv.i"Á..'r"ur" ã.îïrrå*riîä'position of Estonia,the Flemish communìty, the Netherlani, uno Nor*uy within the öecn distribution

liä1diÅjî:ï:-o-or 
45 i'di.;r";;-;.¿ in tnó ¡.".ü,ä,ii"g process, using

Note:
report.
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ßsl CHAPTER 8. ASSESSING PERFORMANCE IN HIGHEREDUCATION

(universitiesvs.professionalHEls)throughoutthereportisbasedonthisnational
collection'

This work of statistical synthesis *9 pt-"-11Íion was used to produce the quantitative

information included il tne report, "ou.rin!"dg;t"i 
tutfét and boxes reporting

statistics (Figure 8'l )'

FigureS.l.Summaryofthestatisticalworkinvolvedinthebenchmarkingexercise

data

New indicators

800+ indicators and variables

identified from international sources

I
100+ indicators selected for the benchmarking

Outu¡ãr. based on the criteria of coverage' parsimony'

qualitY and comParabilitY

No'e:ThesenumbersrefertothestatisticalworkinvolvedinproducingChaptersl.Tofthisreport.

Policy and practice information þr the participating iurisdic 
.tions

Qualitativeinformationwascollectedfrory.tt.refourparticipatine.]yrisoictionstlrrough
a country background å"åîilã""îi* il'tu, .lirir.¿ a toîal of approximatelv 500 pages of

narrative information ffi'n'äö;; ;;-i; p;ñ; iomuint' These 24 domains were

identified during trr" ¿""ïi"p*årt "rtt" "*"iiïu; 
lutt*otl^lîtn" benchmarking

project and cover aspects óf the structu,", gÀi.,nunce, resourcing and functions of

[iãít.t .¿u"ution svstems (Table 8'2)'

I
88 charts,22 tables and I
boxes rePorting statistics

Table 8.2. Policy domains covered by the benchmarking exercise

System functions (education, research and

System organisation' governance and resourcing

System structure

DiversitY of Provision

Consultation Processes

Admission Processes

QualitY assurance

Qualifìcations

PolicY Priorities

Funding mechanisms

Student f inancial assistance

AutonomY and Accountabili$

Governance mèchanisms

Equity

ParticiPation

Digitalisation

Continuing education

Lifelong learning

lnternationalisation

Labour market relevance

Research and DeveloPment

Technology transfer and innovation

Regional develoPment

Regional integration

Social and civic

Academic career
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Table 8.1. International data sources for the

PERFORMANCE IN HIG}IER EDUCA

benchmarking indicator mapping

rroN I tsz

Actual sources

ACA lnstitutional Suruey

or

European Labour Force Survev (and related ad_hoc modules), Communitylnnovation Survey, Eurooean únìon statisi¡ä on ilrri;ffiffirg Condirions(EU-stLc), Adutr Educaiion suruey, ee,sonaì *åruj,iõ¡rääiå[

More2, E3M

OECD Statistiæ database, lndicatoß of Education Systems (INES) ad_hocsurveys, OECD Survey of Adutr SkjÍs (pÆCt oËðö"àiörr. r.r,rnrernarionar srudenr Ássessment tpls¡r oÈöilr¡ã,r's."¡å#'äro t.chnorogytndicators, career of Doctorate Hotders óoiisr";; 
vv¡u¡ ruç o¡

Science, Technology and lnnovation Dalabase
Global Competitiveness lndex
lntellectual propefi Statistiæ

lnstitutional source

Aædemic Cooperation Association

Eurostat

OECD

UNESCO.UIS

World Economic Forum

European Commission and associated
contractors

World lntellectual Property
0rganization

N o t e : Intemational data sources from which no higher education indicators were drawn, or providing onlyindicators also available elsewhere, are not reported in this table.

Approximately 100 indicators were chosen to create a data infrastructure for the
3,Tä,li,*Ïå,lJ]*t 

Decisions on inclusion in t'" àutulndätructure were based on

o coverage and parsimony. The set of indicators were chosen to cover the fullscope of inputs, activities, outputs and outcomer i"irr" n 
""tions 

of education.research and engagement, while at the same ttr#ffising duplication andoverlaP. !¡¡'¡v ¡rr¡rrrrrrrò

¡ Rerevance and,.comparabirify. The baseline indicators were chosen on thebasis of their arignment to the .*."pt, rerevant to the-assessment of highereducarion performance, and on the- basis of .;;ri;;; corecrion with acommon and transparent methodology used u".or, .ouniii"..
Development of new indicators
ln addition to reviewing existing indicators,,the project generated new highereducation indicators by iãtegrffi ¿*î"r ¿isparàte'sãu.ä^u"¿ using exisring
ffå:iîî:jl,ï:î J,"r, 

ror 
"examire, **' in¿i.u,;,, ;.; ;;;ãràp"o from existing

¡ institution-lever financial and human resource data from the European TertiaryEducation Register, which was ur"á t" compute additionai indicators such asthe ratio of non-academic to u.uJ.Ãr" staff, and proportions of private third_party institutional funding e¡rs v¡vPwr rrutr

o individuar-rever_data from the Survey..of Adurt sk'rs, which was used togenerate new indicators on graduate skills un¿ luUoui,nuit.r orr"o,n.,¡ individualJevel data from the social media platform Linkedln, which was usedto produce indicators on graduate career paths.
other indicators were calcurated based on national 

_ 
data provided by the fourparticipating jurisdictions. For exampri-rn.ïiruggregation of indicæors by subsector
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436 I

S.l.Introduction

ThebenchmarkinghighereducationSystemsperformanceexerciseenvisageda
comparative J;;:*;;î;i no* *"tt't'iËË';;düiÀl'.:I:1"'' are abre to conduct

research, educate students, ano prouiieîtu" to the broader economy and society

through ""s"s;;;;;-tl;üi"'' 
rt'i' #il;ä:ñ::-:ilt:îï:i:Jiîiäff i':3

:lftr},ï.*îîil1","Jî[siïJffiË:iåi.:.iËi3iili;;;;'",perrormanceat
the system level, and possible n t"t. ái..ä"ns foi uõnchmarking activities'

8.2. Benchmarking process and results

g.2.1. Evidence gøthered ønd usedfor the \ECD system benchmarking

o\li""ourobenchmarking 
approach. y:^.1?Ìi*::^.'Î,i#:îå1" 

quantitative and

oualitative evidence and provide a sysem-levliïïe* or nigtterèducation performance

that could inform delibeiations on ,9u9qoä ït,"* ill ligrttt 
education' Public

sector perform""tt #;t;;;; rnã991t-, ^ryrtotîãä"¿"t 
dõeloped bv the oEcD

public Management'-progru.*. .(p,uMA) 

-cu.r"ãtry 
99y" as the OECD Public

Governance committåå,-înformed'th" pr"i*"itre'ambition- of the project was to

measure the .,fuI' span,' of qgrfoJmlce'"*"i"tl1ti,eria 
of relevance' efficiency'

effectiveness, ".onory, 
cost-effectiv"n.rr, ,iTtöäJtuttuinubility (OECD' 20l7trl)'

Thebenchmarkingexercisecarriedoutacomprehensiveassessm€ntofindicatorsfrom
international ¿ur" ,åîrrä påtentiatty ".;;;T 

io. u.,""ing performance in higher

education, taking irî"'ãã""ili *,irircuf.iiäit"iøtt and tñe-various economic and

social contexts in îtrir"ïË1t".-"ã""""åi"t'ttiät: õerate'--^comparative 
data is

presented throughou;?hi;ì"pãi-f"."U OECD óountries' augnented with descriptions

ànd com par i,on, äi' poi rcÏ 1' g ¡1íf.".'-mlly "fï.',Ï-,tî:î-:3ii:T1Ï:Ïiuiìt¿i.tión.), with the aim of enhanctng t

'practices and indicator values'

Review and selection of benchmarking indicators from existing sources

The indicators used for the benchmarking exercise were selected thLrough a multi-step

orocess. First, existing higher education #,.lu." ";J 
datasets from intemational data

,our"", (Table s'ii'";;t gathered- "1d"ïöotd" "*" 
the- nroiect's conceptual

rram ew ork (o Ed ] zü z,,' I lö""i 
-il l, :H;;nt 

i nd i'u'o" :t+tl;t** åiäliÏil
level and related tó the context' organisation and resourclng o

wellasitseducation'researchand"ngagementfunctions,werereviewedinthisway'
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chapter 8' Assessing performance in higher education

higher
Previous chapters thisof report theanalysed inputs, andactivities outcomes ofeducation lnsystems OECD

builds on the previous
urisdictions and rellect

proJect.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeliauthorities. 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 intemational
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