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Indicator C3. How much public and
private investment in educational
institutions is there?

Highlights

e In 2020, on average across OECD countries, 84% of the funding for primary to tertiary educational
institutions came directly from government sources, 15% from private sources and 1% from non-
domestic (international) sources.

e On average across OECD countries, upper secondary education relies more on private funding (11%)
than lower secondary education (8%) and primary education (7%). Private sources contribute a similar
share of the funds for upper secondary general and vocational programmes (11% and 10%
respectively).

e On average across OECD countries, households provide 9% of the total funding for upper secondary
general programmes and other private sources (e.g. companies and non-profit organisations) provide
2% of the total funding. In upper secondary vocational programmes, households account for a lower
share of funding (5%) while funding from other private entities (5%) is relatively more important than it
is for general programmes.

Context

Today, more people than ever before are participating in a wide range of educational programmes offered by
an increasing number of providers. Many governments increased their funding for education to provide the
necessary resources to support this increased demand for education through public funds alone. At the same
time, advocates of private funding argue that those who benefit the most from education — the individuals who
receive it — should bear at least some of the costs. Both government and private funding are in competition to
finance countries’ education systems; as a result the overall balance of public and private sources has been
relatively stable in the long term.

Government sources dominate much of the funding of primary and secondary education, which is compulsory
in most countries. Across OECD countries, the balance between public and private financing varies the most
at the pre-primary and tertiary levels of education, where full or nearly full government funding is less common.
At these levels, private funding comes mainly from households, raising concerns about equity in access to
education. The debate is particularly intense over funding for tertiary education. Some stakeholders are
concerned that the balance between public and private funding might discourage potential students from
entering tertiary education. Others believe that countries should significantly increase public support such as
student loans or grants to students, while others support efforts to increase the funding provided by private
enterprises. By shifting the cost of education to a time when students typically start earning more, student
loans help alleviate the burden of private spending and reduce the cost to taxpayers of direct government
spending.
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This indicator examines the proportion of government, private and non-domestic (international) funding
allocated to educational institutions at different levels of education. It also breaks down private funding into
funding from households and other private entities. It sheds some light on the widely debated issue of how the
financing of educational institutions should be shared between public and private entities, particularly at the
tertiary level. Finally, it looks at the relative importance of government transfers provided to private institutions
and individual students and their families to meet the costs of tertiary education.

Figure C3.1. Share of expenditure on upper secondary institutions coming from households, by
programme orientation (2020)

After government transfers to the private sector, by level of education, in per cent
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Note: The number in parentheses corresponds to the number of full-time equivalent students in upper secondary vocational programmes as a share
of the number of full-time equivalent students in primary to tertiary programmes.

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

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of households' funding for upper secondary vocational programmes.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2023), Table C3.1. For more information see Source section and Education at a Glance 2023 Sources, Methodologies
and Technical Notes (OECD, 20231)).

Statlink Si=m hitps://stat.link/bg9fad

Other findings

e At upper secondary vocational level, households receive the large majority of government transfers,
which reach more than USD 3 000 per student annually in Germany and the Netherlands (Figure
C3.3). Government transfers to other private entities are sizeable in Norway.
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e In all the OECD and partner countries with data, governments make financial transfers to the
educational institutions where the school-based component of their main Vocational Education and
Training (VET) programme takes place. Most countries also transfer funds directly to students and
households as well as to the companies that host the work-based component of VET.

e On average, the share of private expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions remained
stable since 2012 and the COVID-19 pandemic did not have a major effect on private funding either.
Two-thirds of countries observed a slight decrease in the relative importance of private funds in the
first year of the COVID-19 crisis, but this was often due to an increase in public funding instead of a
decline in private funding.

e Government transfers to the private sector (e.g. to support payment of tuition or to subsidise
companies offering apprenticeships) increase with education levels: they average 2% for upper
secondary vocational education, 3% for post-secondary non-tertiary programmes, 4% for short-cycle
tertiary education and 5% for bachelor’s, master’'s and doctoral degrees combined.

Analysis

Share of government and private expenditure on educational institutions

The largest share of funding on primary to tertiary educational institutions in OECD countries comes from
government sources, although private funding is substantial at the tertiary level. Within this overall OECD
average, however, the shares of government, private and international (non-domestic) funding vary widely across
countries. In 2020, on average across OECD countries, 84% of the funding for primary to tertiary educational
institutions came directly from government sources and 15% from private sources. In Finland and Romania,
private sources contribute 2% or less of expenditure on educational institutions whereas they make up over one-
third of educational expenditure in Chile. International sources provide a very small share of total expenditure on
educational institutions. On average across OECD countries, they account for 1% of total expenditure, reaching
4% in Estonia (Table C3.1).

Government funding dominates non-tertiary education in all OECD countries. In 2020, private funding accounted
for only 9% of expenditure at primary to post-secondary non-tertiary levels on average across OECD countries,
although it exceeded 20% in the Republic of Tirkiye. In most countries, the largest share of private expenditure
at these levels comes from households and goes mainly towards tuition fees (Table C3.1). The share of private
expenditure on educational institutions varies across countries and according to the level of education. On
average across OECD countries, 7% of expenditure on educational institutions at the primary level and 8% at
the lower secondary level comes from private sources. At lower secondary level, private expenditure accounts
for less than 10% of total expenditure in over two-thirds of OECD countries for which data are available. In
contrast, it reaches 20% or more in Australia and Turkiye (OECD, 2023[2)).

Upper secondary education relies more on private funding than primary and lower secondary levels, reaching an
average of 11% across OECD countries. Private sources contribute a similar share to the funding for general and
vocational programmes (11% and 10% respectively). However, in Germany and the Netherlands, the share of
private funding for vocational upper secondary education is at least 30 percentage points higher than for general
education. In Germany, private companies have a long tradition of being involved in the provision of dual training
(combined school- and work-based programmes), helping to improve the availability of skilled individuals needed
in the labour market. In contrast, in Tlrkiye, the share of private funding of general programmes exceeds that of
vocational programmes by 37 percentage points (OECD, 20232)). In several countries, the share of government
funds currently devoted to vocational programmes is the result of national policy developments on vocational
education designed to improve the transition from school to work. For example, in the 1990s, France,
the Netherlands, Norway and Spain introduced financial incentives to employers offering apprenticeships to

EDUCATION AT A GLANCE 2023 © OECD 2023



| 303

secondary students. As a result, programmes combining work and learning were introduced more widely in a
number of OECD countries (OECD, 19993)).

Most private expenditure on primary to post-secondary non-tertiary levels of education comes from households.
At upper secondary level, households and other private entities each provide 5% of the total funding for vocational
programmes: private entities other than households (e.g. companies and non-profit organisations) make a
significant contribution to the financing of vocational programmes in some countries. This is the case in the
Netherlands where 34% of total expenditure for upper secondary VET comes from private sources other than
households. The situation is slightly different for general programmes at the same level, where households
account for a larger share on average (9%) and other private entities contribute only 2%. The average for general
programmes is driven by a larger share of household funding in a few countries, especially in Australia, Chile,
Hungary and Turkiye (Table C3.2).

Private expenditure on educational institutions often finances private institutions: on average 53% of private funds
for primary to tertiary education go towards the financing of government-dependent or independent private
institutions (Table C3.4). The share of private funding for private institutions is even higher at upper secondary
level but there is not a large difference between general (88% of private expenditure) and vocational programmes
(85%). However, private funding figures may have been underestimated and this is especially the case for
vocational programmes, which rely more on private institutions and (public or private) companies. For example,
apprentices’ remuneration is a relevant component of VET expenditure but is excluded from official statistics on
education expenditure (see Indicator C1 on coverage of private expenditure).

Government transfers to the private sector

A large share of government spending goes directly to educational institutions, but governments also transfer
funds to educational institutions through various other allocation mechanisms (tuition subsidies or direct public
funding of institutions based on student enrolments or credit hours) or by subsidising students, households and
other private entities funding education through scholarships, grants or loans. Transfers to the private sector
include those made directly to students, households or other private entities. Channelling funding for institutions
through students increases competition among institutions and pushes them to improve their effectiveness.

At the non-tertiary levels of education, the share of government transfers to the private sector is very small. In
2020, on average across OECD countries, government transfers represented less than 1% of the total funds
devoted to primary and lower secondary education as well as those for upper secondary general programmes.
Government transfers become more relevant for education levels that are closer to the labour market or
academia: average transfers reach 2% of total funding for upper secondary vocational education, 3% for post-
secondary non-tertiary programmes, 4% for short-cycle tertiary education and 5% for bachelor’'s, master’s and
doctoral degrees combined (Figure C3.2). A few countries are driving up the overall average, in particular
Australia, Ireland, New Zealand and the United Kingdom, while Chile, Italy and Korea are also making significant
transfers at tertiary levels (Table C3.2).

Although there is no single allocation model across OECD countries (OECD, 20174)), private expenditure is
largely backed by government financial transfers in some countries, where they play an important role in financing
vocational programmes and tertiary education (Figure C3.2), and are seen as a means of expanding access for
lower income students. While government transfers to the private sector may seem small, they form a substantial
share of the overall amount of private funding. For example, government transfers represent over half of the
private sector’'s expenditure in Australia (from upper secondary vocational to short-cycle tertiary programmes),
Norway and the United Kingdom (upper secondary vocational and short-cycle tertiary).

Government transfers to households cover two categories of transfers: government scholarships and other
grants, and government student loans. Transfers also include special transfers (e.g., linked to specific spending
for transport, medical expenses or study material), family or child allowances contingent upon student status, and
government loans to students and/or households contingent upon student status. Government transfers target
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the purchase of educational core and peripheral goods and services both within and outside educational
institutions. Government transfers to other private entities relate to the provision of training at the workplace as
part of combined school and work-based programmes (including apprenticeship programmes). They also include
interest rate subsidies or default guarantee payments to private financial institutions that provide student loans."

Figure C3.2. Government transfers to the private sector as a share of total expenditure on educational
institutions by ISCED level and country (2020)
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Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2023), Table C3.2. For more information see Source section and Education at a Glance 2023 Sources, Methodologies
and Technical Notes (OECD, 20231).

StatLink Sa=m https:/stat.link/j2ypu8

Types of government transfers

When looking at how households spend the transfers received, they can either use them as payments to
educational institutions or finance other expenses like study material or students’ living expenses. This latter type
of transfers that are not attributable to educational institutions needs to be excluded from the analysis of how
much public and private sectors contribute to finance educational institutions. However, the average amount per
student of transfers that are not spent on educational institutions can be quite substantial in some countries.

At upper secondary vocational level, households receive the large majority of government transfers, which total
more than USD 3 000 per student annually in Germany and the Netherlands (Figure C3.2). The majority of
government transfers received by students and households are not attributable to educational institutions. In
other words, beneficiaries do not have to spend them on educational institutions (through tuition fees, for
example) but can use them to finance students’ living costs or learning materials, equipment (e.g. computers or
learning software) and extra learning activities. Transfers to other private entities are sizeable in Norway, reaching
almost USD 2 800 per student, due to large government subsidies to private companies for VET apprenticeships.

' As a rule, data providers have to determine first if receiving entities should be classified as educational institutions or as
private entities that are out of the scope of educational institutions as defined by UNESCO, OECD and Eurostat.
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Figure C3.3. Government transfers to the private sector per full-time equivalent student, by type of
transfer (2020)

Upper secondary vocational education, in equivalent USD converted using PPPs
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Note: This figure gives an overview of all the government transfers related to education. Values might differ from tables and charts of this indicator as
they focus on the share of transfers attributable to educational institutions.

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

Countries are ranked in descending order of the total government transfers to the private sector per full-time equivalent student in upper secondary
vocational programmes.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2023), Education at a Glance Database. For more information see Source section and Education at a Glance 2023
Sources, Methodologies and Technical Notes (OECD, 2023;1)).

StatLink Si=r hitps://stat.link/34ifr0

Figure C3.3 shows the funding flows related to VET. Most of the 22 countries with data available report making
financial transfers to the vocational educational institutions where the school-based component takes place. A
large majority of countries report that government transfers are also made to students and households as well
as to the companies that host the work-based component of VET. Central, regional and local government
transfers generally finance school-based VET by supporting educational institutions’ overall expenditure, rather
than earmarking funding for specific activities, while transfers to companies, students and households are usually
more tightly targeted. For example, transfers might contribute to paying teachers’ salaries in the company (e.g.
in Korea and Latvia) or be used to pay apprentices either directly (e.g. in Latvia) or indirectly through the company
(e.g. in Denmark).

The most common type of transfer from students and apprentices is to educational institutions, mostly to cover
tuition and other education-related fees. In addition, countries reported that students may make transfers to pay
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back educational institutions or companies if they take student loans or if companies advanced other costs (e.g.
ancillary services). Educational institutions generally only receive transfers rather than make them, with a few
exceptions. In a few countries, they cover at least some of the cost of apprentices’ remuneration or specific
expenditure items like hardware and software (e.g. in Lithuania). Public and private companies transfer funds in
about half of the responding countries, often to cover a portion of educational institutions’ cost of training (e.g. in
Australia and New Zealand) or provide generic funding for a programme (e.g. in Austria, Latvia and Lithuania).
In the United Kingdom, a universal levy is applied to companies, and employers who pay the levy to the
government are topped up with a 10% contribution from the government, contingent on the offer of
apprenticeships to 16-18 year-olds (Kis, 2020s)). In about two-thirds of the responding countries, companies
directly finance trainees or apprentices’ remuneration, although the terminology used may differ across countries
(i.e. wage, compensation, stipends or salaries) (see Box C3.1).

Figure C3.4. Financial transfers to support vocational education and training programmes (2023)
Out of 22 countries that provided answers

G Govenment Els  Educational Institutions
C  Fublic/private companies HS | Households/students

G G G Els Els Els c c c HS HS HS
BRI I I I A A A
I QECD countries Els c HS G c HS G Els HS G Els c
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Apprenticeship v vy v v v v
Chile v v v v v
Colombia v v
Denmark Vv v W v
Estonia Vv v W v W
Finland v v v v v v v
France v v v v v vy v
Germany v v v v v
Japan Vv vy v
Korea Meister High Schools v v v v v N
Junior College v v v v v v
Latvia v v v v v v v
Lithuania v v v v v
New Zealand v v v v v v Vv v
Norway Upper secondary v v v 2 o
Post-secondary v v v v
Spain W v v v
Sweden v v v v
Switzerland v v v v
Tiirkiye v v v v v v v v v
United States Post-secondary non-tertiary | Vv v v v v v v
I Other participants
Flemish Comm. (Belgium) v v v v v
French Comm. (Belgium) EE:ZLE;S;G VET j j v v j
I Partner and/or accession country
Bz | VT T T T T T T T T 171

Total
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Note: The survey responses refer to the main VET programmes in each country, which may be classified at different levels of education.
Source: OECD (2023). For more information see Source section and Education at a Glance 2023 Sources, Methodologies and Technical Notes (OECD,
2023).

StatLink Si=ra hitps://stat.link/2loju4
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Box C3.1. Government transfers to companies offering work-based learning

Many countries offer support to companies that offer work-based learning in the context of VET. The
details of implementation vary considerably as do the amounts and underlying rationales. Funding
mechanisms include universal subsidies (available to all companies offering work-based learning)
and/or targeted subsidies (e.g. companies that host apprentices with certain characteristics). For
example, in Australia, Austria and France financial incentives are offered to encourage companies to
offer work-based learning, with both universal and targeted incentives. Switzerland has a large
apprenticeship system without universal subsidies offered to employers, although some professional
sectors have established a levy. In addition, cantons provide funding towards in-company trainers and
branch courses (sector-specific training courses offered to apprentices). The Norwegian model is based
on the idea that companies bear the burden of educating young people and therefore receive the
equivalent of the cost of one year of school-based education and training. The Danish approach is
based on employer contributions, with a bonus system for companies that host enough apprentices
(paid for by companies that miss the targets). Further details on some systems are provided below.

Australia

VET funding is a joint responsibility of the Australian Government (Commonwealth) and State and
Territory governments (states). The Commonwealth provides funding to states, which are responsible
for the allocation of funding within their own systems using a combination of Commonwealth funding
and their own resources. In addition, the Commonwealth also directly funds and administers some
relatively small programmes and provides income contingent loans to eligible ISCED 5 students towards
tuition fees.

The Commonwealth provides financial incentives to employers of Australian apprentices to help
improve apprentice completion rates and address current and future skills gaps. The Australian
Apprenticeships Incentives System commenced in July 2022, replacing the Australian Apprenticeships
Incentives Program. The new Incentives System includes targeted subsidies, such as the Priority Wage
Subsidy offered to employers who take on apprentices in priority occupations, and the Disability
Australian Apprentice Support Wage which aims to encourage employers to provide Australian
Apprenticeship to people with a disability. Employers of Australian apprentices in occupations that are
not priority occupations may also be eligible for a hiring incentive.

Denmark

Companies that host an apprentice and pay them wages during time spent in school-based settings
receive a subsidy (wage reimbursement) from the Employers’ Education Contribution (AUB). According
to estimates, after the reimbursement companies bear 10-19% of the total cost of VET (including a
mostly school-based one-year basic course and the main course delivered through apprenticeship).

The AUB is an independent institution, established in 1977 (under the name AER), designed to
encourage the provision of work-based learning in VET. The AUB is managed by a board of 16 social
partner representatives, and a chairman who is not connected to employer or employee organisations.
It manages various schemes in relation to VET. To encourage the provision of apprenticeships, a "target
training ratio” per skilled employee was established through a tripartite agreement. Companies that
meet their training ratio receive an additional subsidy (student grant) as a bonus. The bonus is funded
by contributions from companies that fail to meet their target (DKK 27 000 per “lacking apprentice”)
(Ministry of Children and Education, 2023).
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Norway

The main apprenticeship model involves two years at school and two years spent entirely with an
employer. The two years spent at a company are estimated to involve work half of the time and training
half of the time. The financing scheme is based on the intention that government funding should cover
the costs of education and training (both at school and in work-based learning), while employers should
pay apprentices in compensation for the value of their work.

The national government provides a lump sum grant to counties. Counties then use this grant to finance
subsidies to companies that provide work-based learning to apprentices. The subsidy is a fixed sum
per apprentice and contributes to the cost of hosting an apprentice (e.g., the wages of trainers). In line
with the underlying rationale (employers provide about one year of training, which should be covered
by public funding), the subsidy is approximately equivalent to the cost of one year of education in school-
based settings. In addition, there used to be an earmarked grant that targeted apprentices that are
"difficult to employ", which is now transferred to regional government.

Source: (Ministry of Children and Education, 2023

Trends in the share of government and private expenditure on educational institutions

The average shares of government and private expenditure on primary to tertiary educational institutions have
tended to be stable over time across the OECD, but these averages disguise changes at the country level. Aimost
half of OECD countries saw increases in the share of private funding between 2012 and 2020, with the
United Kingdom showing the largest rise (9 percentage points, mostly between 2012 and 2016). In contrast, Chile
experienced the largest fall in the share of private spending (8 percentage points) between 2012 and 2020,
balanced by an equivalent increase from government sources (Table C3.3).

Despite this longer-term stability, some countries observed a decrease in the share of private funds in 2020
(Figure C3.5). The share of private funds for primary to tertiary education remained at 16% in 2019 and 2020.
Two-thirds of countries with available data observed a slight decrease in the relative importance of private funds
in the first year of the COVID-19 crisis, partly due to increased support to education from government funding. In
Israel, Korea, Mexico and New Zealand, the share of private financing was at least 4 percentage points lower in
2020 than in 2019, while private funding grew in relative importance in Ireland and Norway. Provisional figures
for 2021 are available for a smaller number of countries and they indicate the share of private funding has
remained similar to 2020 overall, with a few exceptions: the share increased by 1 percentage point in Croatia,
Denmark and Turkiye but continued to decline in Spain, by 1 percentage point, and in New Zealand, by
2 percentage points (Figure C3.5). In New Zealand, a significant reduction in fee revenue from international
students due to the COVID-19-related border closure was also a factor in the reduction of the share of private
funding in 2020 and 2021.

Between 2012 and 2020, the share of private funding fell slightly at non-tertiary levels (by 1 percentage point on
average across OECD countries) and increased slightly at tertiary levels (1 percentage point). The largest
increases at non-tertiary level were in Hungary (9 percentage points) while at tertiary level they were in
the United Kingdom (30 percentage points). The largest falls at non-tertiary level were observed in New Zealand
(6 percentage points) and in Hungary at the tertiary level (21 percentage points). A large portion of New Zealand’s
drop in the share of private funding was at upper secondary level, mostly for vocational programmes
(19 percentage points between 2012 and 2020) rather than general programmes. The share of private funding
for upper secondary general programmes increased by 18 percentage points in Hungary and by 10 percentage
points in Latvia, but this was not markedly the case for vocational programmes (Table C3.3).
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Figure C3.5. Share of private funding for primary to tertiary education in 2019, 2020 and 2021
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1. Provisional data for 2021.

Countries are ranked in descending order of the share of private funding in 2020.

Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2023), Education at a Glance Database and OECD/Eurostat provisional data collection. For more information see Source
section and Education at a Glance 2023 Sources, Methodologies and Technical Notes (OECD, 20231)).

Statlink Si=m hitps://stat.link/429nhm

Definitions

Initial government (public), private and international (non-domestic) shares of educational expenditure are
the percentages of total education spending originating in, or generated by, the government, private and non-
domestic sectors before transfers have been taken into account. Initial government funding includes both direct
public expenditure on educational institutions and transfers to the private sector, and excludes transfers from the
non-domestic sector. Initial private funding includes tuition fees and other student or household payments to
educational institutions, minus the portion of such payments offset by government subsidies. Initial non-
domestic funding includes both direct expenditure for educational institutions from non-domestic sources (for
example, a research grant from a foreign corporation to a public university) and transfers to governments from
non-domestic sources.

Final government (public), private and (non-domestic) international shares are the percentages of
educational funds expended directly by government, private and non-domestic purchasers of educational
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services after the flow of transfers. Final government funding includes direct purchases of educational
resources and payments to educational institutions by the government. Final private funding includes all direct
expenditure on educational institutions (tuition fees and other private payments to educational institutions),
whether partially covered by government subsidies or not. Private funding also includes expenditure by private
companies on the work-based element of school- and work-based training of apprentices and students. Final
non-domestic funding includes direct international payments to educational institutions such as research grants
or other funds from non-domestic sources paid directly to educational institutions.

Households refer to students and their families.

Other private entities include private businesses and non-profit organisations (e.g. religious organisations,
charitable organisations, business and labour associations, and other non-profit organisations).

Government subsidies include government and non-domestic transfers such as scholarships and other
financial aid to students plus certain subsidies to other private entities.

Methodology

All entities that provide funds for education, either initially or as final payers, are classified as either government
(public) sources, non-government (private) sources, or international sources such as international agencies and
other foreign sources. The figures presented here group together public and international expenditures for display
purposes. As the share of international expenditure is relatively small compared to other sources, its integration
into public sources does not affect the analysis of the share of public spending.

Not all spending on instructional goods and services occurs within educational institutions. For example, families
may purchase commercial textbooks and materials or seek private tutoring for their children outside educational
institutions. At the tertiary level, students’ living expenses and foregone earnings can also account for a significant
proportion of the costs of education. All expenditure outside educational institutions, even if publicly subsidised,
are excluded from this indicator. Government subsidies for educational expenditure outside institutions are
discussed in Indicator C4.

A portion of educational institutions’ budgets is related to ancillary services offered to students, including student
welfare services (student meals, housing and transport). Part of the cost of these services is covered by fees
collected from students and is included in the indicator.

Expenditure on educational institutions is calculated on a cash-accounting basis and, as such, represents a
snapshot of expenditure in the reference year. Many countries operate a loan payment/repayment system at the
tertiary level. While government loan payments are taken into account, loan repayments from private individuals
are not, and so the private contribution to education costs may be under-represented.

Student loans provided by private financial institutions (rather than directly by a government) are counted as
private expenditure, although any interest rate subsidies or government payments on account of loan defaults
are captured as government funding.

For more information, please see the OECD Handbook for Internationally Comparative Education Statistics 2018
(OECD, 20187;) and (OECD, 20231)), Education at a Glance 2023 Sources, Methodologies and Technical Notes
for country-specific notes https://doi.org/10.1787/d7f76adc-en.

Source

Data refer to the financial year 2020 (unless otherwise specified) and are based on the UNESCO, OECD and
Eurostat (UOE) data collection on education statistics administered by the OECD in 2022 (for details see Annex
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3 at https://www.oecd.org/education/education-at-a-glance/EAG2022 X3-C.pdf). Data from Argentina, China,

India, Indonesia, Peru, Saudi Arabia and South Africa are from the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS).

The data on expenditure for 2012 to 2020 were updated based on the UOE data collection in 2022 and adjusted
to the methods and definitions used in the current UOE data collection. Provisional data on educational

expenditure in 2021 are based on an ad-hoc data collection administered by the OECD and Eurostat in 2022.
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Indicator C3 Tables

Tables Indicator C3. How much public and private investment in educational institutions is there?

Table C3.1 Relative share of government, private and non-domestic expenditure on educational institutions, by final source of funds (2020)

Table C3.2 Relative share of government, private and non-domestic expenditure on educational institutions, by source of funds and
government transfers to the private sector (2020)

Table C3.3 Trends in the share of government, private and non-domestic expenditure on educational institutions (2012, 2016 and 2020)

Table C3.4 Distribution of total private expenditure from primary to tertiary education (2020)

WEB Table C3.5 Percentage of expenditure on educational institutions from private sources (2019 to 2021)

StatLink Sz hitps://stat.link/r7kxqj

Cut-off date for the data: 15June 2023. Any updates on data can be found on line at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eag-data-en. More breakdowns can also be found at http://stats.oecd.org/,
Education at a Glance Database.
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Table C3.1. Relative share of government, private and non-domestic expenditure on educational
institutions, by final source of funds (2020)

After government transfers to the private sector, by level of education

Primary, secondary
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary
Private sources Private sources Private sources
2 o 2 o 2 )

£ | 25 S35 Sz | 88| £ | 235 S3g Bz §% £ | 23 |Emg Fg | 83

2 2s |28E| a8 | £5 2 28 |S8E| 88 | £5 s 2s |38=| a5 | £5

S °o% | X>=E| =23 S o S oS | X>E| =23 S o =4 o2 | XSE| =3 S o

o 3 |35 <93 Zo ] 3 |45 <9 Za o 3 425 <9 zZo

[l OECD countries (1) (2 (3 (4 (9 (6) U} @) ©) (10) (1) (12) (13) (14) (15)
Australia 85 14 1 15 0 36 52 12¢ 64¢ | x(8,9) 70 25 49 30¢ | x(13, 14)
Austria 96 4 1 4 a 90 4 7 10 a 94 4 3 6 a
Belgium 96 0 3 1 84 7 5 13 & 93 4 2 6 1
Canada' 93¢ 4¢ 49 7 X(3,4) 51 24 25 490 | x(8,9) 769 12¢ 12¢ 24¢ | x(13,14)
Chile 83 17 0 17 a 40 57 4 60 a 65 33 2 35 a
Colombia 80 20 0 20 0 32 68 0 68 0 69 31 0 31 0
CostaRica’ m m m m m 92 4 4 8 0 m m m m m
Czech Republic 93 5 2 7 0 75 7 1 18 7 88 5 5 10 2
Denmark 95 4 1 5 0 83 0 12 12 5 91 8] 4 7 2
Estonia 97 2 1 3 0 72 7 10 16 12 89 4 4 7 4
Finland 99 1 0 1 0 90 0 4 4 5 97 0 1 2 2
France 91 6 2 9 0 73 12 14 25 2 86 8 6 14 1
Germany 89 x4) x(4) 1" 0 83 x(9) X(9) 16 2 87 x(14) x(14) 12 1
Greece’ 93 7 0 7 0 75 13 a 13 12 88 9 0 9 3
Hungary 85 15 x(4) 15 0 73 x(9) X(9) 25 2 82 17 x(14) 17 0
Iceland 97 3 0 3 0 90 7 1 8 3 95 4 0 4 1
Ireland 89 8 3 1" a 70 24 2 26 4 84 12 3 15 1
Israel 92 6 2 8 0 57 21 22 43 0 84 9 6 16 0
Italy 95 4 0 5 0 61 33 4 36 2 87 1" 1 12 1
Japan 93 5 2 7 0 36¢ 519 13¢ 649 0¢ 73 21 6 27 0
Korea 95 3 2 59 | x(3,4) 43 39 18° 57 | x(@8,9) 79 14 7 21° | x(13, 14)
Latvia 94 4 1 6 1 58 23 10 33 9 83 10 4 14 3
Lithuania 95 3 1 4 0 70 17 10 27 & 87 8 4 12 1
Luxembourg 95 2 0 3 3 90 1 4 5 4 94 2 1 3 3
Mexico 87 13 0 13 0 67 33 0 33 0 82 18 0 18 0
Netherlands 87 4 9 13 0 68 15 13 28 3 81 8 10 18 1
New Zealand 90 5 5 10 0 58 31 11 42 0 81 13 7 19 0
Norway 97 1 2 3 0 92 4 3 7 2 95 2 2 4 0
Poland 87 10 1 1 2 80 13 & 18 2 85 1 2 13 2
Portugal 88 12 0 12 0 61 27 4 31 9 81 16 1 17 2
Slovak Rep ublic 93 5 3 7 0 74 1 13 24 2 88 6 5 1 1
Slovenia 92 7 1 7 1 81 1 3 14 5 89 8 1 9 2
Spain 88 1 1 12 0 66 30 2 32 2 81 17 1 18 1
Sweden 100 0 0 0 0 84 1 10 1 4 95 0 3 3 1
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Tiirkiye 76 15 8 24 0 69 14 16 30 1 74 15 11 26 1
United Kingdom 87 8 5 13 0 25 54 17 72 8 67 23 9 32 1
United States® 92 8 0 8 a 38 43 20 62 a 70 22 30 a
OECD average \ 91 \ 7 \ 2 \ 9 \ 0 \ 67 \ 22 \ 9 \ 30 \ 3 \ 84 \ 12 \ 4 \ 15 \ 1

l Partner and/or accession countries

Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 97 3 0 3 0 61 37 1 38 1 85 14 0 15 0
China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Croatia 95 3 1 5 0 73 18 9 27 a 89 7 4 1 0
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Peru m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Romania 98 0 0 0 1 94 1 0 1 6 97 0 0 0 3
SaudiArabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
EU25 average 93 5 1 7 0 76 14 7 20 5 88 8 3 10 2
G20 average ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m ‘ m

Note: See StatLink and Box C3.2 for the notes related to this Table.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2023). For more information see Source section and Education at a Glance 2023 Sources, Methodologies and Technical
Notes (OECD, 2023y1)).

StatLink Sa=m https://stat.link/unh3mx
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Table C3.2. Relative share of government, private and non-domestic expenditure on educational
institutions, by source of funds and government transfers to the private sector (2020)

By level of education and source of funding

Primary, secondary and post-secondary
non-tertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary
Initial funds (before Final funds (after Initial funds (before Final funds (after Initial funds (before Final funds (after
government transfers | government transfers | governmenttransfers | government transfers | government transfers | governmenttransfers
to the private sector) | to the private sector) | to the private sector) | tothe private sector) | to the private sector) | to the private sector)
8 | o 8 | o 8 | o 8 | o 3 | o 3 | o
=z S 13 £ 1% z 213 'e 213 z S 1% £ S 1%
2 | 8 |E,| 28| % |E,| 2| 8 |E,| 2| 8 |E,| 2 8 |E,| £ | 8 | E,
§ | ¢ /%8 5| § %8 5| & %8| 5| 8§ |8 5| & %8| 5| § zu8
3 £ | 53 3 2 |53 | 3 2 | 53| 3 2 | 53| 3 2 | §3 3 = 53
o o Zwn o o Zwn o o Zwn o o Zw o o Zwn o o Zwn
[ OECD countries (1) ) (€] @ (9 6 0 @ O (9 () (17 (13 (4 (15 (16 (1) (19
Australia 86 14 0 85 15 0 55 45¢ x(8) 36 649 | x(11) 7 239 | x(14) 70 309 | x(17)
Austria 96 4 a 96 4 a 90 10 a 90 10 a 94 6 a 94 6 a
Belgium 97 3 1 96 3 1 85 1" 4 84 13 3 94 5 2 93 6
Canada’ m m m 93¢ 7 X(5) m m m 51 49¢ | x(11) m m m 76¢ 24 | x(17)
Chile 83 17 a 83 17 a 51 49 a 40 60 a 69 31 a 65 35 a
Colombia m m 0 80 20 0 m m 0 32 68 0 m m 0 69 31 0
Costa Rica? m m m m m m m m m 92 8 0 m m m m m m
Czech Republic 93 7 0 93 7 0 75 18 7 75 18 7 88 10 2 88 10 2
Denmark 95 5 0 95 5 0 83 12 5 83 12 5 91 7 2 91 7 2
Estonia 91 3 6 97 3 0 62 16 22 72 16 12 82 7 11 89 7 4
Finland 100 0 0 99 1 0 91 4 5 90 4 5 97 1 2 97 2 2
France 94 6 0 91 9 0 75 23 2 73 25 2 88 1 1 86 14 1
Germany m m m 89 1 0 m m m 83 16 2 m m m 87 12 1
Greece?® m m 2 93 7 0 7 13 16 75 13 12 m m 5 88 9 3
Hungary m m 0 85 15 0 m m 2 73 25 2 m m 0 82 17 0
Iceland 97 3 0 97 3 0 90 8 3 90 8 3 95 4 1 95 4 1
Ireland 89 11 0 89 1 a 91 5 4 70 26 4 89 10 1 84 15 1
Israel 93 7 0 92 8 0 m m 0 57 43 0 m m 0 84 16 0
Italy 95 5 0 95 5 0 74 24 2 61 36 2 90 9 1 87 12 1
Japan m m 0 93 7 0 m m 0¢ 36¢ 64¢ 0¢ m m 0 73 27 0
Korea 96 49 xX(2) 95 B4 X(5) 59 419 X(8) 43 57¢ | x(11) 84 169 | x(14) 79 219 | x(17)
Latvia m m 3 94 6 1 m m 21 58 33 9 m m 9 83 14 3
Lithuania 89 4 6 95 4 0 57 27 16 70 27 3 79 1 9 87 12 1
Luxembourg 95 3 3 95 3 3 91 4 4 90 5 4 94 3 3 94 3 3
Mexico 88 12 0 87 13 0 68 32 0 67 33 0 83 17 0 82 18 0
Netherlands m m 0 87 13 0 m m 3 68 28 3 m m 1 81 18 1
New Zealand 91 9 0 90 10 0 73 27 0 58 42 0 86 14 0 81 19 0
Norway 100 0 0 97 3 0 94 4 2 92 7 2 98 1 0 95 4 0
Poland 86 4 87 1 2 87 10 & 80 18 2 86 10 8 85 13 2
Portugal 88 2 0 88 12 0 59 31 10 61 31 9 81 17 3 81 17 2
Slovak Republic 91 4 93 7 0 73 20 6 74 24 2 87 9 5 88 11 1
Slovenia 91 7 2 92 7 1 77 14 9 81 14 5 87 9 4 89 9 2
Spain 88 12 0 88 12 0 68 30 2 66 32 2 82 18 1 81 18 1
Sweden 100 0 0 100 0 0 84 1" 4 84 1 4 95 3 1 95 3 1
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Tiirkiye 76 24 0 76 24 0 69 30 1 69 30 1 74 26 1 74 26 1
United Kingdom 89 1 0 87 13 0 51 45 3 25 72 3 7 22 1 67 32 1
United States* m m a 92 8 a m m a 38 62 a m m a 70 30 a
OECD average \ 92 \ 7 \ 1 \ 91 \ 9 \ 0 \ 74 \ 21 \ 5 \ 67 \ 30 \ 3 \ 86 \ 12 \ 2 \ 84 \ 15 \ 1
. Partner and/or accession countries
Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 94 3 3 97 8 0 59 38 4 61 38 1 82 15 3 85 15 0
China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Croatia 93 5 2 95 5 0 62 24 14 73 27 a 84 10 5 89 11 0
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Peru m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Romania 98 0 1 98 0 1 94 1 6 94 1 6 97 0 8 97 0 8
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
EU25 average ‘93‘ 5‘ 2‘93‘ 7‘ 0‘77‘17‘ 7‘76‘20‘ 5‘88‘ 9‘ 3‘88‘10‘ 2
G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Note: See StatLink and Box C3.2 for the notes related to this Table.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2023). For more information see Source section and Education at a Glance 2023 Sources, Methodologies and Technical
Notes (OECD, 2023y1)).

StatLink Sa=m https:/stat.link/4t1ovq
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Table C3.3. Trends in the share of government, private and non-domestic expenditure on educational
institutions (2012, 2016 and 2020)

Final source of funds

Primary, secondary
and post-secondary non-tertiary Tertiary Primary to tertiary
Share of private expenditure Share of private expenditure Share of private expenditure
on educationalinstitutions (%) on educational institutions (%) on educational institutions (%)
Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage
point point point point point point
difference | difference difference | difference difference | difference
between between between between between between
2012 and 2016 and 2012 and 2016 and 2012 and 2016 and

2012 | 2016 | 2020 2016 2020 2012 | 2016 | 2020 2016 2020 2012 | 2016 |2020 2016 2020

[l OECD countries n @ @ @) () ® O @ ©) (10) M) (12) (13 (14) (19
Australia’ m m 15 m m m m 64¢ m m m m 30¢ m m
Austria 4 5 4 0 0 5 6 10 2 4 4 5 6 1 1
Belgium 8 3 3 0 0 13 | 14 13 2 2 6 6 6 0 0
Canada'? 9 9¢ 7 19 -2 41 47 49 6 2 219 | 24¢ | 24° 3¢ 0¢
Chile 22 17 | 17 -5 1 76 | 69 60 -7 9 43 | 39 35 4 -4
Colombia 23 |24 | 2 1 5 55 | 64 68 9 4 33 | 38 31 5 8
Costa Rica m m m m m m m 9 m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 9 9 7 0 2 18 24 18 6 5 12 13 10 1 3
Denmark m 5 5 5 0 m 8 12 8 4 m 6 7 6 2
Estonia 1 7 3 6 -4 16 12 16 -4 4 6 9 7 3 -1
Finland 1 1 1 0 0 4 3 4 0 1 2 2 2 0 0
France 9 9 9 0 m 20 | 21 25 1 m 12 13 14 1 m
Germany 13 13 1 -1 -2 14 | 15 16 2 0 14 14 12 0 -1
Greece 8 7 m -1 m 10 m m m m 9 m m m m
Hungary 6 1" 15 6 3 46 | 35 25 -10 N 19 17 17 -1 0
Iceland 4 4 3 0 -1 8 8 8 0 -1 5 5 4 0 -1
Ireland m 1 1" m 0 m 29 26 m 3 m 16 15 m -1
Israel 11 1 8 1 -3 48 | 46 43 -2 3 21 20 16 -1 -4
Italy 4 5 5] 0 0 33 | 36 36 B 0 1 13 12 1 0
Japan 7 8 7 1 -1 67¢ | 69¢ | 64¢ 2 54 28 | 29 27 1 2
Korea' m 14° 5¢ m 9° m | 62° | 57° m -6° m | 30° | 21¢ m -8¢
Latvia 2 2 6 0 3 34 | 3 33 -3 2 13 10 14 3 5
Lithuania 3 5 4 2 0 25 | 3 27 6 4 11 12 12 -1
Luxembourg 2 3 3 1 0 5 6 5 1 -1 3 3 3 0
Mexico 17 19 | 13 2 6 30 | A 33 1 2 21 22 18 2 -4
Netherlands 13 12 13 -2 1 29 29 28 1 -1 18 18 18 -1 0
New Zealand 15 14 | 10 -1 -4 46 | 49 42 B 7 25 | 25 19 1 -6
Norway 0 0 3 0 3 4 6 7 2 1 1 2 4 1 2
Poland 8 8 1" 1 2 22 | 18 18 -3 0 12 1" 13 -1 2
Portugal 14 1 12 -2 1 420 | 32 31 -10 -1 20° | 16 17 4 1
Slovak Republic 12 10 7 -2 3 26 | 28 24 3 4 16 15 11 -1 -4
Slovenia 9 9 7 0 2 13 " 14 1 0 10 1 9 0 -1
Spain 11 14 | 12 2 -1 271 | 33 32 6 0 16 19 18 8 -1
Sweden m a 0 m m 10 12 1 1 0 3 3 3 0 0
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Tiirkiye 25 | 25 | 4 0 -1 25 | 25 30 1 5 25 | 25 26 0 1
United Kingdom 16 15 | 13 -1 -2 42 | 69 72 27 & 23 | 3 32 8 1
United States® 9 9 8 0 -1 62 | 65 62 3 2 32 | 32 30 1 2
OECD average | 9 [ 10| 9| 0 4 |29 [ 31 |30 | 2 4 |15 [ 16 |16 | 1 4

I Partner and/or accession countries

Argentina m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Brazil m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 8 4 3 0 0 45 | 53 38 8 15 18 | 22 15 4 -7
China m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Croatia 2 7 5 b) 2 31 25 27 -6 2 1 12 1 1 -1
India m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Peru m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Romania 1 1 0 0 -1 8 1 1 -7 -1 4 1 0 3 -1
SaudiArabia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
EU25 average ‘ 6 ‘ 7 ‘ 7 ‘ 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 21 ‘ 22 ‘ 20 ‘ 0 ‘ A ‘ 1 ‘ 1 ‘ 1 ‘ 0 ‘ 4
G20 average m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Note: See StatLink and Box C3.2 for the notes related to this Table.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2023). For more information see Source section and Education at a Glance 2023 Sources, Methodologies and Technical
Notes (OECD, 20231).

StatLink Si=P hitps:/stat.link/6zw7if
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Table C3.4. Distribution of total private expenditure from primary to tertiary education (2020)

Final source of funds

Primary to tertiary
Distribution of total private expenditure in % Distribution of total private expenditure in USD PPP (in millions)
Payments to private institutions Payments to private institutions

Payments to Total: Payments to Total:

government- | Payments to Payments government- | Payments to Payments
Payments | “dependent |independent to all Payments | “dependent |independent to all

to public private private educational | to public private private educational

institutions | institutions | institutions |Total private | institutions | institutions | institutions | institutions | Totalprivate | institutions
OECD countries (1) V] (3) 4) (5) (] (U] ®) 9 (10)
Australia’ 66 X(4) X(4) 34 100 17 038 X(9) X(9) 8914 25952
Austria 36 x(4) x(4) 64 100 563 x(9) x(9) 992 1556
Belgium 37 62 1 63 100 796 1341 24 1364 2160
Canada'? 89 2 9 1 100 23597 509 2382 2891 26488
Chile 1 32 56 89 100 1239 3474 6094 9568 10807
Colombia 4 a 59 59 100 651 a 9235 9235 15746
CostaRica® m m a m m m m a m m
Czech Republic 74 19 7 26 100 1501 385 132 517 2018
Denmark 54 46 a 46 100 798 682 a 682 1480
Estonia 72 18 10 28 100 132 33 18 52 183
Finland 77 23 a 23 100 200 60 a 60 260
France m m m m m m m m m m
Germany 36 x(4) X(4) 64 100 9402 X(9) X(9) 16 865 26 267
Greece* 38 a 62 62 100 44 a 673 673 1088
Hungary 39 X(4) X(4) 61 100 826 X(9) X(9) 1269 2095
Iceland 84 16 a 16 100 43 8 a 8 51
Ireland 93 a 7 7 100 2088 a 158 158 2245
Israel 6 43 51 94 100 244 1600 1910 3510 3754
Italy 62 0 38 38 100 8214 0 5022 5022 13236
Japan 14 a 86 86 100 8367 a 49766 49766 58133
Korea' 27 5 68 73 100 6704 1288 16 781 18 069 24773
Latvia 10 54 36 90 100 38 210 14 352 390
Lithuania 74 a 26 26 100 376 a 132 132 508
Luxembourg 24 8 68 76 100 19 6 54 60 79
Mexico 16 a 84 84 100 3062 a 16 257 16 257 19320
Netherlands 4 a 59 59 100 4154 a 5936 5936 10091
New Zealand 92 6 2 8 100 2229 141 48 189 2418
Norway 16 59 25 84 100 140 501 214 715 855
Poland 54 X(4) X(4) 46 100 4280 X(9) X(9) 3620 7900
Portugal 33 6 61 67 100 998 186 1858 2044 3042
Slovak Republic 83 9 8 17 100 736 82 A 156 892
Slovenia 4 1 15 26 100 276 40 55 95 371
Spain 35 x(4) X(4) 65 100 5682 X(9) X(9) 10 570 16 252
Sweden 86 14 0 14 100 941 159 0 159 1100
Switzerland m m m m m m m m m m
Tiirkiye " a 86 86 100 3856 a 24 454 24454 28311
United Kingdom 8 78 20 97 100 1831 50633 12821 63 455 65285
United States® 44 a 56 56 100 173473 a 219502 219502 392974
OECD average 47 m 38 53 100 8308 m 14 375 13637 21945

l Partner and/or accession countries

Argentina m m m m m m m m m m
Brazil m m m m m m a m m m
Bulgaria 45 a 55 55 100 413 a 507 507 919
China m m m m m m m m m
Croatia 79 a 21 21 100 442 a 114 14 557
India m m m m m m m m m m
Indonesia m m m m m m m m m m
Peru m m m m m m m m m m
Romania 85 a 15 15 100 7 a 13 13 83
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m
South Africa m m m m m m m m m m
EU25 average m 29 44 100 1807 m 877 2142 3949
G20 average m m m m m m m m m m

Note: See StatLink and Box C3.2 for the notes related to this Table.
Source: OECD/UIS/Eurostat (2023). For more information see Source section and Education at a Glance 2023 Sources, Methodologies and Technical
Notes (OECD, 20231).

StatLink Si=ra hitps://stat.link/nk3pxj
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Box C3.2. Notes for Indicator C3 Tables

Table C3.1 Relative share of government, private and non-domestic expenditure on educational
institutions, by final source of funds (2020)

Some levels of education are included with others. Refer to "x" code in Table C3.1 for details. Private
expenditure figures include tuition fee loans and scholarships (subsidies attributable to payments to
educational institutions received from government). Loan repayments from private individuals are not taken
into account, and so the private contribution to education costs may be under-represented. Government
expenditure figures presented here exclude undistributed programmes.

1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.

2. Year of reference 2021.

3. Year of reference 2019.

4. Figures are for net student loans rather than gross, thereby underestimating public transfers.

Table C3.2 Relative share of government, private and non-domestic expenditure on educational
institutions, by source of funds and government transfers to the private sector (2020)

Public to private transfers at primary to post-secondary non-tertiary levels as well as at tertiary levels are
available for consultation on line (see StatLink).

1. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.

2. Year of reference 2021.

3. Year of reference 2019.

4. Figures are for net student loans rather than gross, thereby underestimating public transfers.

Table C3.3 Trends in the share of government, private and non-domestic expenditure on
educational institutions (2012, 2016 and 2020)

Private expenditure figures include tuition fee loans and scholarships (subsidies attributable to payments to
educational institutions received from government sources). Loan repayments from private individuals are not
taken into account, and so the private contribution to education costs may be under-represented. Data on the
share of government and non-domestic (international) expenditure are available for consultation on line (see
StatLink). Government expenditure figures presented here exclude undistributed programmes.

1. Private expenditure includes international expenditure.
2. Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.

3. Figures are for net student loans rather than gross, thereby underestimating public transfers.
Table C3.4 Distribution of total private expenditure from primary to tertiary education (2020)

Private expenditure figures include tuition fee loans and scholarships (subsidies attributable to payments to
educational institutions received from government sources). Loan repayments from private individuals are not
taken into account, and so the private contribution to education costs may be under-represented. Data on the
share of government and non-domestic (international) expenditure are available for consultation on line (see
StatLink). Government expenditure figures presented here exclude undistributed programmes.

1. Private expenditure includes international expenditure.

Primary education includes pre-primary programmes.

2

3. Year of reference 2021.
4. Year of reference 2019.
5

Figures are for net student loans rather than gross, thereby underestimating public transfers.
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For more information see Definitions, Methodology and Source sections and Education at a Glance
2023 Sources, Methodologies and Technical Notes (OECD, 20231)).

Data and more breakdowns are available in the Education at a Glance Database (http://stats.oecd.org/).

Please refer to the Reader's Guide for information concerning symbols for missing data and
abbreviations.
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