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Assessing the basic skills of the highly educated in 21 OECD countries
An international benchmark study of graduates’ proficiency in literacy and numeracy using the PIAAC 2012 data


Abstract
This study compares the literacy and numeracy proficiencies of higher education degree holders in twenty-one OECD countries based on primary analysis of the national data sets collected via the OECD’s Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC) 2012 study. The differences in the graduates’ average literacy and numeracy proficiencies amongst the OECD countries are substantial. Depending on the country, a smaller or greater proportion of a young highly educated age group does not have sufficient skills in literacy or numeracy to cope with many of the everyday tasks requiring the use of that skill. The PIAAC study challenges existing evaluation practices of the effectiveness of higher education (HE) in fostering individual skills and puts into perspective the attempts to lift national average skill levels by increasing the HE sector’s intake.
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Introduction 
Although primary education in the OECD countries has been thoroughly assessed for some decades now in terms of individuals’ success in internationally standardised cognitive tests, i.e., the OECD’s ubiquitous PISA studies and the IEA’s Trends in International Mathematics and Science Studies (TIMSS) and Progress in International Reading Literacy Studies (PIRLS), the idea that national higher education (HE) systems would be similarly assessed is a relatively new development. The OECD’s Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes (AHELO) feasibility study conducted in 2012 was a disappointment in several respects (OECD 2013d; Tremblay 2013; see also Coates and Richardson 2012; Tremblay, Lalancette and Roseveare 2012). However, recent improvements in the scope and methodology of the OECD’s international assessments of adults’ skills have made this type of study a very useful and sophisticated tool for education policymaking, and HE policy can also benefit from such studies (cf. Hunter 2013). The OECD’s adult equivalent of the PISA studies is the Survey of Adult Skills 2012 – better known as the PIAAC 2012 study after the OECD’s Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies or, informally, as the ‘adult PISA’. The chief purpose of the PIAAC 2012 study was to assess ‘the proficiency of adults in three information-processing skills essential for full participation in the knowledge-based economies and societies of the 21st century: literacy, numeracy and problem solving in technology-rich environments’ (OECD 2013a, 18). This study uses the PIAAC 2012 data to compare HE degree holders’ basic skills. The analytical strategy for this study involves providing an internationally broad overview of graduates’ proficiencies in basic skills; to do so, this study will compare all twenty-one OECD countries for which the PIAAC 2012 data are publicly available. The study focuses on two of the three skills assessed in the PIAAC 2012 study: literacy and numeracy. 

The purpose of this study is not only to comparatively examine the levels of basic skills of highly educated populations but also to demonstrate the usability of the PIAAC data for comparative HE studies. When used to compare HE degree holders, the PIAAC 2012 data present a major limitation: the analysis cannot be performed at the level of individual HE institutions or, for some countries, at the level of institution type (i.e., university sector versus non-university sector). As will be demonstrated in this study, the PIAAC 2012 data are nevertheless well suited for assessing the general impact that the HE system has as the system of human capital production in different national contexts. As the results obtained in this study illustrate, the PIAAC study offers insight into the functioning of the HE system, insight that challenges pre-existing beliefs about how national HE systems succeed in fostering skills. The results also challenge established evaluation practises.

Background and aims of the study
The use of international skills assessments to craft national education policy has generated a large body of critical literature. Most of the research on the PISA studies, which are unequivocally the most influential of the various international skills assessments, indicates the growing emphasis on de-contextualised governing-by-numbers (e.g., Borer and Lawn 2013; Lawn 2013; Grek and Ozga 2009; Grek 2009; Ozga 2009; Rose 1991) and the extension of international competition to the primary education sector (e.g., Ball 2009; Rinne, Kivirauma and Simola 2002). Studies also focus on the OECD’s growing influence in national education policy through technologies of ‘soft power’ (e.g., Tsatsaroni and Evans 2014; Morgan and Shahjahan 2014; Grek 2013; Meyer and Benavot 2013; Bieber and Martens 2011; Martens and Jakobi 2010; Rizvi and Lingard 2010; Martens and Wolf 2009; Rinne 2008; Rutkowski 2007). Some of the OECD countries establish ambitious goals to improve their ranking in the PISA league table, a practice that has been criticised. Australia is often used as an example of not only unrealistic but also unpurposeful development of the national education system (e.g., Gorur and Wu 2015). International pressures caused by comparisons have led governments to devise ‘quick fixes’ to improve their position in league tables and to create a ‘world class education system’ by testing, standardising, and intensifying competition (see, e.g., Pinto 2012; Alexander 2011; Steiner-Khamsi and Waldow 2011; Barber and Sebba 1999; Hartley 1997). Policy ‘borrowing’ – or ‘copying’, ‘appropriation’, ‘assimilation’, ‘transfer’, ‘importation’ – covers a range of issues relating to ‘how the foreign example is used by policymakers at all stages of the processes of initiating and implementing educational change’ (Phillips and Ochs 2003, 451; Phillips 2004). 

A paradox of the PISA league tables is that there is no clear consensus about why some countries, such as Finland, have high PISA rankings and what characteristics of the Finnish system are transferable to other types of national education systems (e.g., Bulle 2011; Sahlgren 2015; Simola 2015). All the above-mentioned criticism regarding the PISA league tables potentially applies to the PIAAC league tables also (cf. Grek 2013). Importantly, however, the types of evaluation and management practices that the PISA studies are criticised for introducing into the primary education sector were introduced into the HE sector beginning in the mid-1980s in most western industrialised countries—approximately fifteen years before the publication of the first PISA results (see, e.g., de Boer, Enders and Schimank 2007; Harvey 2005; Kogan and Hanney 2000; Van Vught and Westerheijden 1994). Furthermore, the effects of internationalisation and international competition are more profound and direct in the HE sector than in the lower educational sectors, as is manifested in the long of history of international concerns in HE research and respective theoretical models (e.g., van der Wende 2007; Marginson and Rhoades 2002; Knight and De Wit 1995). The main argument of this study, which is supported by the following empirical demonstration, is that instead of being an addition to the already long list of league tables and performance indicators used in evaluations of national HE systems, the PIAAC study can serve as an important alternative for many of the existing evaluation approaches and practises in the following four respects. 

Focus on individual institutions or on the aggregate level? The broad overview of the skills of HE graduates provided by the PIAAC study can counterbalance the much hyped international battle for so-called ‘world class’ universities, which has become one of the most influential themes in current HE policy (e.g., Altbach and Salmi 2011). The success of a national HE sector is often reduced to how many ‘world class’ universities it has and the position of these select institutions on the international ranking lists for research universities (e.g., Salmi and Saroyan 2007). Arguably, creating ‘world class’ universities has become overemphasised in current HE policy, and inadequate attention is given to how national HE sectors succeed overall in fostering the skills required in society and the world of work currently and in the future. In any case, in a given economy, a ‘world class’ university is capable of producing only a minor share of the nation’s professionals and experts no matter how well equipped the graduates may individually be. The ideology of the ‘world class’ university is exclusive in nature and far more focused on the individual than on the aggregate level, namely, on individual institutions and on individuals studying at these exclusive institutions. An alternative way of thinking about HE policy would be to prioritise equally distributed quality amongst HE institutions – providing all HE students with a decent quality of education and skills to cope in a changing society. However, the global race for ‘world class’ universities is a policy trend that is difficult to ignore or counteract in national education policymaking or in institutions themselves regardless of its unintended and unwanted consequences (Hazelkorn 2007, 2009, 2015; Marginson and van der Wende 2007).

Emphasising general or specific skills in HE? For decades, the organisation of the HE sector has been shaped by the process of vocationalizing, which is the emphasis placed on providing vocational or professional programmes instead of general programmes (e.g., Grubb and Lazerson 2006; Teichler 2008). Henry A. Giroux (2003, 192) sees the vocationalisation trend having consequences for democracy and civil society generally: ‘Against the current onslaught to vocationalize higher education, educators need to defend higher education as a resource vital to the democratic and civic life of the nation’. The PIAAC study can be used to counterbalance the influence that this trend has on the evaluation of the HE sector because it assesses basic skills and not vocational or professional skills. The reason the PIAAC study assesses basic skills is primarily a practical one: these skills are easily defined and directly comparable between countries, unlike vocational or professional skills, which are more difficult to separate from the actual work life situations in which they are to be practised (OECD 2013a, 99–104). In addition to practical reasons, there are also theoretical justifications for focusing on basic skills. Theories emphasizing the importance of high individual skill levels for succeeding in the working world, both individually and as a nation, do not typically focus on vocational or professional skills as such. Instead, reflecting the fact that circumstances change rapidly in today’s working world, these theories emphasise the individual capacity to continuously acquire new skills — the capacity for ‘life-long learning’ (OECD 1996; European Commission 2000; 2001; 2002) or ‘learning to learn’ (Billing 2003, 2007; Clanchy and Ballard 1995; Stiglitz and Bruce 2014). Rather than specific vocational skills, education should develop ‘polycontextual skills, the ability to participate in and evolve social practice by relating the interests and needs of one community to another, a capability that is increasingly an essential feature of working effectively within advanced industrial societies’ (Guile 2002, 2003, 100).
The express aim of the PIAAC study is to measure an individual’s capacity – and the average capacity of a nation – to function in today’s knowledge-based economy and knowledge society.

Harmonisation of degrees equals harmonisation of skill levels? Another influential policy trend shaping the structural organisation of national HE systems and degree programmes is the international effort to standardise HE provisions. The best example of these efforts is the harmonisation of HE structures in Europe within the framework of the Bologna process and the creation of the European Higher Education Area (e.g., Ravinet 2008). Harmonisation of programmes and degree structures and standardisation of HE provision is meant to serve the needs of the labour market and student/labour force mobility, such that persons with, e.g., a bachelor level degree in the humanities or engineering can be easily recruited and employed in jobs anywhere in the European labour market regardless of the country of graduation. In credential societies, diplomas and certificates are required in the labour market to match job seekers with jobs, but actual skills and expertise are acquired in the workplace (Brown 2001; Collins 1979, 2002; Dore 1976; Spence 1974) by participating in communities of practice (Billett 2001; Hakkarainen et al. 2004; Lave and Wenger 1991, Wenger 1998). However, in a given society, one’s relative level of proficiency in literacy and mathematics is strongly associated with one’s educational attainment. Nevertheless, persons with an HE degree of equal level (e.g., bachelor, master) can differ significantly in their proficiency in literacy or mathematics depending on which country they are from (see, e.g., OECD 2016, 71). For example, in literacy proficiency, people with an upper secondary level of education in Japan and the Netherlands outscore persons with a tertiary level of education in Russia, Spain, Italy and Greece. The international standardisation trends create the need for a truly international comparisons of graduates’ skills. The PIAAC study can be used to clearly represent the extent to which graduates with nominally equal degrees from different countries, especially from European countries, actually have similar capabilities. 

Increasing HE intake equals elevation of national skill level? The proportion of HE degree holders in a young age group (these figures are periodically published in the OECD’s Education at a glance series, e.g., OECD 2015) are often considered indicators of how a nation is succeeding in the global competition to produce a highly skilled labour force (for a critical overview of this topic, see, e.g., Brown, Green and Lauder 2001; Brown and Lauder 2012). The share of HE qualifications (degrees, diplomas, certificates) in a population or age group, however, does not necessarily equate to the prevalence of a high level of actual skills. The PIAAC study enables direct assessments of how the proportion of HE degree holders in an age group is associated with that group’s average proficiency in basic skills. Thus, the PIAAC study is ideal for putting into perspective national efforts to improve citizens’ average skill level by increasing the HE sector’s intake. When judging actual skills based on the proportion of HE degree holders, one should also bear in mind that proficiency level in literacy, languages, mathematics, science, and so on also depends to a large extent on the field of study of the graduates and that HE systems in different countries vary substantially in their composition in terms of fields of study.

The article is structured as follows. First, the article discusses the usability of the PIAAC 2012 data for a benchmark study of national HE sectors in terms of degree holders’ skills; an empirical demonstration follows this discussion. The main text of the article focuses on only literacy skills, whereas the results associated with numeracy skills are presented in a separate appendix. The study also discusses growth in the number of highly educated people in the twenty-one OECD countries over the past few decades and the subsequent increase in the average skill level of a young age group. The article ends with concluding remarks. 

PIAAC 2012 data and research design
The target population for the PIAAC 2012 study included people aged 16–65 in twenty-two OECD countries and two non-OECD countries (i.e., Cyprus and Russia). The study participants took cognitive tests that measured proficiency in three different areas: literacy, numeracy and problem solving in technology-rich environments. In addition to these cognitive tests, the PIAAC study included a detailed questionnaire that addressed the following characteristics: socio-economic background, immigration and language background, educational attainments and participation in lifelong learning, current employment and previous work experience, and the use of different types of skills inside and outside of work. The cognitive tests used for the PIAAC study simulated generic everyday life and work tasks that require the use of one of the three basic skills at a time. The measurement of these skills was the same in each country. The participants’ proficiency in each of the three skills was measured with a scale, the theoretical range of which is from zero to five hundred (for details on how the basic skills are defined and measured in the PIAAC study, see OECD 2012 2013b). The PIAAC proficiency point scores are meant to serve, in theory, as direct measures of individuals’ potential to function in a generic knowledge economy and society setting (cf. OECD 2013a, 2013b). Based on the scores attained in the cognitive tests, each participant can be assigned a proficiency level for each of the three skills. Literacy and numeracy have six proficiency levels, one through five and below level one. The six proficiency levels help interpret the proficiency scores as each level is associated with a description of how demanding the tasks that a person who is assigned to a certain skill level can perform are (OECD 2013b). [footnoteRef:2]  [2:  In the PIAAC study, as in the PISA studies, an individual’s possession of a skill is measured by so-called plausible values, which can be described as ‘represent[ing] the range of abilities that a student [person] might reasonably have, given the student’s [person’s] item responses’ (Wu 2005, 115). Simply stated, PIAAC data do not include a single test point score that is assigned to each individual; instead, each individual is assigned ten plausible values for each of the three basic skills, which represent the range of ability in the specific skill that a person is estimated to have based on his/her responses in the cognitive test and on the background characteristics survey. In essence, plausible values pertain to a psychometric methodology for assessing standards for a latent skill or ability at the population level. In this study, the analysis of the PIAAC data used the PIAAC Tool 1.3 macro for SAS System Software provided by the OECD.] 


In most OECD countries, both the literacy and numeracy proficiency scores are, on average, highest amongst graduates with a degree in ‘science, mathematics and computing’ or ‘engineering, manufacturing and construction’.[footnoteRef:3] However, this does not necessarily indicate that investing in teaching mathematics, science and related fields would be more effective than investing in teaching in other fields of study in terms of attempting to improve information-processing skills at a population level. For one, addressing this issue would require a different type of research design with before- and after-HE participation skills measurements that would enable a direct assessment of the impact that the HE sector itself has on individuals’ skills (cf. the aims of the OECD’s AHELO project, OECD 2013d; see also Nusche 2008). It is also important to note that the PIAAC study assesses everyday knowledge instead of academic knowledge, and success on these tests does not require expert knowledge in any specific academic field. This implies that the skills assessments of the PIAAC study cannot be associated with any specific learning outcomes attributable to any specific type of degree programme. This also implies that there is no strong theoretical or conceptual linkage between the PIAAC proficiency scores and teaching methods in HE. The PIAAC proficiency scores should be viewed more as measures of human capital and not of learning outcomes as such (cf. OECD 2013a, 2013b).  [3:  This was tested by comparing the average literacy and numeracy proficiency scores of 25–39-year-old graduates (ISCED5B level or higher) by ISCED Broad Fields of Education and Training (nine categories) in twenty-one OECD countries. Results are not reported.] 


Because the PIAAC data do not identify the HE institution from which a person graduated, studies using the data cannot address the question that how the quality of an HE institution relates to the graduates’ average proficiency levels for basic skills. Because of the aforementioned limitation of the PIAAC data, observations of graduates’ average proficiencies in the basic skills are potentially more biased the greater the national division between ‘top universities’ and ‘low-quality institutions’. More specifically, even though variations between individuals are accounted for in the width of a confidence interval (for an average), a country-specific average proficiency score calculated from PIAAC data is a more meaningful indicator, both statistically and conceptually, when a national HE sector is more internally homogenous. When comparing the average point scores of HE degree holders amongst the OECD countries, we are essentially comparing not only the effect that the HE sector itself has on individual skills but also the cumulative effect of lower education sectors and of the selectivity of the HE sector and, to a lesser extent, the effects of all other institutional factors contributing to how skills are acquired and maintained in the different national contexts. The effects of different educational sectors and other institutional domains on individuals’ skills can only be vaguely separated from each other when using the PIAAC data due to its cross-sectional nature. From the perspective of (HE) education policymaking, although our focus is on the cross-country differences in the average skills of HE degree holders, we are, for all practical purposes, comparing the national ‘systems of human capital production’ in their entirety. 

This study is based on primary analysis of the publicly available national data sets of the PIAAC study, the sample sizes of which vary from Sweden’s 4,400 cases to Canada’s 26,000. The following twenty-one OECD countries are considered in this study: Austria, Belgium, Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, the United Kingdom (Great Britain and Northern Ireland), Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Spain, Sweden, Slovakia, and the United States. Australia is the only OECD country in the PIAAC study excluded from this study, as the Australian data are not made publicly available. In this study, the Belgian sample comprises only those living in Flanders, the Dutch-speaking part of northern Belgium. The target group for this study includes native-born citizens with domestic HE diplomas. Including non-native-born citizens would potentially bias the analysis because an assessment of a national HE system would be based, to a greater or lesser degree, on the skills of individuals who have completed their degrees outside the country in which they currently reside. Potential bias in the results would be considerable in countries such as the United Kingdom that have a large number of highly educated immigrants. Non-native speakers, whether they are native-born citizens, would potentially bias the results, especially with regard to literacy proficiency, and they are thus excluded. 

Proficiency scores in the three basic skills are highly correlated at both the country level and the individual level (OECD 2013b, 85, 94-96). The main text of the article reports the results regarding literacy skills, whereas the results regarding numeracy skills are reported in a separate appendix. As will be demonstrated below, countries’ rankings remain largely unchanged for literacy or numeracy skills; that is, countries that are above (below) the OECD average in one skill are also above (below) the average in the other skill. In the PIAAC study, ‘problem solving in technology-rich environments’ is defined as ‘a domain of competency that represents the intersection of what are sometimes described as “computer literacy” skills (i.e., the capacity to use ICT tools and applications) and the cognitive skills required to solve problems’ (OECD 2013a, 30). Within the limits of this study, considering problem solving in technology-rich environments is not possible because it would require a lengthier discussion than literacy or numeracy. Cross-country variations in problem-solving proficiencies in technology-rich environments largely reflect cross-country differences in terms of the degree of digitalisation and computer and internet use in education and society at a large (cf. OECD 2013b, 86). These differences exist even when only HE graduates, whose computers skills are typically higher than those of the general population, are considered. However, based on the preliminary reports of the PIAAC data (see OECD 2013b), including problem-solving skills in the analysis seemingly will not significantly alter knowledge acquired about the average skill levels of HE graduates in different OECD countries. 

Benchmark of graduates’ literacy skills 
As defining any typical or normative age by which the bulk of HE students complete their degrees in each of the twenty-one countries is practically impossible, basing the comparison on broadly defined categories is plausible. In what follows, graduates’ national proficiency scores are compared in three age groups: 20–29, 30–39 and 40–59 year olds. The 20–29-year-old age group includes students enrolled in HE.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  The purpose of including HE students when analysing the 20–29-year-old age group is to establish as few criteria as possible for the typical duration of the degree-earning process. See OECD (2014), Tables X1.1c and X1.1d, for information on the typical ages of graduation and entry into tertiary education. 
] 


Finnish 30–39 year olds attain the highest age-group-specific proficiency score in literacy at 329.3 (see Figure 1). The Dutch score the highest overall national average score at 318.6. Italian 40–59 year olds attain the lowest proficiency score of any country and age group at 277.4. The lowest overall national average scores are found in Italy and Spain. Marked differences exist amongst countries with respect to which age group, 20–29 or 30–39 year olds, exhibits the highest proficiency score and with respect to the general extent of age-group differences. In each country, the average proficiency score is lowest amongst the 40–59 year olds, which may be largely explained by the decrease in cognitive skills due to ageing (e.g., Desjardins and Warnke 2012; OECD 2013b, 190–198). Within the limits of the PIAAC data, distinguishing between age, cohort and period effects with regard to skills formation is not possible (cf. OECD 2013b, 195–198). However, the country-specific average score is the highest amongst the youngest age group, especially in Korea and Estonia, which suggests considerable improvement in the quality of national HE systems over the past few decades in these two countries (and/or improvement in the skills of HE entrants). 

An important question is whether the differences amongst the European OECD countries are smaller amongst the youngest age group, 20–29 year olds, than amongst the 30–39 year olds. If this is the case, one possible interpretation could be that the ongoing harmonisation of the European HE structures in the framework of the Bologna process has had an equalizing effect on the skills of European HE graduates. We do not attempt to provide a definitive answer to this question but to address it tentatively. The differences between the highest country specific and lowest country specific average scores among the European OECD countries for the age groups of 20–29 and 30–39 year olds are in respective order: 39.9 [Finland(325.5)-Italy(285.6)], and 42.3 [Finland(329.3)-Italy(287.0)]. Thus, variation amongst the 17 European OECD countries becomes only slightly smaller (by 2.4 points) when comparing the average literacy proficiency scores of the youngest age group with that of the middle age group. The assumption of European-wide equalisation of graduates’ skills is therefore not supported to any substantial degree. The skills differences amongst the 17 European OECD countries for the youngest age group do not appear to be any smaller than those amongst the four non-European OECD countries. The difference between the highest and lowest scoring European OECD countries and the non-European OECD countries for the age group of 20–29 olds are in respective order: 39.9 [Finland(325.5)-Italy(285.6)] and 16.0 [Japan(316.8)-Korea(300.8)]. This illustrates how the European OECD countries do not stand out as an internally homogenous group amongst the OECD countries despite of the extensive harmonisation efforts. 

[FIG 1 in here]

[FIG 2 in here]

When comparing the cross-country differences in the proportion of 25–39-year-old graduates who reach different proficiency levels in literacy, levels four and five are of primary interest (see Figure 2; see the descriptions of the types of tasks mastered in the different proficiency levels in literacy in OECD 2013b, Table 2.2). A graduate who reaches proficiency level four should be able to perform even the most demanding work tasks that require the use of the skill in question (i.e., generic tasks, not tasks that require expert knowledge).[footnoteRef:5] As less than one per cent of the general population in the OECD countries reaches proficiency level five in literacy, this level indicates individuals with exceptional abilities, even amongst the highly educated. The share of graduates who reach proficiency level five is highest in Finland (8.4 per cent). The combined share of graduates who reach level four or five is also highest in Finland (54.6 per cent). On average, the share of graduates who reach proficiency level four or five is 31.7 per cent in the OECD countries. Only in Finland, the Netherlands and Sweden do over half of the graduates reach proficiency level four or five. In the remaining countries, most graduates reach proficiency level three, which still indicates at least passable ability to complete most of the work tasks that they are expected to perform.[footnoteRef:6] In each country, a considerable share of the graduates in the reference age group, ranging from 5 per cent (the Netherlands) to 32 per cent (Italy) do not reach proficiency level three, indicating that their proficiency in literacy is essentially not at the level that could arguably be expected in a highly educated individual. Individuals who fall below proficiency level three not only are largely incapable of performing many graduate-level work tasks but also have difficulties solving some of the more demanding everyday tasks in the knowledge society context in which sufficient knowledge in literacy is a prerequisite. In each country, except Sweden and the Netherlands, some graduates reach only proficiency level one; thus, in almost all the OECD countries, some graduates have serious literacy skill deficiencies. However, the share of graduates at proficiency level one, or even below level one, is negligible in all the countries.   [5:  Types of tasks completed successfully at proficiency level four can be described as follows (extracted from OECD 2013b, Table 2.2.) Tasks at this level often require respondents to perform multiple-step operations to integrate, interpret, or synthesize information from complex or lengthy continuous, non-continuous, mixed, or multiple type texts. Complex inferences and application of background knowledge may be needed to perform the task successfully. Many tasks require identifying and understanding one or more specific, non-central idea(s) in the text in order to interpret or evaluate subtle evidence-claim or persuasive discourse relationships. Conditional information is frequently present in tasks at this level and must be taken into consideration by the respondent. Competing information is present and sometimes seemingly as prominent as correct information.
]  [6:  Types of tasks completed successfully at the proficiency level three can be described as follows (extracted from OECD 2013b, Table 2.2.) Texts at this level are often dense or lengthy, and include continuous, non-continuous, mixed, or multiple pages of text. Understanding text and rhetorical structures become more central to successfully completing tasks, especially navigating complex digital texts. Tasks require the respondent to identify, interpret, or evaluate one or more pieces of information, and often require varying levels of inference. Many tasks require the respondent to construct meaning across larger chunks of text or perform multi-step operations in order to identify and formulate responses. Often tasks also demand that the respondent disregard irrelevant or inappropriate content to answer accurately. Competing information is often present, but it is not more prominent than the correct information.
] 


To conclude, in the OECD countries, the differences in graduates’ average proficiencies in literacy are substantial if not staggering. The proportion of graduates who do not reach proficiency level three, or even level two (see Fig 2), in literacy provides, depending on the country, a gloomier picture of graduates’ skills than what one might have expected. Arguably, these results should be further validated via national studies using different assessment methods. It must also be emphasized that selecting proficiency level three as the minimum to be expected from a HE graduate is to a certain extent an ad hoc decision that serves mainly illustrative purposes.

Skills differences between highly educated individuals and rest of the adult population 
The following analysis addresses the extent to which HE graduates’ skills exceed those of the rest of the adult population in the different OECD countries. First, the difference between the national average proficiency score in literacy and the corresponding OECD average score are compared in two groups: HE degree holders aged 25–39 and individuals in the same age group who do not have a HE degree (i.e., their highest level of education is either primary or secondary) and who are not currently enrolled in HE. Henceforth, the latter group is simply referred to as ‘the rest of the adult population’. The extent to which the skills of the HE graduates and the rest of the adult population are equitable is the primary interest here. In other words, the extent to which the HE sector successfully fosters basic skills simply reflects a national education system’s overall success. The results of the comparison are presented in Figure 3.

In most of the OECD countries, if the HE graduates’ average proficiency score in literacy exceeds the corresponding OECD average, the average proficiency score of the rest of adult population exceeds the corresponding OECD average, and vice versa (see Figure 3). In the five countries in which the graduates’ average proficiency score exceeds the corresponding OECD average to the greatest degree (i.e., Finland, the Netherlands, Sweden, Japan and Norway), the average proficiency score of the rest of the adult population exceeds the corresponding OECD average to the greatest degree. In countries in which HE graduates’ average proficiency score in literacy falls clearly below the corresponding OECD average, so do the average skills of the rest of the adult population, with the exceptions of Korea and Slovakia. In Korea and Slovakia, the average literacy skills of the rest of the adult population are within their respective OECD average, while HE graduates fall clearly below their respective OECD average. In conclusion, the results indicate that a national HE sector’s success in fostering its participants’ skills generally reflects the success of the lower educational sectors, as indicated by the fact that the variation in literacy skills from the respective OECD averages are of the same magnitude for the highly educated and for the rest of the adult population in most countries. In Korea and Slovakia in particular, however, HE graduates’ literacy skills are disproportionately low considering the relatively high skill level of the rest of the adult population.

Second, the skills of the highly educated are compared with the skills of secondary education graduates. The ‘highly educated’ group is defined more narrowly than it has been previously: bachelor’s and master’s degree holders, aged 20–29, who have completed their HE degrees at most four years prior to their participation in the PIAAC 2012 study. The average proficiency score of the HE degree holders, as defined above, is compared with that of the secondary degree holders (ISCED3-level degrees), aged 16–24, who are not currently enrolled in HE. Similarly, with the group of HE degree holders, the group of secondary degree holders includes only those who have completed their degree at most four years prior the PIAAC study. [footnoteRef:7] In short, the purpose is to compare the skills of the young age group, whose members are eligible for HE but are not yet enrolled in an HE institution (i.e., the pool of individuals from which the HE students are selected), with those of recent HE graduates in a slightly older age group. Figure 4 depicts the average literacy proficiency scores and corresponding confidence intervals for the above-defined groups of HE degree holders and secondary education degree holders.  [7:  The analysis is limited to individuals who completed their secondary or HE degree at most four years prior to their participation in the PIAAC study to obtain as unbiased an understanding as possible of educational participation’s effect on literacy proficiency – separately from the time spent working and other confounding factors. A more accurate control than a four-year interval for the time elapsed since the completion of the highest degree is not possible because of an insufficient number of cases and limitations regarding how accurately the completion year for the highest degree obtained is reported in the PIAAC 2012 data. ] 
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In general, in countries in which the graduates’ average proficiency score is clearly above the respective OECD average, the approximated skills increment due to HE participation (i.e., the skills difference between the HE and secondary education graduates) is also greater than the average increment in the OECD countries, excluding Japan (see Figure 4). When comparing the HE and secondary education graduates’ average proficiency scores in Fig 4, the countries with the highest scoring HE graduates typically have also the highest scoring secondary education graduates, and vice versa (cf. Fig 3). These results indicate that as much as or even more than the HE sector’s success in fostering skills, HE entrants’ already high skill levels explain graduates’ high average skills at the national level. The opposite applies to the countries in which the graduates’ literacy skills are the lowest: the low average skills after HE degree completion result from both HE entrants’ lower skill levels than those in other countries and the smaller than OECD average skills increment due to HE participation. In some countries (i.e., Slovakia, Poland, Spain, Ireland and Italy), the HE degree holders’ average proficiency score is not higher – or is even less than – the average score of the most skilled secondary education graduates in the comparison (i.e., the Japanese). These results illustrate that in some of the OECD countries HE graduates’ average skill levels are no higher than those of secondary education graduates in other countries (cf. OECD 2016, 71; 2013b, 118-119; 2013c, Chapter 2). 

The skills differences between HE and secondary education graduates are interesting, even though they cannot actually be considered indicators of the extent to which HE studies improve individuals’ skills. More precisely, as the group of secondary education graduates includes the entire age group in question, not simply those who will eventually enrol in HE, skills differences between HE graduates and secondary education graduates provide an estimate of the upper limit of the extent to which skills are improved during HE participation. Depending on the country, a smaller or greater share of secondary education graduates may not actually be eligible to apply to HE because they do not meet minimum entry requirements – a factor that we were not able to account for. Thus, the skills differences between HE and secondary education graduates, as calculated in Figure 4, provide an inflated understanding of the extent to which skills are improved during HE participation, and these differences will seem smaller if the focus was only on those secondary education graduates who actually will enter the HE sector. Ideally, the effect of HE participation on individual skills will be estimated with longitudinal data before and after skill measurements. 

HE sector intake and the average skill level of 25–39 year olds
Cross-country variations in the literacy proficiency scores of 25–39 year olds are analysed here in relation to the proportion of HE degree holders in the same age group. The increase in the national HE sector’s intake is analysed by comparing the proportions of HE degree holders between the 25–39-year-old and 40–59-year-old age groups. In Figure 5, the average literacy proficiency score of the 25–39 year olds and the proportion of HE degree holders in the same age group are plotted on a scatter plot (the axes intersect at the OECD average values). The difference in the proportion of HE degree holders between the 25–39-year-old and 40–59-year-old age groups is provided next to the country codes. 

[FIG 5 in here] 

Figure 5 shows only a weak, although positive, linear relationship between the proportion of degree holders in the age group and average literacy proficiency score (note that the average proficiency scores in Figure 5 apply to the entire age group in question, not just HE graduates). Thus, the average skill level nationally is in cross-country comparison only weakly attributable to enrolment rates in HE, that is, the national average skill level is largely explained by factors other than the size of a nation’s HE sector. It is important to note that this does not imply that HE participation does not have a positive impact on the average skill level nationally. Amongst the reference age group or the adult population as a whole, in each of the countries, the average literacy proficiency score of the HE degree holders is greater than that of the rest of population nationally (not reported).

In the nine countries, except Sweden, in which the average literacy proficiency score exceeds the corresponding OECD average, the proportion of HE degree holders in the age group is also higher than the OECD average proportion of 42.5 per cent. In many countries, however, the proportion of HE degree holders exceeds the OECD average proportion, but these countries do not reach the OECD average literacy proficiency score. These countries include Spain, Ireland, the United States, France, Estonia and the United Kingdom.

On average, the proportion of HE degree holders in the 25–39-year-old age group is 10.2 per cent higher than that of HE degree holders in the 40–59-year-old age group in the OECD countries. The increase in the number of HE degree holders has been the greatest, by a large margin, in Korea, at 29 per cent. Of the OECD countries, Korea had the highest proportion of HE degree holders in the 25–39-year-old age group in 2012. Of the countries in which the increase in the number of highly educated individuals has clearly exceeded the OECD average increase (Korea, Poland, France, Ireland, Italy and Spain), only in Korea are the average literacy skills for the entire age group of 25-39-year olds at least at the respective OECD average level. In fact, none of the countries exhibiting an increase in the HE sector’s intake in recent decades equal to or greater than 13 per cent have average literacy scores at least equal to the OECD average level, except for Korea. The most skilled 25–39 years olds in literacy are found in countries that have experienced, at the most, the OECD’s average growth in the HE sector’s intake over the past few decades (e.g., Finland, Japan, the Netherlands, Sweden and Norway). This could be taken as an indicator, at least as a tentative one, of the limited effectiveness of policies aimed at improving national skill levels through rapid growth of the HE sector.

Regarding the increase in HE enrolment during the past few decades, as noted, Korea is the most striking case amongst the twenty-one OECD countries. Although the average literacy proficiency score of the Korean HE graduates in the 25–39-year-old age group (see Figure 3) is well below the OECD average level for the highly educated, this still does not imply that the HE policy adopted in Korea has not been successful or met its targets. The surge in the intake of the Korean HE sector beginning in the early 1990s coincides with the rapid growth of the Korean economy, and they have been seen as mutually reinforcing (Shin 2012). In addition, the increase in the average skills in Korea during the past few decades has been spectacular, an indicator of which is that the difference in the average literacy point scores between the age groups of 25–39 year olds and 40–59 year olds is the second largest of the OECD countries after Finland (not reported). However, attributing the rise in the average skill level of the Korean people to the surge in HE enrolment starting in the early 1990s is clearly a serious oversimplification. Purposeful development of the Korean education system had already begun in the 1960s, a process characterized by incremental changes and consolidation of the foundations of the education system (Shin 2012; Lee 1989). 

Summary of cross-country differences in numeracy proficiency
The results of cross-country comparisons when numeracy proficiency is the focus rather than literacy proficiency (see Appendix Figures 1–5) show that country rankings do not change dramatically. In most cases, if a country-specific proficiency score in literacy exceeds the corresponding OECD average, the average score in numeracy also exceeds the OECD average, and vice versa. However, the cross-country differences are greater in numeracy proficiency than in literacy proficiency. The linear relationship between the proportion of degree holders in the age group of 25–39 year olds and the average numeracy proficiency score is weaker than the relationship between the proportion of degree holders and average literacy proficiency. When numeracy is considered instead of literacy, Austria, Germany, Slovakia and the Czech Republic are the countries that improve their positions most amongst the OECD countries. Japan clearly lose its position, but it is still above the OECD average skills level. In addition to Japan, the United Kingdom, Canada, and especially the United States compare more favourably in terms of literacy. In sum, when focus shifts from literacy to numeracy, the German-speaking countries and some of the ex-socialist Eastern European countries improve their positions amongst the twenty-one OECD countries, whereas the Anglo-Saxon countries and Japan clearly lose their positions. In all of the OECD countries, a substantially large proportion of HE graduates in the 25–39-year-old age group do reach proficiency level three in numeracy, ranging from 8 per cent (Sweden and the Netherlands) to 39 per cent (Spain) (see the descriptions of the types of tasks completed in the different proficiency levels in numeracy in OECD 2013b, Table 2.3). As was discussed above regarding literacy skills, these results should be put into perspective via national studies using different approaches to skills assessment. Again, it must be emphasized that using proficiency level three as the minimum expected from a HE graduate here serves mainly illustrative purposes.

Concluding remarks 
The study analysed HE graduates as a whole, without regard to the type and quality of the institution from which they graduated. Cross-country differences in the graduates’ average skills will likely appear smaller if the scope of the assessment is narrowed to institutions with equal academic standards. The relationship between institutional diversity, average proficiency in basic skills, and limitations of the PIAAC study in analysing these relationships in different national contexts can be illustrated by discussing the cases of the USA, Italy and Finland. The American HE sector is generally recognized to have the most prestigious universities in the world but also to be significantly more diversified and market-oriented than its European counterparts (e.g., Trow 1999). When considering the huge diversity among the some five thousand institutions comprising the American HE sector, it is not surprising that the average proficiency in basic skills of American HE degree holders are only of average OECD level (literacy) or even clearly below it (numeracy). It must be emphasised that larger and more diversified a national higher sector is, such is epitomized in the case of the USA, it is somewhat difficult to perceive what the national average proficiency score actually measures and how it should be interpreted in the context of a research design that perceives national HE sector as a single whole. 

Even though the Italian HE system does not excel in terms of graduates’ average proficiency in basic skills, that is, as the system as a whole, this is not an indication that many of the Italian HE institutions are not of very high quality. In 2015, the Italian HE system included twenty institutions amongst the top 500 in the ARWU league table of world class universities, whereas the Finnish system, which excels in the PIAAC study, had only six.[footnoteRef:8] Drawing any policy recommendations on the basis of the PIAAC study as to how the Italian HE sector should be developed is hindered by the fact that we do not know the proportion to which the Italian sample includes graduates from the ‘higher quality’ and 'lesser quality’ institutions; nor can we form the average proficiency scores separately for graduates’ from different segments of the Italian HE system. This applies to all the countries included in the PIAAC study.  [8:  See the Academic Ranking of World Universities 2015 by the Center for World-Class Universities of Shanghai Jiao Tong University [http://www.shanghairanking.com/ARWU2015.html]] 


Proponents of the idea that world class universities are indispensable for a nation to succeed in the knowledge-based economy should consider the success of individual institutions as important, or even more important, than reaching a high average skill level nationally. For a small country such as Finland, with some forty HE institutions in total, creating the same number of world class research universities (i.e., creating the same level of scientific output) as Italy or other larger OECD countries is clearly impossible, no matter how high the average skill level of Finnish HE graduates is. The case of Finland illustrates how reaching a high average level of human capital across the adult population may be most effectively achieved when the quality of teaching is distributed equally across the entire national education system, the HE sector included (cf. the literature regarding Finland’s success in PISA studies, e.g., Bulle 2011; Simola 2015). 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Despite of the limitations of the PIAAC study when it comes to assessments of the quality of national HE systems, the main conclusion to be drawn from the comparison of HE graduates’ proficiencies in basic skills in different OECD countries is obvious. Graduates’ average literacy and numeracy proficiencies in the ‘most skilled countries’ surpass those in the ‘least skilled countries’ by such a great margin that it must be reflected in the functioning of the graduate labour markets nationally and the types of work tasks in which graduates typically engage. 
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Figure 1. Average proficiency scores in literacy for higher education students and graduates (ISCED5B level or higher) in three age groups of 21 OECD countries (information on the current studies is not available for Austria, Canada, Estonia and the United States). Country-specific comparisons between age groups: * = the difference from the reference group (30–39 year olds) is statistically significant at the level of p < 0.05.

Figure 2. Proficiency levels for literacy skills in 25–39-year-old higher education graduates (ISCED5B level or higher). The countries are presented in descending order according to the combined share of graduates in proficiency levels four and five. 
Notes. The range of proficiency scores in the different proficiency levels is as follows: below level one = 175 or less; level one = 176–225; level two = 226–275; level three = 276–325; level four = 326–375; and level five = 376 or more. 

Figure 3. The average proficiency scores in literacy for higher education graduates (ISCED5B-level degree or higher) and the rest of the adult population (lower than ISECD5B-level education) in the 25–39-year-old age group: the difference between the national average and the corresponding OECD average. 
Notes. Statistically significant differences at the level of p < 0.05 are marked with ‘*’. The OECD average proficiency score for the ‘highly educated’ is 308.6, and the average proficiency score is 272.5 for the ‘other than higher education’. 


 Figure 4. 95 per cent confidence intervals for the average proficiency scores in literacy for two age groups in 21 OECD countries: 16–24-year-old secondary education graduates and 20–29-year-old bachelor’s and master’s degree graduates. The difference between the national average scores of the two age groups is given in parentheses.
Notes. Individuals currently enrolled in higher education are excluded from the 16–24-year-old age group. The time since degree completion is at most four years in both age groups. 




Figure 5. Average proficiency score in literacy in the 25–39-year-old age group and the proportion of higher education graduates (ISCED5B-level degree or higher) in the same age group in 21 OECD countries. The change in the proportion of graduates between 25–39-year-old and 40–59-year-old age groups is given next the two-letter country codes. 
Notes. The country codes apply the ISO alpha-2 standard with the exception of Belgian Flanders, which is abbreviated as ‘FL’. The axes intersect at the OECD average values.

 
Appendix Figure 1. Average proficiency scores in numeracy for higher education students and graduates (ISCED5B level or higher) in three age groups in 21 OECD countries (information on the current studies is not available for Austria, Canada, Estonia and the United States). Country-specific comparisons between age groups: * = difference from the reference group (30–39 year olds) is statistically significant at the level of p < 0.05.


Appendix Figure 2. Proficiency levels for the numeracy skills of 25–39-year-old higher education graduates (ISCED5B level or higher). The countries are presented in descending order according to the combined share of graduates in proficiency levels four and five. 
Notes. The range of proficiency scores in the different proficiency levels is as follows: below level one = 175 or less; level one = 176–225; level two = 226–275; level three = 276–325; level four = 326–375; and level five = 376 or more. 


Appendix Figure 3. The average proficiency scores in numeracy for higher education graduates (ISCED5B-level degree or higher) and the rest of the adult population (lower than ISECD5B-level education) in the 25–39-year-old age group: the difference between the national average and the corresponding OECD average. 
Notes. Statistically significant differences at the level of p < 0.05 are marked with ‘*’. The OECD average proficiency score for the ‘highly educated’ is 306.4, and the average proficiency is 267.3 for the ‘other than higher education’ group. 
 
 Appendix Figure 4. 95 per cent confidence intervals for the average scores in numeracy proficiency for two age groups in 21 OECD countries: 16–24-year-old secondary-level graduates and 20–29-year-old bachelor’s and master’s degree graduates. The difference between the national average scores of the two age groups is given in parentheses.
Notes. Individuals currently enrolled in higher education are excluded from the 16–24-year-old age group. The time since degree completion is four years or less in both age groups. 


Appendix Figure 5. Average proficiency score in numeracy in the 25–39-year-old age group and the proportion of higher education graduates (ISCED5B-level degree or higher) in the same age group in 21 OECD countries. The change in the proportion of graduates between the 25–39-year-old and 40–59-year-old age groups is given next the two-letter country codes.
Notes. The country codes apply the ISO alpha-2 standard with the exception of Belgian Flanders, which is abbreviated as ‘FL’. The axes intersect at the OECD average values.
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Netherlands	Sweden	Finland	Japan	Norway	Flanders (BEL)	Austria	Czech	USA	OECD	UK	Canada	Germany	Denmark	France	Poland	Estonia	Ireland	Slovakia	Korea	Spain	Italy	324.17599999999999	322.25400000000002	325.49900000000002	316.79199999999997	313.25299999999999	314.21499999999997	313.50400000000002	301.738	306.80799999999999	306.94233333333329	300.815	306.98700000000002	311.39499999999998	306.30900000000003	305.30399999999997	299.14800000000002	305.98599999999999	298.666	296.57900000000001	300.76100000000002	290.05	285.55	30-39-year-old higher education graduates	Netherlands	Sweden	Finland	Japan	Norway	Flanders (BEL)	Austria	Czech	USA	OECD	UK	Canada	Germany	Denmark	France	Poland	Estonia	Ireland	Slovakia	Korea	Spain	Italy	326.08600000000001	326.16800000000001	329.23200000000003	318.99400000000003	317.40300000000002	313.99200000000002	309.95499999999998	308.166	304.495	307.70780952380954	308.01100000000002	307.46300000000002	310.94799999999998	306.44200000000001	303.67899999999997	298.63799999999998	298.899	298.762	299.70400000000001	296.88400000000001	290.91500000000002	287.02800000000002	40-59-year-old higher education graduates	*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Netherlands	Sweden	Finland	Japan	Norway	Flanders (BEL)	Austria	Czech	USA	OECD	UK	Canada	Germany	Denmark	France	Poland	Estonia	Ireland	Slovakia	Korea	Spain	Italy	310.53500000000003	310.44600000000003	306.11200000000002	312.173	303.57499999999999	299.30399999999997	294.41800000000001	300.11900000000003	299.64100000000002	295.92109523809518	298.45800000000003	295.44400000000002	292.75700000000001	294.35399999999998	290.61599999999999	295.572	289.17200000000003	290.59300000000002	290.53500000000003	283.83999999999997	279.23500000000001	277.44400000000002	all	Netherlands	Sweden	Finland	Japan	Norway	Flanders (BEL)	Austria	Czech	USA	OECD	UK	Canada	Germany	Denmark	France	Poland	Estonia	Ireland	Slovakia	Korea	Spain	Italy	318.58699999999999	318.19799999999998	317.02100000000002	315.33699999999999	309.87200000000001	306.86500000000001	304.17099999999999	303.18900000000002	302.52999999999997	302.3150952380953	301.59100000000001	301.27499999999998	300.72000000000003	300.54300000000001	299.38499999999999	297.97899999999998	297.255	295.89499999999998	295.46499999999997	293.50099999999998	285.73399999999998	283.50400000000002	



level 1 and below	
Spain	Italy	Korea	Slovakia	Ireland	Poland	Estonia	France	Czech	Denmark	USA	OECD	Austria	Canada	Germany	UK	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Japan	Sweden	Netherlands	Finland	4.0430374416960603E-2	4.9291067430150999E-2	1.1806759862022001E-2	1.59055475807507E-2	2.0247212480633599E-2	3.6545891332798099E-2	3.3761184923372302E-2	2.08958990583471E-2	1.43897603543708E-2	1.4302287640938299E-2	1.5408302463046799E-2	1.7284187918575999E-2	1.2037299731525199E-2	2.6077541028920698E-2	1.40677922320337E-2	2.0952953211338901E-2	4.7881111838552898E-3	3.4378066258014999E-3	4.1014172927313101E-3	0	0	4.5207374404979302E-3	level 2	
Spain	Italy	Korea	Slovakia	Ireland	Poland	Estonia	France	Czech	Denmark	USA	OECD	Austria	Canada	Germany	UK	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Japan	Sweden	Netherlands	Finland	0.27228174436499603	0.26948651910973898	0.22232357115080301	0.19269160368927199	0.22679359986956901	0.237403710471249	0.20524972113611301	0.15358055818555899	0.13239142190203601	0.16049639389269299	0.19153953360645501	0.154609812958451	0.11182487085130199	0.16468884603453299	0.122942518368186	0.171761714839928	9.6761932999338898E-2	6.5371672280029797E-2	8.0793329286394794E-2	5.9563584731324101E-2	4.6427309469201497E-2	6.2431915888758197E-2	level 3	
Spain	Italy	Korea	Slovakia	Ireland	Poland	Estonia	France	Czech	Denmark	USA	OECD	Austria	Canada	Germany	UK	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Japan	Sweden	Netherlands	Finland	0.54799633544021398	0.54186346825823395	0.59347329922757197	0.59238569467367697	0.51047593083162701	0.47032696864395102	0.50301769944060604	0.55902257458123505	0.57180779304602902	0.53587230879846304	0.48701789582209898	0.511643202930539	0.54642386685230404	0.47798867503768899	0.53024277306923095	0.47121721179755599	0.53207258976357696	0.53309915823444298	0.48848764013463197	0.43038356293771202	0.433830120842773	0.38750169410770202	level 4 	
Spain	Italy	Korea	Slovakia	Ireland	Poland	Estonia	France	Czech	Denmark	USA	OECD	Austria	Canada	Germany	UK	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Japan	Sweden	Netherlands	Finland	0.13929154577783001	0.139358945201876	0.168581376600175	0.19173884696433599	0.22353888985355	0.23247445009936399	0.23353618497543199	0.25042232576138301	0.25837066193395802	0.27011514150593702	0.28392791067030998	0.291180538920015	0.31210051232099101	0.30018012561021101	0.30651264974398901	0.30850011566928198	0.34380442342298601	0.37028943367663703	0.39817955100358798	0.447488490221299	0.47532379133515201	0.46105594497203101	level 5	
Spain	Italy	Korea	Slovakia	Ireland	Poland	Estonia	France	Czech	Denmark	USA	OECD	Austria	Canada	Germany	UK	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Japan	Sweden	Netherlands	Finland	0	0	3.8149931594275602E-3	7.2783070919648302E-3	1.89443669646202E-2	2.3248979452638398E-2	2.4435209524477201E-2	1.6078642413475199E-2	2.3040362763606499E-2	1.92138681619692E-2	2.2106357438089402E-2	2.5282257272418202E-2	1.7613450243878E-2	3.1064812288646802E-2	2.62342665865604E-2	2.75680044818945E-2	2.2572942630242301E-2	2.7801929183089099E-2	2.8438062282653501E-2	6.2564362109665303E-2	4.4418778352873098E-2	8.4489707591010696E-2	



Other than higher education	*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Italy	Spain	Korea	Poland	Slovakia	Ireland	Estonia	France	USA	Denmark	Czech	Canada	UK	Germany	Austria	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Japan	Sweden	Netherlands	Finland	-20.169523809523842	-22.652523809523839	0.584476190476096	-16.56352380952384	0.89247619047614501	-10.62752380952389	-4.6965238095238506	-7.7675238095238797	-9.3235238095238628	1.0174761904761449	1.904476190476146	-1.007523809523889	-3.1755238095238951	-0.94052380952388204	5.9904761904761017	1.5734761904761281	9.2654761904761358	23.397476190476141	16.96847619047611	14.32547619047614	21.004476190476119	Highly educated	*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Italy	Spain	Korea	Poland	Slovakia	Ireland	Estonia	France	USA	Denmark	Czech	Canada	UK	Germany	Austria	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Japan	Sweden	Netherlands	Finland	-19.320952380952409	-17.897952380952411	-11.075952380952399	-9.0349523809523955	-8.4309523809524141	-7.6419523809524321	-7.3249523809524248	-3.0789523809524439	-2.6189523809524071	-1.833952380952439	-0.96495238095241098	-0.41595238095243298	-9.5952380952439895E-2	2.3430476190475811	3.302047619047582	6.2780476190475838	10.354047619047609	10.757047619047571	17.981047619047551	18.256047619047589	20.465047619047581	



Italy (27.9)	Ireland (31.5)	Spain (27.6)	Poland (32.5)	Slovakia (32.0)	Czech (24.5)	UK (33.0)	Korea (18.6)	USA (36.8)	France (47.8)	OECD (34.7)	Estonia (30.4)	Denmark (30.1)	Canada (36.1)	Norway (43.8)	Austria (39.6)	Germany (39.1)	Flanders (BEL) (46.8)	Japan (26.4)	Netherlands (37.2)	Sweden (46.1)	Finland (37.2)	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	240	Italy (27.9)	Ireland (31.5)	Spain (27.6)	Poland (32.5)	Slovakia (32.0)	Czech (24.5)	UK (33.0)	Korea (18.6)	USA (36.8)	France (47.8)	OECD (34.7)	Estonia (30.4)	Denmark (30.1)	Canada (36.1)	Norway (43.8)	Austria (39.6)	Germany (39.1)	Flanders (BEL) (46.8)	Japan (26.4)	Netherlands (37.2)	Sweden (46.1)	Finland (37.2)	11.086212399999971	15.375611599999999	20.558451599999952	21.68185120000004	18.867211600000019	28.219672400000039	23.76894000000004	40.592241199999997	26.013140000000021	17.864804800000009	36.541025356750353	37.912762800000003	38.651836000000003	33.599075599999999	29.18748879999999	33.716077199999972	35.552371199999982	28.9459008	46.648478800000021	44.768928799999983	38.617843599999993	48.233604399999997	Italy (27.9)	Ireland (31.5)	Spain (27.6)	Poland (32.5)	Slovakia (32.0)	Czech (24.5)	UK (33.0)	Korea (18.6)	USA (36.8)	France (47.8)	OECD (34.7)	Estonia (30.4)	Denmark (30.1)	Canada (36.1)	Norway (43.8)	Austria (39.6)	Germany (39.1)	Flanders (BEL) (46.8)	Japan (26.4)	Netherlands (37.2)	Sweden (46.1)	Finland (37.2)	10.712787600000009	10.632388400000011	9.6445484000000139	3.685148799999979	7.6727884000000017	9.0203275999999732	7.2880599999999731	7.2567588000000001	6.8078600000000051	5.0881951999999728	1.2610222622972169	6.4532371999999896	5.8521640000000126	5.9609244000000086	7.4835112000000086	7.2389228000000116	6.35662880000001	5.3770991999999751	11.623521199999971	6.1330712000000176	7.0961563999999813	6.5963955999999913	Average point score for 16-24-year-old secondary education graduates	Italy (27.9)	Ireland (31.5)	Spain (27.6)	Poland (32.5)	Slovakia (32.0)	Czech (24.5)	UK (33.0)	Korea (18.6)	USA (36.8)	France (47.8)	OECD (34.7)	Estonia (30.4)	Denmark (30.1)	Canada (36.1)	Norway (43.8)	Austria (39.6)	Germany (39.1)	Flanders (BEL) (46.8)	Japan (26.4)	Netherlands (37.2)	Sweden (46.1)	Finland (37.2)	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	Italy (27.9)	Ireland (31.5)	Spain (27.6)	Poland (32.5)	Slovakia (32.0)	Czech (24.5)	UK (33.0)	Korea (18.6)	USA (36.8)	France (47.8)	OECD (34.7)	Estonia (30.4)	Denmark (30.1)	Canada (36.1)	Norway (43.8)	Austria (39.6)	Germany (39.1)	Flanders (BEL) (46.8)	Japan (26.4)	Netherlands (37.2)	Sweden (46.1)	Finland (37.2)	10.712787600000009	10.632388400000011	9.6445484000000139	3.685148799999979	7.6727884000000017	9.0203275999999732	7.2880599999999731	7.2567588000000001	6.8078600000000051	5.0881951999999728	1.2610222622972169	6.4532371999999896	5.8521640000000126	5.9609244000000086	7.4835112000000086	7.2389228000000116	6.35662880000001	5.3770991999999751	11.623521199999971	6.1330712000000176	7.0961563999999813	6.5963955999999913	Italy (27.9)	Ireland (31.5)	Spain (27.6)	Poland (32.5)	Slovakia (32.0)	Czech (24.5)	UK (33.0)	Korea (18.6)	USA (36.8)	France (47.8)	OECD (34.7)	Estonia (30.4)	Denmark (30.1)	Canada (36.1)	Norway (43.8)	Austria (39.6)	Germany (39.1)	Flanders (BEL) (46.8)	Japan (26.4)	Netherlands (37.2)	Sweden (46.1)	Finland (37.2)	7.164238000000009	12.873136000000001	10.45429160000003	24.217895200000051	16.937076000000001	5.8275939999999746	16.791558800000018	6.0717908000000307	22.27248759999997	37.498480000000029	31.26464064898121	16.640166399999991	14.730668799999989	26.060214799999979	29.676559199999989	22.628110400000029	23.26417600000002	32.549428399999996	7.9205616000000418	21.775569599999979	28.20140920000005	23.80269120000003	Italy (27.9)	Ireland (31.5)	Spain (27.6)	Poland (32.5)	Slovakia (32.0)	Czech (24.5)	UK (33.0)	Korea (18.6)	USA (36.8)	France (47.8)	OECD (34.7)	Estonia (30.4)	Denmark (30.1)	Canada (36.1)	Norway (43.8)	Austria (39.6)	Germany (39.1)	Flanders (BEL) (46.8)	Japan (26.4)	Netherlands (37.2)	Sweden (46.1)	Finland (37.2)	9.0209743999999983	6.9844755999999926	6.5481599999999958	3.6279559999999829	6.3641355999999902	8.6630784000000123	7.9063811999999984	4.3034503999999743	6.7386523999999781	4.2253248000000072	1.1703370887215669	6.2905964000000267	8.9801671999999826	6.1198608000000263	5.6539296000000263	8.6969667999999842	8.5181951999999779	7.8254724000000238	5.8319172000000208	8.3043592000000217	9.8314343999999796	5.8419132000000218	Average point score for 20-29-year-old bachelor's/master's degree graduates	Italy (27.9)	Ireland (31.5)	Spain (27.6)	Poland (32.5)	Slovakia (32.0)	Czech (24.5)	UK (33.0)	Korea (18.6)	USA (36.8)	France (47.8)	OECD (34.7)	Estonia (30.4)	Denmark (30.1)	Canada (36.1)	Norway (43.8)	Austria (39.6)	Germany (39.1)	Flanders (BEL) (46.8)	Japan (26.4)	Netherlands (37.2)	Sweden (46.1)	Finland (37.2)	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	95% confidence interval	Italy (27.9)	Ireland (31.5)	Spain (27.6)	Poland (32.5)	Slovakia (32.0)	Czech (24.5)	UK (33.0)	Korea (18.6)	USA (36.8)	France (47.8)	OECD (34.7)	Estonia (30.4)	Denmark (30.1)	Canada (36.1)	Norway (43.8)	Austria (39.6)	Germany (39.1)	Flanders (BEL) (46.8)	Japan (26.4)	Netherlands (37.2)	Sweden (46.1)	Finland (37.2)	9.0209743999999983	6.9844755999999926	6.5481599999999958	3.6279559999999829	6.3641355999999902	8.6630784000000123	7.9063811999999984	4.3034503999999743	6.7386523999999781	4.2253248000000072	1.1703370887215669	6.2905964000000267	8.9801671999999826	6.1198608000000263	5.6539296000000263	8.6969667999999842	8.5181951999999779	7.8254724000000238	5.8319172000000208	8.3043592000000217	9.8314343999999796	5.8419132000000218	


KR +29 %
PL +21 %
FR +19 %
IE +18 %  
ES +15 %
IT +13 %
DK +12 %
FL +12 %
GB +11 %
CA +11 %
SE +10 %
NL +10 %
CZ +9 %
JP +9 %
NO +9 %
SK +9 %
US +6 %
FI +6 %
AT +4 %
EE +4 %
DE +0.4 %

y = 56.82x + 264.51
R² = 0.22

0.60456699999999997	0.41440300000000002	0.43395800000000001	0.43404300000000001	0.44221500000000002	0.23077600000000001	0.496193	0.49721700000000002	0.45109399999999999	0.56034300000000004	0.40715899999999999	0.42743500000000001	0.25214300000000001	0.55024099999999998	0.47073700000000002	0.27427600000000002	0.44402599999999998	0.49582399999999999	0.21942300000000001	0.44546400000000003	0.36547800000000003	288.75799999999992	274.96499999999992	282.65899999999999	279.358	269.209	262.08100000000002	291.51900000000001	294.70100000000002	287.45100000000002	291.99299999999971	305.07	305.18400000000008	283.12700000000001	308.91199999999969	299.86	281.15699999999993	282.15300000000002	313.32499999999999	287.54700000000008	284.55099999999999	287.68599999999992	


20-29-year-old higher education students and graduates	*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Sweden	Netherlands	Austria	Norway	Flanders (BEL)	Finland	Czech	Denmark	Japan	Germany	Slovakia	OECD	France	Estonia	UK	Canada	Poland	USA	Ireland	Korea	Spain	Italy	319.375	314.56	318.31799999999998	309.42700000000002	315.00299999999999	318.32	308.572	308.36799999999999	306.63400000000001	311.23500000000001	300.87900000000002	301.96890476190481	299.00299999999999	300.428	294.22500000000002	297.63400000000001	289.61700000000002	293.00599999999997	286.67700000000002	291.43799999999999	281.09100000000001	277.53699999999998	30-39-year-old higher education graduates	Sweden	Netherlands	Austria	Norway	Flanders (BEL)	Finland	Czech	Denmark	Japan	Germany	Slovakia	OECD	France	Estonia	UK	Canada	Poland	USA	Ireland	Korea	Spain	Italy	324.43700000000001	322.767	318.767	321.65899999999999	320.74099999999999	320.892	312.10399999999998	313.79700000000003	309.42599999999999	314.983	308.613	306.3287619047619	306.065	297.42700000000002	299.74700000000001	299.93400000000003	293.60500000000002	294.90300000000002	291.47899999999998	290.20699999999999	285.28800000000001	286.06299999999999	40-59-year-old higher education graduates	*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Sweden	Netherlands	Austria	Norway	Flanders (BEL)	Finland	Czech	Denmark	Japan	Germany	Slovakia	OECD	France	Estonia	UK	Canada	Poland	USA	Ireland	Korea	Spain	Italy	312.81900000000002	309.73700000000002	307.60199999999998	310.625	308.214	304.221	310.94200000000001	306.01600000000002	308.02	302.82600000000002	305.61200000000002	297.48223809523807	294.37599999999998	289.81299999999999	292.149	289.12200000000001	290.36900000000003	286.91199999999998	284.709	280.75	276.81200000000001	275.48099999999999	all	Sweden	Netherlands	Austria	Norway	Flanders (BEL)	Finland	Czech	Denmark	Japan	Germany	Slovakia	OECD	France	Estonia	UK	Canada	Poland	USA	Ireland	Korea	Spain	Italy	317.94299999999998	314.52999999999997	313.63200000000001	313.46499999999997	313.149	312.11599999999999	310.36099999999999	308.72899999999998	308.11700000000002	307.23599999999999	304.48099999999999	301.12209523809514	299.37400000000002	295.33199999999999	294.69900000000001	293.97300000000001	290.98599999999999	290.38200000000001	287.66500000000002	287.25599999999997	280.62299999999999	279.51499999999999	



level 1 and below	
Spain	Korea	Italy	Ireland	Poland	USA	Estonia	Canada	UK	France	Slovakia	OECD	Japan	Czech	Denmark	Germany	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Netherlands	Finland	Austria	Sweden	6.1558577535849299E-2	3.0869925902766999E-2	7.6412227730139004E-2	5.0659719424738903E-2	7.2807294928833796E-2	6.1188385251514398E-2	3.9921269099770201E-2	5.4994543786553898E-2	4.3768500998738101E-2	2.6649358296218902E-2	1.64233059909537E-2	3.0523854009409501E-2	1.6243609845618699E-2	9.5848377397532106E-3	2.4356385573285701E-2	1.8822629364708899E-2	4.0319064206784001E-3	0	2.49288086837285E-3	1.3341748076635801E-2	1.24373511823259E-2	4.4364761801440498E-3	level 2	
Spain	Korea	Italy	Ireland	Poland	USA	Estonia	Canada	UK	France	Slovakia	OECD	Japan	Czech	Denmark	Germany	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Netherlands	Finland	Austria	Sweden	0.32794296440404902	0.29546528800940203	0.29221606464972599	0.287750254445376	0.26902536429948898	0.25732257019767502	0.23177521521066399	0.21965536440118	0.228678053321172	0.167231539623964	0.17687453773596301	0.18501475182895699	0.15436581768233701	0.13215792583446601	0.14794987551539601	0.12701327414435801	0.103969554779773	0.100623494122901	8.2082856653828598E-2	0.10587233174833301	9.3510481529939696E-2	8.3826960098106307E-2	level 3	
Spain	Korea	Italy	Ireland	Poland	USA	Estonia	Canada	UK	France	Slovakia	OECD	Japan	Czech	Denmark	Germany	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Netherlands	Finland	Austria	Sweden	0.50432466331411896	0.52363290897913195	0.470239565876796	0.46488608963681999	0.444120015855543	0.44393723143805303	0.48640043868573002	0.452755084478148	0.43436279279920698	0.507971475489707	0.49293918285023902	0.46723927000371501	0.49753224665387702	0.484888065642814	0.45248938413790202	0.47604083686555698	0.46577144451078301	0.46539012390048601	0.46983231262529401	0.42579056316296898	0.43735765886510702	0.411362584309728	level 4 	
Spain	Korea	Italy	Ireland	Poland	USA	Estonia	Canada	UK	France	Slovakia	OECD	Japan	Czech	Denmark	Germany	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Netherlands	Finland	Austria	Sweden	0.106173794745983	0.14587052486804999	0.14965972024156299	0.177176492640329	0.19158913895847901	0.21382112457734301	0.21931640164906299	0.23781709772217899	0.25956285850622601	0.269446623172308	0.27964062811187002	0.278752135820722	0.30249924037917097	0.32474623707196798	0.31738519582132202	0.33338279889640099	0.36749302029417302	0.37425811618565602	0.39475729884594601	0.38068349882562502	0.39344998017168198	0.41506506054981501	level 5	
Spain	Korea	Italy	Ireland	Poland	USA	Estonia	Canada	UK	France	Slovakia	OECD	Japan	Czech	Denmark	Germany	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Netherlands	Finland	Austria	Sweden	0	4.1613522406497598E-3	1.14724215017761E-2	1.95274438527357E-2	2.2458185957654898E-2	2.3730688535415101E-2	2.2586675354772798E-2	3.4777909611939099E-2	3.36277943746571E-2	2.8701003417802601E-2	3.4122345310975001E-2	3.84699883371971E-2	2.9359085438995999E-2	4.8622933710999003E-2	5.7819158952093899E-2	4.4740460728975501E-2	5.8734073994591997E-2	5.9728265790957698E-2	5.08346510065594E-2	7.4311858186437096E-2	6.3244528250944704E-2	8.5308918862206595E-2	



Other than higher education	*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Spain	Italy	Korea	Poland	Ireland	USA	Estonia	Canada	UK	France	Slovakia	Japan	Denmark	Germany	Czech	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Austria	Finland	Netherlands	Sweden	-22.629095238095001	-14.417095238095021	-6.3440952380950026	-17.540095238095009	-20.403095238094991	-23.389095238094988	-2.280095238094987	-5.8690952380949817	-11.041095238095011	-12.466095238095001	5.2369047619050084	15.491904761904999	10.977904761905	4.8399047619050153	5.9429047619049697	11.59490476190501	13.430904761904969	15.174904761904999	19.614904761904999	13.816904761905	20.256904761904998	Highly educated	*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Spain	Italy	Korea	Poland	Ireland	USA	Estonia	Canada	UK	France	Slovakia	Japan	Denmark	Germany	Czech	Flanders (BEL)	Norway	Austria	Finland	Netherlands	Sweden	-22.312809523809509	-19.244809523809529	-15.75980952380951	-14.554809523809521	-14.289809523809479	-11.53280952380948	-8.0218095238095088	-6.6408095238094766	-5.4728095238094738	-0.55180952380948201	1.4071904761905221	3.3101904761904848	6.3081904761904717	7.4151904761905003	8.2611904761904995	13.55319047619048	13.90019047619052	14.46919047619048	14.67819047619048	15.665190476190499	19.41419047619053	



Italy (26.1)	Ireland (40.8)	Poland (35.2)	Spain (30.5)	USA (45.7)	Korea (23.0)	UK (37.7)	Slovakia (36.3)	France (53.6)	OECD (39.3)	Estonia (33.5)	Canada (39.1)	Japan (35.7)	Norway (39.1)	Denmark (32.2)	Czech (40.3)	Netherlands (33.7)	Germany (38.1)	Flanders (BEL (55.1)	Finland (45.3)	Austria (49.0)	Sweden (55.7)	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	230	Italy (26.1)	Ireland (40.8)	Poland (35.2)	Spain (30.5)	USA (45.7)	Korea (23.0)	UK (37.7)	Slovakia (36.3)	France (53.6)	OECD (39.3)	Estonia (33.5)	Canada (39.1)	Japan (35.7)	Norway (39.1)	Denmark (32.2)	Czech (40.3)	Netherlands (33.7)	Germany (38.1)	Flanders (BEL (55.1)	Finland (45.3)	Austria (49.0)	Sweden (55.7)	9.0881108000000079	2.4474644000000012	18.72537639999998	16.034547199999992	10.9341732	38.106223999999997	24.25824440000002	28.779432799999981	17.264048800000001	37.786815256838921	37.631649200000027	33.953026399999999	33.298248799999961	37.4465924	47.902620400000053	36.389293199999997	46.827788800000008	45.254496000000003	34.023983600000008	45.85767679999995	41.020336800000003	41.106118799999997	Italy (26.1)	Ireland (40.8)	Poland (35.2)	Spain (30.5)	USA (45.7)	Korea (23.0)	UK (37.7)	Slovakia (36.3)	France (53.6)	OECD (39.3)	Estonia (33.5)	Canada (39.1)	Japan (35.7)	Norway (39.1)	Denmark (32.2)	Czech (40.3)	Netherlands (33.7)	Germany (38.1)	Flanders (BEL (55.1)	Finland (45.3)	Austria (49.0)	Sweden (55.7)	12.41888920000001	12.518535600000011	3.8216235999999948	11.84345280000001	8.7038267999999874	8.0957760000000007	8.0487555999999927	8.3235672000000172	6.040951199999995	1.5359942669705331	7.6393507999999883	6.9649736000000084	13.35175120000002	8.4284076000000141	6.0483795999999757	9.7877068000000236	7.4492111999999802	7.0115040000000004	8.2790163999999908	7.2673232000000212	8.72066319999999	8.6658812000000012	Average point score for 16-24-year-old secondary education graduates	Italy (26.1)	Ireland (40.8)	Poland (35.2)	Spain (30.5)	USA (45.7)	Korea (23.0)	UK (37.7)	Slovakia (36.3)	France (53.6)	OECD (39.3)	Estonia (33.5)	Canada (39.1)	Japan (35.7)	Norway (39.1)	Denmark (32.2)	Czech (40.3)	Netherlands (33.7)	Germany (38.1)	Flanders (BEL (55.1)	Finland (45.3)	Austria (49.0)	Sweden (55.7)	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	Italy (26.1)	Ireland (40.8)	Poland (35.2)	Spain (30.5)	USA (45.7)	Korea (23.0)	UK (37.7)	Slovakia (36.3)	France (53.6)	OECD (39.3)	Estonia (33.5)	Canada (39.1)	Japan (35.7)	Norway (39.1)	Denmark (32.2)	Czech (40.3)	Netherlands (33.7)	Germany (38.1)	Flanders (BEL (55.1)	Finland (45.3)	Austria (49.0)	Sweden (55.7)	12.41888920000001	12.518535600000011	3.8216235999999948	11.84345280000001	8.7038267999999874	8.0957760000000007	8.0487555999999927	8.3235672000000172	6.040951199999995	1.5359942669705331	7.6393507999999883	6.9649736000000084	13.35175120000002	8.4284076000000141	6.0483795999999757	9.7877068000000236	7.4492111999999802	7.0115040000000004	8.2790163999999908	7.2673232000000212	8.72066319999999	8.6658812000000012	Italy (26.1)	Ireland (40.8)	Poland (35.2)	Spain (30.5)	USA (45.7)	Korea (23.0)	UK (37.7)	Slovakia (36.3)	France (53.6)	OECD (39.3)	Estonia (33.5)	Canada (39.1)	Japan (35.7)	Norway (39.1)	Denmark (32.2)	Czech (40.3)	Netherlands (33.7)	Germany (38.1)	Flanders (BEL (55.1)	Finland (45.3)	Austria (49.0)	Sweden (55.7)	1.2966639999999641	18.35950639999999	26.68990400000002	10.78489760000002	27.147798399999999	8.2931227999999937	20.05803439999999	19.31772599999994	41.219262799999967	35.381093944277303	17.90242760000001	24.29458679999999	11.66584080000001	24.347491199999979	16.041661599999991	16.755059199999941	17.228846800000021	22.689751599999951	36.991638400000006	29.876417199999992	29.96014880000007	37.149143200000033	Italy (26.1)	Ireland (40.8)	Poland (35.2)	Spain (30.5)	USA (45.7)	Korea (23.0)	UK (37.7)	Slovakia (36.3)	France (53.6)	OECD (39.3)	Estonia (33.5)	Canada (39.1)	Japan (35.7)	Norway (39.1)	Denmark (32.2)	Czech (40.3)	Netherlands (33.7)	Germany (38.1)	Flanders (BEL (55.1)	Finland (45.3)	Austria (49.0)	Sweden (55.7)	11.4174468	8.914958000000011	3.6604724000000028	6.843649599999992	8.8043748000000051	5.5681011999999983	8.5792099999999891	7.6317068000000177	5.3267860000000269	1.3990546458950921	6.9822216000000026	6.8294396000000006	9.6524079999999799	5.3231011999999946	9.1579588000000172	12.78223400000002	7.9749419999999986	7.439744399999995	8.8783452000000125	7.1322595999999976	9.3201879999999733	8.9199755999999866	Average point score for 20-29-year-old bachelor's/master's degree graduates	Italy (26.1)	Ireland (40.8)	Poland (35.2)	Spain (30.5)	USA (45.7)	Korea (23.0)	UK (37.7)	Slovakia (36.3)	France (53.6)	OECD (39.3)	Estonia (33.5)	Canada (39.1)	Japan (35.7)	Norway (39.1)	Denmark (32.2)	Czech (40.3)	Netherlands (33.7)	Germany (38.1)	Flanders (BEL (55.1)	Finland (45.3)	Austria (49.0)	Sweden (55.7)	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	95% confidence interval	Italy (26.1)	Ireland (40.8)	Poland (35.2)	Spain (30.5)	USA (45.7)	Korea (23.0)	UK (37.7)	Slovakia (36.3)	France (53.6)	OECD (39.3)	Estonia (33.5)	Canada (39.1)	Japan (35.7)	Norway (39.1)	Denmark (32.2)	Czech (40.3)	Netherlands (33.7)	Germany (38.1)	Flanders (BEL (55.1)	Finland (45.3)	Austria (49.0)	Sweden (55.7)	11.4174468	8.914958000000011	3.6604724000000028	6.843649599999992	8.8043748000000051	5.5681011999999983	8.5792099999999891	7.6317068000000177	5.3267860000000269	1.3990546458950921	6.9822216000000026	6.8294396000000006	9.6524079999999799	5.3231011999999946	9.1579588000000172	12.78223400000002	7.9749419999999986	7.439744399999995	8.8783452000000125	7.1322595999999976	9.3201879999999733	8.9199755999999866	


KR +29 %
PL +21 %
FR +19 %
IE +18 %  
ES +15 %
IT +13 %
DK +12 %
FL +12 %
GB +11 %
CA +11 %
SE +10 %
NL +10 %
CZ +9 %
JP +9 %
NO +9 %
SK +9 %
US +6 %
FI +6 %
AT +4 %
EE +4 %
DE +0.4 %

y = 28.37x + 272.65
R² = 0.05

0.60456699999999997	0.41440300000000002	0.43395800000000001	0.43404300000000001	0.44221500000000002	0.23077600000000001	0.496193	0.49721700000000002	0.45109399999999999	0.56034300000000004	0.40715899999999999	0.42743500000000001	0.25214300000000001	0.55024099999999998	0.47073700000000002	0.27427600000000002	0.44402599999999998	0.49582399999999999	0.21942300000000001	0.44546400000000003	0.36547800000000003	280.11599999999999	268.26	277.18599999999992	267.06	263.41699999999969	261.86500000000001	296.84100000000001	299.62799999999999	276.84300000000002	282.88299999999992	303.50099999999992	299.90100000000001	284.08999999999992	297.74400000000009	299.98099999999971	282.81700000000001	266.54300000000001	306.19499999999999	292.75700000000001	281.79500000000002	289.18900000000002	


