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GOALS ON CLIMATE CHANGE

The international response to climate change dates
back to 1979 when the first World Climate Con-
ference highlighted concerns arising from the
increased carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. In
recognition of the global nature of the problem, the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) was agreed at the Earth Sum-
mit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. 189 countries, includ-
ing all major developed and developing countries,
have ratified the Convention. The UNFCCC sets
the overarching objective for multilateral action: to
stabilise greenhouse gas (GHG) concentrations in
the atmosphere at a level that avoids dangerous
anthropogenic climate change. The Kyoto Protocol,
agreed in December 1997, set out an approach for
binding international action and agreed specific

commitments up to 2012. It entered into force in
February 2005 and has been ratified by 162 coun-
tries as of October 2006. However, the US and
Australia have declined to join the Protocol, and
the Canadian administration has signalled that it
is likely to be unable to meet its commitments.
Kyoto Protocol commitments of some large
economies are documented in the Table. Climate
change is now a regular part of the agenda for G8
Summits. G8 declarations are non-binding, but they
have provided strong direction to a range of other
international bodies.

National initiatives and policy measures designed to
foster national and international co-operation in sup-
port of global environment issues are numerous, and
rising in numbers. They can be found in countries at
all stages of development. More than half of these
policy measures flow from national policy choices.

Goals on climate change and clean energy adopted by 10 largest economies

Brazil • National objective to increase the share of alternative renewable energy sources (biomass,
wind and small hydro) to 10% by 2030

• Programmes to protect public forests from deforestation by designating some areas
that must remain unaltered and others only for sustainable use

China • The 11th Five Year Plan contains stringent national objectives including
– 20% reduction in energy intensity of GDP from 2005 to 2010 
– 10% reduction in emission of air pollutants
– 15% of energy from renewables within the next ten years

France • Kyoto Protocol commitment to cap GHG emissions at 1990 levels by the period 2008–12
• National objective for 25% reduction from 1990 levels of GHGs by 2020 and four fold

reduction (75–80%) by 2050 

Germany • Kyoto Protocol commitment to reduce GHG emissions by 21% on 1990 levels by the period
2008–12 

• Offered to set a target of 40% reduction below 1990 levels by 2020 if EU accepts a 30%
reduction target

• National objective to supply 20% of electricity from renewable sources by 2020

India • The 11th Five Year Plan contains mandatory and voluntary measures to increase efficiency 
in power generation and distribution, increase the use of nuclear power and renewable en-
ergy, and encourage mass transit programmes.

• The Integrated Energy Policy estimates that these initiatives could reduce the GHG inten-
sity of the economy by as much as one third 

Italy • Kyoto Protocol commitment to reduce GHG emissions by 6.5% on 1990 levels by the
period 2008–12 

• National objective to increase share of electricity from renewable resources to 20% by 2010 

Japan • Kyoto Protocol commitment to reduce GHG emissions by 6% on 1990 levels by the
 period 2008–12 
• National objective for 30% reduction in energy intensity of GDP from 2003 to 2030 

Russian Federation • Kyoto Protocol commitment to cap GHG emissions at 1990 levels by the period 2008–12

United Kingdom • Kyoto Protocol commitment to reduce GHG emissions by 12.5% on 1990 levels by
the period 2008–12 

• National objectives to reduce CO2 emissions by 20% on 1990 levels by 2010 and by 60% on
2000 levels by 2050 

United States • Voluntary federal objective to reduce GHG intensity level by 18% on 2002 levels by 2012
• California, the largest state, in the US, has an objective to reduce CO2 emissions by 80% on

1990 levels by 2050 
• States in the north-east and mid-Atlantic have set up the Regional Greenhouse Gas

Initiative to cut emissions to 2005 levels between 2009 and 2015, and by a further 10% be-
tween 2015 and 2018 

 Source: Stern, N. (2006), The Economics of Climate Change: The Stern Review, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.



The majority of the world’s largest economies now
have goals in place to reduce carbon emissions, or to
decrease energy intensity, increase renewable energy
and decrease deforestation. Countries have adopted
a range of goals; if they can successfully deliver
these, emissions will be reduced significantly below
their “business as usual” path. The Table summarises
some of the relevant goals adopted by countries that
account for around two thirds of the global economy
and emissions.

W.O.

Reference

Stern, N. (2006), The Economics of Climate Change: The Stern
Review, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, chapter 21.
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PROGRESSIVITY OF PENSION

ENTITLEMENTS

Pension systems around the world differ in their gen-
erosity and the way pension benefits are related to
the income history of pensioners.The former charac-
teristic refers to the size of the social security budget
relative to the GDP of a country and is informative
as to how important pension benefits are on average
for financing old-age consumption. The latter char-
acteristic describes how pension benefits are linked
to pre-retirement income. Theoretically, when pen-
sions are a fixed amount, independent of income his-
tory, the pension system is referred to as a pure flat-
rate pension system. The polar system is one in
which pension payments are proportional to the pre-
retirement income. Such a system is called a pure
earnings-related system. The latter system exists
when pension contributions are proportional to
income and the pension payment is proportional to
contributions collected during the working career.
The earnings-relatedness of a pension system has
important implications for the size of the disincen-
tive effects the pension system exerts on labour sup-
ply behaviour; an issue which has received attention
in recent policy discussions. The reason is that the
tighter pensions are linked to pre-retirement income
the smaller the tax component of the social security
contribution rate. As such, it is informative for poli-
cy discussion to quantify how strongly income histo-
ry is tied to pension payments through existing pen-
sion formulas.

One approach to measure the earnings-relatedness
of the pension system is to compute a Progressivity
Index as suggested by the OECD. The index is con-
structed as follows: in a first step the Gini coeffi-
cient of pension income and of general earnings is
computed. In the OECD calculations, pension
income only includes the public pension system.
Private occupational systems and personal pension
provisions are excluded. In a second step, the
Progressivity Index is calculated as 100 minus the
ratio of the Gini coefficient of pension income
divided by the Gini coefficient of earnings. The
index is constructed so that a pure flat-rate system
scores 100 percent and a pure earnings-related sys-
tem scores 0 percent.

The Table shows the Pension Gini coefficient and the
Progressivity Index for OECD countries. For coun-
tries with a pure flat-rate system such as New

Zealand and Ireland the Progressivity Index is 100
percent. Countries with a pronounced flat-rate com-
ponent include Canada, United Kingdom and
Australia. Countries with a highly earnings-related
pension system are, e.g., Finland, Italy, Netherlands,
and Hungary. Their Progressivity Index is below
10 percent.

Although the index is helpful in gauging the disin-
centive effects which are generated by the public
pension system, it does not fully capture differences
in the earnings-relatedness of the pension system for
different income groups. For instance, a pension for-
mula may well entail that at the bottom of the
income distribution the system is highly income
related, but is a pure flat-rate system for high income
earners. As such, labour supply disincentives vary
significantly across the income distribution. A more
in-depth analysis along this line is provided in

Gini coefficients on pension entitlements and earnings
OECD average distribution data

Pension Gini
Progressive

index

Australia 7.3 73.1

Austria 18.9 30.4

Belgium 11.2 58.8

Canada 3.7 86.6

Czech Republic 8.7 68.0

Denmark 11.1 59.3

Finland 25.1 7.6

France 20.5 24.6

Germany 20.0 26.7

Greece 26.5 2.6

Hungary 26.9 1.3

Iceland 18.0 33.9

Ireland 0.0 100.0

Italy 26.4 3.1

Japan 14.4 46.9

Korea 12.3 54.8

Luxembourg 22.2 18.6

Mexico 19.0 30.3

Netherlands 26.9 0.0

New Zealand 0.0 100.0

Norway 17.1 37.4

Poland 25.4 6.5

Portugal 22.1 18.8

Slovak Republic 26.5 2.7

Spain 22.1 18.8

Sweden 23.7 12.9

Switzerland 12.7 53.3

Turkey 25.1 7.8

United Kingdom 5.1 81.1

United States 16.1 40.9

OECD average 17.2 36.9

OECD 18 17.0 37.5

Note: OECD 18 refers to the 18 countries for which
national earnings-distribution data are available.

 Source: OECD.



OECD (2007). Also, the data in the Table does not
include other public welfare programmes. Even in a
pure earnings-related system, low income earners
may receive a complementary transfer income which
is financed out of general tax revenues. Including
these welfare programmes would yield an even more
comprehensive measure of how progressive old-age
social security policies are.

M.K.

Reference

OECD (2007), Pensions at a Glance, Paris, 44–45.
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JOB-SEARCH REQUIREMENTS

Job-search assistance and monitoring of jobseekers
may be required to ensure that they search actively
for work. This feature is definitely on the rise in
OECD member countries, and a clear majority now
seem to have explicit regulations for job-search
reporting and monitoring. Such a policy can have a
considerable impact on re-employment rates. How-
ever, there remains a risk that too-rigid requirements
may generate perverse effects, such as employer cyn-
icism about too many solicitations or pressure on job-
seekers to quickly accept job matches that do not
maximise their individual productivity.

As shown in the Table, column 1, half of OECD
countries require reporting of job search (in most

cases) every two weeks or at least monthly: these are
Australia, Austria, the Czech Republic, Finland,
Hungary, Japan, Korea, the Netherlands, the Slovak
Republic, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the
United States. Most of these countries use relatively
standardised procedures for reporting and verifica-
tion: for example, requiring employer confirmation
of applications, or handing out standard forms where
individual job applications should be listed.

Other countries verify job search within the context
of intensive interviews: France once a month (starting
at the fourth month of an unemployment spell), New
Zealand every six weeks, Spain on average six times a
year, Denmark and Norway every three months.

The placement agencies in Belgium, Canada,
Germany, Ireland and Sweden describe procedures

Job-search requirements

Frequency at which unemployed have to report
their job-search activities

Number of actions to be reported
in a month 

Australia Every two weeks From 8 to 20 

Austria Once a month Not specified 

Belgium Variable requirements at placement agencies; after
15/21 months at ONEM (benefit agency)

Not specified

Canada Variable requirements “Reasonable” efforts expected

Czech Republic Every two weeks Not specified

Denmark At least once every three months Variable requirements (depending on IAP)

Finland From one week to one month Variable requirements (depending on IAP)

France Once a month (after fourth month) Variable requirements

Germany Depends on profiling category: on average six times
per year

Not specified

Greece No specific requirements Not specified

Hungary Monthly for regular benefit recipients Variable requirements (depending on IAP)

Ireland Variable requirements Not specified

Italy Job-search monitoring is rare, despite a legal re-
quirement

Not specified

Japan Once every four weeks Two

Korea Variable, from once a week to once every four weeks Two

Luxembourg No specific requirements up to 2006; variable re-
quirements starting in 2007 

Not specified

Netherlands Every four weeks Four

New Zealand Every six weeks Variable requirements (depending on IAP)

Norway Every three months Not specified

Poland No requirements No requirements

Portugal No specific requirements up to 2006; variable re-
quirements starting in 2007 

Variable requirements (depending on IAP)

Slovak Republic Variable, from once a week to once every four weeks One action per contact

Spain Every two months (estimated average) Not specified

Sweden Every six weeks on average (adults six to eight
weeks; youth two to three weeks)

Not specified

Switzerland Once a month From four to ten 

Turkey No requirements No requirements 

United Kingdom Every two weeks Ten

United States Every two weeks Ten

IAP = individual action plan.

Source: Compendium of national replies to the OECD Secretariat questionnaire on “Interventions in the Unemployment Spell”. 



for reporting or verification of job search, but do not
state how frequently such reporting takes place.

Greece, Poland and Turkey do not require reporting
of job-search activities, while Italy in principle
requires active job search, but does not currently
monitor it in a concrete way. Finally, Luxembourg and
Portugal which did not require job search in the past,
have introduced respective requirements in 2007.

As to the minimum number of job-search actions to
be undertaken by the registered unemployed (Table,
column 2), many countries report that this is deter-
mined in an individual action plan or by a placement
officer on the basis of client characteristics and the
local labour market. In Austria, Belgium, Canada,
the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Hungary, Ireland, New Zealand, Norway,
Sweden and Spain usually no information about a
typical or average required number of actions is
available.

Typical numbers of required job-search actions per
month are between eight and twenty in Australia, ten
in the United States and the United Kingdom,
between four and ten in Switzerland, four in the
Netherlands, and about two in Japan, Korea and the
Slovak Republic. At the other end of the scale, the
number of actions that have to be reported is or
approaches zero in countries with no reporting
requirements or little monitoring, i.e. Greece, Italy,
Poland and Turkey, as well as (up to 2007) Luxem-
bourg and Portugal.

W.O.

Reference

OECD Employment Outlook 2007, Paris, chapter 5.
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POPULATION

AGING

Following different baby-boom
episodes many developed coun-
tries face a severe change in the
age structure of the population.
Population aging poses econom-
ic problems. Social security sys-
tems depend on a well-balanced
ratio of the working-age popula-
tion over pensioners. In order to
cope with population aging,
changes in the level of pension
payments and entitlement age
are inevitable. Even with these counteracting mea-
sures, overall pension payment will still rise and limit
the fiscal capacity available for other items, such as
education and innovation policies. Given the fiscal
problems inherent in population aging, it is vital to
quantify the extent to which population aging
occurs, to quantify the economic consequences of
this development and to develop appropriate policy
responses.

The OECD’s International Migration Outlook
reports these changes. The Figure lists the change in
the age structure of the population as a percent of
the 2005 population for three different time spans,
making it possible to infer how acute population
aging is in different countries and how it will change
over time. For the period 2005–10 population aging
does not appear to be a problem in most countries. It
is only in Germany, Italy and, most notably, in Japan
that the working-age population is declining in size.
In other countries it will stay constant or even
increase. Countries that are facing an increase
include Finland, Poland, the Netherlands, France and
the US. However, in some of these countries the
problem of population aging is only being post-
poned. For the period 2010–15 countries like
Finland, Poland, the Netherlands, and France will
likewise experience a drop in the size of the work-
ing-age population relative to the size in 2005, which
will become even larger between 2015 and 2020. For
the latter period, the only European countries
included in the Figure which will have a growing
working-age population relative to 2005 are Ireland
and Iceland. Interestingly, the US still faces a rise in
the working-age population over the period
2015–20, again in relation to the figure in 2005.

The implicit assumption underlying the data is that
net migration is zero so that the data only reflect
population aging due to changes in fertility rates.The
question of utmost policy relevance is whether
migration can neutralise the change in the age struc-
ture of the population. Nevertheless, many countries
have imposed tight immigration restrictions which,
however, have already been relaxed in some coun-
tries, possibly in response to the anticipated aging
process. The OECD’s International Migration
Outlook provides a more in-depth discussion of pol-
icy options. However, immigration is not the only
instrument to cope with population aging. Unutilised
sources of labour supply may be mobilised and pro-
duction outsourcing can be helpful in counteracting
the drop in the labour force in response to popula-
tion aging. It is likely that most countries will adopt
a mix of these responses to population aging.

M.K.

Reference

OECD (2007), International Migration Outlook, Paris, 30–33.

-15

-10

-5

0

5

10

15

J
a
p
a
n

C
z
e
c
h
 R

e
p
.

It
a
ly

H
u
n
g
a
ry

G
e
rm

a
n
y

F
in

la
n
d

G
re

e
c
e

S
w

it
z
e
rl
a
n
d

S
w

e
d
e
n

P
o
rt

u
g
a
l

S
p
a
in

A
u
s
tr

ia

B
e
lg

iu
m

P
o
la

n
d

D
e
n
m

a
rk

S
lo

v
a
k
 R

e
p
.

C
a
n
a
d
a

N
e
th

e
rl
a
n
d
s

U
n
it
. 
K

in
g
d
o
m

F
ra

n
c
e

L
u
x
e
m

b
o
u
rg

N
o
rw

a
y

A
u
s
tr

a
lia

K
o
re

a

U
n
it
e
d
 S

ta
te

s

N
e
w

 Z
e
a
la

n
d

Ir
e
la

n
d

Ic
e
la

n
d

2015-2020

2010-2015

2005-2010

Source: Eurostat; Belgium, Italy and non-European countries: United Nations Population Divison.

EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE WORKING-AGE POPULATION

as a percent of the 2005 population



TUITION FEES

IN EUROPE 2007/2008

Two years ago, when this issue was first discussed
in CESifo DICE Report (2005/2, 55–57), of the
27 selected countries (the then EU countries plus
Norway and Switzerland) 15 had tuition fees. Now
this number has increased to 18 out of 29 (present
EU countries plus Norway and Switzerland). In the
meantime Cyprus has eliminated tuition fees for
Cypriots and EU citizens, but universities in some
German federal states and in Luxembourg have
introduced tuition fees. In the new member coun-

tries, Bulgaria and Romania are also charging tuition
fees. As in the past there are no fees in the
Scandinavian countries and for state universities in
France, Ireland, Poland, the Czech Republic,
Slovakia and Malta. In Slovenia there are no fees for
undergraduate studies. Denmark (since August
2006), Ireland, Malta, Sweden, Slovakia and Cyprus
charge tuition fees for foreign students. In the Czech
Republic students taking courses held in English
have to pay fees.

The regulations for tuition fees in Europe vary con-
siderably. While students pay the same countrywide
fee in Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Austria and
Portugal, in Belgium, Switzerland, Greece and Italy
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Tuition fees in Europe 2007/08 

Tuition fees Remarks/exemptions

Austria EUR 363 per semester for home students and

citizens of the EU, the EEAa) and Switzerland 
(for foreigners: EUR 726 per semester).
Higher fees for some private universities.

Grants are offered. Dependent on social
factors. Students who qualify for public
scholarship (Studienbeihilfe) also receive the
grant. The grant only has to be paid back if
the course of studies is not completed.

Belgium EUR 500–800 p.a. (dependent on university and
course of studies).

Flanders: Scholarships offered by govern-
ment, scholarships and loans offered by
universities.
Walloon: Scholarships and low-interest loans
are offered by government.

Bulgaria Public universities: Every year the government sets
a maximum number of students’ places. A portion 
of them are allocated to the students who do not 
pay fees (“state quota“). For the remaining places
tuition fees range between EUR 50–200 p.a.
Foreigners: EUR 2,200–5,500 p.a. (depending on
university and course of studies).
Private universities set their own fees.

The government determines who and how
many students will receive scholarships or
student loans for public universities.
The government does not offer student loans 
for private universities.

Cyprus None (foreigners max. EUR 6,850).

Czech Republic None (for foreigners in courses in English
USD 3,000–10,000 p.a.).

Denmark None (non-EU foreigners: EUR 9,000–16,000 p.a.)

Estonia b) EUR 420–1,200 per semester (non-EU foreigners:
EUR 960–1,500 per semester).

A student loan of EUR 960 guaranteed by
the government is offered. 

Finland None.

France Public universities: None.
Private universities: Up to EUR 7,500 p.a.

Enrolment fees between EUR 150 and 420 
p.a.

Germany None in some Länder, in others between EUR 100 
and 500 per semester.

In Länder with tuition fees a low-interest loan
offered that is paid back after completion of
the course of studies. Tuition fees have no ef-
fect on Bafög (federally funded scholarship).

Greece  Universities set the fees. Grants offered.

Hungary EUR 16–48 per month (foreigners pay more). Students who are particularly gifted or par–
ticularly needy do not have to pay the fees.

Ireland None (non-EU foreigners: Up to EUR 36,000 p.a.).

Italy Minimum EUR 750 p.a., universities set the fees. Students who receive a public loan based on
need or a performance-related scholarship
are exempt from the fees.

Latvia EUR 700–5,811 p.a. (foreigners pay EUR 750–
5,000 p.a.).

Loans and scholarships are available.
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(Table continued)

 Tuition fees Remarks/exemptions

Lithuania EUR 0–3,475 p.a. (foreigners: EUR 1,000–5,000
per semester).

Grants offered by the government.

Luxembourg EUR 100 per semester.

Malta None (foreigners: EUR 1,250–1,500 per semester) .

Netherlands EUR 1,538 p.a. (less for part-time students). The payment of the fee is either at start of
the academic year or in instalments during
the year. Loan to pay for tuition fees is of-
fered. Payments based on earnings after
completion of studies.

Norway None.

Poland Public universities: None.

Private universities: EUR 4,000–10,000 p.a.

Portugal EUR 500 p.a.
Private universities: EUR 150 per month.

Romania USD 350–650 p.a. for public and private universities.
Foreigners: Depending on course of studies between
USD 3,200 and 8,000 p.a.

Government scholarships for students with
good academic performance and in cases of
need.

Slovak Republic None (foreigners without a scholarship from Slova-
kian government: USD 2,000–8,000 p.a.).

Slovenia Undergraduates: No.
Graduates: Up to EUR 1,500 p.a.

Scholarships and grants available.

Spain Public universities: Dependent on region and course
of studies between EUR 550 and 900 p.a.
Private universities: Up to EUR 6,000 p.a.

Fees are reduced for students from large 
families.

Sweden None (fees for foreigners at some universities).

Switzerland EUR 1,230–2,900 p.a. The universities set the fees. Some universi-
ties require fees of foreigners.
The cantons set the requirements for grants.

United Kingdom Public universities in England/Wales: Up to

GBP 3,070 p.a. (Up to GDP 3,145 p.a. 2008/2009).
Private universities and graduate programmes: Up
to GBP 16,000 p.a.
Scotland: No.

England/Wales: Universities set fees. The
government initially pays the tuition fees for
every student. After completing the course of
studies and taking up work the graduate pays
the fees back to the government (HMRCc)).
This is done only after earning an income of
GBP 15,000 p.a. The amount paid monthly 
depends on the income of the graduate.
Scotland: Tuition fees are paid by the Student
Awards Agency. For Scottish students and
EU-foreigners the fees are paid in full (de-
pending on income) and in part (depending on
income) in the other parts of the United
Kingdom.

Russia 15% of students at public universities pay fees
(those who are working towards a second degree or
did not quite fulfil the entry requirements). The
amount is geared to the market value of a program
and the prestige of the institution rather than to the
actual costs. Fees vary depending on university and
course of studies between USD 2,500 and 8,000 p.a.

Government scholarships and student loans 
are available.

United States Universities and colleges set the fees. These vary
from USD 2,000 p.a. (community college) to over

USD 37,000 p.a. (graduate programmes in Har-
vard). The average amount is between USD 12,000 
and 16,000 p.a.

A broad range of loans and scholarships are
available.

a) EEA: European Economic Area (EU-25 and Norway, Iceland, Liechtenstein). – b) Academic year 2001/2002.
c) Her Majesty's Revenue and Customs.

Sources: www.studieren-in-holland.de/index.php?idcat=25&idlang=1. – www.daad.de. – www.bmbwk.gv.at. – Depart-
ment for Education and Skills. – Student Awards Agency of Scotland. – EBS, Estonian Business School (www.ebs.ee/
index.php?id=3167). –  Latvijas Universitate. – Schweizerische Rektorenkonferenz (CRUS) (www.crus.ch/ navig/d/
pulldown_frameset/studinfos_schweiz/). – Eurydice (www.eurydice.org). – www.educationireland.ie/htm/ why_ ireland/
main.htm. – www.harvard.edu. – www.studyindenmark.dk. – CIRIUS (www.ciriusonline.dk/). – www.study-in-romania.
ro/annualbudg.htm. – www.college-contact.com/wissen/studienfuehrer/bulgarien.htm. –Education in Russia (www.russia.
org.my/education/).



the universities set the fees themselves. In Spain the
fees are regional and in some cases staggered
according to subject. In Britain students in England
and Wales are required to pay up to GBP 3,070 p.a.
in tuition fees. Scottish students on the other hand
can study free of charge – only if they study in
Scotland, however. In Hungary the government has
eliminated the regulation according to which it pro-
scribed the number of students who were able to
study a certain subject at a specific university with-
out paying tuition fees. If there were more students
who wanted to study this subject, they had to pay
tuition fees that the universities set. As of 2006 all
students are required to pay tuition fees.The fees are
between EUR 16 and 48 per month.

Tuition fees in Europe are considerably lower than
in the U.S. In the Netherlands, for example, fees
amount to EUR 1,538 (2005: EUR 1,476) and for
private universities in France around EUR 7,500 per
year, the tuition fees in the U.S. average between
USD 12,000 and 16,000 p.a. In Harvard graduate
studies cost USD 37,000 p.a. The range in Europe is,
however, also very large from just under EUR 200
per study year for some subjects in Hungary to more
than GBP 16,000 (EUR 23,000) for graduate pro-
grammes at Britain’s top universities, Oxford and
Cambridge. A course of studies in the new EU mem-
ber countries is not necessarily more reasonable
than in the old. In Latvia tuition fees range from at
least EUR 700 p.a. to a maximum of EUR 5,811 p.a.,
the highest in the new member states of the EU. The
tuition fees for students who are not from EU mem-
ber states are considerably higher than those for
nationals and EU citizens. Thus in Austria twice the
normal fee (EUR 363, the same amount as in 2005)
must be paid (EUR 726) by non-EU foreigners.
Ireland, which as of 1996 no longer charges tuition
fees, requires non-EU students to pay up to EUR
36,000 p.a., the highest fees in Europe.

As a rule countries offer loans to help finance tuition
fees, which are generally paid back after the course
of studies has been completed. In the United
Kingdom, for example, the graduate is required to
pay back the loan once his/her income has reached a
certain level. The Netherlands no longer provide
scholarships for needy students. Instead all students
can receive a student loan to pay for tuition fees (see
the Table).

N.H.
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FINANCIAL

RESOURCES

INVESTED IN

EDUCATION

Education is one of the major
determinants of the economic
performance of countries. Poli-
cy makers and academics alike
are intensively searching for
improvements in the education
system, not least because of the
increased competition for well-
educated workers and because
of the latest comparison of edu-
cation policies based on various student perfor-
mance tests. The search for effective policies
requires evaluating a country’s education system in

the light of other countries’ policies.The comparison
should include publicly and privately provided edu-
cation systems which co-exist in most countries. The

OECD project “Education at a
Glance” has contributed signifi-
cantly to this objective. As part
of the project, Figure 1 shows
the expenditure on primary, sec-
ondary and tertiary education in
relation to the number of full-
time equivalent students, all ex-
pressed in US dollars. Most
notably of importance for ter-
tiary education, the data does
not include subsidies for student
living expenditures as includ-
ing expenditures on these pro-
grammes would undermine the
comparability of the expendi-
ture data. As shown in Figure 1,
OECD countries spend on aver-
age USD 7,572 per student as of
2004. Country expenditure lev-
els differ remarkably. Per-stu-
dent expenditure is highest in
the US while being lowest in
Brazil. More specifically, coun-
tries like the US, Switzerland,
Norway, Denmark, Austria, and
Sweden spend more than the
average amount per student,
while countries like Italy, France,
Japan, the UK, and Germany
spend only slightly more or less
on education than the average
OECD expenditure level.
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ANNUAL EXPENDITURE ON EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS PER STUDENT 

IN PRIMARY THROUGH TERTIARY EDUCATION, 2004
in equivalent US dollars converted using PPPs, based on full-time equivalents

OECD average

in 1 000

Figure 1
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OECD average

Primary education
in 1 000

OECD average

ANNUAL EXPENDITURE ON EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS PER 

STUDENT FOR ALL SERVICES

by level of education, 2004

in equivalent US dollars converted using PPPs, based on full-time 

equivalents

Tertiary educationin 1 000

Figure 2

Source: OECD.



A partial break-down of the data according to the
type of education (primary and tertiary) is provided
in Figure 2. The upper panel depicts the per-student
expenditure on primary education. Expenditures are
above average in most countries which have above
average total per-student expenditures such as the
US, Switzerland, Norway, and Denmark. The most
notable exception is Iceland which also belongs to
the “top” group for primary education. Turning to
tertiary education (see the lower panel in Figure 2),
Iceland, however, drops sharply below the average
value. A similar pattern can be observed for Italy,
which spends above average on primary education,
but below average on tertiary education. The OECD
data for Italy only includes public institutions for ter-
tiary education which, given the dominant role of the
public sector for tertiary education in Italy, should
not undermine the comparison significantly. A com-
mon conclusion which can be drawn from both pan-
els in Figure 2 is that per-student expenditure on ter-
tiary education exceeds that of primary education in
all OECD countries. The finding may not be too sur-
prising since “input factors” used in primary educa-
tion are mostly teachers, who typically have lower
wages than university professors or researchers.

One should note that the expenditure data in Figures
1 and 2 have their limitations. No inferences can be
drawn about the working conditions of school teach-
ers and university professors, nor do they provide
insight into the structure of spending, i.e. whether
resources are spent on salaries, buildings or on re-
search and development. Also, the data are uninfor-
mative as to how the educational spending relates to
the wealth of a country. For instance, education
expenditure as a percentage of GDP is above the
OECD average of 6.2 percent (as of 2004), e.g., in
Israel, Iceland, the US and Denmark. Below average
values can be found in Italy, Japan, Spain and
Greece. A more disaggregated view on the financial
resources invested in education is provided in
OECD (2007).

M.K.

Reference

OECD (2007), Education at a Glance, Paris, 167–254.
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NEW AT DICE DATABASE

In the fourth quarter of 2007 the DICE Database
() received about 140 new entries, consisting partly
of updates of existing entries and partly of new
topics. One special point was the enlargement of
our topic “Natural Environment” with new sub-
folders and further tables and graphs on the regu-
lation of environmentally related topics and the
state of the natural environment. Some further
topics are mentioned below:

• Anti-discrimination Regulation
• Characteristics of International Corporate Go-

vernance Systems
• Fiscal Rules
• Mandatory Public Old-age Pension Schemes
• Migration Programmes for Health Workers
• Monetary Unions
• Pension Contribution Rates
• Public Procurement Structures in EU Member

Countries
• The Economic Weight of Nations (1–3)
• Vocational Education and Training Systems:

Role of the Social Partners 
• Wage Replacement in Case of Sickness

FORTHCOMING CONFERENCES

Global Economy
25–26 January 2008, in Munich

CESifo will hold the fourth area meeting for the
Global Economy group. The focus of this group
will be to explore how the gains from globalisation
differ from the gains from trade (accelerated tech-
nical progress, global tournaments, increased speed
of transactions), the effects of marginalisation and
how it operates, the role of culture and local iden-
tity, new forms of global institutions and arrange-
ments, and other matters under the globalisation
label.
Scientific organiser: John Whalley

Delphi conference
30–31 May 2008, in Munich

CESifo and the Department of International and
European Economic Studies (DIEES) at the
Athens University of Economics and Business
(AUEB) will organise a conference on the ques-

tion of “Government, Institutions, and Macroeco-
nomic Performance”. Relevant topics include
issues such as: measures of institutional quality;
bureaucracy, property rights, corruption and politi-
cal stability; institutions, investment and growth;
economic policy and institutions; sclerosis and
reforms; the role of economic integration; global-
ization and institutional choice; determinants of
institutions; and other topics along these lines.
Scientific organisers: Thomas Moutos, George
Economides and Peter Egger

European Economic Association
27–31 August 2008, in Milan

Deadline for paper submission: 15 February 2008

International Institute of Public Finance (IIPF)
22–25 August 2008, in Maastricht

Deadline for paper submission: 31 January 2008 

American Economic Association Meetings
3–5 January 2009, in San Francisco

Deadline for paper submission: 1 February 2008

NEW BOOKS ON INSTITUTIONS

Handbook of European Financial Markets and
Institutions
Xavier Freixas, Philipp Hartmann and Colin Mayer
Oxford University Press, 2008

Institutions and Organizations: Ideas and Interests
W. Richard Scott 
Sage Publications, 2008

Controlling Governments: Voters, Institutions, and
Accountability
José Maria Maravall and Ignacio Sanchez-Cuenca
(eds.)
Cambridge University Press, 2008

How Institutions Evolve: The Political Economy of
Skills in Germany, Britain, the United States, and
Japan
Kathleen Thelen 
Cambridge University Press, 2007
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