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Preface
Among its many findings, our PISA 2018 assessment shows that 15-year-old students in the four provinces of China that 
participated in the study – Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang – outperformed by a large margin their peers from all of 
the other 78 participating education systems, in mathematics and science. Moreover, the 10% most disadvantaged students 
in these four provinces also showed better reading skills than those of the average student in OECD countries, as well as skills 
similar to the 10% most advantaged students in some of these countries. True, these four provinces in eastern China are far from 
representing China as a whole, but the size of each of them compares to that of a typical OECD country, and their combined 
populations amount to over 180 million. What makes their achievement even more remarkable is that the level of income of 
these four Chinese regions is well below the OECD average. The quality of their schools today will feed into the strength of their 
economies tomorrow. 

In this context, and given the fact that expenditure per primary and secondary student rose by more than 15% across OECD 
countries over the past decade, it is disappointing that most OECD countries saw virtually no improvement in the performance 
of their students since PISA was first conducted in 2000. In fact, only seven of the 79 education systems analysed saw significant 
improvements in the reading, mathematics and science performance of their students throughout their participation in PISA, and 
only one of these, Portugal, is a member of the OECD. 

During the same period, the demands placed on the reading skills of 15-year-olds have fundamentally changed. The smartphone 
has transformed the ways in which people read and exchange information; and digitalisation has resulted in the emergence 
of new forms of text, ranging from the concise, to the lengthy and unwieldy. In the past, students could find clear and singular 
answers to their questions in carefully curated and government-approved textbooks, and they could trust those answers to be 
true. Today, they will find hundreds of thousands of answers to their questions on line, and it is up to them to figure out what 
is true and what is false, what is right and what is wrong. Reading is no longer mainly about extracting information; it is about 
constructing knowledge, thinking critically and making well-founded judgements. Against this backdrop, the findings from this 
latest PISA round show that fewer than 1 in 10 students in OECD countries was able to distinguish between fact and opinion, 
based on implicit cues pertaining to the content or source of the information. In fact, only in the four provinces of China, as well 
as in Canada, Estonia, Finland, Singapore and the United States, did more than one in seven students demonstrate this level of 
reading proficiency.

There is another side to this. The kinds of things that are easy to teach are nowadays also easy to digitise and automate. In the 
age of artificial intelligence (AI) we need to think harder about how to develop first-class humans, and how we can pair the AI of 
computers with the cognitive, social and emotional skills, and values of people. AI will amplify good ideas and good practice in the 
same way as it amplifies bad ideas and bad practice – it is ethically neutral. However, AI is always in the hands of people who are 
not neutral. That is why education in the future is not just about teaching people, but also about helping them develop a reliable 
compass to navigate an increasingly complex, ambiguous and volatile world. Whether AI will destroy or create more jobs will very 
much depend on whether our imagination, our awareness, and our sense of responsibility will help us harness technology to 
shape the world for the better. These are issues that the OECD is currently exploring with our Education 2030 project.

PISA is also broadening the range of outcomes that it measures, including global competency in 2018, creative thinking in 2021, 
and learning in the digital world in 2024. The 2018 assessment asked students to express how they relate to others, what they 
think of their lives and their future, and whether they believe they have the capacity to grow and improve. 

Measuring the well-being of 15-year-old students, the target PISA population, is particularly important, as students at this age 
are in a key transition phase of physical and emotional development. When it comes to those social and emotional outcomes, the 
top-performing Chinese provinces are among the education systems with most room for improvement. 

Even across OECD countries, just about two in three students reported that they are satisfied with their lives, and that percentage 
shrank by five percentage points between 2015 and 2018. Some 6% of students reported always feeling sad. In almost every 
education system, girls expressed greater fear of failure than boys, even when they outperformed boys in reading by a large 
margin. Almost a quarter of students reported being bullied at least a few times a month. Perhaps most disturbingly, in one-third 
of countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, including OECD countries such as Greece, Mexico and Poland, more 
than one in two students said that intelligence was something about them that they couldn’t change very much. Those students 
are unlikely to make the investments in themselves that are necessary to succeed in school and in life. Importantly, having a 
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growth mindset seems consistently associated with students’ motivation to master tasks, general self-efficacy, setting learning 
goals and perceiving the value of school, and negatively associated with their fear of failure. Even if the well-being indicators 
examined by PISA do not refer specifically to the school context, students who sat the 2018 PISA test cited three main aspects 
of their lives that influence how they feel: life at school, their relationships with their parents, and how satisfied they are with the 
way they look.

It may be tempting to conclude that performing better in school will necessarily increase anxiety about schoolwork and undermine 
students’ well-being. But countries such as Belgium, Estonia, Finland and Germany show that high performance and a strong 
sense of well-being can be achieved simultaneously; they set important examples for others. 

Other countries show that equity and excellence can also be jointly achieved. In Australia, Canada, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, 
Hong Kong (China), Japan, Korea, Macao (China), Norway and the United Kingdom, for example, average performance was higher 
than the OECD average while the relationship between socio-economic status and reading performance was weaker than the 
OECD average. Moreover, one in ten disadvantaged students was able to score in the top quarter of reading performance in their 
country/economy, indicating that poverty is not destiny. The data also show that the world is no longer divided between rich and 
well-educated nations and poor and badly educated ones. The level of economic development explains just 28% of the variation 
in learning outcomes across countries if a linear relationship is assumed between the two. 

However, it remains necessary for many countries to promote equity with much greater urgency. While students from well-off 
families will often find a path to success in life, those from disadvantaged families have generally only one single chance in life, 
and that is a great teacher and a good school. If they miss that boat, subsequent education opportunities will tend to reinforce, 
rather than mitigate, initial differences in learning outcomes. Against this background, it is disappointing that in many countries a 
student’s or school’s post code remains the strongest predictor of their achievement. In Argentina, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Peru, the Slovak Republic and the United Arab Emirates, a typical disadvantaged student has less than a one-in-eight 
chance of attending the same school as high achievers. 

Furthermore, in over half of the PISA-participating countries and economies, principals of disadvantaged schools were significantly 
more likely than those of advantaged schools to report that their school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered by a lack or 
inadequacy of educational material; and in 31 countries and economies, principals of disadvantaged schools were more likely 
than those of advantaged ones to report that a lack of teaching staff hinders instruction. In these systems, students face a double 
disadvantage: one that comes from their home background and another that is created by the school system. There can be 
numerous reasons why some students perform better than others, but those performance differences should never be related 
to the social background of students and schools.

Clearly, all countries have excellent students, but too few countries have enabled all of their students to excel and fulfill their 
potential to do so. Achieving greater equity in education is not only a social justice imperative, it is also a way to use resources 
more effectively, increase the supply of skills that fuel economic growth, and promote social cohesion. For those with the right 
knowledge and skills, digitalisation and globalisation have been liberating and exciting; for those who are insufficiently prepared, 
these trends can mean vulnerable and insecure work, and a life with few prospects. Our economies are linked together by global 
chains of information and goods, but they are also increasingly concentrated in hubs where comparative advantage can be built 
and renewed. This makes the distribution of knowledge and wealth crucial, and it can only be possible through the distribution 
of education opportunities. 

Equipping citizens with the knowledge and skills necessary to achieve their full potential, to contribute to an increasingly 
interconnected world, and to convert better skills into better lives needs to become a more central preoccupation of policy 
makers around the world. Fairness, integrity and inclusiveness in public policy thus all hinge on the skills of citizens. In working 
to achieve these goals, more and more countries are looking beyond their own borders for evidence of the most successful and 
efficient education policies and practices. 

PISA is not only the world’s most comprehensive and reliable indicator of students’ capabilities, it is also a powerful tool that 
countries and economies can use to fine-tune their education policies. That is why the OECD produces this triennial report on the 
state of education around the globe: to share evidence of the best policies and practices, and to offer our timely and targeted 
support to help countries provide the best education possible for all of their students.

Angel Gurría
OECD Secretary-General
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Up to the end of the 1990s, OECD comparisons of education outcomes were mainly based on measures of years of schooling, 
which is not a reliable indicator of what people actually know and can do. With the Programme for International Student 
Assessment, PISA, we tried to change this. The transformational idea behind PISA lay in testing the knowledge and skills 
of students directly, through a metric that was internationally agreed upon; linking that with data from students, teachers, 
schools and systems to understand performance differences; and then harnessing the power of collaboration to act on the 
data, both by creating shared points of reference and by leveraging peer pressure. 

The aim with PISA was not to create another layer of top-down accountability, but to help schools and policy makers shift 
from looking upwards within the bureaucracy towards looking outwards to the next teacher, the next school, the next country.  
In essence, PISA counts what counts, and makes that information available to educators and policy makers so they can make 
more informed decisions. 

The OECD countries that initiated PISA tried to make PISA different from traditional assessments in other ways too. In a world 
that rewards individuals increasingly not just for what they know, but for what they can do with what they know, PISA goes 
beyond assessing whether students can reproduce what they have learned in school. To do well in PISA, students have to be 
able to extrapolate from what they know, think across the boundaries of subject-matter disciplines, apply their knowledge 
creatively in novel situations and demonstrate effective learning strategies. If all we do is teach our children what we know, 
they might remember enough to follow in our footsteps; but if we teach them how to learn, they can go anywhere they want.

Some people argued that the PISA tests are unfair, because they confront students with problems they have not encountered 
in school. But life is unfair, because the real test in life is not whether we can remember what we learned at school yesterday, 
but whether we will be able to solve problems that we can’t possibly anticipate today.

But the greatest strength of PISA lies in its working methods. Most assessments are centrally planned and then contracted to 
engineers who build them. That’s how tests are created that are owned by a company – but not by the people who are needed 
to change education. PISA turned that on its head. The idea of PISA attracted the world’s best thinkers and mobilised hundreds 
of experts, educators and scientists from the participating countries to build a global assessment. Today, we would call that 
crowdsourcing; but whatever we call it, it created the ownership that was critical for success.

In a nutshell, PISA owes its success to a collaborative effort between the participating countries, the national and international 
experts and institutions working within the framework of the PISA Consortium, and the OECD Secretariat. Subject-matter 
experts, practitioners and policy makers from the participating countries worked tirelessly to build agreement on which 
learning outcomes are important to measure and how to measure them best; to design and validate assessment tasks that 
can reflect those measures adequately and accurately across countries and cultures; and to find ways to compare the results 
meaningfully and reliably. The OECD Secretariat co-ordinated this effort and worked with countries to make sense of the 
results and compile this report.

Over the past two decades, PISA has become the world’s premier yardstick for evaluating the quality, equity and efficiency of 
school systems, and an influential force for education reform. It has helped policy makers lower the cost of political action by 
backing difficult decisions with evidence – but it has also raised the political cost of inaction by exposing areas where policy 
and practice have been unsatisfactory. Today, PISA brings together more than 90 countries, representing 80% of the world 
economy, in a global conversation about education. 

While measurement is the means, the purpose of PISA is to help countries look outwards and incorporate the results of that 
learning into policy and practice. That outward-looking perspective also seems to be a common trait of many high-performing 
education systems: they are open to the world and ready to learn from and with the world’s education leaders; they do not feel 
threatened by alternative ways of thinking. 

In the end, the laws of physics apply. If we stop pedalling, not only will we not move forward, our bicycles will stop moving at all 
and will fall over – and we will fall with them. Against strong headwinds, we need to push ourselves even harder. But in the face 
of challenges and opportunities as great as any that have gone before, human beings need not be passive or inert. We have 
agency, the ability to anticipate and the power to frame our actions with purpose. The best-performing PISA countries show 

Foreword
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Foreword

us that high-quality and equitable education is an attainable goal, that it is within our means to deliver a future for millions of 
learners who currently do not have one, and that our task is not to make the impossible possible, but to make the possible 
attainable.

Andreas Schleicher
Director for Education and Skills
Special Advisor on Education Policy
to the Secretary-General
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Executive Summary
Worldwide trends and global crises, such as technological change, growing inequality and pandemics, are posing new challenges 
to education systems and schools around the world. School-management policies and practices play a key role in determining 
how education systems respond to these challenges.

This volume of PISA 2018 Results describes the policies and practices used in the education systems of the 79 countries/economies 
that participated in PISA 2018. It examines how policies and practices related to grouping and selecting students, resources 
invested in education, the governance of education systems, and evaluations and assessments are associated with performance, 
equity in students’ learning outcomes and student well-being. Trends in school organisation are analysed to understand how 
schools and school systems have changed during the past decade, and whether and how these changes are related to changes 
in performance and equity in students’ learning outcomes.

EFFECTIVE POLICIES, SUCCESSFUL SCHOOLS: MAIN FINDINGS
On grouping and sorting students
• � On average across OECD countries, 6% of students had not attended or had attended pre-primary education for less than one 

year. These students scored lower in reading at the age of 15 than students who had attended for between one and three 
years, before and after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. 

• � A socio-economically disadvantaged 15-year-old student was about three times more likely than an advantaged student, on 
average across OECD countries, to have repeated a grade at least once, even if both students scored the same in the PISA 
reading test. At the system level, across all participating countries and economies, those countries/economies with smaller 
shares of students who had repeated a grade showed higher mean reading performance and greater equity in reading 
performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP.

• � Students in general (academic) programmes scored almost 30 points higher in reading than those in vocational programmes, 
on average across OECD countries, and after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. At the system level, 
across OECD countries, school systems with larger shares of students in general programmes generally showed greater equity 
in reading performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP.

• � On average across OECD countries, students in schools that group students by ability in their classes for all subjects scored 
eight points lower in reading than students in schools that do not group students in this way, after accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile.

On resources invested in education
• � Some 27% of students were enrolled in schools whose principal reported that learning is hindered by a lack of teaching staff, 

and 33% were enrolled in schools whose principal reported that learning is hindered by a lack of assisting staff, on average 
across OECD countries. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 17 countries/economies, students 
in schools with more staff shortages scored lower.

• � Students attending schools whose principal reported fewer shortages of material resources scored higher in reading, 
on average across OECD countries and in 12 countries and economies, after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile. At the system level, more shortages of educational materials were correlated with lower mean 
performance in reading, even after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all participating 
countries and economies in PISA 2018. 

• � Around 54% of students attended a school where an effective online learning platform is available to them, on average across 
OECD countries. More students in advantaged schools (59% of students in advantaged schools) than in disadvantaged schools 
(49% of students in disadvantaged schools) had access to an effective online learning platform.

• � In countries and economies with higher mean performance in reading, there tended to be smaller differences in material 
resources between advantaged and disadvantaged schools; in some cases, disadvantaged schools tended to have more 
material resources than advantaged schools.
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• � On average across OECD countries, performance in reading was positively associated with each additional hour of 
language-of-instruction lessons per week, up to 3 hours. However, this positive association between learning time in regular 
language-of-instruction lessons and reading performance weakened amongst students who spent more than three hours per 
week in these lessons.

• � Education systems with larger shares of students in schools that offer a room(s) for homework tended to show better mean 
performance in reading, mathematics and science, even after accounting for per capita GDP.

On how education systems are governed
• � After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, students in public schools scored higher in reading than 

students in private schools, on average across OECD countries (by 14 score points) and in 19 education systems (ranging from 
13 score points higher in Indonesia to 117 points higher in Serbia). 

• � At the system level, across all countries and economies, school systems with larger shares of students in private-independent 
schools tended to show lower mean performance in reading, mathematics and science, after accounting for per capita GDP. 
This relationship was not observed across OECD countries. 

On evaluations and assessments
• � Countries and economies tended to show better equity in education when they: use student assessments to inform parents 

about their child’s progress; use student assessments to identify aspects of instruction or the curriculum that could be 
improved; use written specifications for student performance on the school’s initiative; seek feedback from students; and have 
regular consultations on school improvement at least every six months, based on district or national policies.

WHAT THE DATA IMPLY FOR POLICY
PISA 2018 results show considerable disparities between advantaged and disadvantaged schools related to shortages of 
education staff and material resources, including digital resources. Ensuring that all schools have adequate and high-quality 
material resources, and the appropriate support, is key if students from all backgrounds are to be given equal opportunities to 
learn and succeed at school. 

PISA also finds that in high-performing countries/economies and in those with greater equity in education, a combination of school 
autonomy and more centralised accountability measures work in concert to support more effective teaching and better learning. 
For example, countries/economies with greater equity in education often have some mandatory accountability arrangements 
that are set at the district or national level, such as seeking written feedback from students or having regular consultations on 
school improvement at least every six months. At the same time, schools are responsible for ensuring their students’ learning by, 
for example, developing and disseminating written standards of student performance. 

Similarly, in high-performing countries/economies, implementation of a standardised policy for reading-related subjects taught 
at school (including a school curriculum with shared instructional materials, and staff development and training) tends to be 
mandatory and regulated at the district or national level, while schools encourage and make available teacher mentoring on their 
own initiative.
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Table V.1 [1/4]  Snapshot of stratification, governance and evaluations

Countries/economies with values above the OECD average

Countries/economies with values not statistically different from the OECD average

Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Percentage of students 
who had not attended 

pre-primary school or who 
had attended for less than 

a year

Percentage of students 
who had repeated a grade 

at least once in primary, 
lower secondary or upper 

secondary school

Percentage of students 
who are enrolled in a pre-
vocational or vocational 

programme

Percentage of students in schools whose principal 
reported that their school groups students by ability 

in their classes for:

All subjects Some subjects

% % % % %

O
EC

D OECD average 6.2 11.4 13.8 5.2 48.7
Australia 11.5 5.9 10.0 4.9 64.8
Austria 2.6 14.4 65.8 2.1 29.2
Belgium 1.6 30.8 42.5 5.6 41.9
Canada 14.6 5.4 0.0 4.3 45.8
Chile 4.5 23.2 1.8 5.3 38.0
Colombia 7.7 40.8 19.5 11.5 19.4
Czech Republic 2.8 4.6 33.9 0.9 55.8
Denmark 1.2 3.2 0.1 11.0 63.4
Estonia 4.1 2.9 0.1 3.2 55.5
Finland 2.3 3.3 0.1 1.9 52.5
France 1.5 16.6 19.1 6.7 36.4
Germany 2.2 19.6 3.0 10.5 31.3
Greece 2.7 4.0 12.9 2.3 17.3
Hungary 0.6 8.5 16.1 0.7 77.4
Iceland 1.6 0.9 0.0 0.1 47.8
Ireland 10.3 6.1 0.7 5.3 47.1
Israel 1.2 9.0 0.0 4.1 68.8
Italy 3.3 13.2 49.3 23.2 26.7
Japan 0.3 m 23.5 0.0 50.3
Korea 3.6 4.5 16.5 3.3 54.6
Latvia 5.1 3.7 1.1 1.5 44.4
Lithuania 16.1 2.0 2.0 1.3 61.0
Luxembourg 5.2 32.2 14.4 5.0 40.5
Mexico 1.7 15.0 28.1 15.3 52.3
Netherlands 2.4 17.3 25.8 4.6 75.3
New Zealand 5.3 5.6 0.0 10.2 73.3
Norway 3.7 m 0.0 7.6 40.2
Poland 17.2 3.3 0.5 0.0 80.9
Portugal 7.2 26.6 17.0 2.2 13.8
Slovak Republic 4.5 5.5 5.0 1.5 58.7
Slovenia 10.3 3.6 57.3 7.9 48.4
Spain 2.3 28.7 1.2 11.1 30.5
Sweden 4.2 3.5 0.0 1.9 23.1
Switzerland 3.4 17.6 11.7 5.4 57.3
Turkey 37.0 7.4 33.0 4.1 40.1
United Kingdom 4.5 2.5 0.2 1.7 69.3
United States 18.2 9.1 0.0 2.8 67.9

Notes: All data are based on students’ reports, unless otherwise indicated.
1. Based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.2.2, V.B1.2.9, V.B1.3.1, V.B1.3.7, V.B1.7.1, V.B1.8.12
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130474

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130474
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Table V.1 [2/4]  Snapshot of stratification, governance and evaluations

Countries/economies with values above the OECD average

Countries/economies with values not statistically different from the OECD average

Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Percentage of students 
who had not attended 

pre-primary school or who 
had attended for less than 

a year

Percentage of students 
who had repeated a grade 

at least once in primary, 
lower secondary or upper 

secondary school

Percentage of students 
who are enrolled in a pre-
vocational or vocational 

programme

Percentage of students in schools whose principal 
reported that their school groups students by ability 

in their classes for:

All subjects Some subjects

% % % % %

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 12.7 3.3 m 33.1 36.2

Argentina 3.0 29.2 15.3 7.9 47.2
Baku (Azerbaijan) 45.1 2.7 0.0 17.4 52.5
Belarus 4.5 1.4 14.1 4.0 35.6
Bosnia and Herzegovina 58.9 1.9 65.7 14.6 42.5
Brazil 9.9 34.1 9.0 10.5 8.6
Brunei Darussalam 22.5 12.0 5.5 17.1 61.7
B-S-J-Z (China) 1.3 8.3 18.1 31.7 56.2
Bulgaria 5.1 4.5 49.1 13.5 36.7
Costa Rica 9.9 28.1 12.5 58.8 21.3
Croatia 16.3 1.5 67.3 6.4 34.7
Cyprus 2.6 3.9 12.2 7.3 39.7
Dominican Republic 18.9 32.5 12.7 22.6 36.1
Georgia 19.7 3.3 0.0 3.0 20.9
Hong Kong (China) 0.9 15.7 0.0 4.0 75.2
Indonesia 20.4 15.5 19.8 15.3 26.3
Jordan 11.6 10.8 0.0 41.7 22.8
Kazakhstan 48.7 3.1 19.6 21.1 55.2
Kosovo 33.2 4.5 39.8 25.3 46.5
Lebanon 10.4 34.5 0.0 16.4 38.2
Macao (China) 0.9 30.1 1.0 5.1 62.4
Malaysia 3.7 m 10.2 23.6 45.9
Malta 2.1 5.5 0.0 2.8 68.0
Moldova 8.2 2.6 3.5 6.7 25.2
Montenegro 30.3 1.6 64.5 31.1 30.4
Morocco 27.0 49.3 0.0 19.4 6.1
North Macedonia m 3.2 58.6 32.7 39.5
Panama 15.3 26.5 26.8 14.6 30.6
Peru 5.0 20.8 0.0 7.6 35.2
Philippines 11.4 21.1 0.0 21.1 49.8
Qatar 16.7 17.1 0.0 26.5 52.1
Romania 2.3 4.5 12.0 6.4 46.2
Russia 13.9 1.7 3.6 11.7 34.7
Saudi Arabia 51.7 11.4 0.0 52.9 24.5
Serbia 2.5 1.4 71.9 17.7 31.5
Singapore 1.7 4.8 0.0 9.2 70.1
Chinese Taipei 1.4 0.9 33.7 3.2 42.1
Thailand 1.2 6.8 22.9 14.4 55.5
Ukraine 18.5 1.6 28.0 14.9 46.8
United Arab Emirates 9.1 10.2 3.6 44.1 42.4
Uruguay 3.3 33.4 8.6 7.9 12.2
Viet Nam 3.4 4.9 0.0 19.8 56.9

Notes: All data are based on students’ reports, unless otherwise indicated.
1. Based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.2.2, V.B1.2.9, V.B1.3.1, V.B1.3.7, V.B1.7.1, V.B1.8.12
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130474

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130474
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Table V.1 [3/4]  Snapshot of stratification, governance and evaluations

Countries/economies with values above the OECD average

Countries/economies with values not statistically different from the OECD average

Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Percentage of students enrolled in:1
Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the 

following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Government or public 
schools

Government-
dependent private 

schools

Government-
independent private 

schools

Written specification 
of student 

performance 
standards

Seeking written 
feedback from 

students
Teacher mentoring

% % % % % %

O
EC

D OECD average 81.9 13.2 4.9 77.9 68.4 77.2
Australia 57.6 28.2 14.2 92.9 85.7 96.6
Austria 87.6 10.8 1.6 65.3 90.3 77.9
Belgium m m m 59.0 51.7 88.2
Canada 91.8 3.4 4.8 83.2 58.8 85.4
Chile 34.0 56.2 9.8 83.1 72.8 54.2
Colombia 81.4 1.4 17.2 95.0 85.3 81.2
Czech Republic 93.6 5.8 0.6 86.8 62.0 96.4
Denmark 72.0 21.7 6.3 80.3 60.3 70.0
Estonia 96.1 2.3 1.6 65.7 85.4 95.0
Finland 95.9 4.1 0.0 64.6 72.6 70.0
France 80.0 11.7 8.3 46.9 17.9 73.9
Germany 96.1 3.4 0.6 68.2 53.0 27.9
Greece 94.9 1.4 3.7 45.9 41.2 79.4
Hungary 79.4 19.3 1.2 93.7 60.5 80.8
Iceland 99.2 0.8 0.0 91.5 38.0 36.2
Ireland m m m 63.0 59.6 86.1
Israel m m m 77.2 67.4 97.2
Italy 96.4 1.7 1.9 63.2 44.5 36.9
Japan 66.3 3.6 30.1 64.5 85.1 86.1
Korea 60.6 35.5 3.9 98.1 86.1 94.9
Latvia 98.5 0.8 0.7 84.7 90.1 82.2
Lithuania 95.8 3.0 1.2 82.9 74.7 57.5
Luxembourg 82.3 15.1 2.6 62.3 9.3 59.7
Mexico 87.9 4.2 7.9 91.6 75.3 64.2
Netherlands 36.5 63.4 0.1 70.1 87.9 93.9
New Zealand 94.2 0.0 5.8 91.0 97.1 96.9
Norway w w w 88.5 66.2 89.0
Poland 95.5 3.6 0.9 76.3 77.6 93.7
Portugal 86.6 8.8 4.6 77.4 70.1 78.0
Slovak Republic 87.7 11.8 0.5 87.8 68.3 77.5
Slovenia 97.5 2.5 0.0 94.1 81.4 82.9
Spain 67.7 27.0 5.3 72.8 74.0 33.9
Sweden 80.7 19.2 0.1 97.2 79.9 89.8
Switzerland 95.5 0.7 3.8 53.1 70.4 79.1
Turkey 87.9 1.1 11.0 83.2 87.9 73.0
United Kingdom 34.0 59.8 6.2 90.4 81.2 96.9
United States 93.0 2.2 4.8 89.9 63.4 93.4

Notes: All data are based on students’ reports, unless otherwise indicated.
1. Based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.2.2, V.B1.2.9, V.B1.3.1, V.B1.3.7, V.B1.7.1, V.B1.8.12
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130474

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130474
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Table V.1 [4/4]  Snapshot of stratification, governance and evaluations

Countries/economies with values above the OECD average

Countries/economies with values not statistically different from the OECD average

Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Percentage of students enrolled in:1
Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the 

following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Government or public 
schools

Government-
dependent private 

schools

Government-
independent private 

schools

Written specification 
of student 

performance 
standards

Seeking written 
feedback from 

students
Teacher mentoring

% % % % % %

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 88.8 1.5 9.7 99.6 95.3 100.0

Argentina 68.4 24.8 6.8 73.6 47.6 63.2
Baku (Azerbaijan) 99.5 0.3 0.2 92.5 85.7 84.1
Belarus 99.6 0.0 0.4 90.8 76.8 99.8
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

99.0 0.3 0.7 73.3 60.5 94.1

Brazil 85.0 4.1 10.9 89.1 71.6 91.2
Brunei Darussalam 84.3 3.5 12.1 94.2 86.3 98.6
B-S-J-Z (China) 85.7 0.3 14.0 90.2 97.2 97.4
Bulgaria 99.0 0.0 1.0 84.8 70.6 74.3
Costa Rica 86.2 0.7 13.1 81.1 71.3 70.3
Croatia 97.6 1.5 0.9 76.4 68.1 95.4
Cyprus 83.3 0.0 16.7 82.6 45.8 94.6
Dominican Republic 83.1 6.0 10.9 89.3 93.6 81.2
Georgia 89.3 1.1 9.5 89.3 85.5 63.7
Hong Kong (China) 8.6 91.1 0.3 83.5 81.6 83.3
Indonesia 53.5 30.0 16.6 92.3 92.2 98.7
Jordan 78.9 1.4 19.6 95.9 89.0 99.3
Kazakhstan 91.7 2.3 6.0 99.1 93.5 99.3
Kosovo 99.2 0.0 0.8 89.5 84.9 95.2
Lebanon 48.4 31.2 20.4 89.0 63.8 85.6
Macao (China) 5.7 85.3 9.0 98.0 79.3 95.6
Malaysia 93.8 0.5 5.7 98.3 84.5 98.9
Malta 54.9 31.4 13.7 73.2 62.2 89.6
Moldova 99.3 0.0 0.7 91.4 90.5 96.8
Montenegro 99.8 0.0 0.2 94.1 69.2 98.5
Morocco 92.7 3.0 4.3 81.8 64.4 93.9
North Macedonia 98.7 0.6 0.7 83.4 91.4 98.6
Panama 81.9 7.2 10.8 91.3 88.7 97.7
Peru 75.2 0.3 24.6 90.5 65.5 97.9
Philippines 82.3 10.6 7.1 99.4 89.7 100.0
Qatar 57.3 1.5 41.2 98.6 96.0 98.6
Romania 98.0 1.4 0.7 91.7 92.6 88.0
Russia 100.0 0.0 0.0 98.5 73.8 100.0
Saudi Arabia 86.7 5.8 7.5 96.4 94.6 100.0
Serbia 96.8 0.0 3.2 94.6 75.2 95.4
Singapore 90.5 3.0 6.6 90.7 92.9 99.5
Chinese Taipei 68.4 14.0 17.6 91.9 78.2 82.2
Thailand 84.0 8.5 7.4 98.2 78.1 98.6
Ukraine 99.2 0.4 0.4 94.0 61.0 95.4
United Arab Emirates 38.0 23.8 38.2 99.3 90.0 96.2
Uruguay 84.1 0.5 15.3 62.7 52.3 71.0
Viet Nam 95.0 1.0 4.0 94.8 95.1 96.1

Notes: All data are based on students’ reports, unless otherwise indicated.
1. Based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.2.2, V.B1.2.9, V.B1.3.1, V.B1.3.7, V.B1.7.1, V.B1.8.12
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130474

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130474
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Table V.2 [1/4]  Snapshot of educational resources

Countries/economies with values above the OECD average

Countries/economies with values not statistically different from the OECD average

Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Percentage of students in schools whose principal 
reported that the school’s capacity to provide 

instruction is hindered to some extent or a lot by the 
following factors:

Percentage of students in schools whose principal 
agreed or strongly agreed with the following 

statements:

Percentage of students in 
schools whose principal 

reported that their school 
has a specific programme 

to prepare students for 
responsible Internet 

behaviourA lack of teaching staff A lack of assisting staff
The school’s Internet 

bandwidth or speed is 
sufficient

An effective online 
learning support platform 

is available

% % % % %

O
EC

D OECD average 27.1 32.8 67.5 54.1 59.5
Australia 17.0 12.4 72.4 75.9 78.3
Austria 11.9 66.0 67.9 67.3 70.1
Belgium 43.5 32.8 69.3 46.9 54.2
Canada 19.4 27.9 81.4 65.1 48.9
Chile 12.6 21.5 57.7 38.7 23.6
Colombia 30.6 58.8 25.2 36.2 44.4
Czech Republic 35.2 33.4 71.6 57.0 45.9
Denmark 5.3 13.2 89.9 90.9 47.9
Estonia 43.6 37.3 74.8 66.5 59.0
Finland 7.3 38.0 72.9 80.0 50.5
France 17.1 31.7 56.6 35.2 69.9
Germany 56.9 48.8 31.7 32.7 74.1
Greece 26.3 64.4 62.7 34.2 31.4
Hungary 33.7 44.3 48.0 35.4 52.3
Iceland 9.9 17.7 78.1 42.8 60.4
Ireland 44.8 26.0 75.9 45.4 69.3
Israel 37.6 35.9 45.6 68.2 76.7
Italy 22.7 48.8 60.4 46.3 53.2
Japan 52.8 31.7 45.2 24.0 54.2
Korea 32.6 55.9 83.4 55.8 70.6
Latvia 28.2 17.3 79.1 51.3 46.3
Lithuania 7.2 6.7 91.3 66.8 30.6
Luxembourg 75.3 55.0 78.8 23.9 79.9
Mexico 25.3 35.2 31.7 33.8 37.4
Netherlands 35.7 9.9 87.1 50.4 63.8
New Zealand 37.2 19.4 87.9 76.5 75.6
Norway 11.3 7.9 79.9 76.1 93.9
Poland 2.6 8.7 58.9 34.7 82.6
Portugal 31.8 67.7 32.0 34.9 62.2
Slovak Republic 11.4 29.1 61.0 41.5 61.2
Slovenia 22.8 25.5 90.0 77.4 60.6
Spain 42.7 59.4 52.9 51.5 55.6
Sweden 30.1 29.2 89.1 80.0 47.8
Switzerland 11.0 11.5 73.8 48.5 63.7
Turkey 14.7 35.6 76.6 65.5 57.1
United Kingdom 28.1 21.5 75.2 65.9 95.1
United States 25.8 26.8 82.4 77.1 54.5

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.4.2, V.B1.5.15, V.B1.5.18, V.B1.6.1
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130493

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130493
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Table V.2 [2/4]  Snapshot of educational resources

Countries/economies with values above the OECD average

Countries/economies with values not statistically different from the OECD average

Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Percentage of students in schools whose principal 
reported that the school’s capacity to provide 

instruction is hindered to some extent or a lot by the 
following factors:

Percentage of students in schools whose principal 
agreed or strongly agreed with the following 

statements:

Percentage of students 
in schools whose principal 
reported that their school 
has a specific programme 

to prepare students for 
responsible Internet 

behaviourA lack of teaching staff A lack of assisting staff
The school’s Internet 

bandwidth or speed is 
sufficient

An effective online 
learning support platform 

is available

% % % % %

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 3.9 13.6 66.5 32.2 73.0

Argentina 25.9 35.6 21.7 18.9 30.7
Baku (Azerbaijan) 42.8 28.5 52.3 41.3 44.0
Belarus 9.6 8.8 79.8 27.4 68.0
Bosnia and Herzegovina 4.6 15.3 49.7 33.6 27.3
Brazil 17.6 34.1 26.0 35.0 16.3
Brunei Darussalam 15.0 27.5 32.2 34.4 57.8
B-S-J-Z (China) 41.4 26.3 95.8 94.6 91.7
Bulgaria 8.0 4.3 79.4 40.4 72.4
Costa Rica 39.9 47.5 34.3 20.0 27.2
Croatia 18.3 45.1 69.9 48.6 42.2
Cyprus 7.3 25.7 71.3 44.5 61.4
Dominican Republic 27.6 31.7 44.4 46.7 58.5
Georgia 4.6 29.4 72.2 60.4 54.3
Hong Kong (China) 23.7 40.1 86.8 67.4 83.6
Indonesia 42.4 41.7 79.6 59.1 58.6
Jordan 40.9 50.4 52.0 43.4 60.8
Kazakhstan 29.3 14.0 64.5 69.9 68.7
Kosovo 19.1 29.1 28.7 22.0 25.3
Lebanon 15.1 26.3 46.6 35.2 44.2
Macao (China) 12.0 11.7 68.0 68.8 80.5
Malaysia 7.5 12.7 36.0 68.2 82.5
Malta 16.4 24.2 61.3 58.5 77.2
Moldova 28.7 22.9 60.3 40.5 58.5
Montenegro 1.7 7.5 75.2 49.3 33.8
Morocco 36.9 74.1 25.8 27.8 20.5
North Macedonia 3.6 31.0 31.6 24.5 23.2
Panama 14.8 53.7 25.2 23.9 36.2
Peru 16.5 41.7 26.9 24.0 34.2
Philippines 19.5 24.1 41.2 54.3 59.1
Qatar 11.4 11.7 78.9 80.4 86.3
Romania 8.8 20.2 76.2 31.3 54.1
Russia 43.1 22.8 76.7 42.8 54.8
Saudi Arabia 49.5 47.6 43.8 48.6 66.4
Serbia 2.3 20.8 61.0 40.0 54.5
Singapore 5.3 7.2 90.3 95.8 95.4
Chinese Taipei 19.6 12.9 82.0 76.7 75.0
Thailand 37.7 33.6 69.3 76.8 90.2
Ukraine 19.6 24.8 58.7 64.5 77.6
United Arab Emirates 27.7 30.2 79.8 71.6 80.4
Uruguay 28.6 53.2 32.8 47.4 27.9
Viet Nam 23.8 30.9 79.7 43.4 62.9

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.4.2, V.B1.5.15, V.B1.5.18, V.B1.6.1
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130493

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
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Table V.2 [3/4]  Snapshot of educational resources

Countries/economies with values above the OECD average

Countries/economies with values not statistically different from the OECD average

Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Learning time per week (as reported by students) in:

Regular language-of-instruction 
lessons Regular mathematics lessons Regular science lessons Foreign language lessons

Hours Hours Hours Hours

O
EC

D OECD average 3.7 3.7 3.4 3.6
Australia 3.9 3.9 3.5 1.2
Austria 2.6 2.6 3.5 3.6
Belgium 3.6 3.5 3.1 4.7
Canada 5.4 5.2 5.1 2.9
Chile 6.8 7.3 5.8 4.3
Colombia 3.7 4.0 3.3 3.2
Czech Republic 3.1 3.2 4.0 3.9
Denmark 5.8 4.5 3.7 4.8
Estonia 3.1 3.5 3.6 4.0
Finland 2.5 2.8 2.5 3.8
France 3.7 3.6 2.8 4.5
Germany 3.3 3.4 3.7 4.4
Greece 2.8 3.4 3.6 1.8
Hungary 2.8 2.5 2.9 4.7
Iceland 4.1 4.1 2.4 4.7
Ireland 3.1 3.2 2.4 2.5
Israel 3.3 4.2 3.4 3.8
Italy 4.6 3.8 2.3 3.8
Japan 3.6 4.1 2.9 4.0
Korea 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.2
Latvia 2.7 3.8 4.0 3.7
Lithuania 3.5 3.0 4.4 3.7
Luxembourg 3.5 3.5 3.2 6.2
Mexico 3.9 4.0 3.9 2.9
Netherlands 2.8 2.6 4.4 3.8
New Zealand 4.1 4.0 4.1 1.2
Norway 3.8 3.3 2.4 2.8
Poland 3.8 3.6 2.9 3.6
Portugal 4.1 4.5 3.5 3.8
Slovak Republic 3.4 3.2 2.6 4.3
Slovenia 3.0 2.8 3.3 3.0
Spain 3.6 3.8 3.2 3.9
Sweden 3.1 3.3 3.1 3.8
Switzerland 3.3 3.4 2.5 4.2
Turkey 3.5 3.9 3.4 3.2
United Kingdom 4.3 4.2 5.1 1.7
United States 4.2 4.1 4.1 2.9

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.4.2, V.B1.5.15, V.B1.5.18, V.B1.6.1
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Table V.2 [4/4]  Snapshot of educational resources

Countries/economies with values above the OECD average

Countries/economies with values not statistically different from the OECD average

Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Learning time per week (as reported by students) in:

Regular language-of-instruction 
lessons Regular mathematics lessons Regular science lessons Foreign language lessons

Hours Hours Hours Hours

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 2.9 3.2 4.9 3.3

Argentina 3.0 3.2 3.4 2.4
Baku (Azerbaijan) 3.4 4.7 5.7 3.3
Belarus 2.3 3.3 3.7 2.6
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.6
Brazil 3.8 3.8 2.9 1.8
Brunei Darussalam 3.4 3.7 4.5 1.6
B-S-J-Z (China) 4.6 5.0 5.5 4.6
Bulgaria 2.9 2.7 4.9 4.2
Costa Rica 4.0 4.3 4.7 5.4
Croatia 2.9 2.6 3.4 2.6
Cyprus 4.3 3.8 3.8 3.2
Dominican Republic 4.4 4.4 4.1 3.7
Georgia 4.0 3.9 3.0 2.7
Hong Kong (China) 5.1 4.7 4.0 4.2
Indonesia 4.0 4.2 3.7 3.5
Jordan 4.4 3.8 4.2 3.5
Kazakhstan 2.8 3.4 2.7 2.2
Kosovo 2.9 2.5 3.0 2.3
Lebanon m m m m
Macao (China) 4.2 4.4 3.8 3.9
Malaysia 4.3 4.0 4.4 1.7
Malta 4.2 4.0 3.8 2.9
Moldova 3.9 3.2 3.9 3.0
Montenegro 2.8 2.6 1.7 2.7
Morocco 3.9 5.8 3.7 4.9
North Macedonia m m m m
Panama 3.8 4.0 3.7 3.5
Peru 5.4 6.6 4.6 2.9
Philippines 5.2 5.2 5.2 2.4
Qatar 4.5 4.8 5.3 3.7
Romania 3.0 2.7 3.4 2.7
Russia 2.6 4.0 4.4 2.5
Saudi Arabia 3.9 3.6 3.5 3.3
Serbia 2.7 2.6 3.5 2.3
Singapore 4.4 5.2 5.4 4.6
Chinese Taipei 4.2 3.9 3.1 3.9
Thailand 2.9 3.8 4.3 3.9
Ukraine 4.3 3.3 4.0 2.8
United Arab Emirates 4.5 5.1 5.0 3.7
Uruguay 2.6 2.8 2.8 2.2
Viet Nam 3.1 3.3 5.4 2.7

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.4.2, V.B1.5.15, V.B1.5.18, V.B1.6.1
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130493
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even if both students 

scored the same in 

the PISA reading test. 

Teacher mentoring is more prevalent in 
advantaged schools than in disadvantaged schools.

School policies, performance and equitySchool policies, performance and equity
A disadvantaged student is more than

twice as likely than an advantaged 

student to have repeated a grade

All data are OECD average, unless otherwise indicated, and were collected in 2018;
PISA students are 15 years old

but 
only

in disadvantaged schools 
have access to an effective 
online learning platform.

in advantaged schools,

49% 
of students

In high performing education systems, differences 

in educational resources between advantaged and 

disadvantaged schools were small. 

More than 60% of students 

attend schools that provide teacher 

mentoring on the school’s initiative. 

59% 
of students

 

Countries/economies with smaller 

shares of students who had 

repeated a grade generally showed 

higher mean reading 

performance and

greater equity 

in reading 

performance.
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Data underlying the figures
The data referred to in this volume are presented in Annex B and, in greater detail, including additional tables, on the PISA 
website (www.oecd.org/pisa). 

Five symbols are used to denote missing data:

a	 The category does not apply in the country concerned; data are therefore missing.

c	 There were too few observations to provide reliable estimates (i.e. there were fewer than 30 students or fewer than 5 schools 
with valid data).

m	 Data are not available. There was no observation in the sample; these data were not collected by the country; or these data 
were collected but subsequently removed from the publication for technical reasons.

w	 Results were withdrawn at the request of the country concerned.

x	 Data included in another category or column of the table, e.g. x(2) means that data are included in Column 2 of the table.

Country coverage
This publication features data on 79 countries and economies, including all OECD countries and more than 40 partner countries 
and economies (see map of PISA countries and economies in “What is PISA?”). 

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data 
by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West Bank 
under the terms of international law.

Two notes apply to the statistical data related to Cyprus:

•	 Footnote by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to “Cyprus” relates to the southern part of the Island. 
There is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the Island. Turkey recognises the Turkish 
Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable solution is found within the context of the United Nations, 
Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the “Cyprus issue”.

•	 Footnote by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Union: The Republic of Cyprus is 
recognised by all members of the United Nations with the exception of Turkey. The information in this document relates to 
the area under the effective control of the Government of the Republic of Cyprus.

B-S-J-Z (China) refers to the four provinces/municipalities in China that participated in PISA 2018: Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and 
Zhejiang. 

International averages
The OECD average corresponds to the arithmetic mean of the respective country estimates. It was calculated for most indicators 
presented in this report.

The OECD total takes the OECD countries as a single entity, to which each country contributes in proportion to the number of 
15-year-olds enrolled in its schools. It can be used to assess how a country compares with the OECD area as a whole.

In order to facilitate analysis and comparisons over time, historical data for all OECD Members have been provided over as long a 
period as possible, often even before a country became a member of the Organisation. This is also the case for Colombia, which 
became a Member on 28 April 2020, and which has been included in the OECD averages. Information on the membership dates 
of all OECD Member countries can be found at OECD Ratification Dates.

In this publication, the OECD average is generally used when the focus is on comparing performance across education systems. 
In the case of some countries, data may not be available for specific indicators, or specific categories may not apply. Readers 
should, therefore, keep in mind that the terms “OECD average” and “OECD total” refer to the OECD countries included in the 
respective comparisons. In cases where data are not available or do not apply for all sub-categories of a given population or 
indicator, the «OECD average» is not necessarily computed on a consistent set of countries across all columns of a table.

http://www.oecd.org/pisa
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In analyses involving data from multiple years, the OECD average is always reported on consistent sets of OECD countries, 
and several averages may be reported in the same table. For instance, the «OECD average-37» refers to the average across all  
37 OECD countries (including Colombia), and is reported as missing if fewer than 37 OECD countries have comparable data; 
the “OECD average-30” includes only 30 OECD countries that have non-missing values across all the assessments for which this 
average itself is non-missing. This restriction allows for valid comparisons of the OECD average over time.

The number in the label used in figures and tables indicates the number of countries included in the average:

•	 	OECD average-37: Arithmetic mean across all OECD countries (including Colombia).

•	 	OECD average-30: Arithmetic mean across all OECD countries, excluding Estonia, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the Slovak 
Republic, Slovenia, Turkey and the United Kingdom

•	 	OECD average-28: Arithmetic mean across all OECD countries, excluding Colombia, Estonia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Turkey and the United Kingdom.

Rounding figures
Because of rounding, some figures in tables may not add up exactly to the totals. Totals, differences and averages are always 
calculated on the basis of exact numbers and are rounded only after calculation.

All standard errors in this publication have been rounded to one or two decimal places. Where the value 0.0 or 0.00 is shown, this 
does not imply that the standard error is zero, but that it is smaller than 0.05 or 0.005, respectively.

Reporting student data
The report uses “15-year-olds” as shorthand for the PISA target population. PISA covers students who are aged between 15 years 
3 months and 16 years 2 months at the time of assessment and who are enrolled in school and have completed at least 6 years 
of formal schooling, regardless of the type of institution in which they are enrolled, and whether they are in full-time or part-
time education, whether they attend academic or vocational programmes, and whether they attend public or private schools or 
foreign schools within the country. 

Reporting school data
The principals of the schools in which students were assessed provided information on their schools’ characteristics by completing 
a school questionnaire. Where responses from school principals are presented in this publication, they are weighted so that they 
are proportionate to the number of 15-year-olds enrolled in the school. 

Focusing on statistically significant differences
This volume discusses only statistically significant differences or changes. These are denoted in darker colours in figures and in 
bold font in tables. Unless otherwise specified, the significance level is set to 5%. See Annex A3 for further information. 

Abbreviations used in this report

ESCS PISA index of economic, social and cultural status

GDP Gross domestic product

ISCED International Standard Classification of Education

ISCO International Standard Classification of Occupations

ICT Information and communications technology

PPP Purchasing power parity

S.D. Standard deviation

S.E. Standard error

STEM Science, technology, engineering and mathematics

Score dif. Score-point difference

% dif. Percentage-point difference
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Further documentation
For further information on the PISA assessment instruments and the methods used in PISA, see the PISA 2018 Technical Report 
(OECD, forthcoming).

12

This report has StatLinks at the bottom of tables and graphs. To download the matching Excel® spreadsheet, just type the link into 
your Internet browser, starting with the http://dx.doi.org prefix, or click on the link from the e-book version.

http://dx.doi.org
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“What should citizens know and be able to do?” In response to that question and to the need for internationally comparable 
evidence on student performance, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) launched the 
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) in 2000. 

PISA is a triennial survey of 15-year-old students around the world that assesses the extent to which they have acquired key 
knowledge and skills essential for full participation in social and economic life. PISA assessments include the core school subjects 
of reading, mathematics and science, and also innovative areas, such as creative problem solving (2012), collaborative problem 
solving (2015), global competence (2018) and creative thinking (2021). The assessments do not just ascertain whether students 
near the end of their compulsory education can reproduce what they have learned; they also examine how well students can 
extrapolate from what they have learned and apply their knowledge in unfamiliar settings, both in and outside of school. This 
approach reflects the fact that the modern world rewards individuals not just for what they know, but increasingly for what they 
can do with what they know.

WHAT IS UNIQUE ABOUT PISA?
PISA is unique because of its:

•	 policy orientation, which links data on student learning outcomes with data on students’ backgrounds and attitudes towards 
learning, and with key factors that shape their learning, in and outside of school; by doing so, PISA can highlight differences 
in performance and identify the characteristics of students, schools and education systems that perform well

•	 innovative concept of “literacy”, which refers to students’ capacity to apply their knowledge and skills in key areas, and to 
analyse, reason and communicate effectively as they identify, interpret and solve problems in a variety of situations

•	 relevance to lifelong learning, as PISA asks students to report on their motivation to learn, their beliefs about themselves, 
and their learning strategies

•	 regularity, which enables countries to monitor their progress in meeting key learning objectives

•	 breadth of coverage, which, in PISA 2018, encompassed all 37 OECD countries and 42 partner countries and economies.

WHICH COUNTRIES AND ECONOMIES PARTICIPATE IN PISA?
PISA is used as an assessment tool in many regions around the world. It was implemented in 43 countries and economies in the 
first assessment (32 in 2000 and 11 in 2002), 41 in the second assessment (2003), 57 in the third assessment (2006), 75 in the 
fourth assessment (65 in 2009 and 10 in 2010), 65 in the fifth assessment (2012) and 72 in the sixth assessment (2015). In 2018, 
79 countries and economies participated in PISA. 

WHAT DOES THE TEST MEASURE?
In each round of PISA, one subject is tested in detail, taking up nearly half of the total testing time. The main subject in 2018 was 
reading, as it was in 2000 and 2009. Mathematics was the main subject in 2003 and 2012, while science was the main subject in 
2006 and 2015. With this alternating schedule, a thorough analysis of achievement in each of the three core subjects is presented 
every nine years; an analysis of trends is offered every three years.

The PISA 2018 Assessment and Analytical Framework (OECD, 2019) presents definitions and more detailed descriptions of the 
subjects assessed in PISA 2018:

•	 	Reading literacy is defined as students’ capacity to understand, use, evaluate, reflect on and engage with texts in order to 
achieve one’s goals, develop one’s knowledge and potential, and participate in society.

•	 	Mathematics literacy is defined as students’ capacity to formulate, employ and interpret mathematics in a variety of contexts. 
It includes reasoning mathematically and using mathematical concepts, procedures, facts and tools to describe, explain and 
predict phenomena. 

•	 	Science literacy is defined as the ability to engage with science-related issues, and with the ideas of science, as a reflective 
citizen. A scientifically literate person is willing to engage in reasoned discourse about science and technology, which requires 
the competencies to explain phenomena scientifically, evaluate and design scientific enquiry, and interpret data and evidence 
scientifically.
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OECD member countries Partner countries and economies in PISA 2018 Partner countries and economies in previous cycles 
Australia Lithuania Albania Malaysia Algeria
Austria Luxembourg  Argentina Malta Azerbaijan
Belgium Mexico  Baku (Azerbaijan) Republic of Moldova Guangdong (China)
Canada Netherlands Belarus Montenegro Himachal Pradesh (India)
Chile New Zealand Bosnia and Herzegovina Morocco Kyrgyzstan
Colombia Norway Brazil Republic of North Macedonia Liechtenstein
Czech Republic Poland Brunei Darussalam Panama Mauritius
Denmark Portugal B-S-J-Z (China)** Peru Miranda (Venezuela)
Estonia Slovak Republic Bulgaria Philippines Tamil Nadu (India)
Finland Slovenia Costa Rica Qatar Trinidad and Tobago
France Spain Croatia Romania Tunisia
Germany Sweden Cyprus Russian Federation
Greece Switzerland Dominican Republic Saudi Arabia
Hungary Turkey Georgia Serbia
Iceland United Kingdom Hong Kong (China) Singapore
Ireland United States* Indonesia Chinese Taipei
Israel Jordan Thailand
Italy Kazakhstan Ukraine
Japan Kosovo United Arab Emirates
Korea Lebanon Uruguay
Latvia Macao (China) Viet Nam

* Puerto Rico participated in the PISA 2015 assessment (as an unincorporated territory of the United States).
** B-S-J-Z (China) refers to four PISA 2018 participating Chinese provinces/municipalities: Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang. In PISA 2015, the four PISA 
participating Chinese provinces/municipalities were: Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Guangdong.

Map of PISA countries and economies
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Box A  Key features of PISA 2018

The content
•	 	The PISA 2018 survey focused on reading, with mathematics, science and global competence as minor areas of 

assessment. PISA 2018 also included an assessment of young people’s financial literacy, which was optional for countries 
and economies.

The students
•	 	Some 600 000 students completed the assessment in 2018, representing about 32 million 15-year-olds in the schools 

of the 79 participating countries and economies.  

The assessment
•	 	Computer-based tests were used in most countries, with assessments lasting a total of two hours. In reading, a  

multi-stage adaptive approach was applied in computer-based tests whereby students were assigned a block of test items 
based on their performance in preceding blocks. 

•	 	Test items were a mixture of multiple-choice questions and questions requiring students to construct their own 
responses. The items were organised into groups based on a passage of text describing a real-life situation. About  
930 minutes of test items for reading, mathematics, science and global competence were covered, with different 
students taking different combinations of test items.

•	 	Students also answered a background questionnaire, which took about 35 minutes to complete. The questionnaire 
sought information about the students themselves, their attitudes, dispositions and beliefs, their homes, and their 
school and learning experiences. School principals completed a questionnaire that covered school management and 
organisation, and the learning environment. 

•	 	Some countries/economies also distributed additional questionnaires to elicit more information. These included: in  
19 countries/economies, a questionnaire for teachers asking about themselves and their teaching practices; and in  
17 countries/economies, a questionnaire for parents asking them to provide information about their perceptions of and 
involvement in their child’s school and learning. 

•	 	Countries/economies could also choose to distribute three other optional questionnaires for students: 52 countries 
and economies distributed a questionnaire about students’ familiarity with computers; 32 countries/economies 
distributed a questionnaire about students’ expectations for further education; and 9 countries/economies distributed 
a questionnaire, developed for PISA 2018, about students’ well-being. 

HOW IS THE ASSESSMENT CONDUCTED?
As was done in 2015, PISA 2018 delivered the assessment of all subjects via computer. Paper-based assessments were provided 
for countries that were not able to test their students by computer, but the paper-based assessment was limited to reading, 
mathematics and science trend items, which were originally developed for previous PISA assessments.1 Since 2015, new items 
were developed for the computer-based assessment only.   

The 2018 computer-based assessment was designed as a two-hour test. Each test form allocated to students comprised four 
30-minute clusters of test material. For the main subject of reading, material equivalent to 15 30-minute clusters was developed. 
This material was organised into blocks instead of clusters, as the PISA 2018 reading assessment took a multi-stage adaptive 
approach. The reading assessment was composed of a core stage followed by stage 1 and stage 2. At the beginning of stages 1 and 
2, students were assigned blocks of items of either greater or lesser difficulty, depending on their performance in earlier stages 
(see Chapter 1 in PISA 2018 Results [Volume I]: What Students Know and Can Do, for more detailed information on the multi-stage 
adaptive approach). To measure trends in the subjects of mathematics and science, six clusters were included in each subject. 
In addition, four clusters of global competence items were developed.2 There were 72 different test forms.3 Students spent one 
hour on the reading assessment plus one hour on one or two other subjects – mathematics, science or global competence.

Countries that used paper-based delivery for the main survey measured student performance with 30 pencil-and-paper forms 
containing trend items in the three core PISA subjects. The reading items in these paper-based forms were based on the 2009 
reading literacy framework and did not include any items based on the new 2018 reading literacy framework. 

The assessment of financial literacy was offered as an option in PISA 2018. It was based on the same framework as that developed 
for PISA 2012, which was also used in PISA 2015.4 The financial literacy assessment lasted one hour (in addition to the regular 
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PISA assessment) and comprised two clusters distributed to a subsample of students in combination with the reading and 
mathematics assessments.

To gather contextual information, PISA 2018 asked students and the principal of their school to respond to questionnaires.  
The student questionnaire took about 35 minutes to complete; the questionnaire for principals took about 45 minutes to 
complete. The responses to the questionnaires were analysed with the assessment results to provide both a broader and more 
nuanced picture of student, school and system performance. The PISA 2018 Assessment and Analytical Framework (OECD, 2019) 
describes the genesis of the questionnaires in detail. The questionnaires from all assessments since PISA’s inception are available 
on the PISA website: www.pisa.oecd.org.

The questionnaires seek information about:
•	 	students and their family backgrounds, including their economic, social and cultural capital
•	 	aspects of students’ lives, such as their attitudes towards learning, their habits and life in and outside of school, and their 

family environment
•	 	aspects of schools, such as the quality of the schools’ human and material resources, public and private management and 

funding, decision-making processes, staffing practices, the school’s curricular emphasis and the extracurricular activities it 
offers

•	 	the context of instruction, including institutional structures and types, class size, classroom and school climate, and reading 
activities in class

•	 	aspects of learning, including students’ interest, motivation and engagement.

In PISA 2018, five additional questionnaires were offered as options:
•	 computer familiarity questionnaire, focusing on the availability and use of information and communications technologies 

(ICT), and on students’ ability to carry out tasks on computers and their attitudes towards using computers 
•	 well-being questionnaire, (new to PISA 2018) on students’ perceptions of their health, life satisfaction, social connections 

and activities in and outside of school 
•	 educational career questionnaire, which collects additional information on interruptions in schooling, preparation for 

students’ future career, and support with language learning 
•	 parent questionnaire, focusing on parents’ perceptions of and involvement in their child’s school, their support for learning 

at home, school choice, their child’s career expectations, and their background (immigrant/non-immigrant)
•	 teacher questionnaire, which asks about teachers’ initial training and professional development, their beliefs and attitudes, 

and their teaching practices. Separate questionnaires were developed for teachers of the test language and for other teachers 
in the school.

The contextual information collected through the student, school and optional questionnaires is complemented by system-level 
data. Indicators describing the general structure of each education system, such as expenditure on education, stratification, 
assessments and examinations, appraisals of teachers and school leaders, instruction time, teachers’ salaries, actual teaching 
time and teacher training are routinely developed and analysed by the OECD. These data are extracted from the annual OECD 
publication, Education at a Glance: OECD Indicators, for the countries that participate in the annual OECD data collection 
administered through the OECD Indicators of Education Systems (INES) Network. For other countries and economies, a special 
system-level data collection was conducted in collaboration with PISA Governing Board members and National Project Managers.

WHO ARE THE PISA STUDENTS?
Differences between countries in the nature and extent of pre-primary education and care, the age at entry into formal schooling, 
the structure of the education system, and the prevalence of grade repetition mean that school grade levels are often not good 
indicators of where students are in their cognitive development. To better compare student performance internationally, PISA 
targets students of a specific age. PISA students are aged between 15 years 3 months and 16 years 2 months at the time of 
the assessment, and they have completed at least 6 years of formal schooling. They can be enrolled in any type of institution, 
participate in full-time or part-time education, in academic or vocational programmes, and attend public or private schools or 
foreign schools within the country. (For an operational definition of this target population, see Annex A2). Using this age across 
countries and over time allows PISA to consistently compare the knowledge and skills of individuals born in the same year who 
are still in school at age 15, despite the diversity of their education histories in and outside of school.

The population of PISA-participating students is defined by strict technical standards, as are the students who are excluded 
from participating (see Annex A2). The overall exclusion rate within a country is required to be below 5% to ensure that, under 
reasonable assumptions, any distortions in national mean scores would remain within plus or minus 5 score points, i.e. typically 
within the order of magnitude of 2 standard errors of sampling. Exclusion could take place either through the schools that 
participated or the students who participated within schools (see Annex A2).

http://www.pisa.oecd.org


© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools36

What is PISA?

There are several reasons why a school or a student could be excluded from PISA. Schools might be excluded because they are 
situated in remote regions and are inaccessible, because they are very small, or because of organisational or operational factors 
that precluded participation. Students might be excluded because of intellectual disability or limited proficiency in the language 
of the assessment. In 31 of the 79 countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, the percentage of school-level 
exclusions amounted to less than 1%; it was 4% or less in all except five countries. When the exclusion of students who met the 
internationally established exclusion criteria is also taken into account, the exclusion rates increase slightly. However, in 2018, the 
overall exclusion rate remained below 2% in 28 participating countries and economies, below 5% in 63 participating countries and 
economies, and below 7% in all countries except Sweden (11.1%), Israel (10.2%), Luxembourg and Norway (both 7.9%). For more 
detailed information about school and student exclusion from PISA 2018, see Annex A2.

WHERE CAN YOU FIND THE RESULTS?
The initial PISA 2018 results are released in six volumes:

•	 Volume I: What Students Know and Can Do provides a detailed examination of student performance in reading, mathematics 
and science, and describes how performance has changed over time.

•	 Volume II: Where All Students Can Succeed examines gender differences in student performance, the link between students’ 
socio-economic status and immigrant background, on the one hand, and their performance and other outcomes, on the 
other, and the relationship between all of these variables and students’ well-being. Trends in these indicators over time are 
examined when comparable data are available.

•	 Volume III: What School Life Means for Students’ Lives focuses on the physical and emotional health of students, the role 
of teachers and parents in shaping the school climate, and the social life at school. The volume also examines indicators of 
student well-being, and how these are related to school climate. 

•	 Volume IV: Are Students Smart about Money? examines 15-year-old students’ understanding about money matters in the 
20 countries and economies that participated in this optional assessment. The volume explores how the financial literacy of 
15-year-old students is associated with their competencies in reading, mathematics and science, with their socio-economic 
status, and with their previous experiences with money. It also offers an overview of financial education in schools in the 
participating countries and economies, and provides case studies.

•	 Volume V: Effective Policies, Successful Schools analyses schools and school systems and their relationship with education 
outcomes more generally. The volume covers school governance, selecting and grouping students, and the human, financial, 
educational and time resources allocated to teaching and learning. Trends in these indicators are examined when comparable 
data are available.

•	 Volume VI: Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World? examines students’ ability to consider local, global and 
intercultural issues, understand and appreciate different perspectives and world views, interact respectfully with others, and 
take responsible action towards sustainability and collective well-being. It does so through both an assessment completed by 
students and questionnaires completed by students and school principals.5

Volumes II and III are published at the same time as Volume I, in December 2019; Volumes IV, V and VI are published in 2020.

The frameworks for assessing reading, mathematics, science, financial literacy and global competence in 2018 are described in 
the PISA 2018 Assessment and Analytical Framework (OECD, 2019). They are also summarised in Volume I. 

Technical annexes at the end of this volume describe how questionnaire indices were constructed and discuss. Many of the issues 
covered in the technical annexes are elaborated in greater detail in the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming).

A selection of key tables referred to in the analyses are included at the end of the respective volume in Annex B1, and a set 
of additional data tables is available on line (www.oecd.org/pisa). A Reader’s Guide is also provided in each volume to aid in 
interpreting the tables and figures that accompany the report. 

http://www.oecd.org/pisa
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What is PISA?

Notes
1.	 The paper-based form was used in nine countries/economies: Argentina, Jordan, Lebanon, the Republic of Moldova, the Republic of North 

Macedonia, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Ukraine and Viet Nam. 

2.	 The global competence assessment was not available in the countries/economies that conducted the PISA 2018 assessment on paper. It was 
conducted in Albania, Brunei Darussalam, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Greece, Hong Kong (China), Indonesia, Israel, Kazakhstan, 
Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines, the Russian Federation, Serbia, Singapore, the Slovak Republic, Spain, Chinese 
Taipei, Thailand and Scotland (United Kingdom). However, the global competence module was included in the student questionnaire, which was 
distributed in 56 of the countries/economies that took part in PISA 2018.

3.	 Thirty-six test forms were prepared for countries that did not participate in the global competence assessment.

4.	 The financial literacy assessment was conducted in Australia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Indonesia, Italy, Latvia, 
Lithuania, the Netherlands, Peru, Poland, Portugal, the Russian Federation, Serbia, the Slovak Republic, Spain and the United States.

5.	 The global competence assessment was conducted in 27 countries and economies, while the global competence module was included in 
questionnaires distributed in 56 countries and economies.
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How PISA examines effective policies and successful schools
This chapter defines the four areas of 
school organisation that are examined 
in Volume V of the PISA 2018 Results: 
grouping and selecting students; resources 
invested in education; governance of 
education systems; and evaluations and 
assessments. It also discusses how much 
of the variation in student performance is 
related to system-, school- and student-
level factors, and how to interpret the data 
presented.

1
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Worldwide trends such as globalisation, technological change and growing inequality are posing new challenges to education 
systems and schools around the world (OECD, 2019[1]). School-management policies and practices play a key role in determining 
how education systems can respond to these challenges.

This volume describes school organisation – the policies and practices that define how education systems and schools work and 
change over time (Bidwell, 2001[2]) – in the 79 countries/economies that participated in PISA 2018. It examines ways in which 
school organisation is related to performance, equity in students’ learning outcomes and student well-being. The volume also 
analyses trends in school organisation to understand how schools and school systems have changed during the past decade, 
and how these changes are related to changes in performance and equity in students’ learning outcomes.

Building on the experience of prior PISA reports (OECD, 2016[3]; OECD, 2013[4]; OECD, 2016[5]), this volume focuses on four 
policy-relevant areas of school organisation (Figure V.1.1):

•	 Grouping and selecting students – the structure of instructional grades and programmes that students must complete 
in order to graduate from schooling (i.e. vertical stratification), and how students are grouped and selected into different 
curricular programmes and ability groups (i.e. horizontal stratification)

•	 Resources invested in education – the amount and kind of human resources (i.e. teacher and support staff) and material 
resources (i.e. physical infrastructure and pedagogical materials, including computers and other digital devices) available 
for schools, and how these resources are allocated and used; the amount of financial resources invested in education  
(i.e. expenditure per student over the theoretical duration of studies); the amount of students’ learning time that takes place 
during regular school hours for key subjects, such as language of instruction, mathematics and science; and the learning 
opportunities that schools offer to their students after regular school hours (e.g. additional lessons, support with homework, 
extracurricular activities) 

•	 Education system governance – how public and private organisations are involved in the administration and funding of 
schools, and the degree of school choice and school competition 

•	 Evaluation and assessment – the policies and practices through which education systems assess student learning and 
evaluate teacher practices and school outcomes (i.e. evaluation and assessment).

EDUCATION SYSTEM GOVERNANCE EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT

Public and private providers;
school choice and competition

Student assessment, teacher
appraisal, school accountability

GROUPING AND SELECTING STUDENTS RESOURCES INVESTED IN EDUCATION

Vertical and horizontal
stratification

Human, material, financial
and time resources

Figure V.1.1 Dimensions of school organisation examined in this volume

For each of these policy areas of school organisation, the report explores three main questions:

1.	What are the main cross-country differences in school organisation policies and practices? And how does school organisation 
vary within countries according to school characteristics, such as the school’s socio-economic profile, location and public or 
private ownership (according to PISA 2018 data)?

2.	How are school-organisation policies and practices changing over time (across PISA cycles)?

3.	What is the relationship between these school-organisation policies and practices, and student achievement and equity? What 
is the relationship between changes in policies and practices over time and changes in education outcomes (performance 
and equity)?
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PERFORMANCE DIFFERENCES AMONGST SCHOOL SYSTEMS, SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS
As discussed in Volume I of PISA 2018 Results, academic performance amongst 15-year-old students varies widely, and that 
variation can be broken down into differences at the student, school and school system levels. In PISA 2018, across all countries 
and economies, about 23% of the variation in reading performance pertained to mean differences in student performance 
between the participating school systems (Figure V.1.2). Across OECD countries, 6% of the variation in reading performance lay 
between school systems. On average across all participating countries and economies, about 33% of the variation in reading 
performance within countries lay between schools and 67% lay within schools. Across OECD countries, 31% of the variation in 
reading performance within countries lay between schools and 69% lay within schools.

OECD countries All countries and economies

6%

94%

23%

77%

Variation in reading performance attributable to differences: Between countries

Within countries

Within-country variation in reading performance attributable to differences: Between schools

Within schools

0 20 40 60 80 100

% variation

33% 67%

0 20 40 60 80 100

% variation

31% 69%

Figure V.1.2 Variation in reading performance between systems, schools and students

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130512

This chapter relates school organisation to student performance within and between countries/economies. It also analyses 
differences between countries and economies in the relationships amongst school organisation, performance in reading, and 
the level of equity in a school system. The cross-national analyses provide an overview of how system-level attributes and key 
organisational arrangements are related to student performance, equity in school systems and student well-being. As always, 
such relationships require further study in order to determine causality; hence implications of causality are beyond the scope of 
this report (Box V.1.1).

This is the fifth of six volumes that present the results from PISA 2018. It begins, in this first chapter, by providing the rationale and 
analytical framework for the report. Chapters 2 and 3 explore policies and practices related to vertical and horizontal stratification. 
Chapter 4 discusses human resources and Chapter 5 examines material resources. Chapter 6 looks at student learning time. 
Chapter 7 discusses private schools and school competition. Chapter 8 analyses evaluation and assessment practices. The 
concluding chapter discusses the policy implications of the results.

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130512
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Box V.1.1.  Interpreting the data from students and schools

PISA 2018 asked students and school principals to answer questions about the organisation of schools, and the social and 
economic contexts in which learning takes place. Information based on their responses was weighted so that it reflects 
the number of 15-year-old students enrolled in grade 7 or above. These are reports provided by principals and students 
themselves rather than external observations, and thus may be influenced by cultural differences in how individuals respond.1 

In addition to the general constraints of self-reported data, there are other limitations, particularly those concerning the information 
collected from principals or the interpretation of school-level results, that should be taken into account when interpreting the data. 

•	 The learning environment examined by PISA may only partially reflect that which shaped students’ experiences in 
education earlier in their school careers, particularly in school systems where students progress through different types 
of educational institutions at the pre-primary, primary, lower secondary and upper secondary levels. To the extent that 
students’ current learning environment differs from that of their earlier school years, the contextual data collected by PISA 
are an imperfect proxy for students’ cumulative learning environments, and the effects of those environments on learning 
outcomes is likely to be underestimated. In most cases, 15-year-old students have been in their current school for only two 
to three years. This means that much of their academic development took place earlier, in other schools, which may have 
little or no connection with the school in which they were enrolled when they sat the PISA test.

•	 In some countries and economies, the definition of the school in which students are taught is not straightforward because 
schools vary in the level and purpose of education. For example, in some countries and economies, subunits within schools 
(e.g. study programmes, shifts and campuses) were sampled instead of schools as administrative units (see Annex A2 for 
further information).

•	 Although principals can provide information about their schools, generalising from a single source of information for each 
school and then matching that information with students’ reports is not straightforward. Also, principals’ perceptions may 
not be the most accurate source for some information related to teachers, such as teachers’ morale and commitment.

•	 The age-based sampling followed in PISA means that, in some education systems, students are not always representative 
of their schools. Interpreting differences between schools appropriately therefore requires specific knowledge about how 
school systems are structured. 

Despite these caveats, information from the school questionnaire provides unique insights into the ways in which national and 
subnational authorities seek to realise their education objectives.

Schooling and school effects 
In using results from non-experimental data on school performance, such as the PISA database, it is important to bear in mind the 
distinction between school effects and the effects of schooling, particularly when interpreting the modest association between 
factors such as school resources, policies and institutional characteristics, on the one hand, and student performance, on the 
other. School effects are education researchers’ shorthand for the effect on academic performance of attending one school or 
another, usually schools that differ in resources or policies and institutional characteristics. Where schools and school systems do 
not vary in fundamental ways, the school effect can be modest. Nevertheless, modest school effects should not be confused with 
a lack of an effect of schooling (the influence on performance of not being schooled compared with being schooled).

Interpreting correlations and changes over time
A correlation indicates the strength and direction of a linear relationship, either positive or negative, between two variables. 
A correlation is a simple statistic that measures the degree to which two variables are associated with each other, but does not 
prove causality between the two. 

Comparisons of results between resources, policies and practices, and reading performance across time (trends analyses) 
should also be interpreted with caution. Changes in the strength of the relationship between policies and practices, and 
reading performance cannot be considered causal because they can occur for two key reasons. First, a particular set of 
resources, policies and practices might have been chosen by higher-performing students (or higher-performing schools 
or high-performing systems) while that set of resources, policies and practices might not have existed in lower-performing 
students/schools/systems. Under this interpretation, the relationship between reading performance, and resources, policies 
and practices is stronger because they are available to higher-performing students/schools/systems. Second, a particular 
set of resources, policies and practices may have been used more extensively in 2018 than earlier, and may have promoted 
student learning more in 2018 than before. PISA trend data indicate where changes have occurred. However, in order to 
understand the nature of the change, further analysis is needed. 

...



PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 43

1How PISA examines effective policies and successful schools

Interpreting results before and after accounting for socio-economic status
When examining the relationship between education outcomes and resources, policies and practices within school systems, 
this volume takes into account socio-economic differences amongst students, schools and systems. The advantage of doing 
this lies in comparing similar entities, namely students, schools and systems with similar socio-economic profiles. At the 
same time, there is a risk that such adjusted comparisons underestimate the strength of the relationship between student 
performance and resources, policies and practices, since most of the differences in performance are often attributable to both 
policies and socio-economic status.

Conversely, analyses that do not take socio-economic status into account can overstate the relationship between student 
performance and resources, policies and practices, as the level of resources and the kinds of policies adopted may also be 
related to the socio-economic profile of students, schools and systems. At the same time, analyses without adjustments may 
paint a more realistic picture of the schools that parents choose for their children. They may also provide more information 
for other stakeholders who are interested in the overall performance of students, schools and systems, including any effects 
that may be related to the socio-economic profile of schools and systems. For example, parents may be primarily interested in 
a school’s absolute performance standards, even if that school’s higher achievement record stems partially from the fact that 
the school has a larger proportion of advantaged students.

For the system-level analyses, in order to account for the extent to which the observed relationships are influenced by the 
level of economic development of countries and economies, correlations are examined before and after accounting for per 
capita GDP. 

Interpreting the results by school characteristics
When presenting results by the socio-economic profile of schools, the location of schools, the type of school or the 
education level, the number of students and schools in each subsample has to meet the PISA reporting requirements 
of at least 30 students and 5 schools. Even when these reporting requirements are met, the reader should interpret the 
results cautiously when the number of students or schools is just above the threshold. Tables in Annex A5, available on line, 
show the unweighted number of students and schools, by school characteristics, in the PISA sample so that the reader can 
interpret the results appropriately.

Note
1.	 While PISA aims to maximise the cross-national and cross-cultural comparability of complex constructs, it must do so while keeping the 

questionnaires relatively short and minimising the perceived intrusiveness of the questions. Despite the extensive investments PISA makes in 
monitoring the process of translation, standardising the administration of the assessment, selecting questions and analysing the quality of the 
data, full comparability across countries and subpopulations cannot always be guaranteed.
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How students progress through schooling
This chapter examines how students 
progress through schooling, based on 
government regulations, family decisions 
and students’ own performance and 
interests. It discusses such issues as 
the length and duration of schooling, 
pre-primary education, and grade 
repetition, and examines the relationships 
between these factors, on the one hand, 
and student performance and equity 
in education, on the other.
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The vertical structure of an education system refers to the sequence of grades and levels of instruction that students must progress 
through in order to complete their schooling.1 National laws and regulations formally define this sequence by establishing the 
age at which students are expected to enter pre-primary, primary, and lower and upper secondary school; the duration of these 
levels of education; and the requirements for students’ entry and graduation.

The formal structures of national education systems define the way those systems are supposed to work; but in practice, 
schools, which have been described as “loosely coupled” organisations, often deviate from formal institutional requirements 
in order to solve everyday problems (Weick, 1976[1]; Aurini, 2012[2]; Meyer and Rowan, 2006[3]). For example, as documented 
in this chapter, many students enter pre-primary or primary school at an age that is different from the “theoretical” age at 
entry established in national legislation. School-entry laws and students’ actual age at entry into school can have long-term 
consequences on their performance and educational attainment (Bedard and Dhuey, 2006[4]; Datar, 2006[5]; Dobkin and 
Ferreira, 2010[6]). Similarly, some students stay in primary or secondary school longer than others do, often because of grade 
repetition, while some drop out of school without completing their programme. System-level policies, school characteristics and 
practices, students’ family background and other outside-of-school experiences are associated with the odds of successfully 
progressing from one instructional grade or level to the next, and of entering higher education (Shavit and Blossfeld, 1993[7]; 
Pallas, 2003[8]).

What the data tell us
–– Across countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, the most common vertical structure of the education 
system is that students enter pre-primary education at age 3, enter primary education at age 6, enter lower secondary 
education at age 12, enter upper secondary education at age 15 and attend this level for 3 years.

–– On average across OECD countries, 6% of students had not attended or had attended pre-primary education for less than 
one year. These students scored lower in reading at the age of 15 than students who had attended for one year, two years 
or three years, before and after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. 

–– On average across OECD countries, a socio-economically disadvantaged 15-year-old student was about three times more 
likely than an advantaged student to have repeated a grade at least once, even if both students scored the same in the 
PISA reading test. At the system level, across all participating countries and economies, countries/economies with smaller 
shares of students who had repeated a grade generally showed higher mean reading performance and greater equity in 
reading performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP. 

–– Countries/economies with more students in the modal grade showed greater equity in student performance. Across 
all participating countries and economies, the correlation between the percentage of students in the modal grade and 
equity in reading performance was statistically significant, even after accounting for per capita GDP.

This chapter starts by describing the length and duration of schooling in each PISA-participating country and economy. It then 
considers pre-primary education, which has become a normal – and often compulsory – part of students’ trajectory through 
education. The chapter examines the amount of time that students spend in pre-primary education and how that is related to 
students’ academic achievement at age 15.

The third section of the chapter considers the variation in grade and education levels amongst 15-year-old students in 
PISA-participating countries/economies. The final section examines grade repetition.
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Vertical stratification

Theoretical starting age and
duration of schooling

Early childhood and pre-primary
education

Grade level and education level
at age 15

Grade repetition

Figure V.2.1 Vertical stratification as covered in PISA 2018

THE DURATION AND ORGANISATION OF SCHOOLING
Through its system-level questionnaire, PISA 2018 asked countries to report the age, established by law and regulation, at 
which students enter pre-primary, primary, lower secondary and upper secondary education (the theoretical starting age). 
The system-level questionnaire also asked how many years of schooling a student is expected to complete before graduating 
from each of these levels (the theoretical duration or length). Figure V.2.2 summarises this information. Data collected through 
the system-level questionnaire is different from the PISA 2018 data collected from students and parents (see Annex  B3). 
The  theoretical structure of education systems does not necessarily reflect national legislation on “compulsory schooling”  
(i.e. compulsory schooling might include only some of the education levels or years of schooling represented in Figure V.2.2).

Students’ expected trajectories through schooling vary considerably across countries. While in some countries the typical duration 
of schooling is 13 years from entry into pre-primary to the end of upper secondary education (this is the case in Costa Rica, Malaysia, 
the Philippines and Singapore), in the majority of countries it is either 15 or 16 years. In Iceland, regulations establish that students 
complete as many as 17 years of schooling, from their entry into pre-primary education, before they can graduate from high school.

The International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) is a framework for organising information on education. ISCED 
facilitates the transformation of national education frameworks, concepts and definitions, into aggregate categories that can be 
compared and interpreted internationally. Across the 77 countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018 for which data 
are available, the most common or typical mapping of national concepts into the ISCED adhered to the following vertical structure 
of the education system:

•	 enter pre-primary education at age 3 and attend this level for 3 years

•	 enter primary education at age 6 and attend this level for 6 years

•	 enter lower secondary education at age 12 and attend this level for 3 years

•	 enter upper secondary education at age 15 and attend this level for 3 years.

In this structure, students are expected to complete 15 years of education (if only primary and secondary levels are considered, 
not including pre-primary, students are expected to complete 12 years of education). The education systems of 19 countries 
and economies, namely Argentina, Georgia, Greece, Hong Kong (China), Israel, Japan, Korea, Lebanon, Macao (China), Mexico, 
the Netherlands, Panama, Portugal, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Thailand, the United States and Uruguay, are structured this way.

In most education systems, children are expected to enter pre-primary education at age three, but in Chinese Taipei regulations 
mandate that children enter at age two, while in nine other countries the theoretical starting age for pre-primary education is 
four; in Indonesia and the Philippines, children are expected to enter pre-primary education at age five. Pre-primary education 
lasts for 3 years in most systems, but in 14 countries and economies it lasts for 4 years while in Australia and the Philippines it 
lasts for only 1 year.
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Malta, United Kingdom
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Hong Kong (China), Israel,
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Portugal, Qatar, Saudi

Arabia, Spain,
Thailand1, United States,

Uruguay
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Russia
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Germany

Italy

Bosnia and Herzegovina,
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Montenegro, North
Macedonia, Romania

Brunei Darussalam

Luxembourg, Slovenia

Denmark, Norway

Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Serbia

Lithuania

Estonia, Finland, Latvia,
Poland, Sweden

Switzerland1

Iceland17

13

14
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1. For these countries, the theoretical duration (in years) of each education cycle was derived based on data on theoretical starting age.  
Note: Theoretical starting age is the age at which students are expected to enter an education level according to national law or regulation. The theoretical 
duration is the number of years of schooling a students is expected to complete before graduating from an education level according to law or regulation. 
Countries are shown in ascending order of the total number of years of schooling from entry into pre-primary to the end of upper secondary. Amongst education 
systems with the same total duration, countries are shown in ascending order of the age at entry into pre-primary education, followed by the age at entry into 
primary education, lower secondary and upper secondary education.  
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table B3.3.1.  
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Figure V.2.2 The vertical structure of education systems
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The theoretical age at entry into primary school is 6 in most countries and economies, but in 14 countries/economies it is 7, 
and in Australia, Ireland, Malta, New Zealand and the United Kingdom it is 5. Countries where the duration of primary education 
is the longest are Ireland (eight years) and Australia, Denmark, Iceland and Norway (seven years each). By contrast, in Austria, 
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Croatia, Germany, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Lithuania, the Republic of Moldova, the Russian Federation, 
Serbia, the Slovak Republic, Turkey and Ukraine, primary schooling lasts four years. In 12 countries, namely Albania, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Brazil, Colombia, the Czech Republic, France, Italy, Montenegro, the Republic of North Macedonia (hereafter “North 
Macedonia”), Romania, the United Arab Emirates and Viet Nam, the theoretical duration of primary education is five years, and in 
another 45 countries and economies, the duration of primary education is six years.

In the northern European countries of Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden, and also in Ireland, Latvia and 
Poland, the combined duration of pre-primary and primary education is 10 years – one year longer than in most education 
systems. In these countries, and in Indonesia, students are expected to enter lower secondary education at age 13. By contrast, in 
Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Germany, the Slovak Republic, Turkey and Ukraine, students are expected to enter lower secondary 
education at age 10. In most countries and economies, the theoretical age at entry into lower secondary education is 12.

In most countries/economies, secondary education (lower and upper secondary combined) lasts six years, but in Germany 
and the Slovak Republic, where the theoretical age at entry is youngest, secondary education lasts nine years. By contrast, in 
Singapore, lower and upper secondary education lasts only four years. Singapore’s education system is unique in that completing 
the education cycle from the first grade of primary school through the last grade of upper secondary school takes only ten years – 
less than in any other country. This is because, in Singapore, the duration of lower secondary (two years) and upper secondary 
(two years) is brief by international standards. By contrast, the duration of pre-primary and primary education in Singapore is the 
same as the typical vertical structure in PISA-participating countries and economies. 

PRE-PRIMARY EDUCATION
Evidence about the importance of high-quality pre-primary education is growing (OECD, 2018[9]; Heckman, 2006[10]). In parallel, 
over the past few decades, enrolment in pre-primary education has become more prevalent across countries around the world 
(UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012[11]; OECD, 2018[12]). Research suggests that a variety of outcomes can be boosted by 
high-quality pre-primary education, including children’s cognitive development and well-being, later academic achievement 
and even adult earnings (Duncan et al., 2007[13]; Nordic Council of Ministers, 2012[14]). Attendance at pre-primary school has 
been shown to improve students’ behaviour, attention, effort and class participation in primary school (Berlinski, Galiani and 
Gertler, 2009[15]). In addition, early education programmes are cost-effective interventions with substantial economic returns to 
investment (Heckman et al., 2010[16]).

The benefits of attendance at pre-primary education tend to be greater for socio-economically disadvantaged children (Suziedelyte 
and Zhu, 2015[17]). However, the benefits also depend on the quality of the early childhood education and care, as defined by positive 
staff-child interactions and more exposure to developmental activities, amongst other factors (Melhuish et al., 2015[18]).

Data from PISA 2018 show that most 15-year-old students had attended pre-primary education for three years or more2 (56% of 
students), two years (24%), or one year (14%), on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.2.1).3 In 59 countries and economies, 
at least 85% of students had attended for at least one year. In Belgium, Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang (China), Denmark, 
France, Hong Kong (China), Hungary, Iceland, Israel, Japan, Macao (China), Mexico, Singapore, Chinese Taipei and Thailand, 
attending pre-primary education for at least one year is virtually universal (more than 98% of students had done so). 

Cross-national variations in attendance at pre-primary education may be related to several factors. For example, some countries 
may have lower rates of pre-primary attendance due to longer parental leave, or because there is a culture where infants are 
cared for in the home. Other countries may offer earlier access to primary education and therefore there is less time between 
birth and primary school for attendance at pre-primary education. Differences in the age at entry into primary education across 
countries result in disparities in the number of years students could have attended pre-primary education.

The number of years students spend in pre-primary education has increased over time in many countries. Between PISA 2015 
and PISA 2018, in 41 of 54 countries and economies with available data, the share of students who had attended pre-primary 
education for three years or more increased. In 17 countries and economies, the share of students who had not attended or had 
attended pre-primary education for less than one year decreased during the same period; and in 22 countries/economies, the 
share of students who had attended pre-primary education for one year decreased between 2015 and 2018. 

Despite this expansion in enrolment in pre-primary education, about 6% of students in PISA 2018 reported that they had not 
attended or that they had attended pre-primary education for less than one year, on average across OECD countries (Figure V.2.3). 
More than 30% of students in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Montenegro, Saudi Arabia and 
Turkey had attended pre-primary school for less than one year or had not attended at all.
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1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS). A socio-economically disadvantaged (advan-
taged) school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the index of ESCS in the relevant country/economy.
Note: Statistically significant differences between advantaged and disadvantaged schools are marked in a darker tone  (see Annex A3).
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students who had not attended pre-primary education or had attended for less 
than a year.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.2.2.

Figure V.2.3 Students who had not attended pre-primary education, by schools’ socio-economic profile
Percentage of students who had not attended pre-primary education or had attended for less than a year
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In 67 out of 78 countries and economies for which there are comparable data, students who had not attended pre-primary 
education were more likely to be those enrolled in socio-economically disadvantaged schools (Figure V.2.3). On average across 
OECD countries in 2018, 10% of socio-economically disadvantaged students but 3% of advantaged students had not attended or 
had attended pre-primary education for less than one year.

Students who had attended pre-primary education for longer scored better in reading than students who had not attended 
(Figure V.2.4).4 On average across OECD countries, the mean reading score of students who had attended pre-primary education 
for one year (471 points), two years (491 points) or three years or more (493 points) was higher than the score of students who 
had not attended or had attended for less than one year (444 points) (Table V.B1.2.4). There was a positive relationship between 
attendance at pre-primary education and student achievement at age 15 when the student had attended pre-primary school 
for up to 2 years. But no performance difference was observed between students who had attended pre-primary education for 
two years and those who had attended for three years or more, both before and after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile.

Score-point difference in reading relative to students who had not attended pre-primary school or had attended for less than a year,
OECD average

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tone (see Annex A3). The lines in the figure are included for illustrative purposes only.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.2.5.
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Figure V.2.4 Number of years in pre-primary education and reading performance
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ENTRY INTO PRIMARY EDUCATION AND GRADE LEVEL AT AGE 15
PISA 2018 asked students about their age at entry into primary education. These data reflect the actual age at entry into primary 
school as reported by students, not the theoretical age at entry into this level of education as defined by law and regulations, which 
was discussed in a previous section of this chapter. On average across OECD countries, 48% of the students who participated in 
PISA 2018 reported that they had started primary school at age 6, while another 26% started at age 7, and 22% started before 
they were 6 (Table V.B1.2.6).

Some variation in the typical age at entry into primary education was observed across countries. In Australia, Ireland, Malta, 
New Zealand and the United Kingdom, at least six out of ten students had started primary school at age five or earlier 
(Figure V.2.5). As shown in Figure V.2.2, in these five countries, the theoretical age at entry into primary education is 5 years old. 
In 38 PISA‑participating countries/economies, at least half of students had started primary school when they were 6 years old. 
In 20 countries/economies, a majority of students had started primary education when they were 7 years old, while in Bulgaria, 
Estonia, Malaysia, Poland, Serbia and Singapore, at least seven out of ten students had started primary education when they were 
seven or older. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130569
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.2.6, Table V.B1.2.7 and Table V.B1.2.9.
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In many countries, 15-year-old students in 2018 had started primary school later than their counterparts in 2015 had. In 
39 countries and economies, the share of students who reported that they had started primary school at age 4 or younger 
shrank between 2015 and 2018, and by more than 5 percentage points in 9 countries (Canada, the Dominican Republic, Lebanon, 
Malta, the Netherlands, Qatar, Spain, the United Arab Emirates and the United Kingdom) (Table V.B1.2.6). By contrast, the share of 
students who had started primary school at age 5 increased in 21 countries and economies (this share decreased in 6 countries 
and economies), and the share of students who had started primary school at age 7 increased in 25 countries and economies 
(this share decreased in 8 countries/economies).

In 54 countries and economies, the modal grade of enrolment of 15-year-olds was grade 10, whereas in another 21 countries and 
economies the modal grade was grade 9. The only exceptions were Brazil, Malta, New Zealand and the United Kingdom, where 
the modal grade was grade 11. The modal grade of a school system is the result or consequence of other vertical stratification 
policies and practices, such as the age at which children start school. The modal grade is also partly a result of PISA’s specific 
sampling design (i.e. how PISA defines its target population and how individual countries determined their testing windows5).

On average across OECD countries, in PISA 2018, 76% of students were enrolled in the modal grade in their respective country 
or economy, 16% were enrolled below that modal grade and 8% of students were enrolled above that modal grade. In Greece, 
Iceland, Japan, North Macedonia, Norway, Poland, Sweden and Viet Nam, at least 95% of students were enrolled in the modal 
grade. In these eights countries, grade repetition is rare and thus most students move up through schooling at the same pace.

The share of students in grades below the modal grade decreased by five percentage points between 2003 and 2018 on average 
across OECD countries. This share decreased in 17 countries and economies, and by 25 percentage points or more in the 
Czech Republic, Mexico and the United Kingdom. It increased in ten countries and economies, and by ten percentage points or 
more in Brazil, Indonesia, Korea and Turkey.

GRADE REPETITION
Grade repetition is the practice of requiring students to remain in the same grade level for an additional year, instead of promoting 
them to the next grade along with their peers of the same age. Students are typically required to repeat a grade when they do not 
perform well academically. The intended purpose of grade repetition is to give students a “second chance” to master the knowledge 
and skills appropriate for their grade level. However, evidence of the benefits of grade repetition is mixed (Allen et al., 2009[19]). 
Short-term gains in test scores tend to disappear a few years after repetition (Alet, 2014[20]). Students who had repeated a grade 
tend to perform less well in school and hold more negative attitudes towards school at age 15 than students who had not 
repeated a grade in primary or in secondary education (Ikeda and García, 2014[21]; Jimerson, Anderson and Whipple, 2002[22]).  
In addition, students who had repeated a grade are more likely to drop out of high school (Manacorda, 2008[23]; Jimerson, 
Anderson and Whipple, 2002[22]; Stearns et al., 2007[24]). 

On average across OECD countries in 2018, 11% of students reported that they had repeated a grade at least once in either 
primary or secondary school. In 34 countries and economies, 5% of students or less had repeated a grade. In 14 countries, more 
than 25% of students had repeated a grade; in Colombia, about 40% of students had repeated a grade, and in Morocco, around 
50% of students had done so.

The incidence of grade repetition decreased between 2003 and 2018 in 14 out of 36 countries and economies for which there 
are comparable data. On average across OECD countries, the percentage of students who reported that they had repeated a 
grade at least once decreased by three percentage points during the period; it decreased by more than 10 percentage points 
in France, Macao (China), Mexico, the Netherlands and Turkey. By contrast, the incidence of grade repetition increased between 
2003 and 2018 in Austria, the Czech Republic, Iceland, Korea, New Zealand, the Slovak Republic and Thailand.

The incidence of grade repetition also decreased between 2015 and 2018 in 15 out of 65 countries and economies for which there 
are comparable data. It increased in six countries and economies, most noticeably in Lebanon, where the share of students who 
had repeated a grade increased by eight percentage points. The incidence of grade repetition did not change by a statistically 
significant magnitude in 44 countries and economies between 2015 and 2018.

In almost all countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, students in socio-economically disadvantaged schools 
were more likely to have repeated a grade than students in advantaged schools. The only exceptions were Baku (Azerbaijan), 
New Zealand, Chinese Taipei and Viet Nam, where no disparities in grade repetition related to schools’ socio-economic profile 
were observed. On average across OECD countries, 20% of students in disadvantaged schools had repeated a grade at least 
once, compared to only 5% of students in advantaged schools (Table V.B1.2.10). In Argentina, Belgium, France, Lebanon, Morocco 
and Uruguay, the share of students in disadvantaged schools who had repeated a grade was at least 40 percentage points larger 
than the share of students in advantaged schools who had done so.
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1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: Statistically significant odds ratios are shown in darker tones (see Annex A3).
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the increased likelihood of having repeated a grade amongst disadvantaged students, after 
accounting for reading performance.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.2.11.
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Furthermore, in 38 countries and economies, disadvantaged students were more likely than advantaged students to have 
repeated a grade, even when the two groups scored similarly in reading (Figure V.2.6). On average across OECD countries, a 
disadvantaged student was more than twice as likely as an advantaged student to have repeated a grade at least once, even if the 
students scored similarly in the PISA reading test (Table V.B1.2.11).6 This suggests that factors other than academic performance 
(e.g. student well-being, misbehaviour, illness, attendance, etc.) are considered when teachers assign marks or when schools 
make decisions about whether a student should repeat a grade. 

On average across OECD countries, students who had repeated a grade at least once in primary or secondary school scored 
around 93 points lower than students who had not repeated a grade (Table V.B1.2.10). After accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile, students who had repeated a grade scored around 67 points lower than students who had not repeated 
a grade.

HOW VERTICAL STRATIFICATION IS RELATED TO DIFFERENCES IN PERFORMANCE AND EQUITY 
IN EDUCATION ACROSS COUNTRIES/ECONOMIES (SYSTEM-LEVEL ANALYSIS)
This section examines whether measures of vertical stratification are related to education outcomes at the system level. Two 
education outcomes are considered: mean performance in reading and equity in reading performance. As in previous PISA 
reports, equity in reading performance is measured by the percentage of variation in reading performance accounted for by 
differences in students’ socio-economic status; the smaller the variation in performance explained by socio-economic status, the 
greater the equity in performance (OECD, 2019[25]; OECD, 2018[26]).

Figure V.2.7 shows system-level correlation coefficients between measures of vertical stratification on the one hand, and reading 
performance and equity in reading performance on the other. Correlational analyses were conducted separately for OECD 
countries and for all countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018. In addition, correlations were computed before and 
after accounting for per capita GDP, to account for the level of economic development of a country/economy.

At the system level, grade repetition was negatively related to reading performance. This is consistent with findings at the student 
level. Countries and economies with smaller shares of students who had repeated a grade generally showed higher mean 
performance in PISA. As shown in Figure V.2.7, the percentage of students who had repeated a grade at least once was negatively 
correlated with mean performance in reading, even after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all 
countries and economies. Differences in grade repetition accounted for about 24% of the variation in mean reading performance 
across OECD countries and for about 10% of the variation across all countries and economies. (Figure V.2.8).7

In addition, countries and economies with smaller shares of students who had repeated a grade generally showed greater 
equity in education. As shown in Figure V.2.7, the percentage of students who had repeated a grade at least once was negatively 
correlated with equity in reading performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across 
all countries and economies. Differences in grade repetition accounted for about 26% of the variation in equity in reading 
performance across OECD countries, and for about 7% of the variation across all countries and economies (Figure V.2.9).8,9

At the system level, across all participating countries and economies, education systems where more students had attended 
pre-primary education for three years or more showed higher mean performance in reading, even after accounting for per 
capita GDP (Figure V.2.7). Differences in the percentage of students who had attended pre-primary education for three years or 
more accounted for about 23% of the variation in mean reading performance across all countries and economies (Figure V.2.10). 
However, PISA 2018 results also showed that in countries and economies where more students had attended pre-primary 
education for three years or more, average performance was higher but students’ socio-economic profile was more strongly 
related to their performance at the age of 15. These relationships were observed across all countries and economies, but not 
across OECD countries. 

Changes between PISA 2015 and 2018 in the percentage of students who had attended pre-primary school for two years were 
positively correlated with changes in mean reading performance over the same period, across OECD countries, and across all 
countries and economies (Figure V.2.11). Changes in the percentage of students who had attended pre-primary school for two 
years accounted for 22% of the variation in changes of mean reading performance across all countries and economies. 

Countries/economies with a larger share of students in the modal grade also showed greater equity in student performance. 
The system-level correlations between the percentage of students in the modal grade and equity in reading performance were 
statistically significant, after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies10,11 
(Figure V.2.5). As shown in Figure V.2.12, almost 40% of the differences in equity in reading performance across OECD countries 
could be accounted for by differences in the percentage of students in the modal grade.
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Figure V.2.7 [1/2]  Selected measures of vertical stratification, student performance and equity
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6 years old when started ISCED 1 -0.48 -0.54 -0.33 -0.33

7 years old when started ISCED 1

8 years old when started ISCED 1

9 years old or older when started ISCED 1

Age when started ISCED 1

Grade repetition

Never repeated a grade at ISCED 1 0.40 0.51 0.50 0.49

Repeated a grade once at ISCED 1 -0.38 -0.53 -0.53 -0.52

Repeated a grade twice or more at ISCED 1 -0.39 -0.35

Never repeated a grade at ISCED 2 0.48 0.53 0.44 0.44

Repeated a grade once at ISCED 2 -0.45 -0.54 -0.49 -0.49

Repeated a grade twice or more at ISCED 2 -0.51 -0.44

Never repeated a grade at ISCED 3

Repeated a grade once at ISCED 3

Repeated a grade twice or more at ISCED 3

Repeated a grade at least once at ISCED 1, ISCED 2 or ISCED 3 -0.49 -0.57 -0.51 -0.51

Grade level

Grade below the modal grade -0.38 -0.32 -0.28 -0.29

At modal grade 0.33 0.42 0.63 0.63

Grade above the modal grade -0.50 -0.54

Percentage of students enrolled in ISCED level 3

1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a first 
step, the correlation coefficients between measures of vertical stratification and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients was reversed 
(i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes: Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.2.14.
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Figure V.2.7 [2/2]  Selected measures of vertical stratification, student performance and equity
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Age when started ISCED 1
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Never repeated a grade at ISCED 1 0.36 0.45 0.27 0.26

Repeated a grade once at ISCED 1 -0.32 -0.43 -0.30 -0.29

Repeated a grade twice or more at ISCED 1 -0.45 -0.44

Never repeated a grade at ISCED 2 0.38 0.42

Repeated a grade once at ISCED 2 -0.35 -0.40

Repeated a grade twice or more at ISCED 2 -0.44 -0.41

Never repeated a grade at ISCED 3 0.22

Repeated a grade once at ISCED 3

Repeated a grade twice or more at ISCED 3 -0.33 -0.37

Repeated a grade at least once at ISCED 1, ISCED 2 or ISCED 3 -0.32 -0.40 -0.26 -0.25

Grade level

Grade below the modal grade -0.27 -0.24

At modal grade 0.29 0.36 0.30 0.32

Grade above the modal grade -0.21 -0.37 -0.42

Percentage of students enrolled in ISCED level 3

1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a first 
step, the correlation coefficients between measures of vertical stratification and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients was reversed 
(i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes: Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.2.14.
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.2.10.

Figure V.2.8 Grade repetition and reading performance
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables II.B1.2.3 and V.B1.2.10.

Figure V.2.9 Grade repetition and equity in reading performance
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Figure V.2.10 Pre-primary education and student performance
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Figure V.2.11 Changes between 2015 and 2018 in pre-primary education and reading performance

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.10  and V.B1.2.1.
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Box V.2.1.  Stratification policies, growth mindset and equity in education

Students who believe that their intelligence is something they can change (i.e. who endorse a growth mindset) scored higher 
in reading than students who do not believe so (OECD, 2019[27]). However, socio-economically advantaged students are 
more likely than disadvantaged students to endorse a growth mindset. As a result, a growth mindset can be a factor that 
reinforces socio-economic disparities in student achievement. How can schools and teachers encourage all students, including 
disadvantaged students, to endorse a growth mindset? Certain stratification policies that are related to growth mindset and 
to inequities in education, such as grade repetition and early tracking, can have an impact.

Growth mindset, socio-economic status and reading performance
A growth mindset, or incremental theory of intelligence, is the belief that someone’s ability and intelligence can develop over 
time. By contrast, a fixed mindset is the belief that someone is born with a certain degree of ability and intelligence that is 
nearly unaltered by experience (Caniëls, Semeijn and Renders, 2018[28]; Dweck, 2006[29]).

For the first time in 2018, PISA measured growth mindset by asking students if they agreed or disagreed with the statement, 
“Your intelligence is something about you that you can’t change very much”. On average across OECD countries, some 60% of 
students disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement, this is, they endorsed a growth mindset. However, the percentage 
of students who endorsed a growth mindset varied widely across countries.

PISA 2018 Results (Volume III) (OECD, 2019[27]) examines the relationship between holding a growth mindset, a student’s 
socio-economic status and reading performance. Amongst the key findings:

•	 Socio-economically advantaged students were more likely than disadvantaged students to hold a growth mindset. On 
average across OECD countries, the percentage of students who hold a growth mindset was 12 percentage points higher 
amongst advantaged students than amongst disadvantaged student. 

...

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables II.B1.2.3 and V.B1.2.7.

Figure V.2.12 Share of students in the modal grade and equity in student performance
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•	 Students who endorse a growth mindset scored better in reading, on average, than students who do not endorse a 
growth mindset. On average across OECD countries, students who hold a growth mindset scored 32 points higher in 
reading than students who do not hold a growth mindset, after accounting for the socio-economic profile of students 
and schools.

•	 The relationship between endorsing a growth mindset and reading performance was generally stronger amongst 
socio-economically disadvantaged students than amongst advantaged students.

•	 Holding a growth mindset was positively associated with students’ motivation to master tasks, general self-efficacy, learning 
goals and perceiving the value of schooling; it was negatively associated with their fear of failure.

These results suggest that a growth mindset is an attitude that contributes to student learning, especially amongst 
disadvantaged students. However, because it is more prevalent amongst advantaged students, a growth mindset may be a 
factor that reinforces socio-economic disparities in student achievement. Schools and teachers might help enhance equity in 
education if they find ways to encourage all students, not just advantaged and high-performing students, to believe that they 
can develop their intelligence over time. Stratification policies could be adapted to this end.

Stratification policies and practices, growth mindset and equity in education
Grade repetition – a key vertical stratification policy – is negatively related to growth mindset. In 46 out of 76 countries and 
economies, students who had not repeated a grade in primary or secondary school were more likely than students who 
had repeated a grade to hold a growth mindset (in 3 countries/economies, they were less likely to hold a growth mindset) 
(Figure V.2.13). After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 38 countries and economies students 
who had not repeated a grade were more likely to endorse a growth mindset (in 4 countries/economies, those students 
were less likely to endorse a growth mindset). On average across OECD countries, students who had not repeated a grade 
were almost 50% more likely to endorse a growth mindset than students who had repeated a grade (odds ratio = 1.49), after 
accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.

Similarly, tracking between schools and programmes of general and vocational orientation – a key measure of horizontal 
stratification policies – is related to holding a growth mindset. In 28 out of 51 countries/economies with valid data, students 
enrolled in a general/academic school or programme at age 15 were more likely than students in vocational schools or 
programmes to endorse a growth mindset (in 4 countries/economies, those students were less likely to endorse a growth 
mindset). After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 15 countries and economies, students enrolled 
in a general/academic school or programme were more likely than students in vocational schools/programmes to endorse 
a growth mindset (in 5 countries/economies, they were less likely to endorse a growth mindset). On average across OECD 
countries, students enrolled in a general/academic school or programme were about 12% more likely to endorse a growth 
mindset than students in vocational schools/programmes (odds ratio = 1.12), after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile.

At the system level, grade repetition and tracking were related to equity in reading performance in PISA 2018. Even after 
accounting for per capita GDP, equity in reading performance was generally greater in countries and economies with a lower 
percentage of students who had repeated a grade (Figure V.2.9), and with a higher percentage of students enrolled in general 
programmes (Figure V.3.9).

These findings suggest that encouraging students who had repeated a grade, and students who are enrolled in vocational 
schools and programmes, to believe that they can develop their intelligence over time has the potential to reduce 
socio-economic disparities in student achievement. At the same time, reducing rates of grade repetition and delaying tracking 
between schools might result in more students adopting a growth mindset and greater equity in student performance.

...
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1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: Statistically significant odds ratio are shown in darker tones (see Annex A3).
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the increased likelihood of disagreeing or strongly disagreeing that “your intelligence is 
something about you that you can’t change very much”, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.2.17.
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Figure V.2.13 Growth mindset and grade repetition
Increased likelihood of disagreeing or strongly disagreeing that “your intelligence is something about you that you can’t change
very much”, amongst students who had not repeated a grade in primary or secondary school (reference: students who had
repeated a grade at least once).
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1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: Statistically significant odds ratio are shown in darker tones (see Annex A3).
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the increased likelihood of disagreeing or strongly disagreeing that “your intelligence is 

something about you that you can’t change very much”, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.2.17.
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Figure V.2.14 Growth mindset and programme orientation
Increased likelihood of disagreeing or strongly disagreeing that “your intelligence is something about you that you can’t change
very much”, amongst students who were enrolled in a general programme (reference: students enrolled in a vocational or
pre-vocational programme).
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Notes
1.	 In this chapter, the term “schooling” is used to refer to the following four levels of education together: ISCED level 0 (early childhood education), 

ISCED level 1 (primary education), ISCED level 2 (lower secondary education) and ISCED 3 (upper secondary education).

2.	 In this chapter, a student who “had not attended” pre-primary education is a student who had not attended pre-primary education at all or had 
attended pre-primary education for less than one year. Attending for “one year” means that the student had attended pre-primary education 
for at least one year, but less than two; attending for “two years” means the student had attended for at least two years, but less than three. 
Attending for “three years” means the student had attended pre-primary education for at least three years.

3.	 In this chapter, the term “pre-primary education” is used to refer generically to education level ISCED 0, which includes early childhood 
education programmes that typically target children aged 0 to 5. However, in some countries, the national version of the PISA student 
questionnaire translated question ST125, which asked about the age at entry into pre-primary education, as referring only to programmes 
that typically target children aged 3 to 5 (e.g. kindergarten). This was, for example, the case in Denmark. 

4.	 For the sake of comparability between countries, all school-level analyses of student performance in this chapter (and in following chapters) 
were restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. The “modal ISCED level” is defined here as the level attended 
by at least one-third of the PISA sample. As PISA students are sampled to represent all 15-year-old students, whatever type of schools they 
are enrolled in, they may not be representative of their schools. Restricting the sampling to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old 
students ensured that the characteristics of students sampled for PISA represent the profile of the typical student attending the school. In 
Albania, Argentina, Baku (Azerbaijan), Belarus, Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang (China), Colombia, Costa Rica, the Czech Republic, the 
Dominican Republic, Indonesia, Ireland, Kazakhstan, Luxembourg, Macao (China), Morocco, the Slovak Republic, Chinese Taipei and Uruguay, 
both lower secondary (ISCED level 2) and upper secondary (ISCED level 3) schools met this definition. In all other countries, analyses were 
restricted to either lower secondary or upper secondary schools. In several countries, lower and upper secondary education is provided in the 
same school. As the restriction was made at the school level, some students from a grade other than the modal grade in the country may also 
have been used in the analysis. Table V.B1.2.13 shows differences in key characteristics between students in the modal grade and those not 
in the modal grade in each country.

5.	 In some countries that participated in PISA 2018, the choice of a particular testing date for PISA resulted in the PISA cohort encompassing 
two distinct age-at-starting-school cohorts, as determined by the school start date and the cut-off date for determining age eligibility. Such a 
situation was observed in around half of the 25 OECD countries with available data on school entry regulations, namely Austria, Chile, the Czech 
Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Korea, Luxembourg, Portugal, the Slovak Republic and Turkey. By contrast, in Denmark, 
France, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom, the PISA sample was composed 
of only one grade cohort. Students enrolled in a higher grade may have learned more complex notions than students in lower grades, and 
thus attained higher performance in PISA (Givord, 2020[44]).

6.	 Caution is advised in interpreting the results. Students were 15 years old when they sat the PISA reading assessment, thus results may not 
perfectly reflect the performance of a student who had repeated a grade. 

7.	 The correlation between grade repetition and mean reading performance was partly driven by Colombia and Morocco, two countries with 
a high percentage of students who had repeated a grade and comparatively low mean reading performance. After excluding these two 
outliers with the highest incidence of grade repetition (i.e. percentages equal to or higher than 40%), the correlation weakened but remained 
statistically significant across OECD countries (r coefficient = -0.30; partial r after accounting for per capita GDP = -0.43), and across all countries 
and economies (r coefficient = -0.25; partial r after accounting for per capita GDP = -0.38).

8.	 The correlation between grade repetition and equity in reading performance was not driven by outliers. After excluding the two countries 
(Colombia and Morocco) with the highest incidence of grade repetition (i.e. percentages equal to or higher than 40%), the negative correlation 
between grade repetition and equity in reading performance became even stronger across OECD countries (r coefficient = -0.56; partial r after 
accounting for per capita GDP = -0.55), and across all countries and economies (r coefficient = -0.34; partial r after accounting for per capita 
GDP = -0.34).

9.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. mean performance in reading lower than 413 score points), the strength of the 
association between grade repetition and equity in reading performance strengthened slightly across OECD countries (after exclusion, 
R2 = 0.31), whereas across all countries/economies, the association remained unaltered (after exclusion, R2 = 0.07).

10.	 After excluding countries where less than 45% of students were in the modal grade (i.e. Brazil, Colombia, the Dominican Republic and Morocco), 
the correlation between the percentage of students in the modal grade and equity in reading performance did not change across OECD 
countries (r coefficient = 0.64; partial r after accounting for per capita GDP = 0.65), but it became somewhat stronger across all countries and 
economies (r coefficient = 0.34; partial r after accounting for per capita GDP = -0.40).

11.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. mean scores in reading lower than 413 points), the strength of the association 
between the percentage of students in the modal grade and equity in reading performance weakened slightly but remained statistically 
significant across OECD countries (after exclusion, R2 = 0.31), whereas across all countries/economies, the association remained unaltered 
(after exclusion, R2 = 0.07).
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Sorting and selecting students between and within schools
This chapter describes how students 
are selected and sorted into different 
programmes or tracks, both between 
and within schools. It discusses the age at 
which students are first tracked and the 
types of programmes into which they are 
tracked (general or vocational). Grouping 
students by ability, both between and 
within classes, is also examined. These 
policies are then related to student 
performance and equity in the education 
system. 

3
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Horizontal stratification refers to the policies and practices used to select and sort students who are enrolled in the same grade 
or education level into different instructional programmes, schools or ability groups. As with the vertical stratification practices 
examined in Chapter 2, horizontal stratification policies aim to manage students’ heterogeneity in their interests and academic 
performance, allowing teachers and schools to work with students who have similar levels of knowledge or paces of learning. 
However, research warns that horizontal stratification can have unintended consequences, especially for socio-economically 
disadvantaged students, because sorting and grouping processes tend to be socio-economically, not just academically, selective 
(Dupriez, Dumay and Vause, 2008[1]; Gamoran and Berends, 1987[2]; Gerber and Cheung, 2008[3]; Gibbons and Telhaj, 2007[4]; 
Glaesser and Cooper, 2010[5]).

As examined in this chapter, there are two main types of horizontal stratification: that which occurs between schools or instructional 
programmes and that which occurs within schools (Figure V.3.1).

In secondary education, the most common form of horizontal stratification between schools, typically known as tracking, 
consists of sorting students into different instructional programmes. In education systems that use instructional tracking, some 
students choose or are selected into academically more demanding programmes, which focus on the general skills required for 
post-secondary education, while other students choose or are selected for vocational or technical programmes, which focus on 
the practical skills useful in the labour market (LeTendre, Hofer and Shimizu, 2003[6]; Oakes, 1985[7]; Perry and Southwell, 2014[8]). 
The age at which students are first tracked and the number of different instructional programmes available to students are 
amongst the features of tracking policies that have been shown to relate to students’ learning outcomes (Van de Werfhorst and 
Mijs, 2010[9]; Oakes Jeanne, 1990[10]; Hanushek and Wossmann, 2006[11]; OECD, 2016[12]).

School selectivity, whereby schools consider academic or non-academic factors when admitting students, is another way of 
allocating students to schools discussed in this chapter. 

In addition, the chapter examines grouping students according to their academic ability within schools, which might occur in two 
ways: grouping students into different classes or grouping them in the same class.

In some school systems, the distinction between public and private schools is also considered to be a form of horizontal stratification 
(Marteleto et al., 2012[13]; Torche, 2005[14]). This volume examines issues regarding private schools and school-choice policies in 
Chapter 7.

...within schools

Ability grouping in classes

Ability grouping into

different classes

Horizontal stratification…

…between schools or

instructional programmes

General, vocational or

modular tracks

School selectivity

Figure V.3.1 Horizontal stratification as covered in PISA 2018
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INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMMES AVAILABLE TO 15-YEAR-OLDS AND AGE AT FIRST SELECTION 
Through its system-level questionnaire, PISA 2018 asked countries to provide a list of the school types or distinct education 
programmes available to 15-year-old students. Across countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, the number of 
distinct education programmes available to 15-year-old students in 2018 ranged from a single (one) programme (in 13 education 
systems) to six different programmes (in Switzerland and Peru) (Figure V.3.2 and Table B3.3.3). Most frequently, education systems 
offered three (23 countries and economies) or four (20 countries and economies) instructional programmes to their 15-year-old 
students.

In 31 education systems, students are first selected into these programmes when they are 15 years old. In 19 education systems, 
the age at first selection is 16 years; in 8 education systems, it is 14 years; and in 15 systems, the age at first selection is 13 years.  
Countries that select students at the youngest age are Austria, Germany and Hungary (10 years), and the Czech Republic, 
the Slovak Republic and Turkey (11 years) (Tables II.B1.2.3 and B3.3.3).

Figure V.3.2 shows that countries with fewer academic programmes available to 15-year-olds tend to select students into 
different programmes at an older age. All countries that participated in PISA 2018 that offer only one academic programme to 
15-year-olds (Australia, Canada, Denmark, Estonia, Iceland, Malta, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Sweden, the United Kingdom 
and the United States) select students into programmes at the age of 16 or later. Similarly, all countries that offer two academic 
programmes select students into programmes at the age of 15 or later. By contrast, countries with more academic programmes 
available to 15-year-olds tend to track students at an earlier age. The extreme case is Switzerland, which offers six academic 
programmes and sorts students into these programmes as early as age 12. (Some cantons of Switzerland have implemented 
reforms since 2006 to delay the age at first selection from 10 or 11 to 12 years.1) Brunei Darussalam, the Czech Republic and 
Germany all offer five academic programmes; the age at first selection in Brunei Darussalam is 12 years, in the Czech Republic it 
is 11 years, and in Germany, 10 years. Other countries, such as Belarus, Montenegro and the United Arab Emirates, which also 
offer five academic programmes to 15-year-olds, do not select their students until age 15, or until age 14 in the Republic of North 
Macedonia (hereafter “North Macedonia”) (Tables II.B1.2.3 and B3.3.3).

What the data tell us
–– In PISA 2018, education systems with a larger number of education programmes available to 15-year-olds generally 
showed lower mean performance in reading and less equity in reading performance. 

–– On average across OECD countries, students in general programmes scored almost 30 points higher in reading than 
those in vocational programmes, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. At the system level, 
across OECD countries, school systems with larger shares of students in general programmes generally showed greater 
equity in reading performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP.

–– Students in academically selective schools scored about five points higher in reading than students in non-selective 
schools, on average across OECD countries, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. At the 
system level, across OECD countries, the prevalence of academic selectivity was correlated with less equity in reading 
performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP. In addition, between PISA 2009 and PISA 2018, equity in education 
tended to improve in OECD countries where the prevalence of academic selectivity decreased.

–– On average across OECD countries, students in schools that group students by ability in their classes for all or some classes 
scored three points lower in reading than students in schools that do not group students in this way, after accounting for 
students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table B3.3.3.
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VOCATIONAL PROGRAMMES OR SCHOOLS
On average across OECD countries, 14% of 15-year-old students were enrolled in a vocational (including pre-vocational) 
programme or school in 2018. In 18 countries and economies, more than one in four students were enrolled in a vocational 
programme, and in 7 countries (Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Serbia and Slovenia), 
more than one in two students were enrolled in a vocational programme. By contrast, in 35 countries and economies, fewer than 
1 in 20 students attended a vocational programme, and in 20 countries and economies no student was enrolled in a vocational 
programme (Figure V.3.3).

A smaller share of students attended a vocational programme in 2018 than in 2009, when 15% of students were enrolled in 
a vocational programme, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.3.1). The share of students enrolled in a vocational 
programme decreased between 2009 and 2018 in 12 countries and economies. The largest decreases were observed in the 
Slovak Republic (by 36 percentage points), Romania (by 10 percentage points), and Turkey and Korea (by 8 percentage points in 
both countries). However, in 15 countries and economies the share of students enrolled in a vocational programme increased 
during this period. The largest increases in vocational enrolment were observed in Panama (by 27 percentage points), Brazil, 
Bulgaria, France and Kazakhstan (by around 10 percentage points in these four countries).

Students enrolled in vocational programmes were markedly more likely to attend a socio-economically disadvantaged school. On 
average across OECD countries, 22% of students in disadvantaged schools were enrolled in a vocational programme, whereas 
only 2% of students in advantaged schools were. The same pattern was observed in most countries and economies, except the 
Dominican Republic, where the percentage of students enrolled in a vocational track was greater in advantaged schools than in 
disadvantaged schools (Table V.B1.3.2).

The proportion of 15-year-old students enrolled in a vocational programme is larger amongst those attending upper secondary 
school than amongst those in lower secondary school. On average across OECD countries in 2018, 24% of 15-year-old students 
attending upper secondary school, and 4% of students in lower secondary school, were enrolled in a vocational programme 
(Table V.B1.3.3). In Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Czech Republic and Serbia, over 70% of 15-year-old students attending 
upper secondary school were enrolled in a vocational programme. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934130778
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that students are enrolled in a 
pre-vocational or vocational programme.

Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.1 and Table V.B1.3.2.
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There were large differences in reading performance between students in vocational and those in academic programmes 
(Figure V.3.3). On average across OECD countries, students in academic programmes scored almost 70 points higher in reading 
than those in vocational programmes, before accounting for socio-economic factors, and almost 30 points higher after accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile (Table V.B1.3.2). The difference in reading performance between students in 
vocational and general programmes, after accounting for socio-economic factors, was around 70 score points or more in Brunei 
Darussalam, France, Greece, Ireland,2 the Netherlands and the United Arab Emirates. In 10 countries/economies, students in 
vocational programmes scored higher in reading than those in general programmes, after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile.

SCHOOL SELECTIVITY
In 2018, PISA asked school principals whether they consider a range of factors when admitting students to their school. 
The factors cited were: the student’s record of academic performance (including placement tests); recommendation of feeder 
schools; parents’ endorsement of the instructional or religious philosophy of the school; whether the student requires or is 
interested in a special programme; whether preference is given to family members of current or former students; and residence 
in a particular area.

On average across OECD countries, the most common forms of school selectivity were admitting students based on their area 
of residence, and admitting students based on students’ need or interest in a special programme offered by the school (almost 
60% of students attended schools that consider such factors) (Figure V.3.4). By contrast, granting admission to school based on 
parents’ endorsement of the instructional or religious philosophy of the school was the least common (31% of students attended 
schools that consider this factor), on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.3.4).

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
Notes: Statistically significant differences are marked in a darker tone (see Annex A3).
The percentage of students in schools where the factors are "sometimes" or "always" considered for admission to school is indicated above each factor.
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.4 and Table V.B1.3.6.
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Some 51% of students were enrolled in schools that always (33%) or sometimes (19%) consider students’ record of academic 
performance when admitting students, on average across OECD countries. Using academic performance as a criterion for school 
admission (i.e. academic selectivity) was universal or almost universal in Bulgaria, Croatia, Hong Kong (China), Japan, Kosovo, 
Macao (China), Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam. By contrast, only around 20% of students or less in Chile, Finland, Greece, 
Iceland, Norway, Portugal, Spain and Sweden attended academically selective schools (Table V.B1.3.4).
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Students in upper secondary schools were more likely to be enrolled in academically selective schools than students in lower 
secondary schools. On average across OECD countries, 66% of students in upper secondary schools were enrolled in academically 
selective schools, while 38% of students in lower secondary schools were enrolled in such schools (Table V.B1.3.5). Amongst the 
countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, there were no education systems where more students in academically 
selective schools were enrolled in lower secondary school than in upper secondary school, and in 26 countries/economies the 
difference was not statistically significant.

A larger share of students in 2018 than in 2009 were enrolled in schools that, when admitting students, always consider records 
of academic performance (a three percentage-point increase over the period) and always give preference to family members 
of current or former students (a four percentage-point increase), on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.3.4). Using 
recommendations from feeder schools as a criterion for admission was less prevalent in 2018 than in 2009, on average across 
OECD countries. 

Most admissions criteria were not associated with higher student performance, especially after accounting for socio-economic 
factors – with the single exception of academic selectivity (Figure V.3.4). On average across OECD countries, students in 
academically selective schools scored about 13 points higher in reading than students in non-selective schools. However, after 
accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, the average difference between students in academically selective 
and those in non-selective schools was five score points. Students in academically selective schools in Austria, Hong Kong (China), 
Kosovo, Lebanon, Macao (China) and Turkey outperformed their peers in non-selective schools by the widest margin (more than 
20 points), after accounting for socio-economic factors (Table V.B1.3.6).

ABILITY GROUPING IN SCHOOL
Ability grouping in school involves placing students into different classrooms or in small instructional groups in a class based on 
their initial achievement or skill levels (Steenbergen-Hu, Makel and Olszewski-Kubilius, 2016[15]). Some research has shown that 
ability grouping has a positive impact on the mathematics achievement of elementary school pupils (Matthews, Ritchotte and 
McBee, 2013[16]). Other evidence suggests that ability grouping might not be as beneficial for struggling students if instruction 
time is not put to good use (Hong et al., 2012[17]) or if those students are less likely to learn from and develop social networks with 
their higher-performing peers when they are not sitting in the same classroom (Lucas, 2001[18]).

Ability grouping within classes
Grouping students by ability in their classes is the most prevalent form of horizontal stratification within schools. On average 
across OECD countries in 2018, 54% of students were in schools that group students by ability in their classes for some subjects 
(49%) or for all subjects (5%) (Figure V.3.5). At least 80% of students in Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang (China), Costa Rica, 
Hong Kong (China), the Netherlands, New Zealand, Poland, Singapore and the United Arab Emirates attended schools that group 
students by ability in classes. By contrast, about 25% of students or less in Brazil, Georgia, Greece, Morocco, Portugal, Sweden 
and Uruguay attended such schools (Table V.B1.3.7).

Ability grouping in classes is somewhat more common in socio-economically disadvantaged than in advantaged schools. On 
average across OECD countries in 2018, 57% of students in disadvantaged schools were grouped by ability in their classes, 
compared to 50% of students in advantaged schools. In 18 countries and economies, the incidence of ability grouping in 
classes was greater in disadvantaged schools than in advantaged schools. For example, in the United Kingdom, 96% of students 
in disadvantaged schools were grouped by ability in their classes while 45% of students in advantaged schools were – a 
51 percentage-point difference. But in nine countries and economies, advantaged schools grouped students in classes more 
often. For example, in Macao (China), 93% of students in advantaged schools were grouped by ability in their classes while 40% 
of students in disadvantaged schools were (a 52 percentage-point difference) (Table V.B1.3.9).

Students in schools that group students by ability in their classes (for some or all subjects) scored six points lower in reading 
than students in schools that do not group students in this way, on average across OECD countries (Figure V.3.5). Half of this 
difference in performance can be accounted for by students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. When holding these factors 
constant, students in schools that group students by ability in their classes scored three points lower in reading, on average 
across OECD countries. In seven countries and economies, ability grouping in classes was associated with lower reading scores 
after accounting for socio-economic factors, but the opposite was observed in three countries.

The negative difference in reading scores was larger when schools group students in their classes for all subjects. On average 
across OECD countries, students in schools that group students by ability in their classes for all subjects scored 20 points lower 
in reading, and 8 points lower after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile (Table V.B1.3.11).
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Figure V.3.5

1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that students are grouped by 
ability in their classes for some or all subjects.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.9.
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that students are grouped by 
ability into different classes for some or all subjects.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.10.

Figure V.3.6
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Ability grouping into different classes
Another way schools handle student heterogeneity is by grouping students by ability into different classes.

On average across OECD countries in 2018, 43% of students attended schools where students are grouped by ability into different 
classes for all subjects (8%) or some subjects (35%). The greatest incidence of this kind of grouping was observed in Brunei 
Darussalam, Hong Kong (China), Ireland, Israel, Singapore and United Kingdom. In these countries and economies, at least 9 in 
10 students attended a school that groups students for all or some subjects. By contrast, in Austria, Greece, Iceland, Norway and 
Portugal, only 1 in 10 students attended a school that groups students, by ability, into different classes (Table V.B1.3.7).

The incidence of ability grouping into different classes was not associated with schools’ socio-economic profile, on average across 
OECD countries. However, in 16 countries and economies there was more ability grouping into different classes in advantaged 
schools, and in 8 countries and economies the incidence was greater in disadvantaged schools (Table V.B1.3.10).

In addition, ability grouping into different classes was more frequently observed in urban than in rural schools, on average across 
OECD countries, but it was practiced similarly across public and private schools, and across lower and upper secondary schools 
(Table V.B1.3.10). 

Differences in performance between students who attended schools that practice and those that do not practice ability grouping 
into different classes (for some or all subjects) tended to be small (Figure V.3.6). In most countries, and on average across OECD 
countries, such ability grouping was not associated with differences in students’ reading scores. However, in nine countries and 
economies, students in schools that group students by ability into different classes scored lower than students in schools that 
do not practice this type of ability grouping, while in six other countries they scored higher, after accounting for other factors.

The negative difference in reading scores was larger when schools group students into different classes for all subjects, as 
opposed to some subjects. On average across OECD countries, students in schools that group students by ability into different 
classes for all subjects scored nine points lower in reading, and five points lower after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile (Table V.B1.3.11).

HOW HORIZONTAL STRATIFICATION IS RELATED TO DIFFERENCES IN PERFORMANCE AND EQUITY 
IN EDUCATION ACROSS COUNTRIES/ECONOMIES (SYSTEM-LEVEL ANALYSIS)
This section examines whether measures of horizontal stratification are related to education outcomes at the system level. Two 
education outcomes are considered: mean performance in reading and equity in reading performance. As in previous PISA 
reports, equity in reading performance is measured by the percentage of variation in reading performance accounted for by 
differences in students’ socio-economic status; the smaller the variation in performance explained by socio-economic status, the 
greater the equity in performance (OECD, 2019[19]; OECD, 2018[20]).

Figure V.3.7 shows system-level correlation coefficients between measures of horizontal stratification on the one hand, and 
reading performance and equity in reading performance on the other. Correlational analyses were conducted separately for 
OECD countries, and for all countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018. In addition, correlations were computed 
before and after accounting for per capita GDP, to account for the level of economic development of a country/economy.

Countries with fewer programmes available to 15-year-olds generally showed higher average performance in reading in PISA 2018 
across OECD countries. There was a negative correlation between the number of education programmes and mean performance 
in reading, even after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies (Figure V.3.7). 
As shown in Figure V.3.8, 12% of the variation in mean reading performance across OECD countries could be accounted for by 
variations in the number of academic programmes available to 15-year-olds. 

Of the 15 countries and economies with mean scores in reading higher than 500 points, 9 countries (Australia, Canada, Denmark, 
Estonia, New Zealand, Poland, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States) offer only one instructional programme 
to 15-year-olds;3 4 countries/economies (Finland,4 Hong Kong [China], Ireland and Macao [China]) offer only two instructional 
programmes. The exceptions to this finding were Korea, with three programmes, and Japan and Singapore, each of which offer 
four programmes. 

However, the countries with the lowest mean scores in reading are heterogeneous in terms of the intensity of their tracking 
system. Two of the lowest-performing countries in PISA 2018 offer six (Peru) or five (North Macedonia) instructional tracks, but 
some offer only one (Baku [Azerbaijan]) or two (Georgia and Thailand), and many offer three (the Dominican Republic, Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Lebanon and Panama) or four instructional tracks (Albania, Argentina, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Philippines and 
Qatar).
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Figure V.3.7 [1/2]  Horizontal stratification, student performance and equity
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1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a 
first step, the correlation coefficients between measures of horizontal stratification and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients were 
reversed (i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes : Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.12.
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Figure V.3.7 [2/2]  Horizontal stratification, student performance and equity

All countries and economies
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1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a 
first step, the correlation coefficients between measures of horizontal stratification and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients were 
reversed (i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes : Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.3.12.
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and B3.3.3.
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Figure V.3.8 Academic programmes available to 15-year-olds and mean score in reading
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Offering fewer instructional tracks was correlated not only with student performance but also, and more strongly, with greater 
equity in performance, as shown in Figure V.3.7. After accounting for per capita GDP, a correlation was observed between the 
number of instructional tracks and equity in performance in reading, mathematics and science (Table V.B1.3.12).

Students’ age at first selection into different programmes was not consistently correlated to mean reading performance. However, 
selecting students into different programmes at an earlier age was correlated with less equity in reading performance, even after 
accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all countries/economies (Figure V.3.9). As shown in Figure V.3.9, 
differences in the age at first selection accounted for 46% of the differences in equity in reading performance across OECD 
countries, and for almost 20% of the differences in equity in reading performance across all countries and economies.5

In PISA 2018, the system-level correlation between ability grouping within class and mean reading performance had a different 
sign depending on whether this kind of ability grouping was implemented for some subjects or for all subjects. On the one hand, 
the percentage of students in schools that group students by ability in class for some subjects was positively correlated with 
mean performance in reading, before and after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all participating 
countries and economies (Figure V.3.7). As shown in Figure V.3.10, 18% of differences in mean reading performance across all 
countries/economies can be explained by cross-national differences in ability grouping in class for some subjects.6 

On the other hand, the percentage of students in schools that group students by ability in class for all subjects was negatively 
correlated with mean performance in reading, before and after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across 
all participating countries and economies (Figure V.3.7). Figure V.3.11 shows that some 23% of differences in mean reading 
performance across all countries/economies can be explained by cross-national differences in ability grouping in class for all 
subjects.7 These findings suggest that the relationship between ability grouping in class and performance may be associated with 
the way ability grouping is implemented. 

The percentage of students enrolled in general or vocational programmes was not consistently correlated with higher mean 
reading performance (Figure V.3.7). However, OECD countries with a larger share of students in general programmes tended 
to show greater equity in reading performance. Across OECD countries, there was a positive correlation between the share of 
students enrolled in a general programme and equity in performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP8 (Figure V.3.7). 
The correlation was not statistically significant across all countries and economies.
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables II.B1.2.3 and B3.3.3.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.3.7.
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Figure V.3.12 Change between 2009 and 2018 in academic selectivity and equity in reading performance
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Similarly, academic selectivity was not consistently correlated with mean student performance. However, in 2018, OECD countries 
with fewer academically selective schools generally showed greater equity in student performance. Across OECD countries, the 
percentage of students in schools that never consider students’ record of academic performance for admission was positively 
correlated with equity in reading performance, before and after accounting for per capita GDP9 (Figure V.3.7). The correlation 
across all countries and economies was not statistically significant. Furthermore, across OECD countries, changes between 2009 
and 2018 in the percentage of students attending a school where admission is never based on the student’s record of academic 
performance were positively correlated with changes in equity in reading.10 This means that equity in education tended to 
improve in countries where the prevalence of academic selectivity decreased (Table V.B1.3.13).

Notes
1.	 Source: Switzerland’s PISA system-level data-collection questionnaire.

2.	 In Ireland, only 1% of students in PISA 2018 were enrolled in vocational programmes.

3.	 The correlation between the number of academic programmes and mean reading performance is influenced by these nine countries with 
a single track and comparatively high performance. If countries with a single academic programme are excluded from the analysis, the 
correlation is not statistically significant across OECD countries, nor across all countries/economies.

4.	 In Finland, most 15-year-old students attend grade 9, the final grade of lower secondary education (ISCED 2). There is only one programme 
offered at this education level. Students who are above the modal grade in upper secondary education (ISCED 3) have access to two 
programmes of different orientation.

5.	 The correlation between the age at selection into different academic programmes and equity in reading performance is not influenced by 
extreme cases. After countries/economies whose age at selection is 16 years are excluded from the analysis, the correlation is still statistically 
significant across OECD countries and across all countries/economies. Similarly, after countries/economies whose age at selection is 10 years 
are excluded from the analysis, the correlation is still statistically significant across OECD countries and across all countries/economies.

6.	 The correlation between the percentage of students in schools that group students by ability in their classes for some subjects and mean 
reading performance is not influenced by extreme cases. After excluding countries/economies where less than 15% of students are enrolled 
in schools that group students by ability in their classes for some subjects (i.e. Costa Rica, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates), 
the strength of the relationship does not change much across OECD countries (R2 = 0.10) nor across all countries/economies (R2 = 0.17).

7.	 The correlation between the percentage of students in schools that group students by ability in their classes for all subjects and mean 
reading performance is not influenced by extreme cases. After excluding countries/economies where more than 40% of students are enrolled 
in schools that group students by ability in their classes for all subjects (i.e. Brazil, Morocco, Portugal and Uruguay), the strength of the 
relationship does not change across OECD countries (R2 = 0.10) and increases across all countries/economies (R2 = 0.30).

8.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. those whose mean reading score was lower than 413 points), across OECD countries, 
the strength of the correlation between the percentage of students enrolled in a general programme and equity in reading performance 
remained unaltered (after exclusion, correlation coefficient = 0.31; partial correlation coefficient after accounting for per capita GDP = 0.32). 
Across all countries/economies, the association remained not statistically significant after excluding low-performing countries/economies.

9.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. those whose mean reading score was lower than 413 points), across OECD countries, 
the strength of the correlation between the percentage of students in schools that never consider a student’s record of academic performance 
for admission and equity in reading performance remained unaltered (after exclusion, correlation coefficient = 0.35; partial correlation 
coefficient after accounting for per capita GDP = 0.35). Across all countries/economies, the association remained not statistically significant 
after excluding low-performing countries/economies.

10.	 The correlation between the change between 2009 and 2018 in academic selectivity and the change in equity in reading performance is not 
influenced by extreme cases. In Chile, the change in the percentage of students in schools that never consider students’ record of academic 
performance for admission was noticeably greater than in other countries (it decreased by 49 percentage points). This change might be due 
to the adoption, in 2015, of Chile’s School Inclusion Law, which forbade public schools and private government-dependent schools from using 
any form of selection criteria when enrolling students (OECD, 2018[21]) (Santiago et al., 2017[22]). After excluding Chile from the analysis, the 
correlation across OECD countries strengthened (after exclusion, correlation coefficient = 0.56). Across all countries/economies, the association 
remained not statistically significant after excluding Chile.
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Teachers and support staff
This chapter focuses on teachers: whether 
schools have an adequate number 
of them, whether they are sufficiently 
qualified, their working conditions. It also 
examines the availability of support staff 
to provide career guidance at school. Each 
of these factors is then related to student 
performance and equity in the education 
system. 

4
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Out of all the school resources that are needed to boost students’ learning and well-being, teachers are perhaps the most 
important. If schools do not have a sufficient number of teachers, or if teachers are not adequately qualified and able to support 
their students’ needs, improving the quality and equity of education is unlikely. By contrast, effective teacher policies can be the 
foundation on which to build successful education systems (OECD, 2005[1]; OECD, 2010[2]; OECD, 2019[3]). 

Research has identified teacher-related factors that have a measurable impact on students’ academic achievement or on students’ 
social and emotional well-being. These include teachers’ initial education and certification, teachers’ working conditions, opportunities 
for professional development, teacher collaboration and peer-mentoring, and quality systems of teacher appraisal (Rockoff, 2004[3]; 
Nye, Konstantopoulos and Hedges, 2004[4]; Clotfelter, Ladd and Vigdor, 2006[5]; Jennings and DiPrete, 2010[6]; OECD, 2013[7]).  
In addition, teacher enthusiasm and support are positively correlated to student learning and attitudes (OECD, 2019[8]). 

In addition to teachers, a range of other professionals and human resources plays an important role in school life (OECD, 2019[9]). 
Schools’ support staff, as considered in this chapter, includes career guidance counsellors, psychologists and social workers; 
special educators and educational therapists; doctors and nurses; teaching and classroom assistants; and supervisors and school 
guards, amongst others.

Teacher certification

Professional development

Class size

Teaching staff Support staff

Shortages in teaching staff
Shortages in support

staff

Teacher contracts
Career guidance

counselling

Figure V.4.1 Human resources as covered in PISA 2018

What the data tell us
–– In 43 countries and economies, students attending schools whose principal reported greater shortages of teaching and 
support staff scored lower in reading. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 17 countries 
and economies, students in schools with more staff shortages scored lower, while in the Republic of Moldova, students in 
such schools scored higher.

–– On average across OECD countries, 27% of students were enrolled in schools whose principal reported that learning is 
hindered by a lack of teaching staff, and 33% were enrolled in schools whose principal reported that learning is hindered 
by a lack of assisting staff.

–– On average across OECD countries, and in 17 countries/economies, students in schools with a greater share of full-time 
teachers scored higher in reading, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile; in 20 countries and 
economies, students in such schools scored lower.

–– On average across OECD countries, and in 12 countries/economies, students in schools with a greater share of fully 
certified teachers scored higher in reading, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, while in 
6 countries and economies, students in such schools scored lower.

–– After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in five countries, students in schools whose principal 
reported that career guidance is offered at school scored higher in reading, but in six countries, students in such schools 
scored lower. In addition, in five countries, students in such schools were more likely to expect to complete tertiary 
education; but in ten countries they were less likely to expect to do so. Similarly, in five countries, students in schools 
whose principal reported that career guidance is offered at school were more likely to expect to work in a high-skilled 
occupation, while in six countries, students in such schools were less likely to expect so. 
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SHORTAGES OF TEACHING AND SUPPORT STAFF
PISA 2018 asked school principals whether providing instruction at their school is hindered by a lack of teaching and support 
staff or by an inadequacy or poor qualifications of teaching and support staff. This information refers to both the availability 
and quantity of staff, and to the quality of available staff. Both types of information were combined into a single standardised 
measure, the PISA index of shortage of education staff (for technical details, see Annex A3). Higher values in the index indicate 
more shortages of quality education staff in school. For interpretation purposes, it is important to keep in mind that the index 
measures the perception of school principals, rather than an objective measure of staff shortage. School principals in different 
countries may have different perceptions of what constitutes a shortage in teaching or support staff in their school.

In PISA 2018, the index of shortage of education staff was 0.9 in Japan, Morocco and Portugal, a value that indicates more 
shortages of education staff, as perceived by school principals (Figure V.4.2). In Bulgaria, Montenegro and Poland, the index was 
-0.9 or lower, a value that indicates fewer perceived shortages of education staff.

In 42 countries and economies, students attending socio-economically disadvantaged schools were exposed to more shortages 
of education staff than their peers in advantaged schools. The largest disparities in education staff in favour of advantaged 
schools were found in Hong Kong (China), Peru, the United Arab Emirates and Uruguay (Table V.B1.4.1). Only in three education 
systems, namely Kosovo, Lithuania and the Republic of North Macedonia (hereafter “North Macedonia”), were shortages of 
education staff more prevalent in advantaged schools.

In another 42 countries and economies, shortages of education staff were more prevalent in public schools than in private 
schools. The largest disparities in shortages of education staff, in favour of private schools, were observed in Colombia, Greece, 
Portugal and Uruguay (Table V.B1.4.1). In Lithuania, public schools suffered fewer shortages of education staff than private 
schools.

On average across OECD countries and in 11 countries and economies, shortages of education staff were more prevalent in rural 
schools than in urban schools (Figure V.4.2). In five countries/economies, shortages of education staff were more prevalent in 
urban schools than in rural schools.

When the components of the index of shortage of education staff were examined separately, it became evident that in most 
countries a lack of education staff was more prevalent, according to school principals, than an inadequacy or poor qualifications 
of staff (Figure V.4.3). On average across OECD countries, about 27% of students attended schools whose principal reported 
that a lack of teaching staff hinders learning, whereas only 15% of students were enrolled in schools where inadequate or poorly 
qualified teaching staff hinders learning. Similarly, 33% of students attended schools whose principal reported that a lack of 
assisting staff hinders learning, but only 17% were in schools in which inadequate or poorly qualified assisting staff hinders 
learning, on average across OECD countries. 

In only three countries/economies, namely Georgia, Macao [China] and Montenegro, was the incidence of inadequate or poorly 
qualified teaching staff more prevalent than a lack of teaching staff. Only in Macao (China) was the incidence of inadequate or 
poorly qualified assisting staff greater than a lack of assisting staff (Table V.B1.4.3).

Figure V.4.3 also shows that some countries suffer more from a lack of teaching staff whereas others suffer more from a lack 
of assisting staff, according to school principals. In Germany, Japan, Luxembourg and Saudi Arabia, at least 50% of students 
were in schools whose principals reported that a lack of teaching staff hinders learning. In Austria, Colombia, Greece, Jordan, 
Korea, Luxembourg, Morocco, Panama, Portugal, Spain and Uruguay, at least 50% of students attended schools whose principal 
reported that instruction is hindered by a lack of assisting staff. 

Shortages in teaching and support staff were less prevalent in 2018 than in 2015, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.4.2). 
For example, the share of students in schools whose principal reported that instruction is hindered by a lack of teaching staff 
decreased in 25 countries since PISA 2015, and by more than 15 percentage points in France, Greece, Macao (China), Chinese 
Taipei and Uruguay. Similarly, the share of students in schools whose principal reported that instruction is hindered by a lack of 
assisting staff decreased in 25 countries, and by the widest margins in Albania, Korea, Malta, Chinese Taipei and Turkey.

Perceived shortages of education staff, as measured by the combined index of shortage of education staff, were negatively 
related to student achievement in reading (Figure V.4.2). In 43 countries and economies, students attending schools with greater 
shortages scored lower in reading than students in schools with fewer shortages of staff (Table V.B1.4.1). In 29 countries and 
economies, no statistically significant differences in reading scores were found between students in schools with more or fewer 
shortages of education staff. In four countries, students attending schools with more shortages scored higher in reading than 
students in schools with fewer shortages of staff. 
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Note: Higher values in the index indicate more shortages of teaching and supporting staff in school.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of shortage of education staff.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.4.1.
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Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide 
instruction is hindered by a lack of teaching staff.

Note: Significant differences between “a lack of teaching staff” (”a lack of assisting staff”) and “inadequate or poorly qualified teaching staff” (”inadequate or 
poorly qualified assisting staff”) are shown in a darker tone (see Annex A3).
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.4.2 and V.B1.4.3.
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After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 17 countries and economies, students enrolled in schools 
with more shortages scored lower in reading (Figure V.4.2). In 58 countries/economies, no statistically significant differences in 
reading scores were found between students in schools with more or fewer shortages of education staff, after accounting for 
students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. In the Republic of Moldova (hereafter “Moldova”), students attending schools with 
more shortages scored higher in reading than students in schools with fewer shortages of staff.

TEACHING STAFF: CONTRACT, CERTIFICATION AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Teacher contracts
Teacher contracts, as examined here, refer to the type of work schedule teachers have, i.e. whether they work part time or full time 
in a school. Different working conditions between full-time and part-time teachers might influence not only their job satisfaction but 
also their role within the school and the quality of their teaching. Full-time teachers tend to enjoy greater professional recognition 
in schools and better salaries, receive more support from school managers, and have more access to professional development 
and teacher collaboration, compared to their part-time colleagues (Jameson and Hillier, 2008[10]). At the same time, however, some 
studies suggest that, in order to compensate for these disadvantages, part-time teachers often display greater professionalism, 
better time-management skills, and a high level of commitment to their students (Atherton and Kingdon, 2010[11]). 

PISA asked school principals how many of the teachers in their school are employed full time and part time. A full-time teacher, 
as defined in PISA, is employed at least 90% of the time as a teacher for the full school year; all other teachers are considered to 
be part time.

About 87% of the teachers working in schools attended by 15-year-olds worked full time and 13% worked part time, on average 
across OECD countries in 2018 (Figure V.4.4). In 43 countries and economies, 90% or more of teachers worked full time. In every 
PISA-participating country/economy except Argentina, Brazil, Indonesia, Mexico, the Netherlands, Switzerland and Uruguay, 
more than 75% of teachers worked full time. In Argentina, Brazil and Uruguay, less than half of teachers in the schools attended 
by 15-year-olds worked full time (Table V.B1.4.4).

On average across OECD countries, and in 20 countries and economies, the percentage of teachers working full time was greater 
in disadvantaged schools than in advantaged schools, but only in 5 countries (Israel, the Netherlands, Panama, Switzerland and 
Uruguay) was the difference greater than 5 percentage points. In 15 other countries and economies, advantaged schools had a 
larger share of full-time teachers than disadvantaged schools.

In 20 countries and economies, and on average across OECD countries, students in schools with a larger share of full-time 
teachers scored lower in reading, but they scored higher in another 17 countries and economies (Figure V.4.4). In 38 countries 
and economies, the prevalence of full-time teachers in a school was not associated with students’ reading performance.

After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 13 countries/economies there was a positive association 
between the share of full-time teachers and reading performance; in 7 other countries/economies, there was a negative 
association; and in 55 countries/economies there was no association (Figure V.4.4). 

Teacher certification
Certified teachers are those licensed to teach in a school based on the standards defined by national or local institutions. The goal 
of teacher certification is to guarantee that schools are staffed with quality teachers; but critics argue that certification might be 
ineffective or impose burdensome requirements (Darling-Hammond, 2010[12]; Akiba et al., 2010[13]). In general, research finds a 
positive association between teacher certification and student achievement (Clotfelter, Ladd and Vigdor, 2006[5]; Goldhaber and 
Brewer, 2000[14]). It is less clear whether teacher certification improves the quality of teaching directly or if more able, persistent 
and motivated candidates are more likely to be certified (Boyd et al., 2007[15]).

PISA asked school principals how many of the teachers in their school were fully certified by an appropriate authority. In most 
PISA-participating countries and economies, most teachers were fully certified. On average across OECD countries, 82% 
of teachers working in schools attended by 15-year-olds were fully certified by the appropriate national or local authority.  
In 53 countries and economies at least 80% of teachers were fully certified, whereas in 23 countries less than 80% of teachers 
were fully certified (Table V.B1.4.6). In Colombia, Georgia, Mexico and the United Arab Emirates, less than half of teachers in 
schools attended by 15-year-olds were fully certified.

In 16 countries and economies in 2018, the share of fully certified teachers was larger in advantaged than in disadvantaged 
schools, but in 12 countries and economies the opposite was observed (Table V.B1.4.6). On average across OECD countries, 
80% of teachers in disadvantaged schools and 83% of teachers in advantaged schools were fully certified.1 

In 16 countries and economies, and on average across OECD countries, students in schools with a larger share of fully certified 
teachers scored higher in reading, but in 8 countries and economies they scored lower (Figure V.4.5).
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of full-time teachers.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.4.5.
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Change in reading performance per 10-unit increase in the percentage of teachers at school fully certified by the appropriate authority
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1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS). A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) 
school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the index of ESCS in the relevant country/economy.
Notes: Significant differences in the change in reading performance are shown in a darker tone (see Annex A3).
This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change in reading performance per 10-unit increase in the percentage of teachers at school fully 
certified by the appropriate authority.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.4.8.
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After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 12 countries/economies and on average across OECD 
countries, students in schools with a larger share of fully certified teachers scored higher in reading while in 6 countries and 
economies they scored lower (Figure V.4.5).

Teacher professional development
Together with autonomy and participation in peer networks, teacher professional development is one of the pillars of teacher 
professionalism (OECD, 2016[16]). Professional development programmes aim to develop the skills, knowledge and dispositions of 
individual teachers, but in addition they can enhance schools’ capacity for organisational change and improvement (OECD, 2016[16]; 
OECD, 2009[17]; Borko, Jacobs and Koellner, 2010[18]; Borko, Elliot and Uchiyama, 2000[19]). Research suggests that professional 
development is more effective when it focuses on student learning, actively engages teachers in designing instructional strategies, 
supports collaboration amongst peers, uses models of effective practice, and provides coaching, feedback and enough time for 
teachers to implement and sustain changes (Darling-Hammond, Hyler and Gardner, 2017[20]; Lumpe et al., 2012[21]).

A programme of professional development, as defined in PISA, is a formal programme of at least one day designed to enhance 
teaching skills or pedagogical practices, and that may or may not lead to a recognised qualification. PISA asked school principals 
to report the percentage of all teaching staff in their school who had attended a programme of professional development in the 
three months prior to the PISA test. 

Across OECD countries in 2018, the average 15-year-old student attended a school whose principal reported that 53% of teachers 
had participated in a programme of professional development in the three months prior to the PISA test (Figure V.4.6). The share 
was at least 80% in Australia, Singapore, Sweden, Thailand, the United Arab Emirates and the United States, and greater than 
50% in 38 countries and economies. By contrast, fewer than one in four teachers in Belarus, Hungary, Kosovo, North Macedonia, 
Norway, Ukraine and Uruguay had attended a programme of professional development during that period.

The percentage of teachers who had attended a programme of professional development increased by two percentage points 
between PISA 2015 and PISA 2018, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.4.7). In 19 countries and economies the share 
of teachers who had attended such a programme was greater in PISA 2018 than in PISA 2015; the increase was greater than 
20 percentage points in Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta and Mexico. By contrast, in 14 countries/economies, the share was smaller 
in 2018 than in 2015, and the reduction was greater than 20 percentage points only in Romania.

In 32 countries and economies in 2018, the share of teachers who had attended a programme of professional development 
was larger in disadvantaged than in advantaged schools (Figure V.4.6). On average across OECD countries, 55% of teachers in 
disadvantaged schools and 52% of teachers in advantaged schools had attended a programme of professional development in 
the 3 months prior to the PISA test. In PISA 2015, no such difference was observed, on average across OECD countries. 

The relationship between teachers’ participation in professional development activities and students’ performance in reading 
is weak in most PISA-participating countries and economies (Table V.B1.4.8). After accounting for the socio-economic profile of 
students and schools, in nine education systems, students scored higher in reading when more teachers in their school had 
participated in professional development activities; in ten other systems, students scored lower in reading when their teachers 
had participated in such activities.

Class size
There are number of ways in which smaller classes are, in theory, good for instruction and learning. In classes with fewer students, 
teachers might be able to allocate more time, attention and support to each student. By contrast, in larger classes, at least some 
students might be disengaged from instruction (Finn, Pannozzo and Achilles, 2003[23]). Moreover, students attending remedial 
lessons are more likely to be in smaller classes than students who do not attend such lessons. However, research provides mixed 
evidence about whether smaller classes improve student outcomes (Dynarski, Hyman and Schanzenbach, 2013[24]; Fredriksson, 
Öckert and Oosterbeek, 2013[25]; Woessmann and West, 2005[26]; Blatchford and Russell, 2019[27]; Finn and Achilles, 1999[28]; 
De  Giorgi, Pellizzari and Woolston, 2012[29]). Previous PISA reports have pointed out that some top-performing education 
systems have large classes, and suggest that investments in teacher quality are more effective than investing in smaller classes 
(OECD, 2014[30]). 

PISA 2018 asked school principals to report the average size of language-of-instruction classes in the national modal grade 
for 15-year-olds. According to school principals, on average across OECD countries in 2018, there were 26 students per 
language-of-instruction class. While in Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang (China) (hereafter “B-S-J-Z [China]”), Mexico, 
the Philippines, Turkey and Viet Nam there were 40 or more students per class, in Belgium, Finland, Iceland, Malta and Switzerland 
there were 20 or fewer students per class.
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Percentage of teachers who attended a programme of professional development in the previous three months

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS). A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) 
school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the index of ESCS in the relevant country/economy.
Note: Significant differences between advantaged and disadvantaged schools are shown in a darker tone (see Annex A3).
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of teachers who attended a programme of professional development in the previous 
three months.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.4.7.

Total Disadvantaged schools¹ Advantaged schools

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

United States
Australia

United Arab Emirates
Singapore

Sweden
Thailand

Brunei Darussalam
Macao (China)

Ireland
Luxembourg
New Zealand

Iceland
Canada

United Kingdom
Malta

B-S-J-Z (China)
Malaysia

Israel
Lithuania

Qatar
Hong Kong (China)

Albania
Saudi Arabia

Estonia
Mexico

Switzerland
Chinese Taipei

Philippines
Latvia
Korea

Viet Nam
Poland

Bulgaria
OECD average

Croatia
Netherlands

Serbia
Spain

Belgium
Dominican Republic

Chile
Finland

Montenegro
Slovenia

Peru
Germany
Lebanon

Italy
Brazil

Austria
Czech Republic

Argentina
Japan

Panama
Georgia

Portugal
France

Costa Rica
Moldova
Denmark

Jordan
Indonesia

Bosnia and Herzegovina
Colombia
Romania

Russia
Morocco

Turkey
Baku (Azerbaijan)

Kazakhstan
Slovak Republic

Greece
Norway
Ukraine

North Macedonia
Hungary
Uruguay

Kosovo
Belarus

Teacher professional development, by school’s socio-economic profileFigure V.4.6

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131063

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131063


PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 97

4Teachers and support staff

Box V.4.1.  Financial resources in education, teachers’ salaries and reading performance

Policy makers must constantly balance expenditure on education with expenditure for many other public services. Yet despite 
the competing demands for resources, expenditure on education has increased over the past few years. Between 2010 and 
2016, expenditure per primary, secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary student increased by 5%, on average across OECD 
countries with data available for both 2010 and 2016 (OECD, 2019[22]).

Financial resources can be allocated to salaries paid to teachers, administrators and support staff; maintenance or 
construction costs of buildings and infrastructure; and operational costs, such as transportation and meals for students.

School systems with greater total expenditure on education tend to be those with higher levels of per capita GDP. Spending 
on education and per capita GDP are highly correlated (r = 0.9 across OECD countries and r = 0.91 across all participating 
countries and economies in PISA 2018) (Tables B3.1.1 and B3.1.4).

In 2018, total expenditure by educational institution per student from the age of 6 to 15 exceeded USD 100 000 (PPP-corrected 
dollars) in Austria, Belgium, Brunei Darussalam, Finland, Iceland, Korea, Luxembourg, Macao (China), the Netherlands, Norway, 
Qatar, Singapore, Sweden, Chinese Taipei, the United Kingdom and the United States. In Qatar, cumulative expenditure per 
student exceeded USD 325 000. In contrast, in the Dominican Republic, Georgia, Indonesia, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Moldova, 
Montenegro, Panama, Peru, the Philippines, Romania and Serbia, cumulative expenditure per student over this age period 
amounted to less than USD 25 000 (Table B3.1.1). 

Amongst the countries and economies whose cumulative expenditure per student was under USD 50 000 (the level of 
spending in 24 countries/economies), higher expenditure on education was significantly associated with higher scores 
in the PISA reading test. But this was not the case amongst countries and economies whose cumulative expenditure 
was greater than USD 50 000, which include most OECD countries (Figure II.6.2). It seems that for this latter group 
of countries and economies, factors other than the level of investment in education are better predictors of student 
performance.

Teachers’ salaries
Staff compensation comprises the largest share of current expenditure at all levels of education. In primary, secondary and 
post-secondary non-tertiary education, four-fifths of staff compensation goes to teachers, with the remainder going to other 
staff (OECD, 2019[22]).

Higher salaries can help school systems attract the best candidates to the teaching profession, and signal that teachers are 
regarded and treated as professionals. But paying teachers well is only part of the equation. The relationship between reading 
performance and teachers’ salaries relative to per capita national income was statistically significant across OECD countries 
and across PISA-participating countries and economies in 2018 (Figure V.4.8). However, the correlation was entirely driven 
by Mexico and Lebanon, two countries where teachers’ PPP-corrected per capita salaries are higher than those in other 
countries/economies. After excluding these outliers, the relationship was not statistically significant. 

This finding suggests that other factors, such as the quality of teaching, may be more closely associated with students’ 
performance at the system level. Intervening factors, such as the different criteria used by school systems for identifying 
and compensating their best teachers and the level of teachers’ pay in relation to the system’s resources, may also be at play 
here. For example, if countries do not have enough resources to invest in education, paying relatively high salaries might 
attract good teachers, but it also might limit the number of teachers the system can afford, thus contributing to shortages 
of teaching staff.

...

In PISA 2015, there were also 26 students per language-of-instruction class, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.4.12). 
However, since 2015, the average size of these classes shrank in 20 countries/economies (by 5 or more students in Georgia, 
Korea, Macao [China] and Turkey), while it grew in 9 countries/economies (by 2 or 3 students in Mexico, Moldova, Qatar and 
Spain). In 37 countries/economies, class size did not change between 2015 and 2018.
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Note: Only countries and economies with available data are shown.
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables B3.1.1 and I.B1.4.

Figure V.4.7 Spending per student from the age of 6 to 15 and reading performance
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and B3.1.2.

Figure V.4.8 Teachers’ salaries and reading performance
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On average across OECD countries, smaller language-of-instruction classes were more frequently observed in socio-economically 
disadvantaged schools than in advantaged schools (four fewer students per class), in rural than in urban schools (five fewer 
students per class), in lower secondary than in upper secondary schools (two fewer students per class), in schools that offer a 
vocational rather than a general curriculum (two fewer students per class), and in public schools than in private schools (one fewer 
student per class) (Table V.B1.4.11).

In 45 countries and economies, the average language-of-instruction class was larger in advantaged schools than in disadvantaged 
schools. In Hungary, Latvia, Moldova and Thailand, language-of-instruction classes in advantaged schools were larger by about 
10 students than those in disadvantaged schools. By contrast, in seven countries and economies, namely B-S-J-Z (China), Macao 
(China), the Philippines, Qatar, Singapore, the United Arab Emirates and the United Kingdom, language-of-instruction classes 
were smaller in advantaged schools.

On average across OECD countries, attending a language-of-instruction class with one more student was associated with a 
three-point improvement in reading scores; but after accounting for the socio-economic profile of students and schools, the gain 
in reading performance amounted to only one score point (Table V.B1.4.11). In 39 countries and economies, students in larger 
classes performed better than students in smaller classes, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile; but 
in no country/economy was the difference larger than 5 score points, and in 28 of them the difference amounted to only 2 points 
or less.

SUPPORT STAFF: CAREER GUIDANCE COUNSELLING
Availability and organisation of career guidance at school
Career guidance is intended to help people, whether students or adults out of school, make choices about their education and 
occupation, and help them manage their career (OECD, 2004[31]). Career guidance counsellors in the schools that 15-year-olds 
attend focus mostly on students’ academic pathways and prospects in the labour market; sometimes they also concentrate 
on students’ social and emotional well-being (Lazarus and Ihuoma, 2011[32]; Hooley, Tristram; Dodd, 2015[33]). Providing career 
guidance in school may be one way to help all teenagers, whatever their talents and aptitudes, to develop ambitious and realistic 
expectations about their future (OECD, 2019[34]). Students who receive career counselling focus more on their studies (Rupani, 
Haughey and Cooper, 2012[35]). Low-achieving and low-income students tend to benefit the most from career counsellors, mainly 
because these students are most likely to lack other sources of information and assistance (OECD, 2004[31]; Mulhern, 2019[36]). 
Career guidance could assist in countering gender imbalances in education choices (e.g. which courses students choose to 
pursue) and future careers (Taranu, Calineci and Taranu, 2014[37]). Regular teachers can also play an important role in career 
guidance, as students can feel more encouraged and supported by their teachers than by guidance counsellors (Alexitch and 
Page, 1997[38]).

PISA 2018 asked school principals whether career guidance counselling for 15-year-old students is available at their school and, 
if so, who had the main responsibility for providing it. 

In all countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, career guidance counselling was available for the majority of 
15-year-old students. The only exception was Greece, where about half of students were enrolled in schools whose principal 
reported that career guidance is not available at their school (Table V.B1.4.13). In 50 countries and economies, career guidance 
counselling was available for at least 95% of students.

Only about 7% of students were in schools that do not offer career guidance, on average across OECD countries in 2018  
(Table  V.B1.4.14). However, the share was larger in some countries. In Argentina, Baku (Azerbaijan), Belgium, Brazil, Croatia 
and Italy, between 25% and 30% of students were in schools that do not offer career guidance, while in Austria, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, France, Georgia, Israel, Kosovo, Saudi Arabia and Uruguay, between 16% and 24% of students did not have access 
to career guidance in school.

The percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that career guidance for 15-year-old students is not available 
at their school decreased in 13 countries and economies between 2006 and 2018, and increased in 5 countries (Colombia, 
Croatia, the Czech Republic, Greece and Slovenia). In Macao (China), Qatar, Chinese Taipei and Uruguay, the percentage of 
students in schools whose principal reported that career guidance is not available decreased by more than 20 percentage 
points during the period. 
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1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS). A socio-economically disadvantaged
(advantaged) school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the index of ESCS in the relevant country/economy.
Note: Only countries and economies where the share of students in schools where career guidance is not available is at least 1% are shown.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that career guidance for 
15-year-olds is not available at their school.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.4.14.
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Figure V.4.9 Unavailability of career guidance at school, by school’s socio-economic profile
Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that career guidance for 15-year-olds is not available
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Students in advantaged schools were more likely than those in disadvantaged schools to be in a school where career guidance 
is unavailable, on average across OECD countries and also in 13 countries and economies. Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
France, Greece, Israel, Italy and Switzerland were amongst the countries with the largest socio-economic disparities in access to 
career guidance in school. By contrast, in 10 countries and economies, students in advantaged schools had greater access to 
career guidance than those in disadvantaged schools. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131120
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On average across OECD countries, students in lower secondary schools (ISCED 2) had greater access to career guidance than 
students in upper secondary schools (ISCED 3) (Table V.B1.4.15). No differences were observed between students in general and 
vocational programmes, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.4.15).

The most common way to organise career guidance is to have one or more specific career guidance counsellors employed 
at school. On average across OECD countries, 47% of students attended a school that provides career guidance in this way  
(Table V.B1.4.13). In Finland, Ireland and Norway, almost all students attended a school with career guidance counsellors employed 
at school. However, in 43 countries and economies, fewer than one in three students attended a school with career guidance 
counsellors employed at school. 

Assigning the main responsibility for career guidance to specific teachers (OECD average: 39%) or sharing the responsibility 
for career guidance amongst all teachers in a school (OECD average: 30%) were also common ways to deliver this service.  
In the Czech Republic, Germany, Hong Kong (China), Japan, Chinese Taipei and Thailand, at least 70% of schools assign the main 
responsibility for career guidance to specific teachers. Somewhat less common was to have one or more specific career guidance 
counsellors who regularly visit the school (OECD average: 18%), but this was the main way in which career guidance is provided 
in Denmark, Estonia and Morocco.

In most countries, career guidance is formally scheduled into students’ time at school, rather than sought voluntarily by students 
(Table V.B1.4.16). On average across OECD countries, around two in three students in schools that offer career guidance attended 
a school whose principal reported that career guidance is formally scheduled into students’ time at school; the remaining 
one-third of students seek career guidance voluntarily in their school, according to the school principal. In 57 education systems, 
more students were enrolled in schools where career guidance is formally scheduled into students’ time than in schools were it 
is sought voluntarily. In 21 education systems, more students were in schools where career guidance is sought voluntarily than 
in schools were it is formally scheduled into students’ time.

The share of students in schools where career guidance is formally scheduled into students’ time increased by 8 percentage 
points between 2006 and 2018, on average across OECD countries, and in 22 countries and economies; but this share decreased 
in 4 countries (Bulgaria, Canada, Greece and the Russian Federation) (Table V.B1.4.16).

Career guidance and student outcomes
This section explores how the availability of career guidance at school is related to three different student outcomes: 
reading  performance, education expectations and career expectations. For a more comprehensive analysis of the 
education and career expectations of 15-year-old students, see PISA 2018 Results (Volume II): Where All Students Can Succeed 
(OECD, 2019[34]). 

Within countries, the relationship between the availability of career guidance at school and student outcomes, such as reading 
performance or expected levels of educational and occupational attainment, is heterogeneous, depending on the country or 
economy (Figure V.4.10).

In 12 countries and economies, career guidance and reading performance were positively associated; in 9 countries, they were 
negatively associated (Table V.B1.4.17). After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in Costa Rica, Croatia, 
the Dominican Republic, Portugal and the United Arab Emirates, students in schools that offer career guidance scored higher in 
reading, on average, while in Belgium, the Czech Republic, France, Greece, Montenegro and Switzerland, they scored lower. But 
in most countries/economies the association was not statistically significant.

In 11 countries, students in schools that offer career guidance were more likely to expect to complete tertiary education than 
students in schools that do not offer career guidance; but in 8 countries, the opposite was observed (Table V.B1.4.17). After 
accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in Albania, Chile, Montenegro, Serbia and the United Arab Emirates, 
students in schools that offer career guidance were more likely to expect to complete tertiary education. In another ten countries 
(Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, France, Greece, Italy, Kazakhstan, Mexico, Peru and Switzerland) students in schools that 
do not offer career guidance were more likely to expect to complete tertiary education.

Similarly, in six countries, students in schools that offer career guidance were more likely to expect to work in a high-skilled 
occupation (ISCO groups 1-3), but in eight countries, they were less likely to expect to do so. After accounting for students’ and 
schools’ socio-economic profile, in five countries students in schools that offer career guidance were more likely to expect to work 
in a high-skilled occupation, while in six countries, they were less likely to expect to do so.
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
2. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that career guidance of 
15-year-old students is sought voluntarily by students.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.4.13 and Table V.B1.4.17.
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SYSTEM-LEVEL ANALYSIS: HOW POLICIES ON HUMAN RESOURCES ARE RELATED TO PERFORMANCE 
AND EQUITY IN EDUCATION
This section examines whether measures of human resources are related to education outcomes at the system level. Two 
education outcomes are considered: mean performance in reading and the level of equity in reading performance. As in previous 
PISA reports, equity in reading performance is measured by the percentage of variation in reading performance accounted for 
by the variation in students’ socio-economic status; the smaller the variation in performance explained by socio-economic status, 
the greater the equity in performance (OECD, 2018[39]; OECD, 2019[34]).

Figure V.4.11 shows system-level correlation coefficients between human resources, reading performance and equity in reading 
performance. Correlational analyses were conducted separately for OECD countries, and for all countries and economies that 
participated in PISA 2018. In addition, correlations were computed before and after accounting for per capita GDP, to account for 
the level of economic development of a country/economy.

Figure V.4.11 [1/2]  Measures of human resources, student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures

OECD countries

Mean reading score Equity in reading1

Before accounting 
for per capita GDP

After accounting 
for per capita GDP

Before accounting 
for per capita GDP

After accounting 
for per capita GDP

Shortage 
of education staff

Index of shortage of education staff

Instruction hindered by a lack of teaching staff

Instruction hindered by Inadequate or poorly qualified 
teaching staff

Instruction hindered by a lack of assisting staff

Instruction hindered by Inadequate or poorly qualified 
assisting staff

Teaching staff

Percentage of full-time teachers 0.29

Percentage of part-time teachers -0.29

Percentage of fully certified teachers 0.73 0.68

Percentage of teachers who attended a professional 
development programme

0.32

Student-teacher ratio -0.54 -0.48

Class size -0.51 -0.40

Career guidance

Career guidance is not available -0.36 -0.32

All teachers share the responsibility for career guidance

Specific teachers have the main responsibility for career 
guidance

-0.31 -0.31

Career guidance counsellors employed at school 0.37 0.38

Career guidance counsellors regularly visit the school

Career guidance is formally scheduled in students time

1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a first 
step, the correlation coefficients between measures of vertical stratification and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients was reversed 
(i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes : Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures. 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.4.18.
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Teacher certification is related to reading performance at the system level. The percentage of teachers fully certified by an 
appropriate authority was positively correlated with mean performance in reading, even after accounting for per capita GDP, 
across OECD countries and across all countries (Figure V.4.11). As shown in Figure V.4.12, differences in teacher certification 
accounted for about 13% of the differences in mean reading performance across all countries and economies.2 This finding 
is consistent with the school-level analyses that showed a positive association between teacher certification and student 
achievement, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 12 countries/economies and on average 
across OECD countries. In six countries/economies, the relationship was negative, and for the remaining countries/economies it 
was not statistically significant (Table V.B1.4.8).

Figure V.4.11 [2/2]  Measures of human resources, student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures

All countries and economies

Mean reading score Equity in reading1

Before accounting 
for per capita GDP

After accounting 
for per capita GDP

Before accounting 
for per capita GDP

After accounting 
for per capita GDP

Shortage 
of education staff

Index of shortage of education staff

Instruction hindered by a lack of teaching staff

Instruction hindered by Inadequate or poorly qualified 
teaching staff

Instruction hindered by a lack of assisting staff

Instruction hindered by Inadequate or poorly qualified 
assisting staff

Teaching staff

Percentage of full-time teachers 0.21 0.20

Percentage of part-time teachers -0.21 -0.20

Percentage of fully certified teachers 0.37 0.25

Percentage of teachers who attended a professional 
development programme

0.33

Student-teacher ratio -0.39 -0.28

Class size -0.34 -0.39

Career guidance

Career guidance is not available -0.27

All teachers share the responsibility for career guidance -0.24

Specific teachers have the main responsibility for career 
guidance

Career guidance counsellors employed at school 0.26

Career guidance counsellors regularly visit the school

Career guidance is formally scheduled in students time

1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a first 
step, the correlation coefficients between measures of vertical stratification and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients was reversed 
(i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes : Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures. 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.4.18.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.4.6.
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Figure V.4.12 Certified teachers and average reading performance
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Education systems with smaller language-of-instruction classes generally showed higher mean reading performance than 
systems with larger classes. There was a negative correlation between larger classes and mean performance in reading, even 
after accounting for GDP, across OECD countries and across all countries (Figure V.4.11). As shown in Figure V.4.13, differences 
in class size accounted for about 12% of the differences in mean reading performance across all countries and economies, and 
26% of the differences across OECD countries.3, 4

However, caution is advised when interpreting this finding. As shown in Figure V.4.13, amongst countries and economies whose 
mean reading score was higher than 500 points (high performers), a dichotomy was observed between Western countries  
(i.e. European countries, Australia and Canada) and East Asian countries and economies with regard to class size. While amongst 
the 11 highest-performing Western countries the size of language-of-instruction classes ranges between 20 students (in Finland) 
and 27 students per class (in Canada), amongst the seven highest-performing East Asian countries and economies, it ranges 
between 26 students (in Korea) and 42 students per class in B-S-J-Z (China). Research continues to explore differences in classroom 
processes and educational context between East Asian and Western countries ( Jeynes, 2008[40]; Jerrim, 2015[41]). 

Furthermore, system-level findings on class size are in contrast with student-level analysis. As shown earlier in this chapter, in 
39 countries/economies and on average across OECD countries, students attending larger language-of-instruction classes scored 
higher in reading, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. In 3 countries/economies the relationship 
was negative, and in 33 countries/economies it was not statistically significant (Table V.B1.4.12). These mixed findings regarding 
class size suggest that there are important differences in the way class size is implemented in various countries. Further research 
is required to better understand the relationship between class size and student performance.

At the system level, countries that offer career guidance to a larger share of students generally performed better in PISA. 
Across OECD countries, even after accounting for per capita GDP, there was a negative correlation between the share of 
students in schools whose principal reported that career guidance for 15-year-old students is not available at school and mean 
performance in reading (partial r = -0.32) (Figure V.4.11). Across all PISA-participating countries and economies, the correlation 
with mean reading performance was statistically significant before accounting for per capita GDP, but not after; yet for mean 
mathematics performance and mean science performance, it was statistically significant even after accounting for per capita 
GDP (Table V.B1.4.18).5 However, student-level analyses showed that students in schools that offer career guidance scored 
higher in reading in only five countries, scored lower in six countries, and in most countries/economies the association was 
not statistically significant. Thus, further research is required to better understand the relationship between career guidance 
and student performance.

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131177
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.4.11.
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Notes
1.	 According to school principals in France in 2018, 84% of teachers in advantaged schools were certified while only 70% of teachers in 

disadvantaged schools were. This discrepancy could partly be explained by the fact that vocational schools are over-represented amongst 
socially disadvantaged schools. The teachers in these schools should hold a specific diploma (CAPLP). In considering level of education, the 
proportions of teachers with at least a master’s degree are similar in advantaged and disadvantaged schools: around two teachers in five have 
at least such a level of qualification.

2.	 The correlation coefficient between the share of fully certified teachers and mean reading performance was higher across OECD countries (r = 
0.73; partial r after accounting for per capita GDP = .0.68) than across all countries (r = 0.37; partial r = 0.25) (Figure V.4.11). However, across 
OECD countries the correlation was highly influenced by only three cases (Chile, Colombia and Mexico) with a comparatively small share of fully 
certified teachers. To ensure that these outliers were not driving the findings, the correlation was conducted again without including countries 
where less than 45% of teachers were fully certified, namely Chile, Colombia, Georgia, Mexico and the United Arab Emirates. For OECD countries, 
the correlation without outliers weakened but remained statistically significant and similar in strength to the correlation across all countries  
(r = 0.40; partial r = 0.41). For all countries and economies, the correlation without outliers did not change much with respect to the correlation 
with all countries/economies (r = 0.40; partial r = 0.25). Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.4.6, I.B1.4 and II.B1.2.3.

3.	 The negative correlation between the size of language-of-instruction class and mean reading performance was stronger or as strong across 
OECD countries (r= -0.51; partial r after accounting for per capita GDP = -0.40) as across all countries (r = -0.34; partial r = -0.39) (Figure V.4.11). 
However, across OECD countries the correlation was influenced by two countries (Mexico and Turkey) that have comparatively large classes. 
To ensure that these outliers were not driving the findings, the correlation was conducted again without including countries/economies where 
classes were larger than 40 students, namely B-S-J-Z (China), Mexico, the Philippines and Turkey. For OECD countries, the correlation without 
outliers weakened but remained statistically significant before accounting for per capita GDP (r = -0.35); however, the partial correlation after 
accounting for per capita GDP was not statistically significant (partial r = -0.25; p = 0.14). For all countries and economies, the correlation 
without outliers was stronger than or similar to the correlation with all countries/economies (r = -0.40; partial r = -0.40). Source: OECD, PISA 
2018 Database, Tables V.B1.4.11, I.B1.4 and II.B1.2.3.

4.	 The negative correlation between the size of language-of-instruction class and mean reading performance was not influenced by enrolment 
in upper secondary education. After accounting for the percentage of students enrolled in upper secondary education, the partial correlation 
coefficient remained statistically significant across OECD countries (partial r = -0.46), and across all countries/economies (partial r = -0.32).

5.	 Changes between 2006 and 2018 in the unavailability of career guidance were significantly correlated with changes in mean reading performance, 
across all countries and economies (Table V.B1.4.19). However, the association was entirely driven by only 4 countries/economies where the 
percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that career guidance for 15-year-old students is not available at school increased or 
decreased by 30 percentage points or more (Table V.B1.4.14). After dropping these cases, the association was not statistically significant.

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131196
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This chapter explores how material 
resources - including the physical 
infrastructure of a school and the 
educational materials available in the 
school - are related to student performance 
and equity in education. The chapter 
highlights the availability and quality of 
computers and Internet access at school, 
and whether teachers are adequately 
prepared to use these digital tools 
effectively in their lessons.
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The physical infrastructure of a school and the educational materials available to teachers and students – which are referred 
to here collectively as “material resources” – are important components of a high-quality education. Teachers need educational 
materials, such as textbooks, computers, library materials or laboratories, in order to provide instruction that is up-to-date, and 
that is challenging and responsive to students’ needs (Oakes and Saunders, 2004[1]; Murillo and Román, 2011[2]). In addition, a 
school environment that is conducive to teaching and learning requires adequate physical infrastructure and facilities, such as 
buildings, grounds, heating and cooling systems, and lighting and acoustic systems (Conlin and Thompson, 2017[3]; Gunter and 
Shao, 2016[4]; Neilson and Zimmerman, 2014[5]).

Yet the relationship between material resources and student outcomes is complex. As shown throughout this chapter, in order 
to make a difference in student learning, school infrastructure and educational materials need to meet at least three conditions.

First, material resources need to be available where they are most needed and in sufficient quantity. This chapter examines the 
levels of material resources by various school types (e.g. socio-economically disadvantaged and advantaged schools, rural and 
urban schools, public and private schools), and the relationship between material resources and student performance in PISA 
2018.

Second, available material resources need to be of an appropriate quality and type to meet students’ needs. For example, if 
textbooks are not updated to include recent advances in scientific knowledge or curricular reforms in learning standards, or if 
computers’ connection to the Internet is too slow, then the pedagogical value of these materials is limited. 

Finally, material resources need to be used effectively. The availability and quality of instructional materials, in themselves, do not 
guarantee better learning; schools and teachers must be able to use these resources to enhance learning and teaching. This is 
particularly clear with regard to information and communication technology (ICT) in education. Research shows that the impact 
of computers and digital devices on student learning has remained limited, partly because the rapid adoption of ICT technology 
by schools has not been accompanied by the development of teachers’ capacity to integrate digital devices in their practice  
(OECD, 2015[6]; Tamim et al., 2011[7]). This chapter explores whether schools provide guidelines and rules to guarantee that 
instructional materials and digital devices are used effectively. It also explores whether teachers have the technical and 
pedagogical skills, and the support they need, to integrate digital devices into instruction practices. 

Building, grounds,
heating/cooling systems,

lighting and acoustic
systems, etc.

School guidelines and
practices for effective use

of digital devices

Educational materials Digital devices

Textbooks, library or
laboratory material

Computers, portable
devices, Internet, etc.

Physical infrastructure

School’s capacity to enhance
teaching and learning using

digital devices

Figure V.5.1 Material resources in schools as covered in PISA 2018
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EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS AND PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE
PISA measures the availability and quality of material resources in schools by asking school principals if their school’s capacity to 
provide instruction is hindered by: a lack of educational materials (i.e. textbooks, ICT equipment, library or laboratory material); 
inadequate or poor quality educational materials; a lack of physical infrastructure (i.e. building, grounds, heating/cooling systems, 
lighting and acoustic systems); or inadequate or poor quality physical infrastructure. Principals’ answers to these questions were 
combined in a single index, the index of shortage of material resources, which was standardised to have a value of 0 equal to the 
average value in the index across OECD countries (for technical details, see Annex A3). Positive values in this index indicate more 
shortages of quality material resources than on average across OECD countries; negative values in the index indicate greater 
availability and quality of material resources than on average across OECD countries (Figure V.5.2). For interpretation purposes, 
it is important to keep in mind that the index measures the perception of school principals, rather than an objective measure of 
shortage. School principals in different countries may have different perceptions of what constitutes a shortage of educational 
materials and physical infrastructure in their school.

In PISA 2018, the index of shortage of material resources was 0.8 or higher in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Croatia, Indonesia, Kosovo and Morocco, a value that indicates comparatively more shortages of material resources, as perceived 
by school principals (Figure V.5.2). In these countries, between 50% of students (in Costa Rica) and 80% of students (in Kosovo) 
were in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered by inadequate or poor 
quality educational materials (Table V.B1.5.1).

In Canada, Qatar, Singapore and Turkey, the index of shortage of material resources was -0.6 or lower, a value that indicates 
comparatively fewer shortages of material resources, as perceived by school principals (Figure V.5.2). In Singapore and Qatar, less 
than 10% of students were in schools whose principal reported shortages of physical infrastructure, and less than 3% of students 
were in schools whose principal reported shortages of educational materials (Table V.B1.5.1). 

Socio-economically disadvantaged schools were more likely than advantaged schools to experience shortages of material 
resources, on average across OECD countries and in 47 education systems. Disparities in material resources related to schools’ 
socio-economic profile were comparatively large in six Latin American countries (Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, Panama 
and Peru) and three Southeast Asian countries (Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand) (Table V.B1.5.2). 

Disparities in shortages of material resources were also observed between rural and urban schools (in 25 education systems, 
rural schools suffered from more shortages) and between public and private schools (in 39 education systems, public schools 
suffered from more shortages; Figure V.5.2) (Table V.B1.5.2).

What the data tell us
–– Students attending schools whose principal reported fewer shortages of material resources scored higher in reading, 
on average across OECD countries and in 12 countries and economies, after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile. At the system level, more shortages of educational materials were correlated with lower mean 
performance in reading, even after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all participating 
countries and economies in PISA 2018. 

–– In countries and economies with higher mean performance in reading, there tended to be smaller differences in material 
resources between advantaged and disadvantaged schools; in some cases, disadvantaged schools tended to have more 
material resources than advantaged schools. 

–– While more digital devices, such as computers and portable computers, were available in schools in 2018 than in 2015, 
the availability of these devices was not associated with student performance, on average across OECD countries, and in 
most countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018.

–– After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 11 countries/economies, students in schools where 
a larger share of the computers available to students for educational purposes is connected to the Internet scored higher 
in reading; but in 7 countries/economies students in such schools scored lower.

–– On average across OECD countries in 2018, 36% of students attended a school that has a specific programme to promote 
teacher collaboration on the use of digital devices, and less than 44% of students attended a school that has a scheduled 
time for teachers to meet to share, evaluate or develop instructional materials and approaches that incorporate digital 
devices.
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Note: Higher values in the index indicate greater shortages of material resources.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of shortage of material resources.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.5.2.
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Students attending schools with fewer shortages of material resources performed better in reading, on average across OECD 
countries and in 44 countries and economies. In 31 countries and economies, shortages of material resources were unrelated 
to student performance.

After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 12 countries and economies, students in schools with fewer 
shortages scored higher in reading (Table V.B1.5.3). In Macao (China) and the Republic of North Macedonia students in such 
schools scored lower. In 62 countries and economies material resources and reading scores were unrelated, after accounting for 
students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.

On average across OECD countries, shortages of educational materials were more strongly associated with lower reading 
performance than shortages of physical infrastructure (Figure V.5.3). Before accounting for other factors, shortages of 
educational materials, as well as shortages of physical infrastructure, were both associated with lower student performance 
in reading, on average across OECD countries. However, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, 
while the association between students’ reading scores and schools’ physical infrastructure became statistically insignificant, the 
association with schools’ educational materials remained negative and statistically significant (Table V.B1.5.3).

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
Notes: Statistically significant values are shown in a darker tone. All values are statistically significant before accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile (see Annex A3).
Educational materials include textbooks, ICT equipment, library, laboratory material, etc. Physical infrastructure includes school building, grounds, 
heating/cooling systems, lighting and acoustic systems, etc.
This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.5.3.

Figure V.5.3 Reading performance and shortage of material resources
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DIGITAL DEVICES AND ICT EQUIPMENT IN SCHOOLS 
As new generations of students are familiar with information technology from an early age, many countries are making efforts 
to bring a broader array of computers and ICT equipment into their schools and classrooms (OECD, 2019[8]). Computers and 
other digital devices, such as laptops, tablets, interactive whiteboards or computer-assisted learning programmes, are deemed 
important for the educational process; they are being developed to serve as pedagogical tools and help prepare students 
for today’s digital economy (Barrow, Markman and Rouse, 2009[9]; Lee, 2010[10]). Yet the impact of education technology on 
student learning has proven more difficult to discern than initially expected (OECD, 2015[6]). Also, the “digital divide” in education 
(i.e. unequal access and more advanced and effective use of ICT in schools) remains a concern for researchers and policy makers 
(Dolan, 2016[11]). Schools still need to improve their practices in using these devices, which are increasingly integrated throughout 
the home and work place. Support from principals, collaboration amongst teachers, and adapting software to students’ needs 
can all help (Means, 2010[12]; McKnight et al., 2016[13]).
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Computers
On average across OECD countries in 2018, there was almost one computer available at school for educational purposes for 
every 15-year-old student (computer-student ratio equal to 0.8) (Figure V.5.4). In Austria, Iceland, Luxembourg, Macao (China), 
New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States, the computer-student ratio was 1.25 or more, while in Albania, Brazil, 
Greece, Kosovo, Montenegro, Morocco, Turkey and Viet Nam, there was only one computer available for every 4 students 
(ratio = 0.25) or less (Table V.B1.5.7). 

Contrary to what might be expected, socio-economically disadvantaged schools tended to have more computers per student 
(ratio = 0.89) than advantaged schools (ratio = 0.76), on average across OECD countries. In 16 countries and economies, the 
computer-student ratio was greater in disadvantaged schools than in advantaged schools. The disparity in computers-per-
student in favour of disadvantaged schools was the largest in Iceland, Korea, Latvia, Lithuania and Chinese Taipei (Table V.B1.5.6). 
However, in 17 countries and economies, the number of computers available per student was greater in advantaged schools than 
in disadvantaged schools.

Differences in the availability of computers were observed according to school type (i.e. public/private) and school location. On 
average across OECD countries, more computers per student were available in private schools (ratio = 0.97) than in public schools 
(ratio = 0.80). In 21 countries and economies, more computers per student were available in private schools, but in 5 countries 
and economies the opposite was true (i.e. more computers per students in public schools) (Table V.B1.5.6). On average across 
OECD countries, more computers per student were available in rural schools (ratio = 1.04) than in urban schools (ratio = 0.80). 
In 22 countries and economies, more computers per student were available in rural schools, but in 5 countries more computers 
per student were available in urban schools.

There was a widespread increase in the computer-student ratio between 2009 and 2018. The computer-per-student ratio 
increased in 47 out of the 63 countries and economies for which data for this period are available. The largest increases in the 
average number of computers per 15-year-old student were observed in Estonia, Iceland, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Sweden, the 
United Kingdom and the United States. On average across OECD countries, there was one additional computer available per 
every four students in 2018 than was available in 2009 (0.26 of an additional computer per student) (Table V.B1.5.7).

Consistent with previous PISA analyses, data from PISA 2018 show that students attending schools with more computers 
per student scored lower in the assessment than their peers in schools with fewer computers per student (Figure V.5.6). 
On average across OECD countries, one additional computer per student in a school was associated with a 12-point drop 
in reading scores before accounting for other factors, and with a 6-point decline after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile (Table V.B1.5.6). This negative association between computers-per-student and students’ scores in 
reading was significant in 14 countries and economies, after accounting for socio-economic factors. The relationship was 
strongest (-15 points or more) in Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang (China), Greece, Korea, Kosovo, Mexico, Portugal, the 
Slovak Republic, Turkey and Uruguay (Table V.B1.5.6). By contrast, in Belarus, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Estonia, Kazakhstan, 
Malaysia, Malta, Montenegro, New Zealand and Ukraine, students in schools with more computers per student scored higher 
in reading. 

Portable computers
Up to this point, the discussion about computers available to 15-year-olds in school has not distinguished between desktop 
and portable computers, the latter of which are more likely to be used in the classroom, as opposed to in a computer lab. 
To differentiate between these two kinds of computers, PISA 2018 asked school principals how many of all of the computers 
available to 15-year-olds in school are portable. According to some studies, portable computers lead to improved learning 
by facilitating the development of constructivist approaches to teaching (i.e. placing the students at the centre of classroom 
process) ( Jaillet, 2004[14]). However, laptop computers in the classroom can also introduce distractions (Fried, 2008[15]; Sana, 
Weston and Cepeda, 2013[16]), and seem to be less effective as tools for taking notes than pen and paper (Mueller and 
Oppenheimer, 2014[17]).

Portable computers, such as laptops and tablets, represented about 40% of all computers available to 15-year-olds in school, 
on average across OECD countries in 2018 (Table V.B1.5.8). In a few high-income countries, most computers available at school 
were portable: in Denmark, Norway, Singapore and Sweden, 9 out of 10 computers were portable; in the United States, 8 out of 
10 computers were portable. Across OECD countries, countries with greater equity in student performance tended to have larger 
shares of portable computers available to students at school.1 By contrast, in 50 countries and economies, only 30%, at most, 
of all computers available at school were portable. In Georgia, Jordan, Malta, Morocco, the Philippines and Thailand, only 1 in 10 
computers, at most, available to 15-year-olds at school were portable (Table V.B1.5.8).
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the ratio of computers available at school for educational purposes per 15-year-old student.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.5.6.

Figure V.5.4
Results based on principals’ reports
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The share of portable computers available to 15-year-olds at school was larger in 2018 than in 2015, on average across 
OECD countries (by nine percentage points) and in 44 countries and economies (Figure V.5.5). Increases in the share of 
portable computers were generally larger in higher-performing countries. Across all countries and economies in PISA 2018, 
there was a strong positive correlation between mean reading performance and the share of portable computers, even 
after accounting for per capita GDP (partial correlation coefficient = 0.29). In Canada, Estonia, Finland, Hong Kong (China), 
Iceland and the Netherlands, the share of portable computers at school grew 20 percentage points or more during the 
period (Table V.B1.5.9). 

Portable computers were more frequently available in socio-economically advantaged than in disadvantaged schools, on 
average across OECD countries and in 21 education systems that participated in PISA 2018. This was not the case in PISA 2015 
(Table  V.B1.5.9). On average across OECD countries between 2015 and 2018, the proportion of portable computers in 
disadvantaged schools grew by 8 percentage points (from 30% to 38%) while the proportion of portable computers in advantaged 
schools grew by 11 percentage points (from 29% to 41%) (Figure V.5.5).

In 2018, in 47 out of 77 PISA-participating countries/economies, the proportion of portable computers in school was unrelated 
to students’ reading scores. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 5 countries/economies, a 
10 percentage-point increase in the share of portable computers in school was associated with higher student performance, 
while in 7 countries/economies such an increase was associated with lower performance (Table V.B1.5.8).

Internet connection at school
Access to the Internet is virtually universal in most education systems that participated in PISA 2018. In 55 out of 79 countries 
and economies, 9 out of 10 computers available to 15-year-olds for educational purposes at school were connected to the 
Internet (Figure V.5.6). Although in OECD countries connection to the Internet was already widespread a decade ago, there is a 
clear trend of increasing Internet connectivity at school. In 29 countries and economies, the percentage of computers connected 
to the Internet increased between 2009 and 2018. In 11 of these countries and economies, the share increased by more than 
10 percentage points, and in Albania, Georgia, Indonesia, Kazakhstan and the Republic of Moldova, it increased by 30 percentage 
points or more (Table V.B1.5.14). However, in Kosovo, Morocco and the Philippines, only half of the computers, at most, available 
to 15-year-old students at school were connected to the Internet in 2018 (Table V.B1.5.14). 

Furthermore, socio-economically advantaged schools tended to have a larger share of computers connected to the Internet 
compared with disadvantaged schools, on average across OECD countries and in 23 education systems. In Argentina, Colombia, 
Lebanon, Mexico, Peru and the Philippines, the share of computers connected to the Internet was more than 40 percentage 
points larger in advantaged schools than in disadvantaged schools (Table V.B1.5.14). 

On average across OECD countries, having more computers at school that are connected to the Internet was positively associated 
with reading performance, but after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, this average association 
disappeared. In 11 countries and economies, there was a positive association between students’ access to computers connected 
to the Internet and students’ reading scores, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile; in 7 countries 
and economies the association was negative (Table V.B1.5.13).

Schools’ capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
PISA 2018 asked school principals about different aspects of their school’s capacity to enhance teaching and learning using 
digital devices (Figure V.5.7). Some of these aspects referred to the availability or quality of ICT infrastructure (e.g. computing 
capacity, software, Internet speed, etc.), while others referred to teachers’ and the school’s capacity to integrate digital devices in 
instruction (e.g. digital skills, technical support, incentives, etc.).

According to principals’ reports, schools’ capacity to use digital devices effectively was greater when it involved ICT infrastructure. 
On average across OECD countries, more than 65% of students attended a school whose principal reported that the school’s 
capacity to enhance learning and teaching using digital devices is sufficient in terms of the adequacy of software available, the 
computing capacity of digital devices, the Internet bandwidth or speed, and the number of digital devices connected to the 
Internet. Around 55% of students attended a school where an effective online learning platform is available to them, on average 
across OECD countries (Table V.B1.5.15). 

Aspects related to teachers’ capacity and motivation to integrate digital devices in instruction were somewhat weaker. On average 
across OECD countries, about 55% of students were in schools where teachers are provided with incentives to integrate digital 
devices into their teaching or have sufficiently qualified technical assistant staff, and about 60% were in schools where teachers 
have sufficient time to prepare lessons integrating digital devices (Table V.B1.5.15).
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All students Advantaged schoolsDisadvantaged schools¹

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS). A socio-economically disadvantaged 
(advantaged) school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the ESCS index in the relevant country/economy.
Notes: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones (see Annex A3).
The percentage of portable computers available to students in 2018 is indicated next to the country/economy name.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change between PISA 2015 and PISA 2018 for all students.

Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.5.8 and Table V.B1.5.9.
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of computers that are connected to the Internet amongst all school computers 
available to 15-year olds for educational purposes.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.5.13.

Figure V.5.6
School computers available to students; results based on principals’ reports
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.5.15.
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Figure V.5.7 Schools’ capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
Percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements; OECD average
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School capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices is greater in socio-economically advantaged schools than 
disadvantaged schools. On average across OECD countries, in 10 out of the 11 indicators included in Figure V.5.7, students in 
advantaged schools were more likely to attend a school whose principal agreed that the school’s capacity to use digital devices 
is sufficient (Table V.B1.5.16). The only indicator where no socio-economic disparities were observed was whether teachers have 
sufficient time to prepare lessons integrating digital devices.

Students attending schools with a greater capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices scored higher in 
reading, on average across OECD countries. For example, students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s Internet 
bandwidth or speed is sufficient scored 10 score points higher in reading, on average across OECD countries, while students 
in schools where teachers have the necessary technical and pedagogical skills to integrate digital devices in instruction scored 
5 points higher (Table V.B1.5.17).

However, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, differences in reading scores turned out to be 
not statistically significant for 9 out of the 11 indicators included in Figure V.5.7, on average across OECD countries. Students 
in schools where teachers are provided with incentives to integrate digital devices into their teaching scored lower than those 
in schools where such incentives where not provided, on average across OECD countries; but in 63 countries/economies, the 
association was not significant (Table V.B1.5.17). Similarly, students in schools that have sufficient numbers of qualified technical 
assistant staff scored lower than those in schools that do not have sufficient numbers of qualified technical staff, on average 
across OECD countries; but in 60 countries/economies, the association was not significant.

School practices for using digital devices effectively
Using digital devices and ICT effectively, to enhance teaching and learning, may also depend on schools’ policies and practices. 
PISA 2018 asked school principals whether they had formal guidelines (e.g. written statements, programmes or policies) or 
specific practices (e.g. regularly scheduled meetings) that focus on how to use digital devices effectively in the classroom. 

On average across OECD countries, the most common school practices intended to improve learning through the use of digital 
devices were: having regular discussions between principals and teachers about the use of digital devices for pedagogical 
purposes (63% of students attended schools that practice this); having written school statements about the use of digital devices 
(62% of students); and having a specific programme to prepare students for responsible Internet behaviour (60% of students) 
(Figure V.5.8). 

By contrast, on average across OECD countries, the least common practices were: having a specific programme to promote 
collaboration amongst teachers on the use of digital devices (36% of students attended schools that have such a programme); 
having a scheduled time for teachers to meet to share, evaluate or develop instructional materials and approaches that use 
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digital devices (44% of students); and having a written statement specifically about the use of digital devices for pedagogical 
purposes at school (46% of students) (Figure V.5.8).

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.5.18.
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Figure V.5.8 School guidelines and practices for the use of digital devices
Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported the school has the following; OECD average
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School guidelines and practices to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices are more likely to be found in 
socio-economically advantaged schools than in disadvantaged schools. On average across OECD countries, for seven of the 
eight indicators included in Figure V.5.8, students in advantaged schools were more likely to attend a school whose principal 
agreed that the school has guidelines and practices for using digital devices (Table V.B1.5.19). Only when it came to scheduling 
time for teachers to meet to share, evaluate or develop instructional materials and approaches that use digital devices, were no 
socio-economic disparities observed, on average across OECD countries.

Four of the eight indicators of school practices for effectively using digital devices were associated with higher reading scores, on 
average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.5.20). For example, students in schools whose principal reported that the school had 
a specific programme to prepare students for responsible Internet behaviour scored eight points higher in reading, on average 
across OECD countries. Students in schools whose principal reported that the school had a specific programme to promote 
collaboration on the use of digital devices amongst teachers scored four points higher in reading, on average across OECD 
countries.

However, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, none of the indicators of school practices for 
effectively using digital devices was associated with higher reading scores, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.5.20).

HOW MATERIAL RESOURCES ARE RELATED TO DIFFERENCES IN PERFORMANCE AND EQUITY 
IN EDUCATION ACROSS COUNTRIES/ECONOMIES (SYSTEM-LEVEL ANALYSIS)
This section examines whether measures of material resources are related to education outcomes at the system level. Two 
education outcomes are considered: mean performance in reading and equity in reading performance. As in previous PISA 
reports, equity in reading performance is measured by the percentage of variation in reading performance accounted for by 
differences in students’ socio-economic status; the smaller the variation in performance explained by socio-economic status, the 
greater the equity in performance (OECD, 2018[18]; OECD, 2019[19]).

Figure V.5.9 shows system-level correlation coefficients between material resources on the one hand, and reading performance 
and equity in reading performance on the other. Correlational analyses were conducted separately for OECD countries and for 
all countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018. In addition, correlations were computed before and after accounting 
for per capita GDP, to account for the level of economic development of a country/economy.
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Figure V.5.9 [1/2]  Selected indicators of material resources, student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures

OECD countries

Mean reading score Equity in reading1

Before 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

After 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

Before 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

After 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

Shortage 
of material 
resources

Shortage of material resources -0.34

Instruction hindered by a lack of educational materials -0.46 -0.33

Instruction hindered by Inadequate or poor quality educational materials -0.40

Instruction hindered by a lack of physical infrastructure -0.29

Instruction hindered by Inadequate or poor quality physical infrastructure

Allocation of material resources related to schools’ socio-economic profile 0.56 0.49

Availability 
of digital devices

Computers per student 0.30

Computers per student: difference between advantaged and disadvantaged schools

Portable computers (% of school computers that are portable) 0.41 0.44

Internet (% of school computers connected to the internet) 0.73 0.68

Internet: difference between advantaged and disadvantaged schools -0.69 -0.64

Computers connected to the Internet for teachers 0.54 0.47 0.40 0.44

School's capacity 
to enhance 

teaching 
and learning using 

digital devices

Number of digital devices connected to the Internet sufficient 0.44 0.37

The school's Internet bandwidth or speed is sufficient 0.50 0.40 0.38 0.43

The number of digital devices for instruction is sufficient 0.34

Digital devices have sufficiently powerful computing capacity 0.52 0.38 0.28 0.36

The availability of appropriate software is sufficient 0.53 0.40

Teachers have skills to integrate digital devices into instruction

Teachers have sufficient time to prepare lessons by digital devices

Effective professional resources for teachers on how to use digital devices

An effective online learning support platform is available 0.45 0.45 0.39 0.39

Teachers.have incentives to integrate digital devices into their class

The school has sufficient, qualified technical-assistant staff

School guidelines 
and practices 

for    the use of 
digital devices

Its own written statement about the use of digital devices 0.48 0.36

Its own written statement about using digital devices for pedagogical purposes 0.40

A plan to use digital devices for teaching and learning in specific subjects

Discussions with staff about using digital devices for pedagogical purposes

A specific programme to prepare students for responsible Internet behaviour 0.42 0.29

Specific policy using social networks in teaching and learning

Specific programme to promote teacher collaboration in using digital devices

Scheduled time to discuss instructional materials using digital devices 0.42 0.42

1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a 
first step, the correlation coefficients between measures of material resources and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients was reversed 
(i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes : Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.5.21.
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Figure V.5.9 [2/2]  Selected indicators of material resources, student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures

All countries and economies

Mean reading score Equity in reading1

Before 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

After 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

Before 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

After 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

Shortage 
of material 
resources

Shortage of material resources -0.50 -0.24

Instruction hindered by a lack of educational materials -0.56 -0.36

Instruction hindered by Inadequate or poor quality educational materials -0.56 -0.32

Instruction hindered by a lack of physical infrastructure -0.44 -0.24

Instruction hindered by Inadequate or poor quality physical infrastructure -0.38

Allocation of material resources related to schools’ socio-economic profile 0.49 0.45

Availability 
of digital devices

Computers per student 0.59 0.43

Computers per student: difference between advantaged and disadvantaged schools -0.42 -0.64

Portable computers (% of school computers that are portable) 0.39 0.29

Internet (% of school computers connected to the internet) 0.75 0.68

Internet: difference between advantaged and disadvantaged schools -0.54 -0.47 -0.28 -0.24

Computers connected to the Internet for teachers 0.68 0.55 0.21

School's capacity 
to enhance 

teaching 
and learning using 

digital devices

Number of digital devices connected to the Internet sufficient 0.60 0.40 0.23 0.21

The school's Internet bandwidth or speed is sufficient 0.59 0.45 0.28 0.28

The number of digital devices for instruction is sufficient 0.57 0.34

Digital devices have sufficiently powerful computing capacity 0.58 0.34

The availability of appropriate software is sufficient 0.58 0.40 0.21

Teachers have skills to integrate digital devices into instruction

Teachers have sufficient time to prepare lessons by digital devices -0.19 -0.29

Effective professional resources for teachers on how to use digital devices

An effective online learning support platform is available 0.46 0.27 0.27 0.28

Teachers.have incentives to integrate digital devices into their class

The school has sufficient, qualified technical-assistant staff 0.26 0.24

School guidelines 
and practices 

for    the use of 
digital devices

Its own written statement about the use of digital devices 0.39

Its own written statement about using digital devices for pedagogical purposes

A plan to use digital devices for teaching and learning in specific subjects -0.28

Discussions with staff about using digital devices for pedagogical purposes

A specific programme to prepare students for responsible Internet behaviour 0.42

Specific policy using social networks in teaching and learning

Specific programme to promote teacher collaboration in using digital devices -0.36

Scheduled time to discuss instructional materials using digital devices -0.20

1. The percentage of variance in student performance explained by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was used as measure of inequity in performance. In a 
first step, the correlation coefficients between measures of material resources and inequity were computed. In a second step, the sign of the correlation coefficients was reversed 
(i.e. multiplied by -1) to simplify reporting (i.e. report correlation with equity instead of with inequity).
Notes : Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant 
at the 5% level (p < 0.05).
Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, there is 
no linear relationship between the two measures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.5.21.
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At the system level, countries and economies with fewer shortages of material resources generally performed better in PISA. As 
shown in Figure V.5.10, differences in the index of shortage of material resources accounted for about 25% of the differences in 
mean reading performance across all participating countries and economies in PISA 2018. Across all participating countries and 
economies, the index of shortage of material resources was negatively correlated to mean performance in reading, mathematics 
and science even after accounting for per capita GDP (partial correlation coefficients around -0.25) (Table V.B1.5.21). Figure V.5.10 
also shows that, before accounting for per capita GDP, the relationship between material resources and reading performance 
was weaker, but statistically significant, across OECD countries than across all countries/economies. This is partly because the 
level of material resources tends to be more similar across OECD countries than across all countries/economies. This system-level 
association between material resources and reading achievement is consistent with the same association, at the student level, 
observed in many countries and on average across OECD countries (Figure V.3.EDUSHORT Table V.B1.5.2). 

Positive values in this index indicate more shortages of quality material resources than on average across OECD countries; negative values indicate greater 
availability and quality of material resources than on average across OECD countries.
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.5.2.

300

350

400

450

500

550

600

A
ve

ra
g

e
 r

e
a

d
in

g
 s

c
o

re

Index of shortage of material resources in schools

–1.5 –1.0 –0.5 0 0.5 1.0 1.5

2

Kazakhstan

3

Macao (China)

Jordan

Argentina

Malaysia

Lebanon
Morocco

Ukraine

Brunei Darussalam
Qatar

Peru

Croatia

Panama

Malta

Dominican Republic

Russia

1
Bulgaria

Singapore

Moldova

Hong Kong (China)

Georgia

B-S-J-Z (China)

Bosnia and Herzegovina

ThailandBaku (Azerbaijan)

Kosovo

Brazil Costa RicaUnited Arab Emirates
Uruguay

Indonesia

North Macedonia

12

Saudi Arabia

Philippines

Belarus
Chile

Japan

Mexico

5

8

Canada
United States

Denmark

Ireland

13
4 Italy

9

Australia
Germany

Austria

6

Iceland

EstoniaSweden

Latvia
Switzerland

Korea
14

Belgium

Colombia

Turkey

7

Lithuania

Finland

10

Portugal

Slovak Republic Greece

Luxembourg

11

2. Montenegro
3. Serbia

1. Albania

5. Hungary
4. Israel

6. Czech Republic
7. Netherlands

12. Chinese Taipei

8. France
9. Norway

13. Slovenia
14. New Zealand

10. Poland
11. United Kingdom

All countries
and economies

R² = 0.25

OECD countries
R² = 0.12

OECD average

Romania

Figure V.5.10 Shortage of material resources in schools and reading performance
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When considering the components of the index of educational materials separately, it was observed that, at the system level, mean 
reading performance was more strongly correlated with educational materials than with physical infrastructure. This is consistent 
with student-level analyses (Figure V.5.3). Countries with a higher percentage of students in schools whose principal reported 
that a lack of educational materials hinders learning generally showed lower mean reading scores, even after accounting for per 
capita GDP, both across OECD countries (partial r = -0.36) and across all participating countries and economies (partial r = -0.33) 
(Figure V.5.9). The lack of school infrastructure was correlated with lower mean reading performance, even after accounting for 
per capita GDP, across all participating countries and economies, (partial r = -0.24); but across OECD countries, the correlation 
was not statistically significant (Figure V.5.9). 

Furthermore, school systems where material resources are allocated equitably amongst socio-economically advantaged and 
disadvantaged schools – or, in some cases, where disadvantaged schools have more material resources than advantaged schools – 
generally performed better in PISA. Across all participating countries and economies, the index of equity in the allocation of 
material resources2 was positively correlated with mean performance in reading, mathematics and science, even after accounting 
for per capita GDP (partial r coefficients ranging from 0.43 to .48) (Table V.B1.5.21). As shown in Figure V.5.11, differences in the 
allocation of material resources in relation to schools’ socio-economic profile accounted for about 24% of the differences in mean 
reading performance across all participating countries and economies in PISA 2018.3
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1. This is the strength of the association between the school’s socio-economic profile and the principal’s concern about the educational material at the school. 
Positive values indicate that principals of socio-economically advantaged schools are more concerned than principals of disadvantaged schools. Negative 
values indicate that principals of disadvantaged schools are more concerned than principals of advantaged schools. A value of 0 means there is no difference 
between advantaged and disadvantaged schools.
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.5.5.
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Figure V.5.11 Allocation of material resources related to schools’ socio-economic profile and reading performance
Results based on principals’ reports
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When it comes to the availability of digital resources, Internet connectivity is the most strongly associated with mean reading 
scores. At the system level, there was a strong positive association between the percentage of school computers (those available to 
15-year-olds for educational purposes) that are connected to the Internet and mean reading performance, even after accounting 
for per capita GDP, across all participating countries and economies (Figure V.5.9). As shown in Figure V.5.12, differences in 
Internet connectivity accounted for as much as 57% of the differences in mean reading performance across all participating 
countries and economies in PISA 2018.4 In addition, schools’ Internet bandwidth or speed is positively correlated to mean reading 
performance and to equity in reading performance, across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies, before and 
after accounting for per capita GDP (Figure V.5.9).

Some measures of schools’ capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices were positively correlated with mean 
reading performance, even after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all participating countries and 
economies (Figure V.5.9). For example, some 34% of the variation in mean reading performance across all countries/economies 
could be accounted for by differences in the availability of adequate software (Figure V.5.13). 

Most measures of schools’ capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices were weakly related to equity in 
education. However, one particular measure, namely access to an effective online learning support platform, was related to 
equity in student performance in all core subjects, across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies, before and 
after accounting for per capita GDP (Table V.B1.5.21). Across OECD countries, about 15% of the differences in equity in reading 
performance can be accounted for by the percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed that 
“an effective online learning support platform is available” (Figure V.5.14).5 The correlation is weaker, but statistically significant, 
across all countries/economies. Effective online learning support platforms are more often available in advantaged schools 
than disadvantaged schools, on average across OECD countries (a difference of 10 percentage points) and in 34 countries  
(Table V.B1.5.16).

Some school practices for using digital devices were also related to education outcomes at the system level. For example, 
across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies, school systems with a higher percentage of students in schools 
whose principals reported that their school has its own written statement about the use of digital devices generally showed 
higher mean performance in reading, mathematics and science (Table V.B1.5.21). Having a written statement about the use 
of digital devices could be a proxy for regulatory practices that aim to ensure the efficacy of using those devices for learning.  
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As shown in Figure V.5.15, the association is somewhat stronger across OECD countries than across all countries/economies. 
Across OECD countries, some 23% of the differences in equity in reading performance can be accounted for by the percentage 
of students in schools whose principal reported that their school has its own written statement about the use of digital devices.6

Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.5.13.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.5.15.
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Note: This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables II.B1.2.3 and V.B1.5.15.

Figure V.5.14 Online learning support platform and equity in reading performance
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Notes
1.	 Across OECD countries, after accounting for per capita GDP, there was a positive correlation between the share of computers that are portable 

and equity in reading (partial r = -0.44), mathematics (partial r = -0.43) and science (partial r = -0.41) performance (Table V.B1.5.21). Across all 
countries and economies, the correlation was not statistically significant.

2.	 The index of equity in the allocation of material resources is the percentage of the variation in the index of shortage of educational materials 
explained by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status of the school multiplied by a negative or positive sign, depending on the 
sign of the relationship. A value of 0 indicates that there is no difference between socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged schools 
in the index of shortage of educational materials; positive values (greater equity) indicate that advantaged schools show higher values in the 
index of shortage of educational materials than disadvantaged schools.

3.	 The correlation was also strong across OECD countries; however, it was entirely driven by two outliers, Colombia and Mexico, which have 
lower levels of equity in allocation of material resources and lower mean reading performance than other OECD countries. After excluding the 
countries with the lowest levels of equity in the allocation of material resources (i.e. values lower than -20 in the index), the association remained 
significant across all countries and economies (R2 = 0.20), but across OECD countries the association weakened substantially (including all OECD 
countries, the R2 was 0.54; after excluding Mexico and Colombia, the R2 was 0.15).

4.	 As with the index of equity in material resources, the correlation between Internet connectivity and mean reading performance was also strong 
across OECD countries; however, it was entirely driven by two outliers, Colombia and Mexico, which have less Internet connectivity and lower 
mean reading performance than other OECD countries. After excluding the countries with the lowest percentage of computers connected to 
the Internet at school (i.e. lower than 80%), the association remained unchanged across all countries and economies (R2 = 0.57), but across 
OECD countries the association disappears (R2 = 0.01).

5.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. mean performance in reading lower than 413 points), the strength of the association 
across OECD countries remained almost unaltered (after exclusion, R2 = 0.14), whereas across all countries/economies, the association 
strengthened slightly (after exclusion, R2 = 0.10).

6.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. mean performance in reading lower than 413 points), the association across OECD 
countries weakened slightly (after exclusion, R2 = 0.20), whereas the across all countries/economies the association strengthened markedly 
(after exclusion, R2 = 0.27).
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Learning time during and after school hours
This chapter describes how much time 
students devote to learning, both in school 
and after school hours. In addition to time 
spent learning the core PISA subjects of 
reading, mathematics and science, for 
the first time, PISA has data on the time 
students spend learning foreign languages 
in school. The chapter also examines the 
types of extracurricular activities that 
are available to students at school, from 
remedial or enhancement classes, to art 
clubs and orchestras. These findings are 
then related to student performance and 
equity in education systems.

6



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools134

6Learning time during and after school hours

Learning takes time, and time is limited. Thus, time is a key education resource that must be used effectively in and outside 
of school. Investing in and optimising the use of students’ learning time has the potential to improve the quality and equity of 
education outcomes (OECD, 2011[1]). However, the relationship between learning time and academic achievement is complex: 
additional learning time does not translate automatically into better outcomes (Gromada and Shewbridge, 2016[2]).

This chapter examines two ways in which students spend time learning (Figure V.6.1). First, the chapter covers learning that takes 
place during regular school hours. It compares countries in terms of the amount of learning time allocated for lessons in key 
subjects, such as language-of-instruction (language-of-instruction refers to the main language that teachers use in their lessons, 
which is usually the same as the language of the PISA assessment),1 mathematics and science. It also considers how this time 
is allotted within countries, across students and schools, and how that allocation is related to student achievement. For the first 
time, PISA 2018 collected information about learning time in foreign-language lessons, and the results are reported here. 

Second, the chapter examines learning that takes place after regular school hours. In this case, the emphasis is not on the 
amount of time invested, but on the opportunities that schools offer to their students. The chapter examines additional lessons 
offered at school for reinforcement and enrichment purposes, school support with homework and study, and extracurricular 
activities, such as sporting teams, volunteering or art clubs and music bands.

Student learning time

during regular school hours

Student learning time

after regular school hours

Time in lessons for
specific subjects:

language, mathematics,
science, foreign language 

Additional lessons for
reinforcement/enrichment

School support with
homework and study

Total time in lessons
for all subjects combined Extracurricular activities

at school

Figure V.6.1 Student learning time as covered in PISA 2018

What the data tell us
–– On average across OECD countries, performance in reading improved with each additional hour of language-of-instruction 
lessons per week, up to 3 hours. However, this positive association between learning time in regular language-of-instruction 
lessons and reading performance weakened amongst students who spent more than three hours per week in these 
lessons. 

–– In 28 countries and economies, students spent more time in foreign-language lessons than in language-of-instruction 
lessons; the opposite was observed in 47 countries and economies.

–– On average across OECD countries, students who have access to a room for homework at school scored 14 points higher 
in reading than students without access to a room for homework; after accounting for socio-economic status, they scored 
5 points higher. Education systems with larger shares of students in schools that offer a room(s) for homework tended to 
show better mean performance in reading, mathematics and science, even after accounting for per capita GDP.

–– Students who were enrolled in schools that offer more creative extracurricular activities (including music and art activities) 
performed better in reading, on average across OECD countries (by 4 score points) and in 32 countries and economies, 
after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. At the system level, countries and economies whose 
schools offer more creative extracurricular activities tended to show greater equity in student performance. 
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LEARNING TIME DURING REGULAR SCHOOL HOURS
Research on the relationship between learning time and student achievement offers mixed evidence. The relationship is hard to 
observe empirically because a number of factors, including the quality of the curriculum, teachers’ instructional practices, students’ 
aptitudes and motivation to learn, and even countries’ level of economic development, can mediate or condition the effectiveness 
of learning time (Carroll, 1989[3]; Baker et al., 2004[4]; Scheerens and Hendriks, 2014[5]). Key findings in recent research show that 
additional learning time has positive but diminishing effects on student performance, and that the benefits of additional learning 
time can be heterogeneous, depending on the type of student (e.g. low performing or socio-economically disadvantaged) (Cattaneo, 
Oggenfuss and Wolter, 2017[6]; Patall, Cooper and Allen, 2010[7]; Gromada and Shewbridge, 2016[2]; Bellei, 2009[8]).

PISA measures learning time as the number of hours per week that students are required to attend regular school lessons. 
To create measures of learning time, PISA 2018 asked each student to report the number of class periods she or he is required 
to attend for specific subjects (language-of-instruction, mathematics, science and foreign language); the total number of class 
periods per week she or he is required to attend in all subjects; and the average number of minutes per class period.

On average across OECD countries in 2018, students spent about 3.7 hours per week in language-of-instruction lessons and 
in mathematics lessons, 3.4 hours per week in science lessons, and 3.6 hours per week in foreign-language lessons. The total 
learning time in regular school lessons (in all subjects) was 27 hours per week, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.6.1).

Learning time in language-of-instruction lessons varied across countries (Figure V.6.2). In 18 countries and economies, students 
attended language-of-instruction classes for more than 2 but less than 3 hours per week. The least learning time, on average, 
was observed in Belarus (2.3 hours) and Finland (2.5 hours). In these two countries, and also in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, 
Montenegro, Serbia and Slovenia, almost 9 out of 10 students attended language-of-instruction classes for 3 hours per week or 
less. In 32 countries/economies, they attended such classes for 3 or more, but less than 4, hours per week; in 20 countries and 
economies, they attended such classes for 4 or more, but less than 5, hours per week; and in 6 countries/economies, students 
attended language-of-instruction classes for 5 or more hours per week. Amongst the latter group, average learning time, per week, 
in language-of-instruction lessons was the longest in Chile (6.8 hours), Denmark (5.8 hours), Canada (5.4 hours) and Peru (5.4 hours). 
In these countries, and in Hong Kong (China) and Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang (China) (hereafter “B-S-J-Z [China]), at least 
30% of students attended language-of-instruction lessons for more than 5 hours per week (Table V.B1.6.2). 

The average amount of time that students in a country or economy spent in language-of-instruction lessons tended to be similar 
to the average time they spent in mathematics lessons and in science lessons.2 This was not the case, however, with regard to 
foreign-language lessons.

As shown in Figure V.6.2, in 47 countries and economies, the time students spent in language-of-instruction lessons in 
2018 was greater than the amount of time they spent in foreign-language lessons;3 but in 28 countries and economies the 
opposite was true. In Luxembourg, 15-year-old students attended foreign-language lessons for three hours per week more 
than language-of-instruction lessons.4 In Hungary, students spent two hours more per week in foreign-language lessons than 
in language-of-instruction class. And in Austria, Belgium,5 Bulgaria, Costa Rica, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland,6 France, 
Germany, Latvia, Morocco, the Netherlands, the Slovak Republic, Sweden, Switzerland7 and Thailand, students spent about 
one hour more per week in foreign-language class than in language-of-instruction lessons. 

Disparities in students’ learning time related to schools’ socio-economic profile are relatively small. On average across OECD countries, 
students in disadvantaged schools spent 6 minutes more per week in language-of-instruction lessons than did their counterparts 
in advantaged schools (Table V.B1.6.3). In 26 countries and economies, students in disadvantaged schools spent more learning 
time in language-of-instruction lessons than students in advantaged schools; but in only 8 countries (the Dominican Republic, 
Germany, Morocco, the Netherlands, the Philippines, Singapore, the Slovak Republic and the United Kingdom) was the difference 
greater than 40 minutes per week (Figure V.6.2). By contrast, in 14 countries and economies students in advantaged schools spent 
more time in language-of-instruction lessons than did students in disadvantaged schools, but only in Japan and Chinese Taipei 
was the difference greater than 40 minutes per week.

Variations in students’ learning time related to schools’ socio-economic profile are also small when considering mathematics 
and science lessons (Table V.B1.6.3), but they are much greater when it comes to foreign-language lessons, and are in favour of 
students in advantaged schools, on average (Figure V.6.2). On average across OECD countries, students in advantaged schools 
spent almost one hour more per week in regular foreign-language lessons than did students in disadvantaged schools. In 57 
countries and economies, students in advantaged schools spent more time in foreign-language classes than did students in 
disadvantaged schools. In Austria, Belgium, Costa Rica, Germany, Hungary, Morocco, the Netherlands and the Slovak Republic, 
advantaged schools offered at least two additional hours of foreign-language lessons per week than did disadvantaged schools. 
Only in the Dominican Republic, Israel, Macao (China), the Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Singapore and the United Arab Emirates 
did disadvantaged students spend more time in foreign-language lessons at school than did advantaged students.
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14 57

36 11

26 8

Countries/economies with no difference

Countries/economies with a positive difference

Countries/economies with a negative difference

Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the learning time per week in regular language-of-instruction lessons.

Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.6.1 and V.B1.6.3.
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Differences in students’ learning time related to school location (i.e. urban versus rural schools), school type (i.e. public versus 
private schools) and level of education (i.e. lower versus upper secondary schools) were small, on average across OECD 
countries.

Learning time and student outcomes
The most common way PISA summarises the relationship between school practices and student achievement is by fitting a 
straight line to model the observed data (i.e. linear regression approach). For example, in 2018 an increase of one unit in the PISA 
index of socio-economic status was associated with an increase of 37 score points in reading, on average across OECD countries 
(OECD, 2019[10]). In some cases, however, the relationship between two variables is not well summarised by a straight line. This is 
the case with learning time in regular school lessons and student achievement. As shown in Figure V.6.3, the relationship between 
reading performance and learning time in regular language-of-instruction lessons is non-linear; instead, it is hump-shaped. 

On average across OECD countries, performance in reading improved with each additional hour of language-of-instruction lessons 
per week, up to 3 hours. Students who spent an hour or less per week in language-of-instruction lessons scored 425 points in 
reading; those who spent two hours per week scored 463 points (36 points higher than the prior group); and those who spent 
three hours per week scored 499 points (37 points higher than the prior group). This strong positive association between more 
time in language-of-instruction lessons and reading performance was evident amongst both disadvantaged and advantaged 
students (Figure V.6.3). 

Notes: For each learning time displayed, the time range covered starts where it ends for the previous one; for example, for 2 hours, learning time could 
be 2 hours or less but more than 1 hour.
Differences between categories that are not statistically significant are marked with dotted lines (see Annex A3).
The share of students per average learning time in language-of-instruction lessons is indicated next to each category.
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.6.2 and V.B1.6.5.

Figure V.6.3 Learning time in language-of-instruction lessons, socio-economic status and reading performance
Based on students’ reports; OECD average
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After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, on average across OECD countries, there were large gains in 
reading achievement associated with attending language-of-instruction lessons for two or three hours per week (Table V.B1.6.6). 
More than 40% of students attended language-of-instruction lessons for two or three hours per week, on average across OECD 
countries (Table V.B1.6.2). 

However, this positive association between learning time in regular language-of-instruction lessons and reading performance 
weakened amongst students who spent more than three hours per week in these lessons. On average across OECD countries, 
students who spent 4 hours per week in language-of-instruction lessons had an average mean reading score of 499 points, which 
is almost identical to the score of students who spent one hour less in class (Figure V.6.3). 

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131500
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The same pattern (i.e. a positive slope that becomes flat after three hours of instruction per week) was observed amongst 
advantaged students. Amongst disadvantaged students, the slope did not flatten but instead became slightly negative. 
Disadvantaged students who spent four hours per week in language-of-instruction lessons scored five points lower than 
disadvantaged students who spent three hours per week in language-of-instruction lessons, on average across OECD countries. 
These results do not necessary suggest that spending more time in class results in lower scores; some low-performing students 
may take more classes for remedial purposes.

Notes: For each learning time displayed, the time range covered starts where it ends for the previous one; for example, for 2 hours, learning time could 
be 2 hours or less but more than 1 hour.
Differences between categories that are not statistically significant are marked with dotted lines (see Annex A3).
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.6.5.

Figure V.6.4 Learning time in language-of-instruction lessons and reading performance
Based on students’ reports; selected cases
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Nonetheless, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, on average across OECD countries, students 
who spent four hours per week in language-of-instruction lessons scored better in reading by two points than students who 
spent three hours per week in those lessons (Table V.B1.6.6). In 2018, about a third of students attended language-of-instruction 
lessons for four hours per week, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.6.2).

Reading performance started to decline amongst students who attended language-of-instruction lessons for longer amounts 
of time. On average across OECD countries, students who spent more than five hours per week in language-of-instruction 
lessons scored worse in reading than students who spent between three and five hours per week in class. The same pattern was 
observed amongst both disadvantaged and advantaged students. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic 
profile, on average across OECD countries, attending language-of-instruction lessons for 5 hours per week was associated with 
a 9-point decline in reading scores (compared to students who attended class for 4 hours per week); attending for more than 
5 hours per week was associated with a 28-point drop in reading scores (compared to students who attended class for 5 hours 
per week) (Table V.B1.6.6). Almost one in four students attended language-of-instruction lessons for more than four hours per 
week, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.6.2). 

The average hump-shaped pattern observed across OECD countries, as shown in Figure V.6.3 (i.e. positive changes in performance 
up to three hours of instruction per week, no difference after one additional hour of instruction per week, then negative changes 
after five or more hours per week), was consistent across most PISA-participating countries and economies. In countries as 
diverse as Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Luxembourg, Montenegro, Portugal, Serbia and the United Arab Emirates, the relationship 
between learning time in language-of-instruction lessons and reading performance was similar to the average pattern observed 
across OECD countries (Table V.B1.6.5). 

Notes: For each learning time displayed, the time range covered starts where it ends for the previous one; for example, for 24 hours, learning time could 
be 24 hours or less but more than 20 hours.
All differences between categories are statistically significant (see Annex A3).
The share of students per average total learning time is indicated next to each category.
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.6.14 and V.B1.6.15.

Figure V.6.5 Total student learning time, socio-economic status and reading performance
Based on students’ reports; OECD average
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However, some countries differed from the average OECD pattern in the point at which the slope of the relationship changed 
direction. In 29 countries and economies, students who spent 4 hours per week in language-of-instruction lessons scored 
better than students who spent 3 hours per week. In 9 countries and economies, students who spent 5 hours per week in 
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language-of-instruction lessons scored better than students who spent 4 hours per week in class (Table V.B1.6.5). Japan, Qatar, 
Chinese Taipei and Ukraine were amongst the countries where additional hours of study, up to five hours, tended to be associated 
with improvements in reading performance (Figure V.6.4, Panel A).

By contrast, in 17 countries and economies students who spent 4 hours per week in language-of-instruction lessons in 
2018 scored worse than students who spent 3 hours per week in instruction; in 4 countries, students who spent 3 hours in 
language-of-instruction lessons scored lower than students who spent 2 hours in instruction. In Bulgaria, Morocco and Thailand, 
an additional hour of class time after two hours per week tended to be associated with declines in reading performance, even 
though students who spent two hours per week in language-of-instruction lessons scored higher in reading than students who 
spent only one hour or less in language-of-instruction lessons (Figure V.6.4, Panel B).

Similar curvilinear patterns of association between learning time and student performance were observed for mathematics 
(Table V.B1.6.8), science (Table V.B1.6.10) and foreign-language lessons (i.e. associated with reading performance in the test 
language; Table V.B1.6.12), on average across OECD countries. Furthermore, when the total amount of learning time per week in 
regular lessons (in all subjects) was considered, the same hump-shaped pattern emerged (Figure V.6.5).

ADDITIONAL LESSONS AT SCHOOL AFTER REGULAR SCHOOL HOURS
Offering additional lessons on curricular subjects after regular hours at school is a common practice across PISA-participating 
countries and economies. These activities typically aim to reinforce or enrich instruction and learning that has taken place 
during regular school hours. Sometimes, after-school lessons specifically target low-performing students, socio-economically 
disadvantaged students or language-minority students (Park et  al., 2016[11]; Jacob and Lefgren, 2002[12]; Curwen and 
Colón-Muñiz, 2013[13]). In contexts where socio-economically advantaged students have privileged access to private 
tutoring after school, public schools offer after-school lessons to expand learning opportunities for disadvantaged students 
(Bae et al., 2010[14]). Some after-school programmes target high-performing students from low-income families (Miller and 
Gentry, 2010[15]).

PISA 2018 asked school principals whether their school offers additional language-of-instruction lessons after school hours.  
It also asked about the purposes of these additional lessons.

On average across OECD countries, 46% of students were in schools where additional language-of-instruction lessons are offered. 
There was wide variation across PISA-participating countries and economies in the extent to which schools offer additional 
language lessons after regular school hours. In 12 countries and economies, 3 out of 4 students were in schools that offer 
additional language lessons, but in another 10 countries, only 1 out of 4 students attended such schools. 

In 14 countries and economies, students in advantaged schools were more likely than students in disadvantaged schools to be in 
schools that offer additional language lessons after regular school hours; but in another 12 countries and economies, students 
in disadvantaged schools were more likely than students in advantaged schools to have these kinds of lessons available to them 
at school.

After-school lessons can have different purposes. On average across OECD countries in 2018, 52% of students attended schools 
that offer after-school lessons for both remedial and enrichment purposes; 31% attended schools that offer these lessons for 
remedial purposes only; 12% were in schools that offer these lessons integrating remedial and enrichment purposes; and only 
5% of students attended schools that offer these lessons for enrichment purposes only (Table V.B1.6.18). 

Students in schools that offer additional language-of-instruction lessons did not score better or worse in reading than students 
who do not have these kinds of lessons available to them at school, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.6.17).
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1.A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school whose socio-economic profile (i.e. the average socio-economic status of the 
students in the school) is in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status amongst all schools in the relevant 
country/economy.
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of students in schools that provide additional language-of-instruction lessons after 
regular school hours.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.6.17.
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SCHOOL-BASED HELP WITH HOMEWORK AND STUDY AFTER REGULAR HOURS 
A longstanding and widely used instructional practice (Murillo and Martinez-Garrido, 2014[16]), homework can have a positive 
influence on student achievement (Cooper, Robinson and Patall, 2006[17]) and also on the development of attitudes towards 
achievement, such as motivation and self-regulation (Ramdass and Zimmerman, 2011[18]). However, critics argue that too much 
homework is ineffective, that it takes time from leisure activities, or that it is stressful or harmful to children’s development or 
family life (Baker and Letendre, 2005[19]; Dudley-Marling, 2015[20]). 

Previous PISA reports show that homework is widely used across PISA-participating countries and economies. For example, on 
average across OECD countries in 2015, 15-year-old students reported that they spent 17 hours per week studying after school, 
including homework, private study and other related activities (OECD, 2016[21]). PISA findings also suggest that homework can 
help students succeed academically. Students who spend more time doing homework tended to score higher in mathematics, 
even after accounting for their social and demographic background (OECD, 2014[22]). 

A key concern about homework is whether it might have the unintended consequence of widening the performance gap between 
students from different socio-economic backgrounds. PISA shows that socio-economically advantaged students and students 
who attend socio-economically advantaged schools tend to spend more time doing homework (OECD, 2014[22]). The lack of a 
quiet space to study at home, the disparity in home Internet service and computer access, and perhaps less parental support 
with their studies are amongst the reasons why disadvantaged students spend less time doing homework (Bolkan, 2017[23]).

PISA 2018 did not collect information about how much time students spend doing homework or studying after school. Instead, 
PISA asked about the kinds of support or help that schools provide to students for completing homework and studying after 
school. More specifically, PISA asked school principals if their school offers a room where students can do their homework, staff 
who help students with their homework, or peer-to-peer tutoring. Having a room in the school available for homework hinges 
on the school’s infrastructure. The availability of staff to help students with their homework has to do with the school’s human 
resources and with the financial resources needed to hire teachers or other staff after school hours. Peer-to-peer tutoring does 
not depend on a school’s resources, but rather on its organisational capacity and practices.

Of these three kinds of school support for homework and study after regular school hours, the most frequently observed was 
having a room where students can do their homework. On average across OECD countries in PISA 2018, three out of four 
students attended a school that provides a room where students can do their homework. In Canada, France, Japan, Luxembourg, 
Macao (China), Singapore, Slovenia, Sweden, Chinese Taipei and the United Kingdom, at least 9 out of 10 students had access to 
a study room after regular hours. By contrast, in Albania, Argentina, Jordan, Kosovo, Lebanon, the United Arab Emirates and Viet 
Nam, at most 4 out of 10 students attended a school that provides a room in which they can do their homework.

Students in advantaged schools were more likely than students in disadvantaged schools to attend a school that provides a 
room for homework. On average, the share of students in advantaged schools whose school provides a room for homework 
was about 7 percentage points larger than the share of students in disadvantaged schools whose school provides such a space. 
The disparity in favour of students in advantaged schools was found in 24 countries and economies, and in 16 of these countries 
and economies the size of the disparity was 20 percentage points or larger. Only in six education systems (Brunei Darussalam, 
Estonia, Latvia, Macao [China], Montenegro and Ukraine) were students in disadvantaged schools more likely than students in 
advantaged schools to have access to a place at school to do their homework.

The share of students in schools that provide a room where students can do their homework increased between 2015 and 2018, 
on average across OECD countries (by 3 percentage points) and in 20 countries and economies. In Finland, Iceland, Mexico, the 
Republic of Moldova, Norway, Qatar and Turkey, the share increased by more than ten percentage points, but it decreased by 
more than ten percentage points in Brazil and Denmark.

The incidence of peer-to-peer tutoring was measured for the first time in PISA 2018. On average across OECD countries, almost 
half of all students attended a school that provides this form of study help. In 24 countries and economies, 75% of students or 
more were in schools with peer-to-peer tutoring after regular hours, including B-S-J-Z (China), Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand 
and Ukraine, where 90% of students or more attended such schools. By contrast, in Finland, Japan, Malta, Sweden and Switzerland, 
only 25% of students or less attended a school where peer-to-peer tutoring is available (Table V.B1.6.19).

Socio-economic disparities were greater in peer-to-peer tutoring than in the other two forms of study help. On average 
across OECD countries, the share of students in advantaged schools whose school provides peer-to-peer tutoring was about 
13 percentage points larger than the share of students in disadvantaged schools whose school provides this form of study help. 
In 22 education systems, this disparity in favour of students in advantaged schools was statistically significant, compared to only 
7 education systems where the disparity favoured students in disadvantaged schools (Table V.B1.6.19).
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Note: All differences between advantaged and disadvantaged schools are statistically significant, on average across OECD countries (see Annex A3).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.6.19.

Figure V.6.7 Study help after regular hours, by schools’ socio-economic profile
Based on principals’ reports; OECD average

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Room(s) where students
can do their homework

Staff provides help
with homework

Peer-to-peer tutoring

P
e

rc
e

n
ta

g
e

 o
f 

s
tu

d
e

n
ts

 i
n

 s
c
h

o
o

ls
w

h
e

re
 s

tu
d

y 
h

e
lp

 i
s 

p
ro

vi
d

e
d

All students Disadvantaged schools Advantaged schools

9 22

55 49

13

23

48

6 7

Countries/economies with no difference

Countries/economies with a positive difference
(% of students is higher in advantaged than
disadvantaged schools)

Countries/economies with a negative difference
(% of students is higher in disadvantaged than
advantaged schools)

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131576

School-based help with homework and study, and student performance
In 20 countries and economies, attending a school that provides space where students can do their homework is associated 
with higher scores in reading, after accounting for the socio-economic profile of students and schools (Figure V.6.8). On average 
across OECD countries, students who have access to a room for homework at school scored 12 points higher in reading than 
students without access to a room for homework, before accounting for other variables, and 4 points higher after accounting for 
socio-economic variables. 

Furthermore, at the system level, those education systems with a higher percentage of students who have access to a room for 
homework at school tended to show better mean performance in PISA. After accounting for per capita GDP, across all countries 
and economies, there was a strong correlation between the share of students who have access to a room for homework at 
school and mean performance in reading (partial r = .54), mathematics (partial r = .51) and science (partial r = .55). Across OECD 
countries, the correlations were weaker, but also statistically significant, after accounting for per capita GDP, in the three core 
subjects (partial coefficients between .34 and .47).

Peer-to-peer tutoring was also associated with better performance, although in a smaller number of countries and with narrower 
score-point differences (Figure V.6.9). On average across OECD countries, students in schools with peer-to-peer tutoring scored 
14 points higher in reading than students without access to peer-to-peer tutoring, before accounting for other variables, 
and 4 points higher after accounting for socio-economic variables. Peer-to-peer tutoring was associated with better reading 
performance in 15 countries and economies, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131576


© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools144

6Learning time during and after school hours

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones (see Annex A3).
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the score-point difference associated with schools providing a room for homework, after accounting 

for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.6.21.

Before accounting for students’ and 
schools’ socio-economic profile¹

After accounting for students’ and
schools’ socio-economic profile

–30 –20 –10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Score-point dif.

Hong Kong (China)
Lebanon

Japan
France

New Zealand
Indonesia

Moldova
Jordan

Ukraine
Romania

Malta
Hungary

Israel
Argentina

Mexico
Lithuania

Turkey
Peru

Belarus
Germany
Bulgaria

Chinese Taipei
Denmark

Poland
Ireland

Australia
Morocco
Slovenia

Philippines
Latvia

Colombia
Croatia
Finland

Dominican Republic
Georgia

Baku (Azerbaijan)
Greece

United States
OECD average

Bosnia and Herzegovina
Canada

Korea
Costa Rica

Austria
Kazakhstan

Albania
Serbia

Montenegro
Thailand

Chile
Belgium

Italy
Slovak Republic

Norway
Saudi Arabia

Russia
United Kingdom

Brunei Darussalam
Estonia

B-S-J-Z (China)
Uruguay
Portugal
Malaysia

North Macedonia
Kosovo

Qatar
Switzerland

Brazil
Iceland

Czech Republic
Panama

Singapore
United Arab Emirates

Sweden
Netherlands

Students in schools providing a

room for homework scored higher in

reading than students in schools that

do not provide a room for homework

Figure V.6.8 Availability of a room(s) at school for homework and reading performance
Score-point difference in reading associated with schools providing a room for homework

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131595

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131595


PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 145

6Learning time during and after school hours

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones (see Annex A3).
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the score-point difference associated with schools providing peer-to-peer tutoring, after accounting 

for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.6.21.
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EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES AT SCHOOL
While some of the activities that schools offer after school hours have an explicit academic focus (e.g. offering additional 
enrichment or remedial lessons), other activities do not. Extracurricular activities at school usually aim to achieve a broader set of 
goals, such as physical exercise and health, the development of creativity and practice or appreciation of the arts, or volunteering 
and engagement with the community. Participation in extracurricular activities can also help students develop non-cognitive 
skills that are helpful for academic success, such as persistence, teamwork or a stronger sense of belonging at school (Farb 
and Matjasko, 2012[23]; Massoni, 2011[24]). They can also help develop social networks (Stuart et al., 2011[25]). However, research 
suggests that extracurricular activities might have the unintended effect of enhancing disparities in achievement related to 
socio-economic status because they tend to be more frequently available in advantaged than in disadvantaged schools (Covay 
and Carbonaro, 2010[26]; Stearns and Glennie, 2010[27]). 

PISA 2018 asked school principals whether their school offers a range of extracurricular activities. These activities are shown in 
Figure V.6.10. On average across OECD countries, sporting activities were the extracurricular activities most frequently offered 
to 15-year-old students (90% of students have access to sports activities), followed by lectures or seminars and volunteering or 
service activities (74% of students). Debating clubs (40% of students), book clubs (37% of students) and collaboration with local 
newspapers (27%) were the least frequently offered extracurricular activities, on average across OECD countries. 

Over the past decade, the largest declines in extracurricular activities were observed amongst those related to newspapers. On 
average across OECD countries, the share of students in schools whose principal reported that the school offers collaboration 
with local newspapers decreased by 11 percentage points, and the share of students in schools that support a school yearbook, 
newspaper or magazine shrank by 10 percentage points. By contrast, the share of students in schools that offer debating clubs 
increased by 7 percentage points, and the share of students in schools that offer book clubs increased by 5 percentage points.

Note: Statistically significant changes between 2009 and 2018 are marked in a darker tone (see Annex A3).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.6.22.
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The index of creative extracurricular activities at school was computed as the total number of the following music- and art-related 
activities that are offered at school: band, orchestra or choir; school play or school musical; and art club or art activities. Values in 
the index range from 0 to 3. On average across OECD countries in 2018, creative extracurricular activities were more frequently 
offered in advantaged (2.12 in the index) than in disadvantaged (1.65 in the index) schools, in urban (1.94 in the index) than in 
rural (1.65 in the index) schools, and in private (2.08 in the index) than in public (1.93 in the index) schools. 

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131633
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Note: Higher values in the index indicate greater number of creative extracurricular activities at school.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of creative extracurricular activities at school.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.6.23.
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After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, students who were enrolled in schools that offer more creative 
extracurricular activities performed better in reading, on average across OECD countries (by 4 score points) and in 32 countries 
and economies.

HOW LEARNING TIME IS RELATED TO DIFFERENCES IN PERFORMANCE AND EQUITY IN EDUCATION 
ACROSS COUNTRIES/ECONOMIES (SYSTEM-LEVEL ANALYSIS)
This section examines whether learning time is related to education outcomes at the system level. Two education outcomes are 
considered: mean performance in reading and equity in reading performance. As in previous PISA reports, equity in reading 
performance is measured by the percentage of variation in reading performance accounted for by the variation in students’ 
socio-economic status: the smaller the variation in performance explained by socio-economic status, the greater the equity in 
performance (OECD, 2018[18]; OECD, 2019[19]).

Figure V.6.12 shows system-level correlation coefficients between various measures of learning time, on the one hand, and 
reading performance and equity in reading, on the other. Correlational analyses were conducted separately for OECD countries 
and for all countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018. In addition, correlations were computed before and after 
accounting for per capita GDP to account for the level of economic development of a country/economy.

Consistent with the average hump-shaped pattern observed across OECD countries (see Figure V.6.3), system-level analyses 
show that education systems where more students tended to spend extremely short or long hours in regular lessons tended 
to score lower in reading. Figure V.6.13 shows that education systems where more students spent 20 hours or less per week in 
regular school lessons, including language-of-instruction, mathematics, science and foreign-language lessons, tended to show 
lower average performance in reading. Figure V.6.14 shows that education systems where more students spent 39 hours or 
more per week in regular lessons in all subjects tended to have lower scores in reading. These relationships were observed both 
across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies, even after accounting for per capita GDP. Similar patterns were 
observed when considering mathematics and science performance (Table V.B1.6.24). 

Differences in learning time for foreign-language instruction were related to equity in student performance. Figure V.6.15 
shows that education systems with a narrower socio-economic gap in regular foreign-language learning time tended to achieve 
greater equity in reading performance. This relationship was observed both across OECD countries and across all countries and 
economies, even after accounting for per capita GDP. A similar pattern was also observed for equity in mathematics and science 
performance (Table V.B1.6.24). 

In high-performing education systems, schools tend to provide a room where students can do their homework, and school staff 
provides help with students’ homework. Figure V.6.16 shows that education systems where more students have access to a room 
for homework at school tended to perform better in reading. Figure V.6.17 shows that education systems where more students 
attended schools where the staff provides help for their homework tended to perform better in reading. These relationships are 
observed both across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies, even after accounting for per capita GDP. Similar 
patterns were also observed for equity in mathematics and science performance (Table V.B1.6.24). Across all countries and 
economies, there was a weak negative correlation between access to a room for homework at school and equity in performance, 
after accounting for per capita GDP (partial r = -0.22). 

At the system level, countries and economies with more students in schools that offer lectures and/or seminars (e.g. guest 
speakers, such as writers or journalists) tended to perform better in reading. These countries also tended to show greater equity 
in performance. These relationships were observed both across OECD countries and across all countries and economies, even 
after accounting for per capita GDP (Figure V.6.12).
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Figure V.6.12 [1/2]  Relationship between measures of student learning time, and student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures

OECD countries

Mean reading score Equity in reading

Before 
accounting 

for per capita 
GDP

After 
accounting 

for per capita 
GDP

Before 
accounting 

for per capita 
GDP

After 
accounting 

for per capita 
GDP

Learning time1

Regular language-of-instruction learning time (mean)
Regular language-of-instruction learning time (difference top-bottom 
quarters of school socio-economic profile)
Regular mathematics learning time (mean)
Regular mathematics learning time (difference top-bottom quarters of 
school socio-economic profile)
Regular science learning time (mean)
Regular science learning time (difference top-bottom quarters of school 
socio-economic profile)

-0.40 -0.40

Regular foreign language learning time (mean) -0.38 -0.39
Regular foreign language learning time (difference top-bottom quarters 
of school socio-economic profile)

-0.55 -0.55

Total learning time (mean)
Total learning time (difference top-bottom quarters of school socio-
economic profile)
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 1 hour or less per week (%)
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 2 hours per week (%)
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 3 hours per week (%)
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 4 hours per week (%)
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 5 hours per week (%)
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: more than 5 hours per week (%)
Total learning time per week: 20 hours or less -0.70 -0.65
Total learning time per week: between 20 hours and less than 24 hours
Total learning time per week: between 24 and less than 27 hours
Total learning time per week: between 27 and less than 32 hours
Total learning time per week: between 32 and less than 39 hours -0.34 -0.31
Total learning time per week: 39 hours or more -0.46 -0.39

Study help

Additional language-of-instruction lessons offered
Enrichment only
Remedial only
Both enrichment and remedial
Without differentiation 0.32 0.32
Room where students can do their homework 0.54 0.42
Staff provides help 0.53 0.45
Peer-to-peer tutoring

Extracurricular 
activities

Creative extracurricular activities at school
Band 0.33 0.30
School play
School yearbook
Volunteering
Book club
Debating club
Art club
Sporting team
Lectures 0.35 0.38 0.30 0.30
Collaboration with libraries 0.31
Collaboration with newspapers

1. For each learning time displayed, the time range covered starts where it ends for the previous one; for example, for 2 hours, learning time could be 2 hours or less but more 
than 1 hour.
Notes: Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, 
there is no linear relationship between the two measures.
Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant at the 
5% level (p < 0.05).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.6.24.
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Figure V.6.12 [2/2]  Relationship between measures of student learning time, and student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures

All countries and economies

Mean reading score Equity in reading

Before 
accounting 

for per capita 
GDP

After 
accounting 

for per capita 
GDP

Before 
accounting 

for per capita 
GDP

After 
accounting 

for per capita 
GDP

Learning time1

Regular language-of-instruction learning time (mean)
Regular language-of-instruction learning time (difference top-bottom 
quarters of school socio-economic profile)

0.25 0.32

Regular mathematics learning time (mean)
Regular mathematics learning time (difference top-bottom quarters of 
school socio-economic profile)

0.20

Regular science learning time (mean)
Regular science learning time (difference top-bottom quarters of school 
socio-economic profile)
Regular foreign language learning time (mean) 0.23
Regular foreign language learning time (difference top-bottom quarters 
of school socio-economic profile)

0.30 -0.30 -0.28

Total learning time (mean)
Total learning time (difference top-bottom quarters of school 
socio-economic profile)

-0.33 -0.32

Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 1 hour or less per week (%) -0.45 -0.45 -0.22 -0.21
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 2 hours per week (%) -0.40 -0.27
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 3 hours per week (%) 0.20
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 4 hours per week (%)
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: 5 hours per week (%)
Regular language-of-instruction lessons: more than 5 hours per week (%)
Total learning time per week: 20 hours or less -0.64 -0.58
Total learning time per week: between 20 hours and less than 24 hours
Total learning time per week: between 24 and less than 27 hours 0.31 0.29
Total learning time per week: between 27 and less than 32 hours 0.41 0.22
Total learning time per week: between 32 and less than 39 hours
Total learning time per week: 39 hours or more -0.48 -0.49

Study help

Additional language-of-instruction lessons offered
Enrichment only
Remedial only 0.29 -0.22 -0.28
Both enrichment and remedial
Without differentiation -0.19 0.25
Room where students can do their homework 0.62 0.54 -0.22
Staff provides help 0.43 0.30
Peer-to-peer tutoring -0.26 -0.25

Extracurricular 
activities

Creative extracurricular activities at school 0.22 0.24 0.26
Band 0.41 0.34
School play 0.30 0.29
School yearbook 0.26 0.22
Volunteering 0.19
Book club -0.24 -0.36
Debating club -0.21 -0.34 0.27 0.26
Art club
Sporting team
Lectures 0.36 0.25 0.27 0.26
Collaboration with libraries 0.23
Collaboration with newspapers

1. For each learning time displayed, the time range covered starts where it ends for the previous one; for example, for 2 hours, learning time could be 2 hours or less but more 
than 1 hour.
Notes: Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, 
there is no linear relationship between the two measures.
Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant at the 
5% level (p < 0.05).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.6.24.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.6.13 and I.B1.4.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.6.13 and I.B1.4.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.6.3 and II.B1.2.3.

Figure V.6.15 Disparity in regular foreign-language learning time and equity in reading performance
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.6.19 and I.B1.4.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.6.19 and I.B1.4.
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Notes
1.	 For instance, in the Czech Republic, students were asked about “Czech-language lessons”, in Mexico about “Spanish classes” and in Norway 

about “Norwegian lessons”. However, in some countries and economies, the term <test language> was adapted differently, usually to include 
the term “literature”. Some of these exceptions include the following:

•	Bulgaria: Bulgarian language and literature

•	Belarus: Belarusian language and literature

•	Chile: Language and communication

•	Estonia: Estonian language and literature

•	Greece: modern Greek language and literature

•	Hungary: Hungarian language and literature

•	Korea: Korean language arts

•	Peru: Communication

•	Romania: Romanian language and literature

•	The Russian Federation: Russian language and literature

•	The Slovak Republic: Slovak language and literature

•	Ukraine: Ukrainian language and literature, together with foreign literature

•	Uruguay: Spanish language or literature

•	United States: English/Language arts classes

2.	 Across all countries and economies, the correlation coefficient between learning time in language-of-instruction lessons and learning time in 
mathematics lessons is 0.82 (partial correlation after accounting for per capita GDP is 0.82). The correlation coefficient between learning time in 
language-of-instruction lessons and learning time in science lessons is 0.42 (partial correlation after accounting for per capita GDP is 0.43). The 
correlation coefficient between learning time in language-of-instruction lessons and total learning time (all subjects) is 0.46 (partial correlation 
after accounting for per capita GDP is 0.42). Across OECD countries, all of the above correlations are as strong or stronger. The correlation 
coefficient between learning time in language-of-instruction lessons and learning time in foreign-language lessons is not statistically significant 
across all countries and economies or across OECD countries.

3.	 Foreign language refers to any language other than the language of instruction. It also includes possible other national languages of a country. 

4.	 In Luxembourg, French and German are official languages and mandatory foreign languages at school.

5.	 In Belgium, French and Flemish are official languages and mandatory foreign languages at school, depending on the district, and German is 
an official language and an optional foreign language at school.

6.	 In Finland, Finnish and Swedish are official languages and mandatory foreign languages at school.

7.	 In Switzerland, French, German and Italian are official languages and mandatory foreign languages at school.
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Private schools and school choice
This chapter explores the relationship 
between school type (broadly, public or 
private), on the one hand, and student 
performance and equity in the education 
system, on the other. It also examines 
whether giving parents a greater choice 
of schools for their child is related to the 
quality of the education system, as a whole.

7



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools158

7Private schools and school choice

Over the past two decades, education policies involving private schools, school competition and school choice have been the 
focus of sometimes heated debate in a growing number of countries (Adamson, Astrand and Darling-Hammond, 2016[1]; Forsey, 
Davies and Walford, 2008[2]; Chakrabarti and Peterson, 2009[3]; Koinzer, Nikolai and Waldow, 2017[4]). 

The governance of school funding across OECD countries is characterised by complex relationships between the various actors 
involved in raising and spending funds for schooling. While the majority of school funding originates at the central government 
level, other actors increasingly contribute to raising funds, including subcentral governments. Private spending on schools has 
increased considerably in recent years and international funding provides an important source of funding in a range of countries 
(OECD, 2017[5]). These cross-country differences should be taken into account in interpreting results related to public/private 
schools.

In this chapter, two of these issues are explored using PISA data. The first is whether policies aimed at increasing the involvement 
of private institutions in the education system (e.g. such as providing government funds through vouchers or other mechanisms 
to operate private schools) are correlated with an improvement in student performance and equity in education. The chapter 
considers this issue by examining the rate of private school enrolment across PISA-participating countries and economies, and 
how it has changed over time. It also explores the relationship between school type and student performance, taking into account 
the socio-economic profile of public and private schools.

In addition, the chapter examines the issue of school choice. According to advocates of school choice, expanding the availability of 
schools can improve student outcomes because doing so provides incentives for schools, both public and private, to improve their 
instructional quality. But the evidence on this is not conclusive (Hoxby, 2002[5]; Urquiola, 2016[6]). Moreover, some research warns 
that school choice can unintentionally widen already existing inequities in education because socio-economically disadvantaged 
families are more constrained in their choice of school than advantaged families (Hsieh and Urquiola, 2006[7]; Schneider, Elacqua 
and Buckley, 2006[8]; Goldring and Phillips, 2008[9]; Rowe and Lubienski, 2017[10]).

What the data tell us
–– On average across OECD countries in 2018, only 2 out of 10 students attended a private school (either private dependent 
or independent); but in Chile, Hong Kong (China), Lebanon, Macao (China), the Netherlands, the United Arab Emirates and 
the United Kingdom, more than one in two students attended a private school.

–– The share of students enrolled in private dependent and independent schools remained stable since 2000, on average 
across OECD countries, but it increased in 10 education systems and decreased in 2. Between 2015 and 2018, the share 
of students in private schools increased in 12 and decreased in 8 education systems.

–– After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, students in public schools scored higher in 
reading than students in private schools, on average across OECD countries (by 14 score points, in favour of public 
schools) and in 19 education systems (ranging from 13 score points higher in Indonesia to 117 points higher in 
Serbia). At the system level, across all countries and economies, school systems with larger shares of students in 
private-independent schools tended to show lower mean performance in reading, mathematics and science, after 
accounting for per capita GDP.

–– On average across OECD countries in 2018, 78% of students attended a school whose principal reported that there 
is at least one other school in the same area available for students. In most countries, and on average across OECD 
countries, school availability and perhaps competition is associated with better reading performance, before accounting 
for socio-economic disparities; but there is no difference in student performance after accounting for students’ and 
schools’ socio-economic profile.
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Figure V.7.1 Private schools and school choice in PISA 2018

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS
As defined in PISA and in this report, public schools are those managed by a public education authority, government agency, 
or governing board appointed by government or elected by public franchise. Private schools refer to schools managed 
directly or indirectly by a non-government organisation (such as a church, trade union, business or other private institution). 
PISA distinguishes between two types of school within the private school sector, based on their level of public funding. 
Government-independent private schools are those funded mainly through student fees or other private contributions  
(e.g. benefactors, donations); government-dependent private schools are privately managed schools that receive more than half 
of their funding from government sources.

Student enrolment in public and private schools
In most countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, the large majority of 15-year-old students attended public 
schools (Figure V.7.2). On average across OECD countries, 82% of students attended a public school. In 56 out of 68 education 
systems, at least 80% of students attended public schools, including 24 education systems in which at least 95% of students 
attended public schools. In the United States, one of the countries where the debate on school choice is particularly vigorous, 
93% of students attended public schools (Table V.B1.7.1).

On average across OECD countries, 5% of students were enrolled in private-independent schools (i.e. private schools receiving 
at least half of their funding from private sources) and 13% of students were enrolled in private-dependent schools (i.e. private 
schools receiving half or more of their funding from the government) in 2018. Thus, 18% of students, on average across OECD 
countries, attended a private school (Table V.B1.7.1).

In most countries, the private-independent and the private-dependent school sectors are relatively small. In 55 education 
systems, 10% of students or less were enrolled in private-independent schools in 2018; in 39 education systems, 5% of students 
or less attended such schools; in 28 systems less than 2% of students did; and in Finland, Iceland, Norway, the Russian Federation 
(hereafter “Russia”) and Slovenia, no 15-years-old student attended a government-independent private school. Similarly, in 
53 education systems, less than 10% of students attended a private-dependent school, and in some countries and economies, 
namely Belarus, Bulgaria, Kosovo, the Republic of Moldova, Montenegro, New Zealand, Russia and Serbia, no 15-year-old student 
attended a private-dependent school (Table V.B1.7.1).

Education systems where larger shares of students attend private schools are typically those in which the government 
provides substantial funding for private schools to operate. In 17 countries and economies, at least 25% of students were 
enrolled in the private school sector as a whole in 2018. In 14 of them, at least 20% of 15-year-old students were enrolled 
in government-dependent private schools, including 5 education systems (Chile, Hong Kong [China], Macao [China], the 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom) in which more than 50% of students were enrolled in a government-dependent 
private school (Table V.B1.7.1).

In Japan, Peru, Qatar and the United Arab Emirates at least around 25% of students were enrolled in government-independent 
private schools in 2018, as were as many as 41% of students in Qatar and 38% of students in the United Arab Emirates. In most 
of these cases, the large shares of students in private schools was not due to a government policy to provide funding for private 
schools, but to greater private investment in schools from families (Table V.B1.7.1).
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Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of students enrolled in publicly managed schools.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.7.1.
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Figure V.7.2 Student enrolment in public and private schools
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In 53 out of 66 countries and economies with available data, the average socio-economic status of students who attended private 
schools was more advantaged that that of those who attended public schools (Table V.B1.7.2). Only in Chinese Taipei was the 
socio-economic profile of public schools more advantaged, on average, than that of private schools. More specifically, in Chinese 
Taipei, the socio-economic status of students in private-dependent schools was significantly more disadvantaged than that of 
students in public schools, but private-independent schools and public schools had similar socio-economic profiles (Table V.B1.7.3).

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131785
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Has enrolment in public and private schools changed across PISA cycles?
On average across OECD countries, the share of students enrolled in public schools remained stable during the past two decades. 
In 2000, some 83% of students were enrolled public schools – one percentage point more than in 2018. 

Despite this average stability, several countries and economies showed changes in the size of the public and private school 
sectors over time (Table V.B1.7.1)

In 12 out of 43 education systems with comparable data, the share of students in public schools shrank since 2000 (Figure V.7.3). 
The largest declines in public school enrolment were observed in Hong Kong (China), where almost 9 out of 10 students left the 
public school sector to enrol in private-dependent schools. In Chile, Hungary and Sweden, between 15% and 20% of students left 
the public sector since 2000, with a corresponding increase in the private-dependent school sector. In Albania, Luxembourg, the 
Republic of North Macedonia (hereafter “North Macedonia”), Peru, Portugal and Turkey, the decline in the share of students enrolled 
in public schools was accompanied by an increase in the share of students enrolled in private-independent schools (Figure V.7.3).

-100

Notes: Countries and economies with a statistically significant change between PISA 2000 (or PISA 2003) and PISA 2018 in the percentage of students 
enrolled in public, private-dependent or private-independent schools are shown in a darker tone (see Annex A3). PISA 2003 was used for countries and 
economies (marked with an asterisk) that did not participate in PISA 2000.
OECD average-28 is the arithmetic mean across all OECD countries that participated in both PISA 2000 and PISA 2018 (i.e. all OECD countries excluding 
Colombia, Estonia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Turkey and the United Kingdom).
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the percentage-point difference between PISA 2000 or PISA 2003 and PISA 2018 in the percentage of 

students enrolled in public schools.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.7.1.
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1. Schools that are directly controlled or managed by: a public education authority or agency, or a government agency directly or a governing body, most 
of whose members are either appointed by a public authority or elected by public franchise.
2. Schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Notes: White symbols represent differences that are not statistically significant (see Annex A3).
This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the score-point difference in reading performance between public and private schools (govern-
ment-dependent and government-independent private schools combined).
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.7.1 and V.B1.7.4.

Difference in reading score between students in public schools and students in private schools (private-dependent and private-independent 
combined

3.2
17.6
0.3

30.1
4.6

16.6
11.0

0.1
7.4
0.7
3.8
1.9
0.6
7.5
8.3

14.0
1.2
1.6
4.8
3.9
0.1
6.3
7.9
5.7
6.6
6.2
4.9
1.6
0.6

19.6
0.9
4.8
2.6
4.3
0.0
0.7

14.2
6.0
0.5
9.8
9.7

20.4
0.9
5.8
9.5
7.1

13.7
10.9

1.2
41.2

3.7
15.3
10.8
24.6

0.0
38.2

6.8
13.1
17.2
12.1
9.0

10.9

0.0
14.0
91.1
3.6
8.8

30.0
1.1

63.4
8.5
0.8
0.7
1.7
5.8
5.8

11.7
0.3

19.3
2.3
2.2

35.5
19.2
21.7
4.2
0.5
3.0

59.8
13.2
10.8

3.4
1.4
1.5
3.4

15.1
3.0
4.1
0.6

28.2
2.3

11.8
56.2

1.5
31.2

3.6
0.0
1.1

10.6
31.4

6.0
3.0
1.5
1.4
0.5
7.2
0.3
2.5

23.8
24.8

0.7
1.4
3.5

85.3
4.1

96.8
68.4

8.6
66.3
86.6
53.5
87.9
36.5
84.0
98.5
95.5
96.4
93.6
86.7
80.0
85.7
79.4
96.1
93.0
60.6
80.7
72.0
87.9
93.8
90.5
34.0
81.9
87.6
96.1
78.9
97.6
91.8
82.3
92.7
95.9
98.7
57.6
91.7
87.7
34.0
88.8
48.4
95.5
94.2
89.3
82.3
54.9
83.1
95.8
57.3
94.9
84.1
81.9
75.2
97.5
38.0
68.4
86.2
81.4
84.3

5.7
85.0

Serbia
Chinese Taipei
Hong Kong (China)
Japan
Portugal
Indonesia
Turkey
Netherlands
Thailand
Latvia
Switzerland
Italy
Czech Republic
Saudi Arabia
France
B-S-J-Z (China)
Hungary
Estonia
United States
Korea
Sweden
Denmark
Mexico
Malaysia
Singapore
United Kingdom
OECD average
Austria
Germany
Jordan
Croatia
Canada
Luxembourg
Morocco
Finland
North Macedonia
Australia
Kazakhstan
Slovak Republic
Chile
Albania
Lebanon
Poland
New Zealand
Georgia
Philippines
Malta
Dominican Republic
Lithuania
Qatar
Greece
Uruguay
Panama
Peru
Slovenia
United Arab Emirates
Argentina
Costa Rica
Colombia
Brunei Darussalam
Macao (China)
Brazil

Score-point difference in reading performance between public

and private schools (government-dependent and

government-independent schools combined)

Government-

independent

private

schools
3

Government-

dependent

private

schools
2

Government

or public

schools
1

Percentage of students attending:

-125 -100 -75 -50 -25 0 25 50 75 100 125

Score-point difference

Public schools
performed better 

Private schools
performed better

Performance difference after accounting for the PISA index of
economic, social and cultural status of students and schools

Observed performance difference

Figure V.7.4 Reading performance in public and private schools

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131823

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934131823


PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 163

7Private schools and school choice

By contrast, in Korea and Spain the share of students in public schools increased as the share of students in private-independent 
schools decreased. In Macao (China), public school enrolment increased by a small margin, but the most significant trend in this 
economy was a large increase in the share of private-dependent schools concurrent with a decrease in the share of students in 
private-independent schools (Figure V.7.3).

In some countries, the share of private-dependent schools grew while that of private-independent schools declined or vice versa. 
In Brazil, Greece, Iceland, Indonesia, Italy, Mexico, Norway, Poland and Thailand, the share of students in private-dependent 
schools increased without a decline in the share of public schools. In the Netherlands and North Macedonia, the share of students 
in private-independent schools increased without a decline in the share of students attending public schools (Table V.B1.7.1).

The large differences in socio-economic profile between private and public schools did not change since 2003, nor since 2015, 
on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.7.2).

Student performance in public and private schools
On average across OECD countries and in 40 education systems, students in private schools (government-dependent and 
government-independent combined) scored higher in reading than students in public schools (the “raw” difference, i.e. before 
accounting for socio-economic profile) (Table V.B1.7.4). Across these 40 education systems, the raw score-point difference in 
favour of students in private schools ranged from 19 points in Korea to 102 points in Brazil. By contrast, the raw score-point 
difference in reading favoured public schools in Hong Kong (China), Japan, Serbia and Chinese Taipei (Table V.B1.7.4).

However, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, reading scores were higher in public schools than in 
private schools, on average across OECD countries (a 14 score-point difference in favour of public schools) and in 20 education 
systems. Across these 20 systems, the score-point difference in favour of public school students, after accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile, ranged from 13 points in Indonesia to 117 points in Serbia. By contrast, in six education 
systems, students in private schools scored higher than students in public schools, after accounting for socio-economic profile 
(Table V.B1.7.4).

When compared with public schools, private-dependent schools scored higher than private-independent schools, after 
accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. On average across OECD countries, students in private-dependent 
schools scored 6 points lower than students in public schools, whereas students in private-independent schools scored 23 points 
lower than students in public schools, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile (Table V.B1.7.5 and 
Table V.B1.7.6).

SCHOOL-CHOICE POLICIES
Competition for students between schools
Availability of different school options is common across the countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018. On average 
across OECD countries, 78% of students attended a school whose principal reported that there is at least one other school in the 
same area that students can attend; 63% of students attended a school whose principal reported that there are at least two other 
schools competing for students. In 59 countries and economies, at least one in two students attended a school that competed 
with two or more other schools in the same area. Competition with two or more schools was most common in six East Asian 
education systems (Hong Kong [China], Indonesia, Japan, Macao [China], Singapore and Chinese Taipei), Australia, Belarus and 
the Netherlands. By contrast, it was least common in three northern European countries (Finland, Iceland and Norway) and in 
Montenegro, Morocco and Switzerland (Table V.B1.7.7).

As shown in Figure V.7.5, the share of students in schools whose principal reported that one or more schools in the same area 
compete for students was larger in socio-economically advantaged schools (85% of students) than in disadvantaged schools 
(72% of students), in urban schools (87% of students) than in rural schools (53% of students), and in private schools (89% of 
students) than in public schools (76% of students), on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.7.8).

A small increase in the availability of options for school, and perhaps competition, was observed between 2006 and 2018, on 
average across OECD countries. The share of students in schools with two or more competing schools in the same area grew 
by four percentage points, and the share of students in schools with no competing schools in the area decreased by three 
percentage points (Table V.B1.7.7). 

These average trends, however, mask some heterogeneity in national trends in school competition since 2006. Increases in the 
share of students in schools that compete with two or more schools were statistically significant in 18 countries and economies, 
and larger than 20 percentage points in Brazil, Qatar, Romania, Slovenia and Turkey. By contrast, Finland, Israel, Italy, Montenegro 
and the Slovak Republic moved towards less school competition during the period (Table V.B1.7.7).
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1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that there is at least one other 

school competing for students in the same area.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.7.8.
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Similar to what was found when comparing student performance in public and private schools, in most countries, and on average across 
OECD countries, school competition was associated with higher reading scores, before accounting for socio-economic disparities; 
but this difference disappeared after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. Only in France, Luxembourg, 
Montenegro, Portugal and the United Arab Emirates were reading scores higher amongst students in schools that compete with one 
or more schools in the area, relative to students in schools that do not compete with other schools. By contrast, in Kazakhstan, Qatar, 
Serbia and Singapore, students in schools that do not compete with other schools performed better in reading (Table V.B1.7.8).

HOW THE PREVALENCE OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS AND SCHOOL-CHOICE POLICIES ARE RELATED 
TO DIFFERENCES IN PERFORMANCE AND EQUITY IN EDUCATION ACROSS COUNTRIES/ECONOMIES 
(SYSTEM-LEVEL ANALYSIS) 
This section examines whether measures of private schools and school choice are related to education outcomes at the system 
level. As shown in Figure V.7.6, two education outcomes are considered: mean performance in reading and equity in reading 
performance. 

At the system level, across all countries and economies, school systems with larger shares of students in private-independent 
schools tended to show lower mean performance in reading (r = -0.24). After accounting for per capita GDP, the coefficient 
and partial correlation was -0.46. Figure V.7.7 shows that Qatar and the United Arab Emirates were two extreme cases. After 
excluding these cases, the correlation became non-significant at the 5% level, but remained significant at the 10% (r = -0.22) level, 
while the partial correlation was -0.29. A correlation between higher enrolment in private-independent schools and lower mean 
performance was not observed across OECD countries.

No clear system-level patterns were observed in the relationships between various indicators of school competition, on the one 
hand, and performance and equity in reading performance, on the other.

Figure V.7.6  Relationship between measures of private schools, school choice, and student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures

OECD countries All countries and economies

Mean reading score Equity in reading Mean reading score Equity in reading
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Notes: Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, 
there is no linear relationship between the two measures.
Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant at the 
5% level (p < 0.05).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.7.9.
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.7.6 and I.B1.4.
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Assessments, evaluations and how they are used
This chapter examines four evaluation and 
assessment activities in particular: student 
assessments, data-collection practices, 
school accountability and improvement 
actions at school. It discusses how school 
systems use the information they gather 
from these evaluations and assessments. 
The ways school systems use this data are 
then correlated with student performance 
and equity in the education system.
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Evaluation and assessment, as discussed in this chapter, refers to the policies and practices through which education systems 
assess student learning, and evaluate teacher practices and school outcomes. It also conveys how education systems and schools 
use the results from assessment and evaluation to improve classroom processes and student learning.

The OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes identifies the hallmarks of strong 
evaluation and assessment systems (OECD, 2013[1]). These include setting clear and ambitious goals or standards for what is 
expected of students, schools and the system overall, and collecting reliable data to measure the extent to which goals are 
being met. In addition, in strong evaluation and assessment systems, students, teachers, schools and policy makers receive the 
feedback they need to reflect critically on their own progress, and remain engaged and motivated to succeed. 

In this chapter, four evaluation and assessment topics are covered (Figure V.8.1): student assessment, data-collection practices, 
school accountability and improvement actions at school. 

Student assessment

Data-collection practices

School accountability

Improvement actions at school

Figure V.8.1 Evaluation and assessment as covered in PISA 2018

 

What the data tell us
–– On average across OECD countries, the prevalence of using student assessments for various purposes declined between 
2012 and 2018. For example, in 2012, 55% of students were enrolled in a school that compares its performance with that 
of other schools, while in 2018, 46% of students attended such a school. Similarly, in 2012, 53% of students attended a 
school that uses student assessments to make judgements about teachers’ effectiveness, while in 2018, 44% of students 
attended such a school. 

–– Some 38% of students were enrolled in schools that post achievement data publicly, on average across OECD countries. 
These students scored five points higher in reading, on average across OECD countries, than students in schools that 
do not post data publicly, even after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. At the system level, 
however, the incidence of posting achievement data publicly was not correlated with mean performance in PISA, nor with 
equity in performance.

–– On average across OECD countries, students in schools whose principal reported that their school seeks written feedback 
from students scored better in reading than students in schools that do not seek written feedback, even after accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. In addition, equity in student performance tended to be greater amongst 
countries and economies that have a higher percentage of students in schools that seek written feedback from students. 

–– High-performing countries and economies tended to have more teacher mentoring on the school’s initiative. In those 
systems, more schools implemented a standardised policy for reading-related subjects taught at school (including a 
school curriculum with shared instructional materials, and staff development and training) based on district or national 
policies.

–– Countries and economies tended to have better equity in education when they: use student assessments to inform 
parents about their child’s progress; use student assessments to identify aspects of instruction or the curriculum that 
could be improved; use written specifications for student performance on the school’s initiative; seek feedback from 
students; and have regular consultations on school improvement at least every six months, based on district or national 
policies. 
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STUDENT ASSESSMENT
Student assessment refers to judgements on individual students’ progress and achievement. It covers school-based assessments 
designed by teachers or other staff at school, as well as large-scale external assessment and examinations (OECD, 2013[1]). 
Student assessments can have different purposes (Rosenkvist, 2010[2]; Lesaux, 2006[3]; Looney, 2011[4]). For example, formative 
assessments, or assessments for learning, do not have consequences for students, but instead aim to provide feedback to 
help students progress on their learning path (Shepard, 2000[5]; Hattie and Timperley, 2007[6]). Summative assessments, or 
assessments of learning, summarise and certify achieved learning and are sometimes used to make high-stakes decisions for 
students or teachers, such as promoting or retaining students, or grouping students by their achievement level.

PISA 2018 asked school principals about the purposes of the student assessments used in their school. On average across 
OECD countries, student assessments were most often used to inform parents about their child’s progress (95% of students 
were in schools whose principal reported that assessments are used for this purpose), to guide students’ learning (91%), and to 
adapt teaching to the students’ needs (87%) (Figure V.8.2). Student assessments were also commonly used to identify aspects of 
instruction or the curriculum that could be improved (78%), to monitor the school’s progress from year to year (78%) and to make 
decisions about students’ retention or promotion (72%). Less than half of students were in schools that use student assessments 
to group students by ability, to compare the school to other schools, or to make judgements about teachers’ effectiveness, on 
average across OECD countries.

Notes: Differences between 2012 and 2018 are shown between parentheses next to the purpose of student assessment. All differences are statistically 
significant, except for the item “Group students for instructional purposes” (see Annex A3). Some items do not have a dark blue bar because data were not 
collected in PISA 2012.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.8.1.
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Figure V.8.2 Change between 2012 and 2018 in purposes of student assessment
Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that assessments of students are used for the following; OECD average
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According to school principals, using student assessments for formative purposes was common in nearly all PISA-participating 
countries and economies. Three items included in Figure V.8.3 are measures of formative student assessment:

•	 In 2018, at least 70% of students in every participating country and economy were enrolled in schools that use student 
assessments to guide student learning (Table V.B1.8.1). 

•	 Similarly, in 68 out of 79 countries and economies at least 70% of students were enrolled in schools that use student 
assessments to identify aspects of instruction or the curriculum that could be improved. 

•	 In addition, in 74 countries and economies, at least 70% of students attended a school that uses student assessments to 
adapt instruction to students’ needs. 
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By contrast, the incidence of using student assessments to make high-stakes decisions for either students or teachers was 
somewhat lower:

•	 In only 22 countries and economies were there at least 70% of students enrolled in schools that use student assessments to 
group students for instructional purposes. 

•	 In 36 countries and economies, at least 70% of students were enrolled in schools that use student assessments to make 
judgements about teachers’ effectiveness. 

•	 In 58 countries and economies, at least 70% of students were enrolled in schools that use student assessments to make 
decisions about retaining or promoting students.

On average across OECD countries, the practice of using student assessments to make judgements about teachers’ effectiveness 
declined by ten percentage points between 2012 and 2018, using student assessments to compare the school with other schools 
declined by nine percentage points, and using student assessments to make decisions about students’ retention or promotion 
declined by five percentage points (Table V.B1.8.1). Of all the purposes of student assessments included in Figure V.8.2, using 
student assessments for grouping students for instructional purposes – a practice that remained stable over the period (50% of 
students attended schools that use student assessments for this purpose) – was the only practice that did not decline over the 
period, on average across OECD countries.

The prevalence of using student assessments for specific purposes was similar between socio-economically advantaged and 
disadvantaged schools, with some exceptions. On average across OECD countries, using student assessments to group students 
for instructional purposes, to adapt teaching to students’ needs and to monitor the school’s progress from year to year was more 
common amongst disadvantaged than advantaged schools (Table V.B1.8.2).

PISA measures of the purposes of student assessments included in Figure V.8.2 were unrelated or only weakly related to reading 
performance (Table V.B1.8.4). On average across OECD countries, schools that showed higher performance tended to use 
student assessments to make decisions about their students’ retention or promotion, after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile. In contrast, schools that showed lower performance tended to use student assessments to guide their 
students’ learning or adapt teaching to their students’ needs, on average across OECD countries. However, these results were not 
consistent across countries, showing both positive and negative associations. 

COLLECTING DATA ON STUDENT OUTCOMES
PISA 2018 asked school principals whether their school collected data on student outcomes, specifically on students’ test results 
and graduation rates. On average across OECD countries, some 93% of students were in schools whose principals reported 
that they systematically record students’ test results and graduation rates (Figure V.8.3). Only in Austria, Brazil, Finland, Greece, 
Luxembourg and Switzerland was the share of students in schools that carried out systematic recording of student outcomes 
lower than 85%.

On average across OECD countries, about half of students were in schools whose principal reported that collecting data on 
student outcomes is mandatory (e.g. based on district or ministry policies), and 42% were in schools where data is collected 
on the school’s initiative (Figure V.8.2). In most countries and economies, most students were in schools where the collection 
of data on student outcomes is mandatory; but in 20 countries and economies, more than half of students were in schools 
where data on student outcomes is collected on the school’s initiative. In Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang (China) 
(hereafter “B-S-J-Z [China]”), Hong Kong (China), Italy, Lithuania and Macao (China), more than 70% of students were in 
schools where data on student outcomes is collected on the school’s initiative, as opposed to being based on mandatory 
governmental policies.

The systematic recording of student outcomes was more prevalent in 2018 than in 2015 in Italy, Kosovo, Lithuania, Montenegro, 
the Republic of North Macedonia (hereafter “North Macedonia”) and Switzerland, and was less prevalent in Brazil, Greece, Iceland, 
Luxembourg, Malta and Slovenia (Table V.B1.8.12).

On average across OECD countries, the prevalence of collecting data on student outcomes was similar, regardless of the 
socio-economic profile of the school, but differences were observed in some countries. In Austria, Belarus, Brunei Darussalam, 
Georgia, Iceland, Peru and Spain, collecting data on students’ results and graduation rates was more prevalent in advantaged 
schools, while in Denmark, France, Kazakhstan, Lithuania, Luxembourg and North Macedonia, this practice was more prevalent 
in disadvantaged schools (Table V.B1.8.13).
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Countries are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of students in schools where such data are collected.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.8.11.
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On average across OECD countries, students in schools that systematically record students’ test results and graduation rates 
scored better in reading than students in schools that do not collect this kind of data (a difference of six score points). After 
accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, students in schools that collect data on student outcomes scored 
better in reading, on average across OECD countries (a difference of seven points) and in seven countries and economies 
(Figure V.8.4).

Before accounting for students’ and 
schools’ socio-economic profile

After accounting for students’ and
schools’ socio-economic profile

Notes: Statistically significant changes are shown in darker tones (see Annex A3).
The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the score-point difference in reading performance in schools that systematically record students’ 

test results and graduation rates, before accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.8.15.
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SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY
PISA 2018 asked school principals whether their school uses achievement data for accountability purposes, and if so, how. 
Three forms of school accountability were considered: providing achievement data to parents directly, posting achievement data 
publicly (for example, in the media), and tracking achievement data over time by an administrative authority. Achievement data, 
as defined here, refers to aggregated school or grade-level test scores or grades, or graduation rates.

On average across OECD countries in 2018, about 83% of students attended schools that provide achievement data to parents 
directly (Figure V.8.5). This is the most common form of school accountability considered in PISA. In all countries and economies 
except Austria, at least half of students were enrolled in schools that provide achievement data to parents directly (Table V.B1.8.7).

Posting achievement data publicly (for example, in the media) is the least common form of school accountability, on average 
across OECD countries (38% of students attended schools that do this) (Figure V.8.6). In 58 out of 79 education systems, less than 
half of students were in schools that post achievement data publicly (Table V.B1.8.7). Posting data publicly was more common 
amongst advantaged schools (43% of students attended such schools) than disadvantaged schools (34%), and more common in 
urban (39%) than in rural (33%) schools, on average across OECD countries (Table V.B1.8.8).

1. Data on “Achievement data are provided directly to parents” were not collected in PISA 2006.
Note: All differences between 2015 and 2018 are statistically significant; all differences between 2006 and 2018 are not (see Annex A3).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.8.7.
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Figure V.8.5 Trends in school accountability, 2006, 2015 and 2018
Percentage of students in schools that use achievement data for accountability purposes; OECD average
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The earliest cycle in which PISA collected information on school accountability was PISA 2006. On average across OECD countries, 
there was no change between 2006 and 2018 in the share of students in schools that post achievement data publicly (Figure V.8.6). 
In Brazil, Bulgaria, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Norway, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Turkey, posting achievement 
data was more prevalent in 2018 than in 2006; but in Croatia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Luxembourg, Montenegro, the 
Netherlands, the Russian Federation, Sweden, Chinese Taipei and the United Kingdom, it was less prevalent in 2018 than in 2006  
(Table V.B1.8.7).

Similarly, the share of students in schools where achievement data are tracked over time by an administrative authority did not 
change between 2006 and 2018, on average across OECD countries (in both cycles it was 67%) (Figure V.8.5). In 19 countries 
and economies, the share of students in schools where achievement data are tracked over time by an administrative authority 
increased (Table V.B1.8.7). The largest increases were observed in Denmark, Indonesia, Norway and Chinese Taipei. In 10 countries 
and economies, the share of students in schools where achievement data are tracked over time by an administrative authority 
shrank over the period. The largest decreases were observed in Finland, Iceland and Luxembourg.

PISA 2006 did not collect information about schools providing data to parents.
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Figure V.8.6

1. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that achievement data are posted 
publicly.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.8.8.
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PISA also collected data on school accountability in 2015. All three forms of school accountability were less prevalent in 2018 
than in 2015, on average across OECD countries. The share of students in schools that post achievement data publicly was five 
percentage points smaller in 2018 than in 2015, on average across OECD countries. In Argentina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Hong 
Kong (China), Iceland and Latvia, the share of students enrolled in schools that post data publicly decreased by ten percentage 
points or more; in Korea and Luxembourg, the shares shrank by 20 and 21 percentage points, respectively (Table V.B1.8.7).  
By contrast, in Kosovo, Macao (China), Malta, Montenegro, Slovenia and Chinese Taipei, the share of students in schools that post 
achievement data publicly increased by five percentage points or more during this period.

A majority of students were in schools that use at least one of the three forms of school accountability: providing achievement 
data to parents directly, posting achievement data publicly, and having achievement data tracked over time by an administrative 
authority (Table V.B1.8.6). Across OECD countries, on average, only 5% of students were in schools whose principal reported 
that none of these three forms is used. While less than 5% of students in more than 60 countries and economies attended such 
schools, more than 20% of students in Austria, Finland and Germany did. In contrast, 26% of students were in schools whose 
principal reported that all three forms of school accountability are used. More than 50% of students in Kazakhstan, New Zealand, 
Saudi Arabia, Thailand, Turkey, the United Kingdom, the United States and Viet Nam attended such schools.

On average across OECD countries, students enrolled in schools that post achievement data publicly scored better in reading 
(by 13 points) than students in schools that do not post data publicly. Yet, socio-economically advantaged schools were more 
likely than disadvantaged schools to post achievement data publicly. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic 
profile, students in schools that post achievement data publicly still scored five points higher in reading, on average across OECD 
countries (Figure V.8.6). At the system level, however, the incidence of posting achievement data publicly was not correlated with 
mean performance in PISA, nor with equity in performance, as described in detail later in this chapter.

The relationship between student achievement and other forms of school accountability was weak after accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in nine countries and 
economies, students in schools where achievement data is tracked over time by an administrative authority scored better in 
reading; in two countries, they scored worse (Table V.B1.8.9). 

Similarly, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in six countries, students in schools that provide 
achievement data to parents directly scored better in reading, but in three countries they scored worse (Table V.B1.8.10). 

IMPROVEMENT ACTIONS AT SCHOOL
Seeking written feedback from students
One way that schools evaluate themselves is by seeking written feedback from students. On average across OECD countries, 
68% of students were in schools whose principal reported that the school seeks written feedback from students regarding their 
lessons, teachers or resources. This practice is typically based on the school’s own initiative (OECD average = 56%) rather than 
being mandatory (12%) (Table V.B1.8.11).

Students in schools that seek feedback from students performed better in reading than students in schools that do not, on 
average across OECD countries and in 16 countries. Yet, the association between student feedback and student performance 
is confounded by the fact that, in many education systems, socio-economically advantaged schools tend to seek feedback from 
their students more than disadvantaged schools do. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, seeking 
feedback from students is still associated with better reading performance, on average across OECD countries and in nine 
countries and economies. The largest performance differences (at least 25 score points) were observed in B-S-J-Z (China), Macao 
(China), Qatar, Singapore and the United Arab Emirates.

Teacher mentoring
On average across OECD countries, 77% of students were enrolled in schools whose principal reported that teacher mentoring 
is provided in their school. In 62 countries and economies, more than three out of four students were enrolled in schools where 
teacher mentoring is provided. Teacher mentoring was the least prevalent in Germany, Iceland, Italy and Spain.

On average across OECD countries, teacher mentoring was typically based on the school’s own initiative (61% of students were 
enrolled in such schools), rather than being mandatory (17%). In B-S-J-Z (China), the Czech Republic, Estonia, the Netherlands, 
Poland and the United Kingdom, at least 85% of students were enrolled in schools whose principal reported that teacher mentoring 
in their school is provided on the school’s initiative. The countries where the availability of mandatory teacher mentoring was 
the greatest were North Macedonia (84% of students attended such a school), Serbia (70%), Saudi Arabia (69%) and Qatar (66%) 
(Table V.B1.8.11).
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Figure V.8.7
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.8.12, V.B1.8.13 and V.B1.8.15.
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1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school whose socio-economic profile (i.e. the average socio-economic status of the students 
in the school) is in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status amongst all schools in the relevant country/economy.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that teacher mentoring is provided 
in the school.

Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables V.B1.8.12, V.B1.8.13 and V.B1.8.15.

Figure V.8.8
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Students in schools where teacher mentoring is provided performed better in reading than students enrolled in schools where 
no mentoring is provided, on average across OECD countries (a 7 score-point difference), and in 16 countries and economies. Yet, 
the association between teacher mentoring and student performance is confounded by the fact that, in many education systems, 
the availability of teacher mentoring is greater in socio-economically advantaged than in disadvantaged schools. 

HOW THE MEASURES OF EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT ARE RELATED TO DIFFERENCES IN PERFORMANCE 
AND EQUITY IN EDUCATION ACROSS COUNTRIES/ECONOMIES (SYSTEM-LEVEL ANALYSIS)  
This section examines how various policies and practices on evaluation and assessment are related to education outcomes at 
the system level. As shown in Figure V.8.9, two education outcomes are considered: mean performance in reading and equity in 
reading performance.

At the system level, countries and economies tended to show greater equity in education when they use student assessments 
to inform parents about their child’s progress (Figure V.8.10). Across OECD countries, after accounting for per capita GDP, the 
higher the percentage of students in schools that use student assessments to inform parents about their child’s progress, the 
weaker the relationship between students’ socio-economic status and their reading performance. After accounting for per capita 
GDP, these correlations are statistically significant in reading, mathematics and science both across OECD countries, and across 
all countries and economies.1 

At the system level, countries and economies tended to have better equity in education when they use student assessments to 
identify aspects of instruction or the curriculum that could be improved (Figure V.8.11). Across OECD countries, after accounting 
for per capita GDP, the percentage of students in schools that use student assessments to identify aspects of instruction or the 
curriculum that could be improved was correlated with better equity in performance in reading (partial r = 0.41), mathematics 
(partial r = 0.40) and science (partial r = 0.45) (Table V.B1.8.16). Across all countries and economies, these correlations were 
statistically significant after accounting for per capita GDP.2

There was no clear pattern in the relationship between reading performance and the prevalence of using student assessments 
to identify aspects of instruction and the curriculum that could be improved. However, the disparity, related to socio-economic 
status, in the use of student assessments for this purpose was associated with reading performance. In high-performing 
education systems, the prevalence of using student assessments for this purpose was similar in socio-economically advantaged 
and disadvantaged schools or, in some cases, it was more prevalent amongst disadvantaged schools than advantaged schools 
(Figure V.8.12). For example, in Slovenia, 73% of students in disadvantaged schools attended a school where student assessments 
are used to identify aspects of instruction and the curriculum that could be improved, while 48% of students in advantaged 
schools attended such schools. In contrast, in Baku (Azerbaijan), 77% of students in disadvantaged schools attended a school 
where student assessments are used to identify aspects of instruction and the curriculum that could be improved, while 98% of 
students in advantaged schools attended such schools (Table V.B1.8.2).

To consider the issue of quality assurance and improvement actions at school, school principals were asked to report whether 
there are written specifications for student performance at the school and, if so, whether they are mandatory (e.g. based on 
district or ministry policies) or on the school’s initiative. Figure V.8.13 shows that, at the system level, countries and economies 
tended to show greater equity in education when more students were in schools that have written specifications for student 
performance based on the school’s initiative.3 

The origin of such written specifications for student performance had a distinct relationship with education outcomes. When 
written specifications for student performance are mandatory, no clear relationship with equity was observed. However, 
across all countries and economies, there was a negative relationship with performance in reading, mathematics and science 
(Table  V.B1.8.16). The relationships were significantly negative even after accounting for per capita GDP. This means that 
lower-performing education systems tended to have more students in schools that have mandatory written specifications for 
student performance. This could be interpreted to mean that in order to mitigate low performance, district or ministry policies 
are implemented to set mandatory specifications for student performance. 

Another issue regarding quality assurance and improvement actions at school related to equity in performance is whether schools 
seek written feedback from students (e.g. regarding lessons, teachers or resources). Figure V.8.14 shows that, at the system level, 
equity in student performance tended to be greater in countries and economies with a higher percentage of students in schools 
whose principal reported that their school seeks feedback from students (regardless whether such feedback is mandatory or on 
the school’s initiative).4 Over 12% of the variation in equity in reading performance across OECD countries could be accounted for 
by differences in the prevalence of schools seeking feedback from students. The correlation between the percentage of students in 
schools seeking feedback from students and equity in reading, mathematics and science performance was statistically significant, 
even after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies (Table V.B1.8.16).
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Figure V.8.9 [1/4]  Evaluation and assessment, and student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures
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-0.32 -0.30
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School 
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Notes: Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, 
there is no linear relationship between the two measures.
Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant at the 
5% level (p < 0.05).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.8.16.
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Figure V.8.9 [2/4]  Evaluation and assessment, and student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures
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Notes: Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, 
there is no linear relationship between the two measures.
Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant at the 
5% level (p < 0.05).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.8.16.
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Figure V.8.9 [3/4]  Evaluation and assessment, and student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures
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Notes: Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, 
there is no linear relationship between the two measures.
Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant at the 
5% level (p < 0.05).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.8.16.
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Figure V.8.9 [4/4]  Evaluation and assessment, and student performance and equity
Correlation coefficients between two relevant measures

All countries and economies

Mean reading score Equity in reading

Before 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

After 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

Before 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

After 
accounting 

for per 
capita GDP

Quality assurance 
and improvement 
actions at school

Internal evaluation/self-evaluation
Internal evaluation/self-evaluation is mandatory 0.19 0.20
Internal evaluation/self-evaluation is on the school's initiative
There is no internal evaluation/self-evaluation
External evaluation
External evaluation is mandatory
External evaluation is on the school's initiative -0.24 -0.20
There is no external evaluation
Written specification of school's curricular profile and education goals
Written specification of school's curricular profile and education goals is mandatory -0.24
Written specification of school's curricular profile and education goals is on the 
school's initiative

0.21

There is no written specification of school's curricular profile and education goals
Written specification of student performance standards -0.31 -0.31
Written specification of student performance standards is mandatory -0.35 -0.23
Written specification of student performance standards is on the school's initiative 0.34 0.34
There is no written specification of student performance standards 0.31 0.31
Systematic recording of data -0.25 -0.26
Systematic recording of data is mandatory -0.22 -0.22
Systematic recording of data is on the school's initiative
There is no systematic recording of data 0.25 0.26
Systematic recording of student test results and graduation rates (combined) 0.21 0.22
Systematic recording of student test results and graduation rates is mandatory -0.29 -0.30
Systematic recording of student test results and graduation rates is on the school's 
initiative

0.24 0.25

There is no systematic recording of student test results and graduation rates -0.21 -0.22
Seeking written feedback from students 0.22 0.23
Seeking written feedback from students is mandatory -0.24 -0.31
Seeking written feedback from students is on the school's initiative
There is no written feedback from students -0.22 -0.23
Teacher mentoring
Teacher mentoring is mandatory -0.51 -0.50
Teacher mentoring is on the school's initiative 0.40 0.37
There is no teacher mentoring
Regular consultation on school improvement at least over 6 months -0.34 -0.45 0.20 0.20
Regular consultation on school improvemment at least over 6 months is mandatory -0.48 -0.57
Regular consultation on school improvemment at least over 6 months is on the 
school's initiative

0.20 0.20

There is no regular consultation on school improvemment at least over 6 months 0.34 0.45 -0.20 -0.20
Implementation of a standardised policy for reading subjects -0.41 -0.44
Implementation of a standardised policy for reading subjects is mandatory -0.50 -0.49
Implementation of a standardised policy for reading subjects is on the school's 
initiative
There is no implementation of a standardised policy for reading subjects 0.41 0.44

Notes: Correlation coefficients range from -1.00 (i.e. a perfect negative linear association) to +1.00 (i.e. a perfect positive linear association). When a correlation coefficient is 0, 
there is no linear relationship between the two measures.
Only statistically significant coefficients are shown. Values that are statistically significant at the 10% level (p < 0.10) are in italics. All other values are statistically significant at the 
5% level (p < 0.05).
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.8.16.
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables II.B1.2.3 and V.B1.8.1.

Figure V.8.10 Using student assessment to inform parents about their child’s progress and equity in reading
performance
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At the system level, mean student performance tended to be higher in countries and economies with a larger share of students 
in schools whose principal reported that teacher mentoring is provided on the school’s initiative. Some 17% of the variation in 
mean reading performance across all PISA-participating countries and economies could be accounted for by differences in the 
prevalence of teacher mentoring at the school’s initiative (Figure V.8.15). The correlation coefficients between the percentage 
of students in schools with teacher mentoring on the school’s initiative and mean performance in each of the three core PISA 
subjects – reading, mathematics and science – were positive and statistically significant, even after accounting for per capita 
GDP, across OECD countries, and across all countries and economies (partial r coefficients ranging between 0.37 and 0.45)  
(Table V.B1.8.16). 

When examining all countries and economies, the origin of providing teacher mentoring had a distinct relationship with 
performance. While mandatory teacher mentoring was negatively related to performance, teacher mentoring on the school’s 
initiative was positively correlated with performance across all countries and economies. This difference was not observed across 
OECD countries.

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132051
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Figure V.8.11 Using student assessment for curriculum improvement and equity in reading performance
M

or
e 

eq
ui

ty
 in

 re
ad

in
g 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

7

Austria

Belgium

Canada

8

Colombia

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France
Germany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Ireland

Israel

3Japan
Korea

Latvia

10

Luxembourg

Mexico

Netherlands

9

Norway

13

Portugal

Slovak Republic

Slovenia

6

Switzerland

Turkey

United Kingdom

United States

OECD average

Albania

Argentina

Baku (Azerbaijan)

Belarus

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Brazil

Brunei Darussalam

B-S-J-Z (China)

Bulgaria

Costa Rica

Croatia
1

4

Hong Kong (China)

2

Jordan

Kazakhstan
Kosovo

Lebanon

Macao (China)

Malaysia

Malta

Moldova

Montenegro

Morocco

5

Panama

Peru

Philippines

Qatar

Romania

Russia

Saudi Arabia

Serbia

Singapore

Chinese Taipei

11

Ukraine

12

Uruguay
R² = 0.15

OECD countries

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

P
e

rc
e

n
ta

g
e

 o
f 

va
ri

a
ti

o
n

 in
 r

e
a

d
in

g
 p

e
rf

o
rm

a
n

ce
e

x
p

la
in

e
d

 b
y 

st
u

d
e

n
ts

’ s
o

ci
o

-e
co

n
o

m
ic

 s
ta

tu
s

Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables II.B1.2.3 and V.B1.8.1.

40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that assessments of students
are used to identify aspects of instruction or the curriculum that could be improved

All countries
and economies

R² = 0.03

1. Dominican Republic
2. Indonesia
3. Italy 
4. Georgia
5. North Macedonia
6. Sweden
7. Australia

8. Chile
9. New Zealand
10. Lithuania
11. Thailand
12. United Arab Emirates
13. Poland

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132070

Australia

Austria
Belgium

Canada

Chile

15

France

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

1

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Ireland

Israel

4 Korea

8

Lithuania

9

Mexico

7

New ZealandNorway

3

Portugal

Slovak Republic

Slovenia
5

Switzerland

Turkey

AlbaniaArgentina

Baku (Azerbaijan)

Belarus

17
Brazil

Brunei Darussalam

B-S-J-Z (China)

1. Czech Republic
2. OECD average
3. Poland
4. Japan
5. Sweden
6. Chinese Taipei
7. Netherlands
8. Latvia
9. Luxembourg

10. United Arab Emirates
11. Moldova
12. Uruguay
13. Montenegro
14. Malaysia
15. Colombia
16. Qatar
17. Bosnia and Herzegovina
18. Bulgaria

18 Costa Rica

Croatia

Dominican Republic

Georgia

Hong Kong (China)

Indonesia

Jordan

Kazakhstan

Kosovo Lebanon

Macao (China)

14

Malta

11
13

Morocco

North Macedonia

Panama

Peru

Philippines

16

Romania

Russia

Saudi Arabia

Serbia

Singapore

Thailand

Ukraine

10

12

2

300

350

400

450

500

550

600

-30

All countries

and economies

R² = 0.14

Note: A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school whose socio-economic profile (i.e. the average socio-economic status of the 
students in the school) is in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status amongst all schools in the relevant 
country/economy.
Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables I.B1.4 and V.B1.8.2.

-25 -20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20 25

Socio-economic disparities in using student assessment for curriculum improvement: Difference between advantaged and disadvantaged schools

A
ve

ra
g

e
 r

e
a

d
in

g
 s

co
re

Student assessment for
curriculum improvement
is used more often in
advantaged schools

Student assessment for
curriculum improvement
is used more often in
disadvantaged schools

United Kingdom

Italy

United States

OECD countries

R² = 0.10

Germany
6

Figure V.8.12 Socio-economic disparities in using student assessment for curriculum improvement
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Sources: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables II.B1.2.3 and V.B1.8.11.

Figure V.8.13 Written specification of student performance standards on the school’s initiative
and equity in reading performance
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Figure V.8.14 Seeking feedback from students, and equity in reading performance
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Notes
1.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. mean performance in reading lower than 413 points), the strength of the association 

across OECD countries remained almost unaltered (after exclusion, R2 = 0.29), whereas across all countries/economies, the association 
strengthened (after exclusion, R2 = 0.37).

2.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. mean performance in reading lower than 413 points), the strength of the association 
increased both across OECD countries (after exclusion, R2 = 0.42), and across all countries/economies (after exclusion, R2 = 0.30).

3.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. mean performance in reading lower than 413 points), the strength of the association 
increased both across OECD countries (after exclusion, R2 = 0.43), and across all countries/economies (after exclusion, R2 = 0.40).

4.	 After excluding low-performing countries/economies (i.e. mean performance in reading lower than 413 points), the strength of the association 
across OECD countries remained almost unaltered (after exclusion, R2 = 0.37), whereas across all countries/economies, the association was not 
significant.
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The questions education policy makers should ask
This chapter provides a synthesis of 
the PISA results concerning school 
policies and practices, and how they are 
related to both student performance 
and equity across a school system. It also 
summarises the characteristics common 
to high-performing and equitable school 
systems.
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At the time this report was published, the COVID-19 pandemic was raging around the globe. Medical systems were straining to 
combat, or at least contain, the virus, as they struggled with severe shortages of supplies to tend to the seriously ill. National 
economies suffered vertiginous falls in their capital markets as “lockdown” measures, imposed to slow human-to-human 
transmission of the virus, shuttered businesses large and small. The course of the virus was unpredictable, as was the number 
of people who would ultimately succumb to it. The only certainties on the horizon were tens of thousands of deaths and a global 
recession, which would only exacerbate the already profound income inequality observed in most OECD countries.

What the COVID-19 pandemic meant for students and teachers in many parts of the world was an abrupt suspension of classes 
and closing of schools. Those who could, continued teaching and learning on line; those who weren’t equipped with a computer 
or an Internet connection had more difficulty guiding and using their learning time. If they weren’t already, parents became even 
more involved in their child’s education – and often had to juggle the demands of their own work and household maintenance 
with the need to create and maintain a productive and captivating learning environment.

PISA 2018 was conducted well before COVID-19 had claimed its first victim, or had even become a household name. The findings 
discussed in this report do not reflect the impact of the pandemic. However, it may be useful to consider the implications of the 
results in light of the uncertainties and economic contractions that governments around the globe will be facing in the immediate 
aftermath of the pandemic - and probably well beyond.

In times of growing budget deficits, spending on education needs to be wise and appropriate. As PISA consistently finds, after 
a certain threshold is reached, it’s not how much money a country invests in its education system that makes the greatest 
difference, but rather how that money is allocated. And that’s where results from PISA can help. When governments have to 
make tough choices about how to spend their money most effectively, they can see, through PISA, which subgroup of students 
(or schools) may be most affected by a crisis, and which policies and practices have the strongest associations with performance, 
equity in education and student well-being. They can then make the necessary trade-offs and spending decisions, to meet the 
specific needs of their students, based on hard data. 

Indeed, the results from PISA 2018 show that, across all countries and economies, about 23% of the variation in reading 
performance was associated with differences in student performance between the participating school systems. When considering 
performance differences within countries, about 33% of the variation lay between schools and 67% lay within schools. This means 
that both policy makers and school leaders need to assess what’s working and what isn’t in their systems and classrooms so that 
all students are given equal opportunities to succeed.

For example, with this unanticipated and sudden shift to online learning, policy makers and school leaders must now ask 
themselves: 

ARE SCHOOLS EQUIPPED TO TEACH – AND ARE STUDENTS READY TO LEARN – REMOTELY?
Availability of technology at school
On average across OECD countries in 2018, there was almost one computer available at school for educational purposes for every 
15-year-old student (the computer-student ratio is equal to 0.8). In Austria, Iceland, Luxembourg, Macao (China), New Zealand, 
the United Kingdom and the United States, the computer-student ratio was 1.25 or more, while in Albania, Brazil, Greece, Kosovo, 
Montenegro, Morocco, Turkey and Viet Nam, there was only one computer (or fewer) available for every 4 students (ratio = 0.25).

In most countries, the distribution of computers tended to be more equitable in schools than in homes. In fact, in 16 countries 
and economies, the computer-student ratio was greater in disadvantaged schools than in advantaged schools. In 17 countries 
and economies, the number of computers available per student was greater in advantaged schools than in disadvantaged 
schools. There were also more computers per student in private than in public schools, and in rural than in urban schools.

There has been notable progress in equipping schools with computers, with a widespread increase in the computer-student 
ratio between 2009 and 2018. The largest increases in the average number of computers per student were observed in Estonia, 
Iceland, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States. On average across OECD countries, there 
was one additional computer available per every four students in 2018 than was available in 2009 (0.26 of an additional computer 
per student).

It is noteworthy that students attending schools with more computers per student scored lower in the PISA assessment than their 
peers in schools with fewer computers per student. On average across OECD countries, one additional computer per student 
in a school was associated with a 12-point decline in reading scores before accounting for other factors, and with a 6-point 
decline after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. (In 47 out of 77 participating countries/economies, 
the proportion of portable computers, such as laptops, in school was unrelated to students’ reading scores.) While there may 
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be many reasons why there was a negative association between computers-per-student and students’ scores, the finding does 
suggest that it takes more than providing technology to see better learning outcomes. 

Adequacy of the technology available at school
Making digital devices available at school will not be useful unless those devices are adequate to the teaching and learning 
tasks at hand. PISA 2018 found that little more than two in three 15-year-old students were enrolled in a school whose principal 
reported that the digital devices at school are sufficiently powerful, in terms of computing capacity. In Japan, less than half of 
students were enrolled in such a school, and in Kosovo just one in five students were. 

Differences between advantaged and disadvantaged schools were significant. For example, in Brazil 68% of students in 
advantaged schools attended a school whose principal reported that the school had sufficiently powerful digital devices, but just 
10% of students in disadvantaged schools attended such a school. Large disparities were observed amongst OECD countries 
too. In Spain, there was a 40 percentage-point difference (70% vs. 30%) in the availability of sufficiently powerful digital devices 
between advantaged and disadvantaged schools. 

Equally important, while in the four Chinese provinces/municipalities that participated in PISA 2018 (Beijing, Jiangsu, Shanghai 
and Zhejiang), Denmark, Lithuania, Singapore and Slovenia, 9 out of 10 students were in schools whose principal reported that 
their school’s Internet bandwidth or speed is sufficient, on average across OECD countries, only 6 in 10 students attended such 
schools.

Some 40% of all computers available to 15-year-olds in school are portable. In a few high-income countries, most computers 
available at school are portable: in Denmark, Norway, Singapore and Sweden, 9 out of 10 computers are portable, and in the 
United States, 8 out of 10 computers are portable. By contrast, in 50 countries and economies, only 30%, at most, of all computers 
available at school are portable. In Georgia, Jordan, Malta, Morocco, the Philippines and Thailand, only 1 in 10 computers, at most, 
are portable. 

Portable computers are more frequently available in private than in public schools, and in socio-economically advantaged than 
in disadvantaged schools, on average across OECD countries. Indeed, the growth in the availability of portable computers at 
school between 2015 and 2018 was due to gains amongst schools in the second, third and top quarters of the distribution of 
schools’ socio-economic profile, while amongst disadvantaged schools, the share of portable computers did not change during 
the period. As a result, the disparity in access to portable computers related to socio-economic status increased between 2015 
and 2018. 

In addition, the infrastructure needed to use digital technologies effectively is not universally available. On average across OECD 
countries in 2018, more than 65% of students attended a school whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to enhance 
learning and teaching using digital devices is sufficient in terms of the adequacy of software available, the computing capacity 
of digital devices, the Internet bandwidth or speed, and the number of digital devices connected to the Internet. Around 55% of 
students attended a school where an effective online learning platform is available to them, on average across OECD countries.

But differences between advantaged and disadvantaged schools in this regard are notable. For example, 71% of students 
attended schools where appropriate software is provided. However, significantly more students in advantaged schools (77% of 
students in advantaged schools) than in disadvantaged schools (65% of students in disadvantaged schools) were able to benefit 
from adequate software at school. 

Teachers’ capacity to use technology 
PISA 2018 asked school principals about different aspects of their school’s capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital 
devices. On average across OECD countries in 2018, 65% of 15-year-olds were enrolled in schools whose principal reported that 
teachers have the necessary technical and pedagogical skills to integrate digital devices in instruction. The proportion varied 
considerably between socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged schools. In Sweden, for example, 89% of students in 
advantaged schools attended such a school, but only 54% of students in disadvantaged schools did. 

On average across OECD countries, about 60% of 15-year-old students were enrolled in schools whose principal reported that 
teachers have sufficient time to prepare lessons integrating digital devices, ranging from close to 90% of students in the four 
Chinese provinces/municipalities that participated in PISA 2018 to little more than 10% of students in Japan. 

The picture was similar when it comes to the availability of professional resources for teachers to learn how to use the digital 
devices. About 55% of students were in schools where teachers are provided with incentives to integrate digital devices into their 
teaching or have sufficiently qualified technical assistant staff. 
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School practices for using digital devices effectively
The effectiveness of using digital devices and ICT to enhance teaching and learning may also depend on schools’ policies and 
practices. PISA 2018 asked school principals whether they had formal guidelines (e.g. written statements, programmes or policies) 
or specific practices (e.g. regularly scheduled meetings) that focus on how to use digital devices effectively in the classroom. 

On average across OECD countries, the most common school practices intended to improve learning through the use of digital 
devices were: having regular discussions between principals and teachers about the use of digital devices for pedagogical 
purposes (63% of students attended schools that practice this); having written school statements about the use of digital devices 
(62% of students); and having a specific programme to prepare students for responsible Internet behaviour (60% of students). 

Box V.9.1.  Inequities in the home learning environment

For some students, even the basics for learning are not available at home. On average across OECD countries, 9% of 15-year-
old students do not have a quiet place to study in their home; in Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand, more than 30% 
of students do not have such a place to study. These tend to be students from the most socio-economically disadvantaged 
backgrounds. Even in PISA top-performer Korea one in five students from the 25% most disadvantaged schools reported that 
they do not have a place to study at home, while one in 10 students in advantaged schools reported so. 

Online learning does not just require a place to study, but also a computer at home that students can use to do their work. 
PISA 2018 results revealed considerable disparities across and within countries in the availability of home computers for 
schoolwork. While in Austria, Denmark, Iceland, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Slovenia and Switzerland over 
95% of students reported that they have a computer at home to use for their schoolwork, only 34% of students in Indonesia 
reported so. Here, too, there tend to be large differences between socio-economic groups. For example, virtually every 15-year-
old in socio-economically advantaged schools in the United States has a computer at home for schoolwork, but only three in 
four students in disadvantaged schools have one. In Peru, 88% of students in advantaged schools but just 17% of students in 
disadvantaged schools have a computer at home for their schoolwork. 

When it comes to Internet connectivity, the picture is similar. In some countries, access to the Internet at home is nearly 
universal, while in others only 50% of 15-year-old students have Internet access at home. In Mexico, 94% of advantaged 
students have an Internet connection at home, but just 29% of disadvantaged students do.

Based on principals’ reports; OECD average

Note: All differences between advantaged and disadvantaged schools are statistically significant, on average across OECD countries.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table V.B1.9.1,Table V.B1.9.2 and Table V.B1.9.3.
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School guidelines and practices to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices were more often observed in 
socio-economically advantaged schools than disadvantaged schools. Across OECD countries, some 23% of the differences in 
equity in reading performance could be accounted for by the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that 
their school has its own written statement about the use of digital devices. 

The results show that it is important to distinguish between the quantity and quality of digital devices. While the number of 
computers available to students in advantaged and disadvantaged schools were nearly the same, portable computers, including 
laptops and tablets, were more prevalent in advantaged schools. The ability to provide remote education for all students depends 
crucially on the availability of digital devices at home. Data show that the distribution of computers at home is less equitable, so 
it would be particularly important to provide portable digital devices to students in disadvantaged schools. 

The results also show significant disparities in the availability of computers with sufficient power and Internet bandwidth or 
speed. Disadvantaged schools should be provided with sufficient bandwidth since PISA finds that that particular resource is 
associated with greater equity at the system level. 

In order to use the hardware efficiently, adequate software and digitally qualified teachers must also be available. Having adequate 
software and an effective online learning platform was also unevenly distributed between advantaged and disadvantaged schools. 
It would be useful to develop software and online platforms that are accessible to all schools. There were more teachers with the 
necessary skills to integrate digital devices into instruction, and more qualified technical assistant staff, in advantaged schools 
than in disadvantaged schools. More than one in three teachers lack fundamental technical and pedagogical skills, so providing 
teachers with the necessary training would certainly improve online teaching. It would also be helpful to offer schools guidelines 
for the use digital devices since having such guidelines is associated with greater equity in the system.

Even while addressing the suddenly urgent issue of connectivity, and even – perhaps especially – as the global economy contracts 
as a result of the pandemic, education policy makers still need to consider other basic questions if they want to be able to provide 
all students with the best education possible. For example:

IS HAVING MORE COMPUTERS AT SCHOOL RELATED TO BETTER PERFORMANCE? 
While results show that the proportion of portable computers in school is largely unrelated to students’ reading scores, having 
high-speed Internet access at school is associated with better performance, even after accounting for socio-economic status. 

Access to the Internet was virtually universal in most education systems that participated in PISA 2018. In 55 out of 79 countries 
and economies, 9 out of 10 computers available to 15-year-olds for educational purposes at school were connected to the 
Internet. On average across OECD countries, having more computers at school that are connected to the Internet was positively 
associated with reading performance. Students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s Internet bandwidth or 
speed is sufficient scored 10 score points higher in reading, on average across OECD countries, than students in schools whose 
principals did not report adequate Internet speed. However, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, 
these positive associations disappeared, as students in advantaged schools, where computers are more often connected to the 
Internet and the connection is faster, tended to score higher. 

Internet connectivity was strongly associated with mean reading performance at the system level. High-performing countries 
and economies tended to have more school computers (those available to 15-year-olds for educational purposes) that are  
connected to the Internet. This positive relationship was observed, even after accounting for per capita GDP, across all participating 
countries and economies. Differences in Internet connectivity accounted for as much as 57% of the differences in mean reading 
performance across all participating countries and economies in PISA 2018. In addition, schools’ Internet bandwidth or speed 
was positively correlated to mean reading performance, and to equity in reading performance, across all participating countries 
and economies, before and after accounting for per capita GDP.

But access to adequate hardware is just one component of digital learning; teachers need to know how to use technology to 
enhance their instruction. PISA 2018 found that a school’s capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices is 
greater in socio-economically advantaged schools than disadvantaged schools. On average across OECD countries, students in 
advantaged schools were more likely to attend a school whose principal agreed that the school’s capacity for using digital devices 
is sufficient. 

Students attending schools with a greater capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices scored higher in 
reading, on average across OECD countries. For example, students in schools where teachers have the necessary technical and 
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pedagogical skills to integrate digital devices in instruction scored five points higher than students in schools where teachers did 
not have these skills, although this difference was not statistically significant after accounting for socio-economic status.

Having the right software for learning was also related to reading performance. Some 34% of the variation in mean reading 
performance across all countries/economies could be accounted for by differences in the availability of adequate software. 

It is important, too, for schools to clarify how computers are to be used in their classrooms. Doing so can provide a blueprint 
for teachers as they design lessons that may include web-based material. Across all participating countries and economies, 
school systems with a higher percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that their school has its own written  
statement about the use of digital devices generally showed higher mean performance in reading, mathematics and science.

At the system level, both the absolute level of and disparities in digital resources are associated with countries’/economies’ 
performance and degree of equity in education, as shown in Box V.9.2. Providing all schools, including disadvantaged schools, 
with greater access to digital devices and guidelines for using them appropriately would be crucial for both performance and 
equity. 

ARE TODAY’S SCHOOLS WELL-EQUIPPED WITH THE RELEVANT HUMAN AND MATERIAL RESOURCES 
TO MEET THEIR STUDENTS’ NEEDS? ARE THESE RESOURCES DISTRIBUTED EQUALLY AMONGST SCHOOLS 
IN AN EDUCATION SYSTEM? 
The most valuable educational resource at school is the teaching staff. Students cannot be expected to learn effectively if they 
do not have access to well-prepared and qualified teachers – and if there are not enough teachers at the school to give their 
students the support they need. On average across OECD countries in 2018, 27% of students were enrolled in schools whose 
principal reported that learning is hindered by a perceived lack of teaching staff, and 33% were enrolled in schools whose principal 
reported that learning is hindered by a perceived lack of assisting staff. Shortages of teachers and support staff tended to be 
reported more often by principals of disadvantaged schools (in 42 countries and economies) and by principals of public schools 
(in another 42 countries and economies). In 44 countries and economies, students attending schools whose principal reported 
greater shortages of teaching and support staff scored lower in reading.

The percentage of teachers fully certified by an appropriate authority was positively correlated with mean performance in reading, 
even after accounting for per capita GDP, across OECD countries. Differences in teacher certification accounted for about 16% of 
the differences in mean reading performance across all countries and economies. Moreover, the percentage of full-time teachers 
was associated with greater equity in reading performance across all countries and economies, even after accounting for per 
capita GDP. 

As with shortages of teaching and support staff, socio-economically disadvantaged schools were more likely than advantaged 
schools to suffer shortages of material resources (i.e. school infrastructure and educational materials), on average across 
OECD countries and in 47 education systems. Disparities in material resources related to schools’ socio-economic profile were 
comparatively large in six Latin American countries (Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, Panama and Peru) and three Southeast 
Asian countries (Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand). 

Disparities in shortages of material resources were also observed between rural and urban schools (in 25 education systems, 
rural schools suffered from more shortages) and between public and private schools (in 39 education systems, public schools 
suffered from more shortages). 

On average across OECD countries, shortages of educational materials were more strongly associated with lower reading 
performance than shortages of physical infrastructure. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, the 
association between students’ reading scores and schools’ physical infrastructure became statistically insignificant; but the 
association between reading scores and shortages of educational materials remained negative and statistically significant. 

At the system level, PISA 2018 found that instruction hindered by a lack of educational materials was associated with lower 
reading scores in all participating countries and economies. School systems that showed more equity in the allocation of material 
resources tended to score higher in reading.

An effective, online learning platform – especially when remote learning becomes education’s lifeline – has become a must-have 
if countries are to make good use of whatever computer hardware they make available to their students. On average across 
OECD countries in 2018, just about half of 15-year-olds were enrolled in schools whose principal reported that an effective 
online learning support platform is available. Again, there were large variations within and across countries, especially related 
to schools’ socio-economic profile. Across all countries and economies, on average, 58.8% of students in advantaged schools 
attended a school whose principal reported that the school has an effective online learning platform, while only 48.8% of students 
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in disadvantaged schools attended such a school. In the four Chinese provinces/municipalities that participated in PISA 2018, 
Denmark, Macao (China) and Singapore, 9 out of 10 students were enrolled in schools that have an effective online learning 
support platform; in Argentina, Belarus, Costa Rica, Japan, Kosovo, Luxembourg, Morocco, the Republic of North Macedonia, 
Panama and Peru, less than 30% of students were enrolled in such a school.

Across OECD countries, about 15% of the difference in equity in reading performance could be accounted for by the percentage 
of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed that “an effective online learning support platform is available”. 
The correlation was weaker, but statistically significant, across all countries/economies. Across all participating countries and 
economies, having an effective online platform was also associated with better performance at the system level. 

One of the intersections of material and human resources at school is class size. Do schools have the physical infrastructure to 
accommodate smaller classes? Are there enough teachers at school to provide more personalised support to students when 
there are fewer of them in class? And how is class size associated with student performance? 

On average across OECD countries in 2018, large language-of-instruction classes were more frequently observed in socio-
economically advantaged schools than in disadvantaged schools, in urban than in rural schools, in public than in private schools, 
and in upper secondary than in lower secondary schools. Students attending larger language-of-instruction classes (i.e. one 
more student per class) scored three score points higher in reading, on average across OECD countries. Even after accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, in 39 countries/economies and on average across OECD countries, students 
attending larger language-of-instruction classes scored higher in reading (an increase of one student per class corresponded 
to an increase of one score point). In 3 countries/economies the relationship was negative and in 33 countries/economies it was 
not statistically significant. 

But at the system level, the results were different. Education systems with smaller language-of-instruction classes generally 
showed higher mean reading performance than systems with larger classes. There was a negative correlation between larger 
classes and mean performance in reading, even after accounting for GDP, across all participating countries and economies. 
Differences in class size accounted for about 12% of the difference in mean reading performance across all countries and 
economies. 

While high-performing systems tended to invest in smaller classes, PISA 2018 data show that large classes have not prevented 
schools in East Asia from providing good instruction, and that, across OECD countries, students in large classes tended to score 
higher. Given the high costs associated with smaller classes, governments should seriously consider the opportunity costs of 
reducing class size, and other approaches should be also considered to compensate for large classes. For example, the role 
of teaching strategies, disciplinary climate, and student motivation and dispositions in large classes could be further studied in 
order to provide guidance for schools and teachers who teach large classes. 

Can schools compensate for disadvantage at home?
In many countries, disadvantaged students often do not have a quiet place to study at home. This makes it even more important 
that schools provide such a space for their students. It is an investment that pays off in student outcomes – at both the school 
and system levels. PISA 2018 found that in 20 countries and economies, attending a school that provides space where students 
can do their homework is associated with higher scores in reading, after accounting for the socio-economic profile of students 
and schools. Students who have access to a room at school for doing homework scored 14 points higher in reading than students 
without access to such a room at school, on average across OECD countries; after accounting for socio-economic status, they 
scored 4 points higher. 

Across all countries and economies, and after accounting for per capital GDP, there was a strong correlation between the share of 
students who have access to a room at school for doing homework and mean performance in reading, mathematics and science. 
Across OECD countries, the correlations were weaker, but they were also statistically significant in the three core subjects, after 
accounting for per capita GDP.

But the share of students in disadvantaged schools whose school provides a room for homework was about 7 percentage points 
smaller than the share of students in advantaged schools whose school provides such a space, on average. This indicates that 
the students who could benefit the most from this precious resource – a space dedicated to quiet study – are less likely to have 
access to it.

Providing all schools with better physical infrastructure and extra capacity is important as it lends additional space for students. 
In the aftermath of the coronavirus pandemic, schools may need to become more flexible and accommodate students with more 
space to adhere to the new conventions.
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The PISA 2018 results also showed considerable disparities between advantaged and disadvantaged schools related to shortages 
of education staff and material resources, including digital resources. However, in high-performing countries/economies, 
differences in the availability and quality of material resources between disadvantaged and advantaged schools were smaller 
or, in some cases, disadvantaged schools had more material resources than advantaged schools. The picture was similar when 
considering digital resources, including Internet speed, digital devices’ computing capacity, and the availability of software and 
an effective online learning support platform. Here too, in high-performing countries/economies, socio-economic disparities 
were smaller or, in some cases, disadvantaged schools tended to have more of these resources than advantaged schools, while  
the level of digital resources in these systems was generally high to begin with. Furthermore, in high-performing countries and 
economies, more schools had a specific programme to prepare students for responsible Internet behaviour. Socio-economic 
disparities were also smaller and, in some cases, disadvantaged schools were more likely than advantaged schools to have such 
a programme. 

Ensuring that all schools, both disadvantaged and advantaged, have adequate and high-quality material resources, including 
digital resources, and the appropriate support is important for the learning needs of students from all backgrounds. 

IS MORE LEARNING TIME ASSOCIATED WITH BETTER STUDENT PERFORMANCE?
There is still no consensus on how much time students should spend in regular classes each week. PISA 2018 found that learning 
time in regular language-of-instruction lessons was positively associated with reading achievement, but only amongst students 
who spent up to three hours per week in such lessons; amongst students who spent four, five or more hours per week, the 
association between learning time and student achievement became null then negative, on average across OECD countries. 

System-level analyses also showed a similar curvilinear relationship between time spent in regular lessons and performance. 
Across all countries and economies, in those countries/economies where more students spent less than 20 hours per week in 
regular lessons (including all subjects) or more than 39 hours per week, students scored worse (the upper threshold in OECD 
countries was 32 hours per week). Moving from one hour or less of learning time in the language of instruction to three hours 
was associated with larger improvements in reading scores amongst disadvantaged than advantaged students. This may reveal 
that, initially, returns to learning were greater amongst disadvantaged students. However, beyond three hours of instruction 
there were diminishing returns to learning for disadvantaged students, while diminishing returns were observed after four 
hours of instruction for advantaged students This suggests that the relationship between learning time and performance is 
heterogeneous, depending on student, and perhaps school, characteristics.

Most parents would like to see their children in schools where they can acquire solid academic knowledge and skills but also have 
enough time to participate in non-academic activities, such as sports, theatre or music, that develop their social and emotional 
skills, and contribute to their well-being. Therefore, it is important to ensure that learning time is productive so that students can 
develop their academic, social and emotional skills in a balanced way.

DO ALL STUDENTS HAVE EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES TO LEARN AT SCHOOL? 
PISA 2018 shows that foreign-language lessons take up a substantial proportion of 15-year-old students’ learning time in school. 
On average across OECD countries, students spent more time in foreign-language lessons (3.6 hours per week) than in science 
lessons (3.4 hours), while they spent slightly more time in language-of-instruction lessons (3.7 hours) and mathematics lessons 
(3.7 hours) than in foreign-language lessons. 

Socio-economic disparities in learning time in regular school lessons are most prominent in foreign-language lessons, followed 
by science lessons, on average across OECD countries. Disadvantaged students reported spending 3.3 hours per week in  
foreign-language lessons, while advantaged students reported spending 4 hours per week. This means that advantaged 
students spent 42 minutes more than disadvantaged students in foreign-language lessons. Similarly, advantaged students spent 
3.8 hours per week and disadvantaged students spent 3.2 hours per week in science lessons, a difference of 34 minutes. Smaller 
differences were observed for mathematics lessons: advantaged students spent 3.8 hours per week and disadvantaged students 
spent 3.6 hours per week in regular mathematics lessons. Both advantaged and disadvantaged students spent 3.7 hours per 
week in language-of-instruction classes.

Why are socio-economic disparities in learning time observed in foreign-language and science lessons, but less so in mathematics 
lessons and not at all in language-of-instruction lessons? One possible explanation would be that the two former subjects are 
more likely to be non-compulsory. Either certain schools do not offer these lessons or students do not enrol in these classes as 
they are elective subjects, even if offered by schools. 

It is worth noting that advantaged students reported spending more time in foreign-language lessons than in the other three  
subjects. On average across OECD countries, advantaged students reported spending 4 hours per week in foreign-language 
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lessons, while they reported spending 3.7 hours per week in language-of-instruction and 3.8 hours per week in mathematics and 
science lessons. This suggests that advantaged students emphasise learning foreign languages. 

Being able to communicate in multiple languages is increasingly important in an interconnected world. Beyond its use as a 
practical tool, a mastery of other languages may be related to more positive attitudes towards other cultures. Volume VI of PISA 
2018 Results analyses in detail the relationship between students’ mastery of languages other than their own and their ability to  
communicate across cultures. 

PISA 2018 results may suggest the emergence of a new type of social divide and a potential threat to achieving a harmonious 
interconnected world: advantaged students have more opportunities to learn foreign languages than disadvantage students 
do. This may lead to unequal job opportunities later on in their lives. It may leave certain groups of students unprepared for 
living with others from different backgrounds if exposure to other languages is related to students’ ability to engage in open, 
appropriate and effective communication across cultures. 

Further research is needed to fully understand what drives the socio-economic disparities in time spent in foreign-language 
lessons. Both whether and how different types of schools provide foreign-language lessons, and the choices students make, 
could result in such socio-economic disparities. On average across OECD countries, students in private schools, in schools in 
urban areas, or in upper secondary education spend more time in foreign-language lessons than those in public schools, in 
schools in rural areas, or in lower secondary education. One may also need to examine the potential risk of providing more 
choice of subject matter to students without providing relevant and proper guidance. Would more elective courses result in 
some students selecting their courses based on their immediate interest rather than their long-term benefit? Would a stringent 
core curriculum ensure that all students have equal opportunities to learn skills that are key to their future well-being? These 
questions need to be considered in any discussion about the trade-offs between teaching to a curriculum common to all students 
vs. teaching to cater to individual students’ needs and interests. 

WHAT CAN PRE-PRIMARY EDUCATION MEAN FOR PERFORMANCE AND EQUITY IN EDUCATION? 
Many studies, including previous PISA assessments, have consistently shown that attendance at pre-primary school is associated 
with higher performance amongst adolescents. In recent years, many countries have expanded access to this level of education. 
Still, on average across OECD countries, around 20% of the students who sat the PISA 2018 test reported that they had not 
attended pre-primary education. In 14 countries and economies, more than half of students had not attended. Baku (Azerbaijan), 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Colombia, Kosovo, Saudi Arabia, Serbia and Turkey showed the largest proportions of students (between 
65% and 75%) who had not attended pre-primary education.

In 68 out of 78 countries and economies for which there were comparable data, students who had not attended pre-primary 
education were more likely to be socio-economically disadvantaged and enrolled in more disadvantaged schools at the age of 15.

In addition, in many countries, more students had spent more years in pre-primary education than was observed in earlier cycles 
of PISA. Between 2015 and 2018, in 28 countries/economies, the share of students who had attended pre-primary school for 
three years increased. Students who had attended pre-primary education for longer scored better in reading than students 
who had not attended pre-primary education at all – but only up to a certain point. The relationship between attendance at 
pre-primary education and student achievement later on was curvilinear, or u-shaped, after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile.

Changes between PISA 2015 and 2018 in the percentage of students who had attended pre-primary school for one year were 
positively correlated with changes in mean reading performance over the same period, across all participating countries and 
economies. At the system level, across all participating countries and economies, education systems where more students had 
attended pre-primary education for three years or more generally showed higher mean performance in reading, even after 
accounting for per capita GDP. In addition, a positive association with equity was observed across OECD countries.

Not attending pre-primary education is associated with lower reading scores, and there are substantial differences between 
socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged students (a 12 percentage-point difference). It is therefore important to 
provide access to pre-primary education to all students, but especially disadvantaged students. A strong beginning in early 
learning establishes neural pathways that are more difficult to develop later. Research has shown the benefits of pre-primary 
education in promoting the development of cognitive, language and numeracy skills, especially amongst the least advantaged 
students.

Ensuring pre-primary attendance for all students is not sufficient to create an equitable education system. PISA 2018 results 
showed that in countries/economies where more students had attended pre-primary education for at least two years but less 
than three, students’ socio-economic profile was more strongly related to their performance at the age of 15. Further examination 
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is needed to fully understand this relationship, but these results may imply that advantaged students tend to benefit more than 
disadvantaged students from spending more time in pre-primary education – or that there is a difference between the two 
groups of students in the quality of the pre-primary education they had attended. When expanding and extending pre-primary 
education, care must be taken not to widen the gap between advantaged and disadvantaged students in access to and the 
quality of this level of education. 

IS GIVING PARENTS MORE SCHOOL CHOICE BETTER FOR AN EDUCATION SYSTEM AS A WHOLE? 
WHAT ABOUT SELECTIVITY IN SCHOOL ADMISSIONS? 
In theory, given students’ diverse needs and interests, a larger number of options for schooling in any one school system 
offers better value by promoting competition for enrolment amongst schools and, in doing so, prompting schools to innovate, 
experiment with new pedagogies, become more efficient and improve the quality of the learning experience. Proponents of 
school choice argue that the social and cultural diversity of modern societies calls for greater diversification in the education 
landscape, including by allowing non-traditional providers and commercial companies to enter the market.

But critics of school choice argue that, when presented with more choice, students from advantaged backgrounds often opt 
to leave the public system, leading to greater social and cultural segregation in the school system. At the macro level, such 
segregation deprives children of opportunities to learn, play and communicate with children from different social, cultural and 
ethnic backgrounds, which, in turn, threatens social cohesion.

More concretely, many parents assume that private schools produce better learning outcomes for their children. PISA 2018 found 
that, on average across OECD countries and in 40 education systems, students in private schools (government-dependent and 
-independent combined) performed better in reading than students in public schools (the “raw” difference, i.e. before accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile). Amongst these 40 education systems, the raw score-point difference in favour 
of students in private schools ranged from 19 points in Korea to 102 points in Brazil. 

But after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, students in public schools scored higher in reading than 
students in private schools, on average across OECD countries (by 14 score points, in favour of public schools) and in 21 education 
systems (ranging from 22 score points higher in Malaysia to 117 points higher in Serbia). Students in private government-
dependent schools scored 4 points lower in reading, on average, while those in private independent schools scored 21 points 
lower than students in public schools.

At the system level, there were no clear patterns of correlation between the share of students in different types of schools and 
mean student performance or equity in education. 

The share of students in schools whose principal reported that one or more schools compete for students in the same area was 
larger in socio-economically advantaged schools (85% of students) than in disadvantaged schools (72% of students), in urban 
schools (87% of students) than in rural schools (53% of students), and in private schools (90% of students) than in public schools 
(75% of students).

At the system level, across all participating countries/economies, the percentage of schools that compete with two or more 
schools was weakly but positively associated with reading scores, after accounting for per capita GDP. However, such a positive 
association was not observed across OECD countries. 

Academic selectivity was not consistently correlated with mean student performance; however students in academically selective 
schools scored five points higher, on average across OECD countries, after accounting for socio-economic status. OECD countries 
with fewer academically selective schools generally showed greater equity in student performance. Furthermore, in systems with 
greater equity in education, students are sorted into different education programmes when they are older. 

Across OECD countries, changes between 2009 and 2018 in the percentage of students attending a school where admission is 
never based on the student’s record of academic performance were positively correlated with changes in equity in reading. This 
means that equity in education tended to improve in countries where the prevalence of academic selectivity decreased over the 
period.

Nurturing academic excellence for all students might entail having good schools easily accessible in every neighbourhood, 
providing adequate transportation and reducing the financial burden on parents, particularly those in low-income areas. To help 
families understand the full range of options available to them, systems that offer a choice of schools can create or improve 
websites or other information systems that provide parents with clear information about schools in their area, such as the 
schools’ academic performance, graduation rates and admissions policy. These systems can also provide families who do not 
have access to such information with the additional support they need to obtain it.
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WHAT KINDS OF ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION POLICIES MAKE A REAL DIFFERENCE FOR SCHOOLS 
AND SCHOOL SYSTEMS?
On average across OECD countries, students in schools whose principals reported that their school seeks written feedback from 
students scored better in reading than students in schools that do not seek written feedback, even after accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile. In addition, equity in student performance tended to be greater amongst countries and 
economies that have a higher percentage of students in schools that seek written feedback from students. 

Feedback from students is useful for identifying the aspects of teaching or school management that could be improved. Schools 
that seek feedback from students may be better prepared to correct deficiencies in the education process. Moreover, this type 
of feedback provides an incentive for teachers to improve their methods of instruction, especially if this feedback is in written 
form. Written feedback can give students a sense of agency, and a belief that they can influence their own learning. It can also 
strengthen schools’ and teachers’ sense of accountability. 

In countries/economies with greater equity in education, student assessments are used to inform parents about their child’s 
progress and to identify aspects of instruction/curriculum that could be improved. The importance of parents’ involvement is 
also highlighted in Volume III of PISA 2018 Results. The average reading score was higher in those countries and economies 
where more parents discussed their child’s progress on the initiative of teachers, and that positive association remained even 
after accounting for per capita GDP. For every 10 percentage-point increase in the share of parents who discussed their child’s 
progress on the teachers’ initiative, the average reading score improved by 10 points, on average across the 74 countries and 
economies with available data. While these results cannot be interpreted as cause and effect, the prevalence of parents discussing 
their child’s progress on the initiative of teachers may be an indication of a school system’s responsiveness. The results imply that 
schools’ taking the initiative to share the results of student assessments and discuss with parents their child’s progress may be 
one way for schools to be accountable for their students’ learning. 

To improve the quality of the education they provide, high-performing countries/economies find a balance between school 
autonomy and more centralised accountability measures. For example, countries and economies with greater equity in education 
often have some mandatory accountability arrangements that are set at the district or national level, such as seeking written 
feedback from students or having regular consultations on school improvement at least every six months, while schools are 
responsible for ensuring their students’ learning by, for example, developing and disseminating written standards of student 
performance. Similarly, in high-performing countries/economies, implementation of a standardised policy for reading-related 
subjects taught at school (including a school curriculum with shared instructional materials, and staff development and training) 
tends to be mandatory and regulated at the district or national level, while schools encourage and make available teacher 
mentoring on their own initiative. This indicates that schools’ professional autonomy and more centralised accountability 
measures work in concert to ensure the quality of all student learning. 

Box V.9.2.  What are the characteristics common to successful education systems?

While there is no silver bullet in education, as previous PISA assessments have shown, PISA 2018 results suggest that 
high-performing systems and/or systems with greater equity in education share several characteristics.1

In high-performing education systems:

•	 More students had attended pre-primary school for three years or more.

•	 Fewer students had repeated a grade.

•	 More students are in the modal grade.

•	 Ability grouping in classes in all subjects is less prevalent, while ability grouping in classes in some subjects is more 
prevalent.

•	 More teachers are fully certified.

•	 There are fewer students per class.

•	 The gap in the availability and quality of material resources between disadvantaged and advantaged schools is smaller or, 
in some cases, disadvantaged schools have more material resources than advantaged schools. 

...
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•	 In terms of digital resources:

–– Schools have more digital devices, such as data projectors, and computers that are connected to the Internet with 
sufficient speed and that have sufficient computing capacity, and have an effective online learning support platform. 

–– More schools have sufficient Internet speed and bandwidth. 

–– The differences between disadvantaged and advantaged schools in Internet speed, digital devices’ computing capacity, 
the availability of software and effective online learning support platform are small. In some cases, disadvantaged 
schools have more of these than advantaged schools.

–– Disparities between disadvantaged and advantaged schools in the likelihood of whether schools have their own written 
statement about the use of digital devices, and whether schools have their own written statement about using digital 
devices for pedagogical purposes are small. In some cases, disadvantaged schools are more likely to have them than 
advantaged schools.

–– More schools have a specific programme to prepare students for responsible Internet behaviour. Socio-economic 
disparities are also smaller and, in some cases, disadvantaged schools are more likely to have such a programme than 
advantaged schools. 

–– More schools schedule time to discuss instructional materials using digital devices.

•	 More students spend a moderate amount of time in regular school lessons (24-27 hours per week for language-of-
instruction, mathematics, science and foreign-language lessons), rather than 20 hours or less or 39 hours or more. 

•	 More schools provide a room where students can do their homework and staff who help students with their homework. 

•	 More schools provide extracurricular activities, such as band, orchestra or choir, lectures or seminars (e.g. guest speakers, 
such as writers or journalists) and work with local libraries.

•	 More schools organise teacher mentoring based on their own initiative.

•	 More schools implement a standardised policy for reading-related subjects taught at school (including a school curriculum 
with shared instructional materials, and staff development and training) based on district or national policies.

In systems with greater equity in education:

•	 Fewer students had attended pre-primary school at least two years but less than three.

•	 Fewer students had repeated a grade.

•	 More students are in the modal grade.

•	 Students are sorted into different education programmes when they are older. 

•	 In terms of digital resources:

–– More schools have an effective online learning support platform. 

–– More schools schedule time to discuss instructional materials using digital devices.

•	 Disadvantaged schools offer almost as much learning time for foreign languages in regular school lessons as advantaged 
schools do (or, in some cases, disadvantaged schools offer even more time than advantaged schools). 

•	 More schools use student assessments to inform parents about their child’s progress and to identify aspects of instruction 
or the curriculum that could be improved. 

•	 More schools have written specifications for student performance based on the school’s initiative, seek written feedback 
from students based on district or national policies, and have regular consultations on school improvement at least every 
six months, based on district or national policies. 

HOW CAN EDUCATION SYSTEMS SHOW THAT THEY HAVE HIGH EXPECTATIONS FOR ALL  
OF THEIR STUDENTS? 
What is the best way of helping struggling students? Retaining students in the same grade for an additional year may be a 
popular idea amongst policy makers and educators in many countries, but a growing body of research points to the negative 
consequences of grade repetition. PISA 2018, like previous PISA results, showed that countries/economies where grade repetition 
is more prevalent tended to have lower performance and less equity in education. 
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The results suggest that making struggling students repeat a grade is a less-efficient approach to attaining higher performance 
in the education system as a whole than advancing struggling students to the next grade with others while providing additional 
support for them. Furthermore, in countries/economies where many students had repeated a grade, students’ socio-economic 
status strongly determined their performance. This is because, in a majority of countries/economies, disadvantaged students 
had a greater chance of having repeated a grade than advantaged students, even when comparing students from the two 
socio-economic groups who had similar reading scores. This suggests that factors other than academic performance influence 
the decision on whether a student has to repeat a grade – and this is more likely to happen to socio-economically disadvantaged 
students than to advantaged students. Consequently, the performance gap between disadvantaged and advantaged students 
increases through their education career. 

It may be difficult for school systems to identify those cases where students are retained unfairly, so setting ambitious goals 
to reduce the use of such practices throughout the system may help limit abuses. But struggling students still need support. 
Additional guidance and learning time inside or outside of school, accompanied by the establishment of clear, challenging and 
achievable goals can help. Curricula are usually designed to be followed by all students; but designing individualised learning 
plans may allow students who are struggling to learn the material and to progress at their own pace, ultimately meeting the 
standards set for all students, but over a longer period of time. 

Fortunately, there has been notable progress in reducing the use of grade repetition. The percentage of students who reported 
that they had repeated a grade at least once prior to sitting the PISA test decreased by three percentage points between 2003 
and 2018, on average across OECD countries. The number of countries/economies where the incidence of grade repetition 
decreased over this period is larger than the number countries/economies where the incidence of grade repetition increased. 

Despite these signs of progress, changing a school system’s policies and practices does not happen overnight. Still, 11% of 
students had repeated a grade on average across OECD in 2018. What immediate actions can schools and teachers take to 
minimise the negative impact of grade repetition? PISA 2018 results show that in a majority of countries/economies students who 
had repeated a grade in primary or secondary school were less likely than students who had not repeated a grade to believe that 
their ability and intelligence can develop over time, i.e. they benefited from having a growth mindset. If a person thinks that his/
her ability is more or less fixed and unchangeable, why would he/she make an effort to improve? 

Volume III of PISA 2018 Results, What School Life Means for Students’ Lives, examines the relationship between a growth mindset 
and various student characteristics. According to the results discussed in that volume, students who endorsed a growth mindset 
scored better in reading, set more ambitious learning goals, were more motivated to master tasks, and perceived more value in 
schooling, on average across OECD countries, than students who did not endorse a growth mindset. These results suggest that a 
lack of a growth mindset amongst grade repeaters may amplify performance gaps between students who had repeated a grade 
and those who had not. 

It is crucial for schools and teachers to provide feedback to students and guide students to the appropriate strategies to enhance 
their learning. Through positive learning experiences (e.g. persevering after failure and ultimately succeeding) students would 
see the importance of investing effort and trying various approaches. Instilling a growth mindset in students who had repeated 
a grade may lead to improvements in their performance, which, in turn, could result in higher overall performance in the school 
system and greater equity in education.

Similarly, instilling a growth mindset has the potential to mitigate the adverse impact of tracking on equity in education. Equity in 
reading performance was generally greater in countries and economies with a higher percentage of students enrolled in general, 
as opposed to vocational, programmes. In a majority of countries/economies, students enrolled in a general/academic school 
or programme at age 15 were more likely than students in vocational schools or programmes to endorse a growth mindset. 
Encouraging students who are enrolled in vocational schools and programmes to believe that they can develop their intelligence 
over time could reduce socio-economic disparities in student achievement. 

Note
1.	 The following cases are shown in this box: system-level correlation coefficients (both r and partial r) are significant at least for two subjects both 

across OECD countries and across all participating countries and economies, and at least one of the coefficients is above 0.35 in Tables V.B1.2.14,  
V.B1.3.12, V.B1.4.18, V.B1.5.21, V.B1.6.24 and V.B1.8.16. 
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EXPLANATION OF INDICES
This section explains the indices derived from the PISA 2018 student, school, parent and ICT questionnaires used in this volume.

Several PISA measures reflect indices that summarise responses from students, their parents, teachers or school representatives 
(typically principals) to a series of related questions. The questions were selected from a larger pool on the basis of theoretical 
considerations and previous research. The PISA 2018 Assessment and Analytical Framework (OECD, 2019[1]) provides an in-depth 
description of this conceptual framework. Item response theory (IRT) modelling was used to confirm the theoretically expected 
behaviour of the indices and to validate their comparability across countries. For a detailed description of the methods, see the 
section “Cross-country comparability of scaled indices” in this chapter, and the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[2]).

There are three types of indices: simple indices, new scale indices and trend scale indices.

Simple indices are the variables that are constructed through the arithmetic transformation or recoding of one or more items 
in exactly the same way across assessments. Here, item responses are used to calculate meaningful variables, such as the 
recoding of the four-digit ISCO-08 codes into “Highest parents’ socio-economic index (HISEI)” or teacher-student ratio based on 
information from the school questionnaire.

Scale indices are the variables constructed through the scaling of multiple items. Unless otherwise indicated, the index was scaled 
using a two-parameter item response model (a generalised partial credit model was used in the case of items with more than two 
categories) and values of the index correspond to Warm likelihood estimates (WLE) (Warm, 1989[1]). For details on how each scale 
index was constructed, see the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[2]). In general, the scaling was done in two stages:

•	 The item parameters were estimated based on all students from equally weighted countries and economies; only cases with a 
minimum number of three valid responses to items that are part of the index were included. In the case of some trend indices, 
a common calibration linking procedure was used: countries/economies that participated in both PISA 2009 and PISA 2018 
contributed both samples to the calibration of item parameters; each cycle and, within each cycle, each country/economy 
contributed equally to the estimation. 

•	 For new scale indices, the Warm likelihood estimates were then standardised so that the mean of the index value for the OECD 
student population was zero and the standard deviation was one (countries were given equal weight in the standardisation 
process).

Sequential codes were assigned to the different response categories of the questions in the sequence in which the latter appeared 
in the student, school or parent questionnaire. Where indicated in this section, these codes were inverted for the purpose of 
constructing indices or scales. Negative values in an index do not necessarily imply that students responded negatively to the 
underlying questions. A negative value merely indicates that a respondent answered less positively than other respondents did 
on average across OECD countries. Likewise, a positive value in an index indicates that a respondent answered more favourably, 
or more positively, on average, than other respondents in OECD countries did.

Terms enclosed in brackets < > in the following descriptions were replaced in the national versions of the student, school and parent 
questionnaires by the appropriate national equivalent. For example, the term <qualification at ISCED level 5A> was translated in 
the United States into “Bachelor’s degree, post-graduate certificate program, Master’s degree program or first professional degree 
program”. Similarly, the term <classes in the language of assessment> in Luxembourg was translated into “German classes” or 
“French classes”, depending on whether students received the German or French version of the assessment instruments.

In addition to simple and scaled indices described in this annex, there are a number of variables from the questionnaires that 
were used in this volume and correspond to single items. All the context questionnaires, and the PISA international database, 
including all variables, are available at www.oecd.org/pisa.

STUDENT-LEVEL SIMPLE INDICES 
Immigrant background
Information was collected on the country of birth of the students and their parents. Included in the database are three 
country-specific variables related to the country of birth of the student, mother and father (ST019). The variables are binary and 
indicate whether the student, mother and father were born in the country of assessment or elsewhere. The index on immigrant 
background (IMMIG) is calculated from these variables, and has the following categories: (1) native students (those students 

http://www.oecd.org/pisa
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with at least one parent who was born in the country); (2) second-generation students (those students born in the country of 
assessment but whose parents were born in another country); and (3) first-generation students (those students born outside the 
country of assessment and whose parents were also born outside the country of assessment). Students with missing responses 
for either the student or for both parents were given missing values for this variable.

Grade repetition
The grade repetition variable (REPEAT) was computed by recoding variables ST127Q01TA, ST127Q02TA and ST127Q03TA. REPEAT 
took the value of “1” if the student had repeated a grade in at least one ISCED level and the value of “0” if “no, never” was chosen at 
least once, provided that the student had not repeated a grade in any of the other ISCED levels. The index was assigned a missing 
value if none of the three categories were ticked for any of the three ISCED levels.

Study programme indices
PISA collects data on study programmes available to 15-year old students in each country. This information is obtained through 
the student tracking form and the Student Questionnaire (ST002). In the final database, all national programmes are included 
in a separate derived variable (PROGN) where the first six digits represent the National Centre code, and the last two digits are 
the nationally specific programme code. All study programmes were classified using the International Standard Classification 
of Education (ISCED 1997). The following indices were derived from the data on study programmes: programme level (ISCEDL) 
indicates whether students were at the lower or upper secondary level (ISCED 2 or ISCED 3); programme designation (ISCEDD) 
indicates the designation of the study programme (A = general programmes designed to give access to the next programme level, 
B = programmes designed to give access to vocational studies at the next programme level, C = programmes designed to give 
direct access to the labour market, M = modular programmes that combine any or all of these characteristics); and programme 
orientation (ISCEDO) indicates whether the programme’s curricular content was general, pre-vocational or vocational.

Early childhood education and care
Questions ST125 and ST126 measure the starting age in ISCED 1 and ISCED 0. The indicator DURECEC is built as the difference 
of ST126 and ST125 plus the value of “2” to indicate the number of years a student spent in early childhood education and care.

Learning time
Learning time in the test language (LMINS) was computed by multiplying the number of minutes, on average, in the test-language 
class by number of test-language class periods per week (ST061 and ST059). Comparable indices were computed for mathematics 
(MMINS) and science (SMINS). Learning time in total (TMINS) was computed using information about the average minutes in a 
<class period> (ST061) in relation to information about the number of class periods per week attended in total (ST060).

Expected occupational status
As in previous cycles of PISA, students were asked to report their expected occupation at age 30 and a description of this job 
(ST114). The responses were coded to four-digit ISCO codes (OCOD3) and then mapped to the ISEI index (Ganzeboom and 
Treiman, 2003[1]). Recoding of ISCO codes into ISEI index results in scores for the student’s expected occupational status (BSMJ), 
where higher scores of ISEI indicate higher levels of expected occupational status. 

STUDENT-LEVEL SCALE INDICES 
Sense of belonging
The index of sense of belonging (BELONG) was constructed using students’ responses to a trend question about their sense 
of belonging at school. Students were asked whether they agree (“strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree”, “strongly agree”) with 
the following school-related statements (ST034): “I feel like an outsider (or left out of things) at school”; “I make friends easily at 
school”; “I feel like I belong at school”; “I feel awkward and out of place in my school”; “Other students seem to like me”; and “I feel 
lonely at school”. Positive values in this scale mean that students reported a greater sense of belonging at school than did the 
average student across OECD countries. 

SCALING OF INDICES RELATED TO THE PISA INDEX OF ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND CULTURAL STATUS
The PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) was derived, as in previous cycles, from three variables related 
to family background: parents’ highest level of education (PARED), parents’ highest occupational status (HISEI), and home 
possessions (HOMEPOS), including books in the home.

Parents’ highest level of education
Students’ responses to questions ST005, ST006, ST007 and ST008 regarding their parents’ education were classified using ISCED 
1997 (OECD, 1999[5]). Indices on parental education were constructed by recoding educational qualifications into the following 
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categories: (0) None; (1) <ISCED level 1> (primary education); (2) <ISCED level 2> (lower secondary); (3) <ISCED level 3B or 3C> 
(vocational/pre-vocational upper secondary); (4) <ISCED level 3A> (general upper secondary) and/or <ISCED level 4> (non-tertiary 
post-secondary); (5) <ISCED level 5B> (vocational tertiary); and (6) <ISCED level 5A> and/or <ISCED level 6> (theoretically oriented 
tertiary and post-graduate). Indices with these categories were provided for a student’s mother (MISCED) and father (FISCED), 
and the index of highest education level of parents (HISCED) corresponded to the higher ISCED level of either parent. The index of 
highest education level of parents was also recoded into estimated number of years of schooling (PARED). In PISA 2018, to avoid 
issues related to the misreporting of parental education by students, students’ answers about post-secondary qualifications 
were considered only for those students who reported their parents’ highest level of schooling to be at least lower secondary 
education. The conversion from ISCED levels to year of education is common to all countries. This international conversion was 
determined by using the modal years of education across countries for each ISCED level. The correspondence is available in the 
PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[2]).

Parents’ highest occupational status
Occupational data for both the student’s father and the student’s mother were obtained from responses to open-ended questions. 
The responses were coded to four-digit ISCO codes (ILO, 2007) and then mapped to the international socio-economic index of 
occupational status (ISEI) (Ganzeboom and Treiman, 2003[1]). In PISA 2018, as in PISA 2015, the new ISCO and ISEI in their 2008 
version were used rather than the 1988 versions that had been applied in the previous four cycles (Ganzeboom, 2010[2]). Three 
indices were calculated based on this information: father’s occupational status (BFMJ2); mother’s occupational status (BMMJ1); 
and the highest occupational status of parents (HISEI), which corresponds to the higher ISEI score of either parent or to the only 
available parent’s ISEI score. For all three indices, higher ISEI scores indicate higher levels of occupational status. In PISA 2018, in 
order to reduce missing values, an ISEI value of 17 (equivalent to the ISEI value for ISCO code 9000, corresponding to the major 
group “Elementary Occupations”) was attributed to pseudo-ISCO codes 9701, 9702 and 9703 (“Doing housework, bringing up 
children”, “Learning, studying”, “Retired, pensioner, on unemployment benefits”).

Household possessions
In PISA 2018, students reported the availability of 16 household items at home (ST011), including three country-specific household 
items that were seen as appropriate measures of family wealth within the country’s context. In addition, students reported the 
amount of possessions and books at home (ST012, ST013). HOMEPOS is a summary index of all household and possession items 
(ST011, ST012 and ST013).

Computation of ESCS
For the purpose of computing the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS), values for students with missing 
PARED, HISEI or HOMEPOS were imputed with predicted values plus a random component based on a regression on the other 
two variables. If there were missing data on more than one of the three variables, ESCS was not computed and a missing value 
was assigned for ESCS.

In previous cycles, the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was derived from a principal component analysis of 
standardised variables (each variable has an OECD mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1), taking the factor scores for the first 
principal component as measures of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status. In PISA 2018, ESCS was computed 
by attributing equal weight to the three standardised components. As in PISA 2015, the three components were standardised 
across all countries and economies (both OECD and partner countries/economies), with each country/economy contributing 
equally (in cycles prior to 2015, the standardisation and principal component analysis was based on OECD countries only). As in 
every previous cycle, the final ESCS variable was transformed, with 0 the score of an average OECD student and 1 the standard 
deviation across equally weighted OECD countries.

SCHOOL-LEVEL SIMPLE INDICES
School type
Schools are classified as either public or private, according to whether a private entity or a public agency has the ultimate power 
to make decisions concerning its affairs (Question SC013). Public schools are managed directly or indirectly by a public education 
authority, government agency or governing board appointed by government or elected by public franchise. Private schools 
are managed directly or indirectly by a non-government organisation, such as a church, trade union, business or other private 
institution. In some countries and economies, such as Ireland, the information from SC013 was combined with administrative 
data to determine whether the school is privately or publicly managed.

Socio-economic profile of the schools
Advantaged and disadvantaged schools are defined in terms of the socio-economic profile of schools. All schools in each 
PISA- participating education system are ranked according to their average PISA index of economic, social and cultural status 
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(ESCS) and then divided into four groups with approximately an equal number of students (quarters). Schools in the bottom 
quarter are referred to as “socio-economically disadvantaged schools”; and schools in the top quarter are referred to as 
“socio-economically advantaged schools”.

School size
The index of school size (SCHSIZE) contains the total enrolment at school. It is based on the enrolment data provided by the 
school principal, summing up the number of girls and boys at a school (SC002). This index was calculated in 2018 and in all 
previous cycles.

Class size
The average class size (CLSIZE, SC003) is derived from one of nine possible categories in question SC003, ranging from 
“15 students or fewer” to “More than 50 students”. 

Availability of computers
School principals were asked to report the number of computers available at school (SC004). The index of availability of computers 
(RATCMP1) is the ratio of computers available to 15-year-olds for educational purposes to the total number of students in the 
modal grade for 15-year-olds. The index RATCMP2 was calculated as the ratio of number of computers available to 15-year-olds 
for educational purposes to the number of these computers that were connected to the Internet.

Quantity of teaching staff at school
Principals were asked to report the total number of teachers at their school (TOTAT). 

Extracurricular activities at school
School principals were asked to report what extracurricular activities their schools offered to 15-year-old students (SC053).  
The index of creative extracurricular activities at school (CREACTIV) was computed as the total number of the following activities 
that occurred at school: i) band, orchestra or choir; ii) school play or school musical; and iii) art club or art activities.

SCHOOL-LEVEL SCALE INDICES
Indices included in earlier assessments
School resources
As in PISA 2015 and 2012, PISA 2018 included an eight-item question (SC017) about school resources, measuring school principals’ 
perceptions of potential factors hindering instruction at school (“Is your school’s capacity to provide instruction hindered by any 
of the following issues?”). The four response categories were: “not at all”, “very little”, “to some extent”, “a lot”. A similar question 
was used in previous cycles, but items were reduced and reworded for 2012 focusing on two derived variables. The index of staff 
shortage (STAFFSHORT) was derived from the first four items: a lack of teaching staff; inadequate or poorly qualified teaching staff; 
a lack of assisting staff; inadequate or poorly qualified assisting staff. The index of educational material shortage (EDUSHORT) 
was derived from the second set of four items: a lack of educational material; inadequate or poor quality educational material;  
a lack of physical infrastructure; inadequate or poor quality physical infrastructure. Positive values in this index mean that 
principals viewed the amount and/or quality of the human or educational resources in their schools as an obstacle to providing 
instruction to a greater extent than the OECD average.
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ANNEX A2
The PISA target population, the PISA samples and the definition of schools

This annex discusses the PISA target population and the procedures used to select the sample that represented the target 
population. The information presented below is, for the most part, a summary of the information presented in Annex A2 of  
PISA 2018 Results (Volume I): What Students Know and Can Do (OECD, 2019[1]); the reader is invited to refer to that volume for more 
details. This annex also includes information specific to the financial literacy sample.

WHO IS THE PISA TARGET POPULATION?
PISA 2018 assessed the cumulative outcomes of education and learning at a point at which most young people are still enrolled 
in formal education – when they are 15 years old.

Any international survey of education must guarantee the comparability of its target population across nations. One way to do 
this is to assess students at the same grade level. However, differences between countries in the nature and extent of pre-primary 
education and care, the age at entry into formal schooling, and the institutional structure of education systems do not allow for 
a definition of internationally comparable grade levels.

Other international assessments have defined their target population by the grade level that provides maximum coverage of a 
particular age cohort. However, this method is particularly sensitive to the distribution of students across age and grade levels; 
small changes in this distribution can lead to the selection of different target grades, even within the same country over different 
PISA cycles. There also may be differences across countries in whether students who are older or younger than the desired age 
cohort are represented in the modal grade, further rendering such grade level-based samples difficult to compare. 

To overcome these problems, PISA uses an age-based definition of its target population, one that is not tied to the institutional 
structures of national education systems. PISA assesses students who were aged between 15 years and 3 (complete) months and 
16 years and 2 (complete) months1 at the beginning of the assessment period, plus or minus an allowed 1-month variation, and 
who were enrolled in an educational institution2 at grade 7 or higher.3 All students who met these criteria were eligible to sit the 
PISA assessment, regardless of the type of educational institution in which they were enrolled and whether they were enrolled in 
full-time or part-time education. This also allows PISA to evaluate students shortly before they are faced with major life choices, 
such as whether to continue with education or enter the workforce.

Hence, PISA makes statements about the knowledge and skills of a group of individuals who were born within a comparable 
reference period, but who may have undergone different educational experiences both in and outside of school. These students 
may be distributed over different ranges of grades (both in terms of the specific grade levels and the spread in grade levels) in 
different countries, or in different tracks or streams within countries. It is important to consider these differences when comparing 
PISA results across countries. In addition, differences in performance observed when students are 15 may disappear later on if 
students’ experiences in education converge over time.

If a country’s mean scores in reading, mathematics, science or financial literacy are significantly higher than those of another 
country, it cannot automatically be inferred that schools or particular parts of the education system in the first country are more 
effective than those in the second. However, one can legitimately conclude that it is the cumulative impact of learning experiences 
in the first country, starting in early childhood and up to the age of 15, and including all experiences, whether they be at school, 
home or elsewhere, that have resulted in the better outcomes of the first country in the subjects that PISA assesses.4

The PISA target population does not include residents of a country who attend school in another country. It does, however, 
include foreign nationals who attend school in the country of assessment.

To accommodate countries that requested grade-based results for the purpose of national analyses, PISA 2018 provided a 
sampling option to supplement age-based sampling with grade-based sampling.
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HOW WERE STUDENTS CHOSEN?
The accuracy of the results from any survey depends on the quality of the information drawn from those surveyed as well as 
on the sampling procedures. Quality standards, procedures, instruments and verification mechanisms were developed for PISA 
that ensured that national samples yielded comparable data and that the results could be compared across countries with 
confidence. Experts from the PISA Consortium selected the samples for most participating countries/economies and monitored 
the sample-selection process closely in those countries that selected their own samples.

Most PISA samples were designed as two-stage stratified samples.5 The first stage sampled schools in which 15-year-old students 
may be enrolled. Schools were sampled systematically with probabilities proportional to the estimated size of their (eligible) 
15-year-old population. At least 150 schools6 were selected in each country, although the requirements for national analyses 
often demanded a larger sample. Replacement schools for each sampled school were simultaneously identified, in case an 
originally sampled school chose not to participate in PISA 2018.

The second stage of the selection process sampled students within sampled schools. Once schools were selected, a list of 
each sampled school’s 15-year-old students was prepared. From this list, 42 students were then selected with equal probability  
(all 15-year-old students were selected if fewer than 42 were enrolled). The number of students who were to be sampled in a 
school could deviate from 42 but could not fall below 20.

Data-quality standards in PISA required minimum participation rates for schools as well as for students. These standards were 
established to minimise the potential for bias resulting from non-response. Indeed, it was likely that any bias resulting from  
non-response would be negligible – i.e. typically smaller than the sampling error – in countries that met these standards.

At least 85% of the schools initially selected to take part in the PISA assessment were required to agree to conduct the test. 
Where the initial response rate of schools was between 65% and 85%, however, an acceptable school-response rate could still be 
achieved through the use of replacement schools. Inherent in this procedure was a risk of introducing bias, if replacement schools 
differed from initially sampled schools along dimensions other than those considered for sampling. Participating countries were 
therefore encouraged to persuade as many of the schools in the original sample as possible to participate. 

Schools with a student participation rate of between 25% and 50% were not considered to be participating schools, but data 
(from both the cognitive assessment and questionnaire) from these schools were included in the database and contributed to 
the various estimates. Data from schools with a student participation rate of less than 25% were excluded from the database.

In PISA 2018, two countries that participated in the financial literacy assessment – Latvia (82%) and the United States (65%) – did not 
meet the 85% threshold, but met the 65% threshold, amongst schools initially selected to take part in the PISA assessment. Upon 
replacement, the United States (76%) still failed to reach an acceptable participation rate.7 Amongst the schools initially selected 
before replacement, the Netherlands (61%) did not meet the 65% school response-rate threshold, but it reached a response rate 
of 87% upon replacement. However, these were not considered to be major issues as, for each of these countries and economies, 
additional non-response analyses showed that there were limited differences between schools that did participate and the full set 
of schools originally drawn in the sample.8 Data from these jurisdictions were hence considered to be largely comparable with, 
and were therefore reported together with, data from other countries/economies. 

PISA 2018 also required that at least 80% of the students chosen within participating schools participated themselves. This 
threshold was calculated at the national level and did not have to be met in each participating school. Follow-up sessions were 
required in schools where too few students had participated in the original assessment sessions. Student-participation rates were 
calculated over all original schools; and also over all schools, whether original or replacement schools. Students who participated 
in either the original or in any follow-up assessment sessions were counted in these participation rates; those who attended 
only the questionnaire session were included in the international database and contributed to the statistics presented in this 
publication if they provided at least a description of their father’s or mother’s occupation.

This 80% threshold was met in every country/economy except Portugal, where only 76% of students who were sampled actually 
participated. The high level of non-responding students could lead to biased results, e.g. if students who did not respond were 
more likely to be low-performing students. This was indeed the case in Portugal, but a non-response analysis based on data 
from a national mathematics assessment in the country showed that the upward bias of Portugal’s overall results was likely small 
enough to preserve comparability over time and with other countries. Data from Portugal was therefore reported along with data 
from the countries/economies that met this 80% student participation threshold.

Table I.A2.3, available on line, shows the response rate for students and schools, before and after replacement.
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WHAT PROPORTION OF 15-YEAR-OLDS DOES PISA REPRESENT?
All countries and economies attempted to maximise the coverage of 15-year-olds enrolled in education in their national samples, 
including students enrolled in special-education institutions. 

The sampling standards used in PISA only permitted countries to exclude up to a total of 5% of the relevant population (i.e. 
15-year-old students enrolled in school at grade 7 or higher) either by excluding schools or excluding students within schools. 
Exclusions that should remain within the above limits include both:

•	 	at the school level: 

–– schools that were geographically inaccessible or where the administration of the PISA assessment was not considered 
feasible 

–– schools that provided teaching only for students in the categories defined under “within-school exclusions”, such as schools 
for the blind. 

The percentage of 15-year-olds enrolled in such schools had to be less than 2.5% of the nationally desired target population 
(0.5% maximum for the former group and 2% maximum for the latter group). The magnitude, nature and justification of 
school-level exclusions are documented in the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[2]).

•	 	at the student level: 

–– schools with an intellectual disability, i.e. a mental or emotional disability resulting in the student being so cognitively 
delayed that he/she could not perform in the PISA testing environment 

–– schools with a functional disability, i.e. a moderate to severe permanent physical disability resulting in the student being 
unable to perform in the PISA testing environment 

–– students with limited assessment-language proficiency. These students were unable to read or speak any of the languages 
of assessment in the country at a sufficient level and unable to overcome such a language barrier in the PISA testing 
environment, and were typically students who had received less than one year of instruction in the language of assessment 

–– other exclusions, a category defined by the PISA national centres in individual participating countries and approved by the 
PISA international consortium

–– students taught in a language of instruction for the major domain for which no materials were available.

Students could not be excluded solely because of low proficiency or common disciplinary problems. The percentage of 15-year-olds 
excluded within schools had to be less than 2.5% of the national desired target population.

All countries and economies attempted to maximise the coverage of 15-year-olds enrolled in education in their national samples, 
including students enrolled in special-education institutions. The only countries that participated in the PISA 2018 financial 
literacy assessment that did not meet this 5% standard were Canada (6.87%),9 the Netherlands (6.24%), Australia (5.72%) and 
Estonia (5.03%) (Table I.A2.1a, available on line). When language exclusions10 were accounted for (i.e. removed from the overall 
exclusion rate), Estonia no longer had an exclusion rate greater than 5%. Although exceeding the exclusion rate limit of 5%, data 
from Australia and Canada were deemed to be acceptable because exclusion rates have consistently been above 5% across 
cycles. In particular, this reason was accepted by a data-adjudication panel to allow for the reliable comparison of PISA results 
across countries and across time; thus the data from these countries were reported together with data from other countries/
economies. More details can be found in the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[2]).

However, in the Netherlands, there was a marked increase in students who were excluded within schools due to intellectual or 
functional disabilities. Moreover, a large proportion of students in the Netherlands was not excluded but assigned to UH (une 
heure) booklets, which were intended for students with special education needs (Table IV.A2.1). As these booklets did not cover 
the domain of financial literacy, the effective exclusion rate for the Netherlands in financial literacy was roughly 20%. This resulted 
in a strong upward bias in the country mean and other population statistics in that domain. Data from the Netherlands in financial 
literacy were not comparable with data from other education systems; but data from the Netherlands in the core PISA subjects 
were still deemed to be largely comparable. Recourse was made to the UH booklet in only four other participating countries and 
economies (the Canadian provinces, Finland, the Slovak Republic and the United States). In each of these countries/economies, 
less than 4% of the student sample were presented with this booklet and not the financial literacy booklet. The data-adjudication 
panel did not judge this to significantly affect the comparison of these countries’/economies’ results.

Table I.A2.1a describes the target population of the countries participating in PISA 2018. Further information on the 
target population and the implementation of PISA sampling standards can be found in the PISA 2018 Technical Report  
(OECD, forthcoming[2]).



PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 213

The PISA target population, the PISA samples and the definition of schools  Annex A2

The high level of coverage contributes to the comparability of the assessment results. For example, even assuming that the 
excluded students would have systematically scored worse than those who participated, and that this relationship is moderately 
strong, an exclusion rate on the order of 5% would likely lead to an overestimation of national mean scores of less than 5 score 
points on the PISA scale (where the standard deviation is 100 score points).11

DEFINITION OF SCHOOLS
In some countries, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools, which may affect the estimate of the between-school 
variance. In the Netherlands, locations were listed as sampling units. In Australia, each campus of a multi-campus school was 
sampled independently. Some schools in Portugal were organised into clusters where all units in a cluster shared the same 
teachers and principal; each of these clusters constituted a single sampling unit.

SAMPLING FOR THE FINANCIAL LITERACY ASSESSMENT
All countries and economies, regardless of their participation in the financial literacy assessment, selected schools in the manner 
described above. However, countries/economies that participated in the financial literacy assessment sampled a larger number 
of students in each selected school. In this way, some students in these schools were presented with test forms that involved 
financial literacy booklets (along with booklets in mathematics, reading or both), while other students were presented with test 
forms that involved only the core subjects (mathematics, reading and science). To increase the size of the financial literacy student 
sample, financial literacy scores were imputed for those students who were given forms involving only mathematics and reading 
(forms 1 to 12); these students were then included in the financial literacy sample.

Table IV.A2.1 presents the number of students who comprised the financial literacy sample in each country/economy, and the 
number of 15-year-old students in each country/economy that the sample represented.

Table IV.A2.1   Sample size for financial literacy

 

Financial literacy assessment

Number of participating students 
(unweighted)

Number of participating students 
(weighted)

Percentage of students sitting the une-
heure booklet (%)

(1) (2) (3)

O
EC

D Australia  9 411  256 109 0.00
Canadian provinces  7 762  207 800 3.40
Chile  4 485  211 928 0.00
Estonia  4 167  11 543 0.00
Finland  4 328  55 318 0.81

Italy  9 182  521 823 0.00
Latvia  3 151  15 979 0.00
Lithuania  4 076  24 405 0.00
Netherlands  3 042  163 127 14.11
Poland  4 295  312 844 0.00
Portugal  4 568  98 021 0.00
Slovak Republic  3 411  42 575 2.83
Spain  9 361  413 345 0.00
United States  3 738 3 543 521 0.65

Pa
rt

ne
rs

 Brazil  8 311 2 045 364 0.00
Bulgaria  4 110  47 910 0.00
Georgia  4 321  38 431 0.00
Indonesia  7 133 3 741 920 0.00
Peru  4 734  425 561 0.00
Russia  4 520 1 257 204 0.00

Serbia  3 874  60 923 0.00

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934124052

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934124052
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Notes
1.	 More precisely, PISA assessed students who were at least 15 years and 3 complete months old and who were at most 16 years and 3 complete 

months old (i.e. younger than 16 years, 2 months and roughly 30 days old), with a tolerance of one month on each side of this age window.  
If the PISA assessment was conducted in April 2018, as was the case in most countries, all students born in 2002 would have been eligible. 

2.	 Educational institutions are generally referred to as schools in this publication, although some educational institutions (in particular, some types 
of vocational education establishments) may not be referred to as schools in certain countries.

3.	 As might be expected from this definition, the average age of students across OECD countries was 15 years and 9 months. The range in country 
means was 2 months and 13 days (0.20 year), from the minimum country mean of 15 years and 8 months to the maximum country mean of  
15 years and 10 months (OECD, 2019[3]).

4.	 Such a comparison is complicated by first-generation immigrant students, who received part of their education in a country other than the one 
in which they were assessed. Mean scores in any country/economy should be interpreted in the context of student demographics within that 
country/economy.

5.	 Details for countries that applied different sampling designs are documented in the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[2]).

6.	 Due to the small size of these education systems, all schools and all eligible students within these schools were included in the samples of 
Brunei Darussalam, Iceland, Luxembourg, Macao (China), Malta, Montenegro and Qatar.

7.	 The threshold for an acceptable participation rate after replacement varies between 85% and 100%, depending on the participation rate before 
replacement. 

8.	 In particular, in the case of the Netherlands, non-response bias analyses relied on direct measures of school performance external to PISA, 
typically from national assessments. More indirect correlates of school performance were analysed in the United States, due to the absence of 
national assessments.

9.	� Information on exclusions was available only for the entire country of Canada, not for the seven Canadian provinces that took part in the 
financial literacy assessment.

10.	 �These exclusions refer only to those students with limited proficiency in the language of instruction/assessment. Exclusions related to the 
unavailability of test material in the language of instruction are not considered in this analysis.

11.	 �If the correlation between the propensity of exclusions and student performance were 0.3, then resulting mean scores would likely have 
been overestimated by 1 score point if the exclusion rate were 1%; by 3 score points if the exclusion rate were 5%; and by 6 score points  
if the exclusion rate were 10%. If the correlation between the propensity of exclusions and student performance were 0.5, then resulting mean 
scores would likely have been overestimated by 1 score point if the exclusion rate were 1%; by 5 score points if the exclusion rate were 5%; 
and by 10 score points if the exclusion rate were 10%. For this calculation, a model was used that assumed a bivariate normal distribution for 
performance and the propensity to participate.
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Technical notes on analyses in this volume

STANDARD ERRORS, CONFIDENCE INTERVALS AND SIGNIFICANCE TESTS
The statistics in this report represent estimates based on samples of students, rather than values that could be calculated if 
every student in every country had answered every question. Consequently, it is important to measure the degree of uncertainty 
of the estimates. In PISA, each estimate has an associated degree of uncertainty, which is expressed through a standard error.  
The use of confidence intervals provides a way to make inferences about the population parameters (e.g. means and proportions) 
in a manner that reflects the uncertainty associated with the sample estimates. If numerous different samples were drawn from 
the same population, according to the same procedures as the original sample, then in 95 out of 100 samples the calculated 
confidence interval would encompass the true population parameter. For many parameters, sample estimators follow a normal 
distribution and the 95% confidence interval can be constructed as the estimated parameter, plus or minus 1.96 times the 
associated standard error.

In many cases, readers are primarily interested in whether a given value in a particular country is different from a second value in 
the same or another country, e.g. whether students in public schools perform better than students in private schools in the same 
country. In the tables and figures used in report, differences are labelled as statistically significant when a difference would be 
observed less than 5% of the time if there were actually no difference in corresponding population values (statistical significance 
at the 95% level). In other words, the risk of reporting a difference as significant when such difference, in fact, does not exist, is 
contained at 5%.

Throughout the report, significance tests were undertaken to assess the statistical significance of the comparisons made. 

Statistical significance of differences related to type of school and differences between subgroup means
Differences in student performance by type of school or other indices were tested for statistical significance. Positive differences 
indicate higher scores for students in private schools while negative differences indicate higher scores for students in public 
schools. Generally, differences marked in bold in the tables in this volume are statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.

Similarly, differences between other groups of students (e.g. students in urban schools and students in rural schools, or socio-
economically advantaged and disadvantaged students) were tested for statistical significance. The definitions of the subgroups 
can, in general, be found in the tables and the text accompanying the analysis. All differences marked in bold in the tables 
presented in Annex B of this report are statistically significant at the 95% level, unless otherwise indicated.

Statistical significance of differences between subgroup means, after accounting for other variables
For many tables, subgroup comparisons were performed both on the observed difference (“before accounting for other variables”) 
and after accounting for other variables, such as the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status of students. The adjusted 
differences were estimated using linear regression and tested for significance at the 95% confidence level. Significant differences 
are marked in bold.

Statistical significance of performance differences between the top and bottom quartiles of PISA indices 
and scales
Differences in average performance between the top and bottom quarters of the PISA indices and scales were tested for 
statistical significance. Figures marked in bold indicate that performance between the top and bottom quarters of students on 
the respective index is statistically significantly different at the 95% confidence level.

Change in the performance per unit of an index
For many tables, the difference in student performance per unit of an index was calculated. Figures in bold indicate that the 
differences are statistically and significantly different from zero at the 95% confidence level.

ODDS RATIOS
The odds ratio is a measure of the relative likelihood of a particular outcome across two groups. The odds ratio for observing the 
outcome when an antecedent is present is simply
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where p11/p12 represents the “odds” of observing the outcome when the antecedent is present, and p21/p22 represents the “odds” 
of observing the outcome when the antecedent is not present.

Logistic regression can be used to estimate the odds ratio: the exponentiated logit coefficient for a binary variable is equivalent 
to the odds ratio.

Statistical significance of odds ratios
Figures in bold in the data tables presented in Annex B1 of this report indicate that the odds ratio is statistically significantly 
different from 1 at the 95% confidence level. To construct a 95% confidence interval for the odds ratio, the estimator is assumed 
to follow a log-normal distribution, rather than a normal distribution.

In some tables, odds ratios after accounting for other variables are also presented. These odds ratios were estimated using 
logistic regression and tested for significance against the null hypothesis of an odds ratio equal to 1 (i.e. equal likelihoods, after 
accounting for other variables).

OVERALL RATIOS AND AVERAGE RATIOS
In this report, the comparisons of ratios related to teachers, such as student-teacher ratio or the proportion of fully certified 
teachers, are made using overall ratios. This means, for instance, that the student-teacher ratio is obtained by dividing the total 
number of students in the target population by the total number of teachers in the target population. The overall ratios are 
computed by first computing the numerator and denominator as the (weighted) sum of school-level totals, then dividing the 
numerator by the denominator. Similar estimations are made for the proportion of teachers with at least a master’s degree, the 
proportion of novice teachers, the proportion of fully certified teachers, participation in teacher training and teacher participation 
in selected professional development activities. In most cases (i.e. unless all schools are exactly the same size) this overall ratio 
differs from the average of school-level ratios. 

USE OF STUDENT AND SCHOOL WEIGHTS
The target population in PISA is 15-year-old students, but a two-stage sampling procedure was used. After the population was 
defined, school samples were selected with a probability proportional to the expected number of eligible students in each school. 
Only in a second sampling stage were students drawn from amongst the eligible students in each selected school. 

Although the student samples were drawn from within a sample of schools, the school sample was designed to optimise the 
resulting sample of students, rather than to give an optimal sample of schools. It is therefore preferable to analyse the school-
level variables as attributes of students (e.g. in terms of the share of 15-year-old students affected), rather than as elements in 
their own right. 

Most analyses of student and school characteristics are therefore weighted by student final weights (or their sum, in the case of 
school characteristics), and use student replicate weights for estimating standard errors. 

In PISA 2018, as in PISA 2012 and 2015, multilevel model weights are used at both the student and school levels. The purpose 
of these weights is to account for differences in the probabilities of students being selected in the sample. Since PISA applies a 
two-stage sampling procedure, these differences are due to factors at both the school and the student levels. For the multilevel 
models, student final weights (W_FSTUWT) were used. Within-school weights correspond to student final weights, rescaled 
to amount to the sample size within each school. Between-school weights correspond to the sum of final student weights 
(W_FSTUWT) within each school. 

STATISTICS BASED ON MULTILEVEL MODELS
Statistics based on multilevel models include variance components (between- and within-school variance), the index of inclusion 
derived from these components, and regression coefficients where this has been indicated. Multilevel models are specified as 
two-level regression models (the student and school levels), with normally distributed residuals, and estimated with maximum 
likelihood estimation. Models were estimated using the Stata (version 15.1) “mixed” module.
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The intra-cluster correlation coefficient, or proportion of the variation that lies between schools, is defined and estimated as:

100 *
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where sB
2  and sW

2  represent the between- and within-variance estimates, respectively.

Standard errors in statistics estimated from multilevel models
For statistics based on multilevel models (such as the estimates of variance components and regression coefficients from two-level 
regression models) the standard errors are not estimated with the usual replication method, which accounts for stratification 
and sampling rates from finite populations. Instead, standard errors are “model-based”: their computation assumes that schools, 
and students within schools, are sampled at random (with sampling probabilities reflected in school and student weights) from a 
theoretical, infinite population of schools and students, which complies with the model’s parametric assumptions. The standard 
error for the estimated index of inclusion is calculated by deriving an approximate distribution for it from the (model-based) 
standard errors for the variance components, using the delta method.

References
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ANNEX A4
Quality assurance

Quality assurance procedures were implemented in all parts of PISA 2018, as was done for all previous PISA surveys. The PISA 
2018 Technical Standards (available on line at www.oecd.org/pisa/) specify the way in which PISA must be implemented in each 
country, economy and adjudicated region. International contractors monitor the implementation in each of these and adjudicate 
on their adherence to the standards. 

The consistent quality and linguistic equivalence of the PISA 2018 assessment instruments were facilitated by assessing the 
ease with which the original English version could be translated. Two source versions of the assessment instruments, in English 
and French, were prepared (except for the financial literacy assessment and the operational manuals, which were provided 
only in English) in order for countries to conduct a double translation design, i.e. two independent translations from the source 
language(s), and reconciliation by a third person. Detailed instructions for the localisation (adaptation, translation and validation) 
of the instruments for the field trial and for their review for the main survey, and translation/adaptation guidelines were supplied. 
An independent team of expert verifiers, appointed and trained by the PISA Consortium, verified each national version against 
the English and/or French source versions. These translators’ mother tongue was the language of instruction in the country 
concerned, and the translators were knowledgeable about education systems. For further information on PISA translation 
procedures, see the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[1]). 

The survey was implemented through standardised procedures. The PISA Consortium provided comprehensive manuals that 
explained the implementation of the survey, including precise instructions for the work of school co-ordinators and scripts for test 
administrators to use during the assessment sessions. Proposed adaptations to survey procedures, or proposed modifications 
to the assessment session script, were submitted to the PISA Consortium for approval prior to verification. The PISA Consortium 
then verified the national translation and adaptation of these manuals. 

To establish the credibility of PISA as valid and unbiased and to encourage uniformity in conducting the assessment sessions, test 
administrators in participating countries were selected using the following criteria: it was required that the test administrator not 
be the reading, mathematics or science instructor of any student in the sessions he or she would conduct for PISA; and it was 
considered preferable that the test administrator not be a member of the staff of any school in the PISA sample. Participating 
countries organised an in-person training session for test administrators.

Participating countries and economies were required to ensure that test administrators worked with the school co‑ordinator to 
prepare the assessment session, including reviewing and updating the Student Tracking Form; completing the Session Attendance 
Form, which is designed to record students’ attendance and instruments allocation; completing the Session Report Form, 
which is designed to summarise session times, any disturbance to the session, etc.; ensuring that the number of test booklets 
and questionnaires collected from students tallied with the number sent to the school (for countries using the paper‑based 
assessment) or ensuring that the number of USB sticks or external laptops used for the assessment were accounted for (for 
countries using the computer-based assessment); and sending or uploading the school questionnaire, student questionnaires, 
parent and teacher questionnaires (if applicable), and all test materials (both completed and not completed) to the national 
centre after the assessment.

The PISA Consortium responsible for overseeing survey operations implemented all phases of the PISA Quality Monitor (PQM) 
process: interviewing and hiring PQM candidates in each of the countries, organising their training, selecting the schools to 
visit, and collecting information from the PQM visits. PQMs are independent contractors located in participating countries who 
are hired by the international survey operations contractor. They visit a sample of schools to observe test administration and to 
record the implementation of the documented field-operations procedures in the main survey.

Typically, two or four PQMs were hired for each country, and they visited an average of 15 schools in each country. If there were 
adjudicated regions in a country, it was usually necessary to hire additional PQMs, as a minimum of five schools were observed 
in adjudicated regions. 

Approximately one-third of test items are open-ended items in PISA. Reliable human coding is critical for ensuring the validity 
of assessment results within a country, as well as the comparability of assessment results across countries. Coder reliability in  
PISA 2018 was evaluated and reported at both within- and across-country levels. The evaluation of coder reliability was made 
possible by the design of multiple coding: a portion or all of the responses from each human-coded constructed-response item 
were coded by at least two human coders.

http://www.oecd.org/pisa


PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 219

Quality assurance  Annex A4

All quality-assurance data collected throughout the PISA 2018 assessment were entered and collated in a central data-adjudication 
database on the quality of field operations, printing, translation, school and student sampling, and coding. Comprehensive 
reports were then generated for the PISA Adjudication Group. This group was formed by the Technical Advisory Group and the 
Sampling Referee. Its role is to review the adjudication database and reports in order to recommend adequate treatment to 
preserve the quality of PISA data. For further information, see the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[1]). Overall, the 
review suggests good adherence of national implementations of PISA to the technical standards. Despite the overall high quality 
of data, a few countries’ data failed to meet critical standards or presented inexplicable anomalies, such that the Adjudication 
Group recommends a special treatment of these data in databases and/or reporting. 

The major issues for adjudication discussed at the adjudication meeting that are relevant to the financial literacy assessment are 
listed below:

•	 The Netherlands missed the standard for overall exclusions by a small margin. At the same time, in the Netherlands UH 
booklets, intended for students with special education needs, were assigned to about 17% of the non-excluded students. 
Because UH booklets do not cover the domain of financial literacy, the effective exclusion rate for the financial literacy additional 
sample is above 20%. The fact that students that receive support for learning in school were systematically excluded from the 
financial literacy sample results in a strong upward bias for the country mean and other population statistics. Therefore, the 
Netherlands’ results in financial literacy may not be comparable to those of other countries or to results for the Netherlands 
from previous years. The Netherlands also missed the school response rate (before replacement) by a large margin, and 
could only reach close to an acceptable response rate through the use of replacement schools. However, based on evidence 
provided in a non-response bias analysis, the Netherlands’ results in reading, mathematics and science were accepted as 
largely comparable. 

•	 Portugal did not meet the student-response rate standard. In Portugal, response rates dropped between 2015 and 2018. 
A student-non-response-bias analysis was submitted, investigating bias amongst students in grades 9 and above. Students 
in grades 7 and 8 represented about 11% of the total sample, but 20% of the non-respondents. A comparison of the linked 
responding and non-responding cases, using sampling weights, revealed that non-respondents tended to score about  
one-third of a standard deviation below respondents on the national mathematics examination (implying a “raw” upward bias of 
about 10% of a standard deviation on population statistics that are based on respondents only). At the same time, a significant 
proportion of the performance differences could be accounted for by variables considered in non-response adjustments 
(including grade level). Nevertheless, a residual upward bias in population statistics remained, even when using non-response 
adjusted weights. The non-response bias analysis therefore implies a small upward bias for PISA 2018 performance results in 
Portugal. The Adjudication Group also considered that trend comparisons and performance comparisons with other countries 
may not be particularly affected, because an upward bias of that size cannot be excluded even in countries that met the  
response-rate standard or for previous cycles of PISA. Therefore, Portugal’s results are reported with an annotation.

While the adjudication group did not consider the violation of response-rate standards by the United States (see Annex A2) as a 
major adjudication issue, they noted several limitations in the data used in non-response-bias analyses submitted by the United 
States. In consideration of the lower response rates, compared to other countries, the data for the United States are reported 
with an annotation.

In Spain, while no major standard violation was identified, subsequent data analyses identified sub-optimal response behaviours 
of some students. This was especially evident in the reading-fluency items. The reporting of Spain’s reading performance will be 
deferred as this issue will be further investigated.
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ANNEX A5
Interpreting the results by student and school characteristics

REPORTING THRESHOLDS IN PISA 2018
When presenting the results by students’ gender, socio-economic status, education level and immigrant background, and 
schools’ socio-economic profile, location, type and concentration of immigrant students, the number of students and schools in 
each subsample has to meet the PISA reporting requirements of at least 30 students and 5 schools. Even when these reporting 
requirements are met, the reader should interpret the results cautiously when the number of students or schools is just above 
the reporting threshold. Tables III.A5.1 and III.A5.2, available on line, show the unweighted number of students and schools by 
student and school characteristics in the PISA 2018 sample so that the reader can interpret the results appropriately.

READING PERFORMANCE, BY STUDENT AND SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS
Tables III.A5.3 and III.A5.4, available on line, show the average reading performance, by student and school characteristics. These 
results provide useful information for interpreting the analyses in this volume that show how the school climate and well-being 
indicators vary by student and school characteristics.

Tables available on line
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934030857

•	 Table III.A5.1	 Unweighted number of students and schools, by student characteristics

•	 Table III.A5.2	 Unweighted number of students and schools, by school characteristics

•	 Table III.A5.3	 Reading performance, by student characteristics

•	 Table III.A5.4	 Reading performance, by school characteristics

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934030857
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All tables in Annex B are available on line
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https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132317 
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Annex B2: �Results for regions within countries 
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132184

Annex B3: �PISA 2018 system-level indicators 
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132355

PISA 2018 Data
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.2.2 [1/4]  Brief or no attendance at pre-primary school, by students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile
Students who had not attended pre-primary school or who had attended for less than a year; results based on students’ reports

 
All students

By student’s socio-economic status

Disadvantaged students1 Advantaged students
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged students

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 11.5 (0.4) † 15.1 (0.9) 8.5 (0.6) -6.6 (1.1)
Austria 2.6 (0.3) 5.1 (0.8) 1.2 (0.3) -3.8 (0.8)
Belgium 1.6 (0.2) 3.5 (0.5) † 0.5 (0.2) -3.0 (0.5) †
Canada 14.6 (0.5) 21.2 (0.9) 8.9 (0.6) -12.3 (1.1)
Chile 4.5 (0.4) † 8.7 (1.2) † 1.8 (0.3) -7.0 (1.3) †

Colombia 7.7 (0.5) 11.9 (1.1) 3.6 (0.5) -8.3 (1.1)

Czech Republic 2.8 (0.2) 5.6 (0.7) 1.3 (0.3) -4.3 (0.7)
Denmark 1.2 (0.2) 2.0 (0.3) 1.2 (0.5) -0.9 (0.6)
Estonia 4.1 (0.4) 7.7 (1.1) 2.4 (0.5) -5.4 (1.1)
Finland 2.3 (0.3) 3.9 (0.7) 1.2 (0.3) -2.6 (0.8)
France 1.5 (0.2) 2.8 (0.6) 0.8 (0.2) -2.0 (0.7)
Germany 2.2 (0.3) † 4.5 (0.8) † 1.0 (0.3) -3.5 (0.8) †
Greece 2.7 (0.3) 4.5 (0.8) 1.7 (0.4) -2.8 (0.8)
Hungary 0.6 (0.1) 0.3 (0.2) 0.7 (0.3) 0.3 (0.4)
Iceland 1.6 (0.2) † 3.4 (0.7) † 1.2 (0.4) -2.2 (0.8) †
Ireland 10.3 (0.6) 15.1 (1.3) 6.6 (0.7) -8.5 (1.4)
Israel 1.2 (0.2) 2.8 (0.5) 0.5 (0.2) -2.3 (0.6)
Italy 3.3 (0.3) 5.1 (0.7) 2.4 (0.4) -2.8 (0.8)
Japan 0.3 (0.1) 0.7 (0.3) † 0.2 (0.1) -0.6 (0.3) †
Korea 3.6 (0.3) 4.5 (0.5) 2.7 (0.4) -1.8 (0.7)

Latvia 5.1 (0.4) 7.4 (1.0) 4.4 (0.6) -3.0 (1.1)

Lithuania 16.1 (0.8) 26.9 (1.9) 9.3 (0.8) -17.6 (2.0)
Luxembourg 5.2 (0.3) 8.2 (0.9) 2.4 (0.5) -5.9 (1.0)
Mexico 1.7 (0.3) 4.2 (0.9) 0.4 (0.2) -3.8 (0.9)
Netherlands 2.4 (0.3) 4.4 (0.8) 1.3 (0.3) -3.1 (0.9)
New Zealand 5.3 (0.4) 9.2 (1.0) 2.9 (0.4) -6.2 (1.0)
Norway 3.7 (0.3) † 8.4 (0.9) † 1.2 (0.3) -7.2 (0.9) †
Poland 17.2 (1.1) 25.1 (1.8) 8.3 (1.1) -16.7 (2.0)
Portugal 7.2 (0.4) 11.1 (1.1) 3.7 (0.6) -7.5 (1.1)
Slovak Republic 4.5 (0.4) 11.0 (1.4) 2.1 (0.4) -8.9 (1.5)
Slovenia 10.3 (0.5) 19.7 (1.4) 5.2 (0.8) -14.5 (1.6)
Spain 2.3 (0.2) 4.0 (0.4) 1.4 (0.2) -2.6 (0.4)
Sweden 4.2 (0.3) 8.6 (0.9) 1.6 (0.4) -7.0 (1.0)

Switzerland 3.4 (0.4) 5.4 (0.8) 2.3 (0.5) -3.1 (0.9)

Turkey 37.0 (1.1) 54.4 (1.6) 13.8 (1.3) -40.6 (2.0)
United Kingdom 4.5 (0.3) † 7.6 (0.7) † 2.3 (0.4) -5.3 (0.9) †
United States 18.2 (0.8) † 26.9 (1.8) † 8.6 (0.9) -18.2 (2.0) †

OECD average 6.2 (0.1) 10.0 (0.2) 3.2 (0.1) -6.8 (0.2)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) student is a student in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in his 
or her own country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132203
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Table V.B1.2.2 [2/4]  Brief or no attendance at pre-primary school, by students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile
Students who had not attended pre-primary school or who had attended for less than a year; results based on students’ reports

 
All students

By student’s socio-economic status

Disadvantaged students1 Advantaged students
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged students

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 12.7 (0.6) 13.8 (1.0) 12.5 (1.0) -1.3 (1.4)

Argentina 3.0 (0.3) 5.7 (0.9) 1.3 (0.3) -4.4 (1.0)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 45.1 (0.9) 53.4 (1.4) 37.2 (1.8) -16.2 (2.4)
Belarus 4.5 (0.6) 7.8 (1.2) 2.5 (0.5) -5.3 (1.3)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 58.9 (1.0) 74.1 (1.3) 41.0 (1.3) -33.2 (1.9)

Brazil 9.9 (0.4) † 14.9 (0.8) 5.6 (0.6) -9.3 (1.1)

Brunei Darussalam 22.5 (0.6) 41.6 (1.5) † 6.6 (0.7) -35.1 (1.7) †
B-S-J-Z (China) 1.3 (0.2) 2.7 (0.5) 0.5 (0.3) -2.2 (0.6)
Bulgaria 5.1 (0.4) 6.4 (0.8) 5.3 (0.8) -1.1 (1.1)
Costa Rica 9.9 (0.6) 16.0 (1.2) 6.8 (0.8) -9.2 (1.5)
Croatia 16.3 (0.8) 27.4 (1.5) 6.4 (0.9) -20.9 (1.4)
Cyprus 2.6 (0.3) 3.7 (0.8) 1.7 (0.4) -2.1 (1.0)
Dominican Republic 18.9 (0.9) 28.4 (1.3) 10.0 (1.1) † -18.4 (1.5) †
Georgia 19.7 (0.9) 31.8 (2.0) 11.8 (1.0) -20.0 (2.1)
Hong Kong (China) 0.9 (0.2) 2.2 (0.8) 0.8 (0.3) -1.3 (0.9)
Indonesia 20.4 (1.4) 35.4 (2.4) 9.1 (1.2) -26.3 (2.5)
Jordan 11.6 (0.8) 19.8 (2.0) 7.3 (0.7) -12.5 (2.0)
Kazakhstan 48.7 (1.0) 62.8 (1.3) 34.5 (1.3) -28.3 (1.5)
Kosovo 33.2 (0.9) 41.2 (1.9) 25.0 (1.6) -16.3 (2.4)
Lebanon 10.4 (0.8) † 12.5 (1.5) † 7.6 (1.2) † -4.9 (1.9) †

Macao (China) 0.9 (0.2) 1.5 (0.4) 0.9 (0.4) -0.6 (0.6)

Malaysia 3.7 (0.3) 5.6 (0.6) 2.1 (0.4) -3.5 (0.7)
Malta 2.1 (0.3) 1.7 (0.5) 2.7 (0.5) 0.9 (0.7)
Moldova 8.2 (0.8) 14.3 (1.7) 4.1 (0.5) -10.2 (1.7)
Montenegro 30.3 (0.6) 45.4 (1.3) 19.4 (1.0) -26.0 (1.6)
Morocco 27.0 (1.3) 41.0 (2.0) 14.1 (1.1) -26.9 (2.2)
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m
Panama 15.3 (0.7) 19.2 (1.3) 9.1 (1.0) -10.1 (1.7)
Peru 5.0 (0.4) 11.0 (1.3) 1.1 (0.3) -9.9 (1.3)
Philippines 11.4 (0.7) 17.7 (1.6) 6.4 (0.6) -11.2 (1.7)
Qatar 16.7 (0.4) † 34.5 (0.9) † 7.9 (0.6) -26.6 (1.0) †
Romania 2.3 (0.3) 5.3 (0.9) 0.9 (0.2) -4.4 (1.0)
Russia 13.9 (1.0) 21.8 (2.1) 9.4 (0.8) -12.4 (2.3)
Saudi Arabia 51.7 (1.5) † 77.9 (1.6) † 27.8 (1.6) † -50.1 (2.1) †
Serbia 2.5 (0.2) 2.0 (0.3) 2.8 (0.5) 0.8 (0.6)
Singapore 1.7 (0.2) 2.7 (0.5) † 1.3 (0.4) -1.4 (0.6) †
Chinese Taipei 1.4 (0.2) † 2.4 (0.5) † 1.6 (0.4) -0.8 (0.6) †

Thailand 1.2 (0.2) 1.2 (0.4) 0.8 (0.2) -0.4 (0.5)

Ukraine 18.5 (0.9) 27.3 (2.1) 13.2 (1.2) -14.2 (2.4)
United Arab Emirates 9.1 (0.3) † 16.4 (0.8) † 4.8 (0.7) -11.5 (1.0) †
Uruguay 3.3 (0.3) 5.7 (0.7) 1.7 (0.3) -4.1 (0.8)
Viet Nam 3.4 (0.5) 5.5 (1.2) 1.8 (0.3) -3.7 (1.3)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) student is a student in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in his 
or her own country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132203
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Table V.B1.2.2 [3/4]  Brief or no attendance at pre-primary school, by students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile
Students who had not attended pre-primary school or who had attended for less than a year; results based on students’ reports

 

By school’s socio-economic profile

Disadvantaged schools1 Advantaged schools
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged schools

% S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 14.5 (0.9) † 8.3 (0.8) -6.2 (1.2) †

Austria 4.9 (0.6) † 1.7 (0.4) -3.1 (0.7) †

Belgium 3.5 (0.6) † 0.9 (0.2) -2.7 (0.7) †

Canada 18.1 (0.9) † 8.6 (0.8) -9.5 (1.2) †

Chile 9.1 (1.2) † 2.2 (0.4) -6.9 (1.3) †

Colombia 12.2 (1.3) 3.3 (0.5) -8.9 (1.4)

Czech Republic 5.8 (0.8) 1.5 (0.3) -4.3 (0.8)

Denmark 1.7 (0.3) † 0.8 (0.5) -0.8 (0.5) †

Estonia 7.4 (1.4) 2.8 (0.4) -4.7 (1.5)

Finland 3.6 (0.7) 1.3 (0.3) -2.3 (0.7)

France 4.5 (0.8) † 0.3 (0.2) -4.2 (0.8) †

Germany 4.1 (0.8) † 1.1 (0.4) -3.0 (0.9) †

Greece 5.5 (0.8) 1.4 (0.3) -4.1 (0.9)

Hungary 0.8 (0.3) 0.4 (0.2) -0.3 (0.4)

Iceland 2.1 (0.5) † 1.1 (0.4) -1.0 (0.6) †

Ireland 16.0 (1.6) 6.6 (0.7) -9.4 (1.8)

Israel 2.7 (0.5) † 0.4 (0.2) -2.3 (0.6) †

Italy 5.0 (0.7) 1.8 (0.4) -3.2 (0.8)

Japan 0.7 (0.3) † 0.1 (0.1) -0.6 (0.3) †

Korea 5.0 (0.8) 2.8 (0.5) -2.2 (1.0)

Latvia 6.7 (1.0) 5.2 (0.8) -1.5 (1.4)

Lithuania 30.9 (2.3) 6.9 (0.8) -24.0 (2.4)

Luxembourg 8.5 (0.9) † 3.0 (0.5) -5.5 (1.0) †

Mexico 3.9 (0.8) 0.3 (0.1) -3.6 (0.9)

Netherlands 3.9 (0.7) 1.9 (0.4) -2.0 (0.8)

New Zealand 8.9 (1.1) 3.3 (0.5) -5.6 (1.2)

Norway 5.2 (0.7) † 3.0 (0.6) † -2.2 (0.9) †

Poland 21.6 (2.5) 9.7 (1.2) -12.0 (3.0)

Portugal 10.7 (1.3) 3.8 (0.8) -6.9 (1.5)

Slovak Republic 10.8 (1.4) 1.8 (0.4) -9.0 (1.5)

Slovenia 15.1 (1.3) 5.7 (0.9) -9.4 (1.6)

Spain 2.7 (0.3) 1.3 (0.2) -1.5 (0.4)

Sweden 8.2 (0.9) 1.2 (0.3) -7.0 (1.0)

Switzerland 5.0 (0.7) 2.6 (0.8) -2.4 (1.1)

Turkey 44.2 (2.2) 18.3 (1.9) -25.9 (2.8)

United Kingdom 7.0 (0.9) † 3.0 (0.5) -4.1 (1.0) †

United States 23.8 (1.9) † 10.8 (1.4) † -13.0 (2.5) †

OECD average 9.3 (0.2) 3.5 (0.1) -5.8 (0.2)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) student is a student in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in his 
or her own country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.2.2 [4/4]  Brief or no attendance at pre-primary school, by students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile
Students who had not attended pre-primary school or who had attended for less than a year; results based on students’ reports

 

By school’s socio-economic profile

Disadvantaged schools1 Advantaged schools
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged schools

% S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 15.7 (1.4) 11.5 (1.1) -4.2 (1.9)

Argentina 6.8 (1.1) 0.8 (0.2) -6.0 (1.1)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 52.0 (1.5) 35.4 (2.3) -16.6 (2.6)
Belarus 7.9 (2.0) 2.5 (0.4) -5.4 (2.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 68.5 (2.0) 48.8 (1.9) -19.7 (2.9)

Brazil 12.9 (1.2) † 4.9 (0.7) -8.0 (1.4) †

Brunei Darussalam 38.6 (1.5) † 5.0 (0.5) -33.6 (1.5) †
B-S-J-Z (China) 2.4 (0.5) 0.6 (0.2) -1.8 (0.5)
Bulgaria 6.5 (0.9) 5.4 (0.6) -1.1 (1.1)
Costa Rica 14.8 (1.4) 4.7 (0.7) -10.2 (1.6)
Croatia 25.6 (2.1) 8.3 (1.3) -17.3 (2.5)
Cyprus 2.8 (0.8) † 4.4 (0.6) 1.6 (1.0) †
Dominican Republic 27.1 (1.7) 6.3 (0.6) † -20.8 (1.8) †
Georgia 38.8 (3.0) 8.9 (1.1) -29.9 (3.0)
Hong Kong (China) 2.2 (0.8) † 0.7 (0.3) -1.5 (0.9) †
Indonesia 34.6 (3.2) 8.2 (1.4) -26.4 (3.5)
Jordan 18.2 (2.6) 8.2 (0.9) -10.0 (2.7)
Kazakhstan 61.3 (2.3) 29.3 (1.7) -32.0 (2.9)
Kosovo 33.8 (2.3) 32.4 (1.8) -1.4 (2.9)
Lebanon 11.1 (1.7) † 9.6 (1.6) † -1.5 (2.4) †

Macao (China) 1.6 (0.5) 0.8 (0.3) -0.8 (0.6)

Malaysia 5.1 (0.7) 1.9 (0.4) -3.2 (0.8)
Malta 1.4 (0.5) 3.5 (0.7) 2.0 (0.9)
Moldova 15.1 (2.9) 4.2 (0.6) -10.9 (2.9)
Montenegro 40.7 (1.5) 19.0 (1.1) -21.7 (1.9)
Morocco 43.4 (2.5) 10.8 (1.4) -32.5 (2.8)
North Macedonia m m m m m m
Panama 18.9 (1.5) 9.1 (1.0) -9.8 (1.7)
Peru 10.3 (1.3) 1.0 (0.3) -9.3 (1.3)
Philippines 14.8 (1.9) 5.6 (0.7) -9.2 (2.1)
Qatar 34.5 (0.9) † 5.4 (0.5) † -29.0 (1.0) †
Romania 4.9 (1.0) 0.8 (0.3) -4.1 (1.1)
Russia 21.8 (2.6) 10.9 (0.8) -10.8 (2.9)
Saudi Arabia 74.5 (1.9) † 28.1 (2.1) † -46.5 (2.9) †
Serbia 2.0 (0.3) 3.0 (0.4) 1.0 (0.5)
Singapore 2.0 (0.4) † 2.0 (0.5) 0.1 (0.6) †
Chinese Taipei 1.7 (0.3) † 1.5 (0.3) -0.2 (0.4) †

Thailand 1.6 (0.6) 0.4 (0.1) -1.3 (0.6)

Ukraine 28.0 (3.0) 12.5 (1.4) -15.5 (3.3)
United Arab Emirates 16.6 (0.8) † 4.6 (0.6) -12.0 (0.9) †
Uruguay 6.0 (0.7) 0.7 (0.3) -5.3 (0.7)
Viet Nam 4.8 (1.3) 3.2 (0.7) -1.5 (1.5)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) student is a student in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in his 
or her own country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132203
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.2.10 [1/8]  Grade repetition, school characteristics and reading performance
Results based on principals’ reports

 

All students By school socio-economic profile1

Average Variability Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter
Top - bottom 

quarter

% S.E. x S.D. S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 5.9 (0.2) 23.5 (0.4) 8.0 (0.6) 5.5 (0.5) 5.3 (0.4) 4.6 (0.5) -3.4 (0.8)

Austria 14.4 (0.6) 35.1 (0.7) 23.8 (2.0) 15.3 (1.7) 8.8 (1.2) 10.3 (1.2) -13.5 (2.1)

Belgium 30.8 (0.7) 46.2 (0.3) 58.4 (2.0) 38.2 (1.6) 21.4 (1.6) 10.3 (0.9) -48.1 (2.0)

Canada 5.4 (0.3) 22.6 (0.5) 10.8 (1.0) 5.4 (0.6) 3.7 (0.4) 2.1 (0.3) -8.7 (1.0)

Chile 23.2 (0.9) 42.2 (0.6) 35.6 (2.5) 29.7 (2.0) 18.8 (2.4) 9.1 (1.0) -26.5 (2.8)

Colombia 40.8 (1.0) 49.2 (0.2) 45.3 (2.2) 46.4 (2.2) 43.0 (2.3) 28.7 (2.4) -16.5 (3.3)

Czech Republic 4.6 (0.5) 20.9 (1.2) 12.3 (1.9) 3.1 (0.8) 2.3 (0.6) 1.0 (0.3) -11.3 (2.0)

Denmark 3.2 (0.2) 17.5 (0.6) 5.1 (0.6) 3.0 (0.5) 3.3 (0.6) 1.4 (0.4) -3.7 (0.7)

Estonia 2.9 (0.3) 16.8 (0.8) 4.6 (0.9) 2.8 (0.5) 2.6 (0.4) 1.5 (0.4) -3.1 (1.0)

Finland 3.3 (0.2) 17.9 (0.6) 4.5 (0.6) 3.4 (0.6) 2.8 (0.5) 2.7 (0.4) -1.9 (0.7)

France 16.6 (0.6) 37.2 (0.6) 48.5 (2.9) 12.2 (2.7) 3.7 (1.6) 2.1 (0.9) -46.4 (3.3)

Germany 19.6 (0.9) 39.7 (0.7) 33.6 (2.8) 22.8 (2.4) 16.7 (1.7) 7.8 (1.4) -25.8 (3.1)

Greece 4.0 (0.5) 19.6 (1.1) 12.5 (1.7) 1.8 (0.6) 1.2 (0.5) 0.7 (0.4) -11.8 (1.8)

Hungary 8.5 (0.4) 27.9 (0.6) 23.5 (2.0) 5.6 (1.6) 3.0 (0.8) 2.0 (0.5) -21.6 (2.1)

Iceland 0.9 (0.2) 9.5 (0.9) 1.3 (0.4) 1.1 (0.4) 0.9 (0.3) 0.4 (0.2) -1.0 (0.5)

Ireland 6.1 (0.4) 24.0 (0.8) 9.0 (1.4) 4.9 (1.1) 6.2 (0.9) 4.5 (0.6) -4.5 (1.5)

Israel 9.0 (0.7) 28.7 (1.0) 25.0 (1.7) 8.8 (2.6) 2.6 (1.1) 1.0 (0.3) -24.0 (1.7)

Italy 13.2 (0.5) 33.9 (0.6) 25.7 (1.6) 14.9 (1.3) 8.4 (1.0) 3.9 (0.6) -21.8 (1.7)

Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Korea 4.5 (0.3) 20.6 (0.6) 5.6 (0.7) 4.2 (0.6) 4.2 (0.6) 3.8 (0.5) -1.8 (0.9)

Latvia 3.7 (0.3) 18.9 (0.8) 7.3 (0.9) 4.5 (0.8) 1.7 (0.4) 1.3 (0.3) -6.1 (1.0)

Lithuania 2.0 (0.2) 14.1 (0.7) 4.4 (0.7) 1.5 (0.5) 1.4 (0.5) 0.8 (0.2) -3.6 (0.8)

Luxembourg 32.2 (0.6) 46.7 (0.2) 50.1 (1.2) 42.9 (1.2) 24.2 (1.1) 11.8 (0.8) -38.2 (1.5)

Mexico 15.0 (0.9) 35.7 (0.9) 31.3 (4.4) 9.8 (3.0) 13.4 (3.9) 5.0 (1.4) -26.2 (4.5)

Netherlands 17.3 (0.7) 37.8 (0.6) 26.9 (1.7) 22.6 (1.9) 13.0 (1.6) 11.4 (1.3) -15.6 (2.1)

New Zealand 5.6 (0.3) 22.9 (0.6) 6.9 (0.8) 4.4 (0.8) 5.9 (0.7) 5.1 (0.7) -1.9 (1.1)

Norway m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Poland 3.3 (0.3) 17.8 (0.9) 5.5 (1.0) 3.8 (1.0) 3.1 (0.9) 0.7 (0.2) -4.8 (1.0)

Portugal 26.6 (1.2) 44.2 (0.7) 46.7 (3.9) 28.6 (4.2) 22.4 (4.3) 8.7 (1.1) -38.1 (3.9)

Slovak Republic 5.5 (0.5) 22.9 (0.9) 16.0 (1.9) 4.4 (0.7) 2.2 (0.5) 0.5 (0.3) -15.5 (1.9)

Slovenia 3.6 (0.5) 18.6 (1.2) 8.4 (2.0) 3.4 (1.2) 2.2 (0.8) 0.6 (0.3) -7.8 (2.1)

Spain 28.7 (0.5) 45.2 (0.3) 43.3 (1.2) 32.3 (1.4) 24.6 (1.2) 14.7 (0.7) -28.5 (1.4)

Sweden 3.5 (0.3) 18.3 (0.8) 7.6 (1.1) 2.9 (0.4) 2.3 (0.4) 1.1 (0.3) -6.5 (1.1)

Switzerland 17.6 (0.8) 38.1 (0.7) 27.5 (2.4) 20.9 (2.4) 13.9 (2.1) 8.1 (1.3) -19.4 (3.1)

Turkey 7.4 (0.5) 26.2 (0.8) 14.3 (1.7) 6.9 (1.5) 6.2 (1.1) 2.1 (0.7) -12.3 (1.9)

United Kingdom 2.5 (0.3) 15.7 (0.8) 4.8 (0.8) 2.0 (0.8) 1.3 (0.3) 2.1 (0.4) -2.7 (0.8)

United States 9.1 (0.6) 28.8 (0.9) 14.9 (1.3) 12.4 (1.4) 6.4 (1.1) 3.0 (0.6) -11.9 (1.4)

OECD average 11.4 (0.1) 28.1 (0.1) 20.3 (0.3) 12.3 (0.3) 8.7 (0.2) 5.0 (0.1) -15.3 (0.3)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
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Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.2.10 [2/8]  Grade repetition, school characteristics and reading performance
Results based on principals’ reports

 

All students By school socio-economic profile1

Average Variability Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter
Top - bottom 

quarter

% S.E. x S.D. S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 3.3 (0.3) 17.8 (0.8) 7.0 (1.0) 2.7 (0.5) 1.9 (0.4) 1.6 (0.6) -5.3 (1.2)

Argentina 29.2 (1.1) 45.5 (0.5) 49.5 (2.3) 36.3 (3.1) 22.7 (2.1) 9.1 (1.4) -40.3 (2.4)

Baku (Azerbaijan) 2.7 (0.2) 16.3 (0.6) 3.4 (0.7) 2.7 (0.4) 2.7 (0.4) 2.2 (0.4) -1.2 (0.8)

Belarus 1.4 (0.2) 11.9 (0.7) 1.7 (0.4) 2.1 (0.5) 1.2 (0.5) 0.8 (0.2) -1.0 (0.5)

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.9 (0.2) 13.6 (0.7) 3.0 (0.5) 2.7 (0.7) 1.2 (0.4) 0.6 (0.2) -2.4 (0.6)

Brazil 34.1 (1.0) 47.4 (0.3) 51.8 (2.4) 36.5 (2.1) 31.7 (2.1) 16.7 (1.4) -35.1 (2.8)

Brunei Darussalam 12.0 (0.3) 32.5 (0.3) 15.5 (0.7) 14.1 (0.7) 12.9 (0.7) 5.5 (0.4) -10.0 (0.8)

B-S-J-Z (China) 8.3 (0.7) 27.6 (1.1) 18.3 (2.2) 6.4 (2.1) 6.7 (1.4) 1.8 (0.5) -16.5 (2.3)

Bulgaria 4.5 (0.5) 20.7 (1.1) 10.8 (1.5) 3.3 (1.7) 3.0 (0.8) 0.9 (0.3) -10.0 (1.5)

Costa Rica 28.1 (1.2) 44.9 (0.6) 38.1 (2.4) 32.3 (1.9) 31.1 (2.9) 10.6 (2.8) -27.6 (3.6)

Croatia 1.5 (0.2) 12.3 (0.7) 2.7 (0.5) 1.6 (0.4) 1.6 (0.4) 0.2 (0.1) -2.5 (0.5)

Cyprus 3.9 (0.4) 19.5 (1.0) 8.5 (1.3) 1.3 (0.3) 2.5 (0.4) 3.5 (0.5) -5.1 (1.2)

Dominican Republic 32.5 (1.2) 46.8 (0.5) 47.1 (2.7) 38.3 (2.5) 33.5 (3.5) 11.7 (2.2) -35.4 (3.6)

Georgia 3.3 (0.3) 17.8 (0.8) 5.4 (0.9) 3.4 (0.6) 2.5 (0.6) 1.8 (0.3) -3.6 (1.0)

Hong Kong (China) 15.7 (0.7) 36.4 (0.6) 27.0 (2.2) 15.2 (1.8) 12.8 (1.5) 8.0 (1.0) -19.0 (2.3)

Indonesia 15.5 (0.9) 36.2 (0.9) 19.9 (2.9) 21.7 (2.4) 14.2 (1.9) 5.7 (1.7) -14.2 (3.3)

Jordan 10.8 (0.6) 31.0 (0.7) 17.7 (1.9) 10.3 (1.3) 9.2 (1.2) 6.1 (0.9) -11.6 (2.2)

Kazakhstan 3.1 (0.2) 17.4 (0.5) 3.7 (0.6) 3.9 (0.5) 2.9 (0.4) 1.9 (0.3) -1.8 (0.6)

Kosovo 4.5 (0.3) 20.7 (0.7) 8.1 (0.9) 5.0 (0.8) 3.7 (0.7) 1.2 (0.5) -6.8 (1.0)

Lebanon 34.5 (1.8) 47.5 (0.6) 62.9 (3.9) 33.9 (3.1) 27.1 (4.2) 19.2 (3.9) -43.7 (5.5)

Macao (China) 30.1 (0.4) 45.9 (0.2) 43.5 (1.0) 30.3 (1.0) 30.6 (1.0) 15.9 (0.8) -27.5 (1.4)

Malaysia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

Malta 5.5 (0.4) 22.7 (0.7) 7.4 (0.9) 5.7 (0.7) 4.9 (0.6) 4.0 (0.6) -3.4 (1.2)

Moldova 2.6 (0.3) 15.9 (0.7) 4.4 (0.7) 3.0 (0.5) 2.0 (0.5) 1.0 (0.3) -3.3 (0.7)

Montenegro 1.6 (0.2) 12.4 (0.6) 2.8 (0.5) 1.4 (0.3) 0.8 (0.2) 1.1 (0.2) -1.7 (0.5)

Morocco 49.3 (2.8) 50.0 (0.1) 71.5 (4.9) 67.9 (5.4) 49.2 (8.0) 9.1 (4.0) -62.4 (5.5)

North Macedonia 3.2 (0.2) 17.5 (0.6) 6.3 (0.8) 3.5 (0.5) 1.9 (0.4) 1.1 (0.3) -5.1 (0.9)

Panama 26.5 (1.2) 44.1 (0.6) 42.3 (3.9) 32.7 (4.1) 22.1 (1.9) 9.9 (1.1) -32.5 (3.9)

Peru 20.8 (0.8) 40.6 (0.6) 31.1 (1.2) 28.3 (2.0) 17.7 (2.0) 6.5 (0.9) -24.6 (1.6)

Philippines 21.1 (1.0) 40.8 (0.7) 28.8 (2.2) 26.3 (1.9) 20.7 (1.3) 8.5 (1.6) -20.3 (2.3)

Qatar 17.1 (0.3) 37.7 (0.2) 36.1 (0.7) 15.5 (0.6) 9.7 (0.5) 7.5 (0.4) -28.6 (0.8)

Romania 4.5 (0.7) 20.6 (1.5) 12.7 (2.6) 3.3 (0.9) 1.0 (0.4) 0.9 (0.4) -11.8 (2.6)

Russia 1.7 (0.2) 13.1 (0.7) 3.1 (0.5) 1.7 (0.5) 1.2 (0.4) 0.9 (0.2) -2.2 (0.7)

Saudi Arabia 11.4 (1.1) 31.8 (1.3) 24.2 (3.1) 12.9 (2.6) 5.3 (1.4) 3.3 (0.6) -20.9 (3.2)

Serbia 1.4 (0.2) 11.9 (0.8) 2.9 (0.7) 1.5 (0.4) 0.9 (0.4) 0.4 (0.2) -2.5 (0.8)

Singapore 4.8 (0.2) 21.4 (0.5) 6.8 (0.4) 4.2 (0.4) 4.1 (0.5) 4.0 (0.7) -2.8 (0.8)

Chinese Taipei 0.9 (0.1) 9.4 (0.7) 1.1 (0.2) 1.1 (0.4) 0.5 (0.4) 0.9 (0.4) -0.2 (0.5)

Thailand 6.8 (0.5) 25.1 (0.8) 9.4 (1.6) 8.3 (1.1) 6.2 (1.0) 3.1 (0.6) -6.4 (1.7)

Ukraine 1.6 (0.2) 12.6 (0.8) 2.4 (0.5) 2.0 (0.5) 1.1 (0.4) 0.9 (0.3) -1.5 (0.6)

United Arab Emirates 10.2 (0.3) 30.3 (0.4) 16.5 (0.8) 9.3 (0.6) 8.1 (0.6) 7.1 (0.7) -9.4 (1.1)

Uruguay 33.4 (1.1) 47.2 (0.4) 66.8 (4.2) 44.4 (5.2) 16.2 (3.9) 5.5 (1.2) -61.4 (4.2)

Viet Nam 4.9 (1.2) 21.6 (2.6) 12.1 (3.3) 2.1 (0.9) 0.7 (0.8) 4.7 (3.3) -7.4 (4.8)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.2.10 [3/8]  Grade repetition, school characteristics and reading performance
Results based on principals’ reports

 

By school location

Rural area or village 
 (fewer than 3 000 people)

Town 
 (3 000 to 100 000 people)

City  
(over 100 000 people) City - rural area

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 9.9 (1.4) 6.1 (0.5) 5.6 (0.3) -4.2 (1.4)

Austria 16.3 (3.3) 12.7 (0.9) 17.4 (1.3) 1.0 (3.4)

Belgium m m 26.8 (1.1) 42.9 (2.2) m m

Canada 5.6 (1.2) 6.2 (0.5) 4.8 (0.4) -0.8 (1.4)

Chile 47.8 (5.4) 23.4 (1.7) 20.7 (1.2) -27.2 (5.5)

Colombia 47.3 (4.2) 41.3 (2.1) 38.7 (1.3) -8.7 (4.5)

Czech Republic 9.6 (1.9) 4.6 (0.7) 3.3 (1.2) -6.3 (2.3)

Denmark 2.1 (0.5) 3.3 (0.4) 3.2 (0.6) 1.2 (0.8)

Estonia 4.9 (0.9) 2.3 (0.3) 2.3 (0.5) -2.6 (1.1)

Finland 4.6 (1.3) 3.2 (0.3) 3.3 (0.4) -1.3 (1.4)

France 59.3 (14.2) 14.4 (1.5) 15.5 (3.6) -43.8 (15.1)

Germany m m 19.7 (1.2) 19.7 (2.1) m m

Greece 7.5 (2.8) 3.7 (0.7) 3.5 (0.9) -3.9 (3.0)

Hungary 60.4 (6.8) 8.4 (0.9) 3.6 (0.5) -56.8 (6.8)

Iceland 1.4 (0.5) 1.0 (0.2) 0.5 (0.2) -0.9 (0.6)

Ireland 7.6 (0.8) 6.3 (0.7) 4.8 (0.7) -2.8 (1.0)

Israel 12.6 (3.5) 12.5 (1.6) 3.8 (1.2) -8.8 (3.7)

Italy 12.5 (3.8) 12.6 (0.8) 14.5 (1.5) 2.0 (4.0)

Japan m m m m m m m m

Korea m m 5.6 (1.0) 4.3 (0.2) m m

Latvia 6.5 (1.1) 3.4 (0.4) 2.5 (0.6) -3.9 (1.3)

Lithuania 3.2 (0.5) 2.2 (0.4) 1.2 (0.3) -2.0 (0.6)

Luxembourg m m 37.9 (0.8) 24.2 (0.7) m m

Mexico 29.7 (3.9) 13.2 (3.1) 10.9 (1.5) -18.8 (4.5)

Netherlands m m 16.7 (0.8) 18.1 (1.7) m m

New Zealand 5.6 (1.7) 6.2 (0.5) 5.0 (0.5) -0.6 (1.8)

Norway m m m m m m m m

Poland 3.3 (0.7) 2.9 (0.4) 4.1 (1.1) 0.8 (1.3)

Portugal 68.9 (12.7) 29.1 (1.7) 16.6 (2.8) -52.3 (12.3)

Slovak Republic 17.4 (2.2) 3.6 (0.6) 1.7 (0.5) -15.7 (2.3)

Slovenia 10.6 (4.3) 3.4 (0.7) 2.3 (0.5) -8.4 (4.4)

Spain 34.5 (2.9) 29.7 (0.7) 26.8 (1.2) -7.6 (3.0)

Sweden 1.7 (0.5) 3.2 (0.4) 4.2 (0.9) 2.5 (1.0)

Switzerland 15.6 (2.6) 18.9 (1.2) 12.1 (3.2) -3.5 (4.5)

Turkey m m 9.6 (1.1) 6.2 (0.8) m m

United Kingdom 2.1 (0.9) 1.9 (0.3) 3.6 (0.5) 1.5 (1.0)

United States 9.4 (2.5) 8.5 (0.6) 8.6 (1.1) -0.8 (2.7)

OECD average 17.9 (0.8) 11.6 (0.2) 10.3 (0.2) -9.4 (0.9)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
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Table V.B1.2.10 [4/8]  Grade repetition, school characteristics and reading performance
Results based on principals’ reports

 

By school location

Rural area or village 
 (fewer than 3 000 people)

Town 
 (3 000 to 100 000 people)

City  
(over 100 000 people) City - rural area

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 4.2 (0.7) 3.9 (0.6) 1.7 (0.4) -2.4 (0.8)

Argentina 44.8 (5.0) 27.8 (1.5) 28.6 (1.8) -16.1 (5.4)

Baku (Azerbaijan) m m 2.6 (0.3) 2.6 (0.3) m m

Belarus 2.3 (0.5) 1.7 (0.4) 1.0 (0.2) -1.3 (0.5)

Bosnia and Herzegovina 3.8 (1.1) 1.9 (0.2) 1.2 (0.4) -2.6 (1.1)

Brazil 58.6 (7.0) 34.1 (1.8) 31.9 (1.5) -26.7 (7.1)

Brunei Darussalam 20.4 (1.2) 10.7 (0.4) 10.6 (1.0) -9.7 (1.6)

B-S-J-Z (China) 19.9 (4.9) 10.5 (1.4) 5.2 (0.7) -14.7 (4.9)

Bulgaria 11.1 (3.3) 5.2 (0.8) 2.8 (0.5) -8.3 (3.4)

Costa Rica 31.5 (2.5) 28.0 (1.5) 23.8 (4.0) -7.7 (4.8)

Croatia m m 1.6 (0.3) 1.3 (0.2) m m

Cyprus 3.6 (2.4) 4.2 (0.5) 3.5 (0.6) -0.1 (2.4)

Dominican Republic 44.4 (3.5) 34.7 (2.1) 24.6 (2.4) -19.8 (4.4)

Georgia 4.9 (0.7) 3.2 (0.7) 2.3 (0.3) -2.7 (0.8)

Hong Kong (China) m m 19.5 (3.1) 15.2 (1.2) m m

Indonesia 21.4 (2.5) 13.7 (1.4) 8.8 (2.9) -12.6 (3.9)

Jordan 17.1 (2.6) 12.3 (0.9) 7.6 (0.7) -9.4 (2.7)

Kazakhstan 4.4 (0.4) 3.2 (0.5) 2.3 (0.2) -2.1 (0.4)

Kosovo 10.9 (1.7) 4.0 (0.3) 2.3 (0.5) -8.5 (1.8)

Lebanon 52.4 (5.8) 32.1 (2.1) 24.6 (3.5) -27.7 (6.7)

Macao (China) m m m m 30.0 (0.4) m m

Malaysia m m m m m m m m

Malta 3.1 (0.8) 5.7 (0.4) m m m m

Moldova 3.1 (0.4) 2.6 (0.5) 1.5 (0.3) -1.6 (0.5)

Montenegro m m 1.4 (0.2) 1.7 (0.3) m m

Morocco 62.9 (5.7) 54.6 (5.1) 39.2 (4.5) -23.7 (7.1)

North Macedonia m m 3.4 (0.4) 2.8 (0.4) m m

Panama 50.1 (5.3) 23.4 (2.1) 17.9 (2.0) -32.2 (5.7)

Peru 29.4 (1.5) 18.9 (1.0) 11.9 (1.8) -17.5 (2.3)

Philippines 27.3 (2.8) 22.9 (1.5) 18.3 (1.3) -9.1 (3.1)

Qatar 23.8 (1.7) 21.7 (0.5) 13.7 (0.3) -10.2 (1.7)

Romania 22.5 (6.8) 2.9 (0.6) 2.6 (0.6) -19.8 (6.7)

Russia 3.6 (1.1) 1.8 (0.3) 1.2 (0.2) -2.4 (1.2)

Saudi Arabia 18.2 (4.7) 14.3 (2.9) 9.1 (1.2) -9.0 (4.7)

Serbia m m 1.5 (0.3) 1.1 (0.2) m m

Singapore m m m m 4.8 (0.2) m m

Chinese Taipei 0.7 (0.5) 0.9 (0.2) 0.9 (0.2) 0.1 (0.5)

Thailand 10.3 (1.7) 7.3 (0.8) 4.5 (0.7) -5.8 (1.8)

Ukraine 2.6 (0.7) 1.8 (0.4) 1.1 (0.2) -1.5 (0.7)

United Arab Emirates 10.6 (1.1) 12.6 (0.5) 9.0 (0.4) -1.6 (1.2)

Uruguay 35.4 (6.0) 33.7 (2.3) 32.7 (2.6) -2.7 (6.6)

Viet Nam 7.9 (2.3) 2.0 (0.4) 4.9 (4.0) -2.9 (4.6)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
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Table V.B1.2.10 [5/8]  Grade repetition, school characteristics and reading performance
Results based on principals’ reports

 

By type of school By education level

Public Private Private - public
Lower secondary  

(ISCED 2)
Upper secondary  

(ISCED 3) ISCED 3 - ISCED 2

% S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 6.3 (0.3) 5.2 (0.4) -1.0 (0.5) 6.1 (0.3) 2.8 (0.6) -3.3 (0.6)

Austria 14.7 (0.7) 12.8 (3.1) -1.9 (3.4) 74.6 (3.7) 10.4 (0.5) -64.1 (3.8)

Belgium m m m m m m 92.0 (1.6) † 27.3 (0.7) -64.7 (1.7) †

Canada 5.5 (0.3) 4.1 (0.6) -1.5 (0.7) 31.9 (1.5) 2.3 (0.2) -29.6 (1.5)

Chile 29.9 (1.8) 19.6 (1.2) -10.2 (2.1) 94.2 (2.0) 19.3 (0.8) -75.0 (2.1)

Colombia 43.6 (1.1) 29.3 (2.9) -14.3 (3.2) 82.9 (1.2) 14.6 (0.7) -68.3 (1.4)

Czech Republic 4.7 (0.6) 4.3 (2.5) -0.4 (2.5) 7.1 (0.9) 1.8 (0.3) -5.3 (0.9)

Denmark 3.4 (0.3) 2.4 (0.5) -1.0 (0.6) 3.2 (0.2) m m m m

Estonia 2.9 (0.3) 2.0 (1.5) -1.0 (1.5) 2.9 (0.3) 3.9 (3.6) 1.0 (3.6)

Finland 3.4 (0.2) 2.0 (0.6) -1.4 (0.7) 3.3 (0.2) m m m m

France 17.3 (0.6) 13.7 (2.0) -3.7 (2.1) 91.5 (1.3) 0.7 (0.1) -90.8 (1.3)

Germany 20.0 (1.0) 8.6 (2.9) -11.4 (3.1) 20.2 (0.9) 1.7 (1.1) -18.5 (1.4)

Greece 4.2 (0.5) 0.0 c -4.2 (0.5) 66.1 (5.3) 1.2 (0.2) -65.0 (5.3)

Hungary 9.3 (0.6) 4.2 (0.9) -5.1 (1.2) 57.3 (3.7) 3.1 (0.3) -54.3 (3.8)

Iceland 0.9 (0.2) m m m m 0.9 (0.2) m m m m

Ireland 6.4 (0.7) 5.9 (0.5) -0.5 (0.8) 9.2 (0.6) 0.7 (0.2) -8.5 (0.6)

Israel 9.0 (0.7) m m m m 10.6 (1.6) 8.8 (0.7) -1.7 (1.7)

Italy 13.2 (0.6) 12.4 (4.3) -0.8 (4.6) 89.0 (6.4) 12.5 (0.5) -76.5 (6.5)

Japan m m m m m m m m m m m m

Korea 4.3 (0.3) 4.8 (0.4) 0.5 (0.5) 4.0 (0.7) 4.5 (0.3) 0.5 (0.7)

Latvia 3.7 (0.3) 7.3 (6.7) 3.7 (6.7) 3.8 (0.3) 1.5 (1.3) -2.3 (1.5)

Lithuania 2.1 (0.2) 0.5 (0.4) -1.6 (0.4) 2.0 (0.2) m m m m

Luxembourg 32.6 (0.6) 30.2 (1.0) -2.4 (1.1) 55.2 (1.0) 3.5 (0.3) -51.7 (1.1)

Mexico 16.3 (1.0) 5.7 (1.5) -10.6 (1.9) 66.4 (3.4) 1.3 (0.2) -65.0 (3.4)

Netherlands 17.4 (1.1) 17.2 (1.1) -0.1 (1.7) 27.5 (1.0) 1.5 (0.3) -26.0 (1.0)

New Zealand 5.4 (0.3) 8.4 (1.7) 3.0 (1.7) 30.9 (2.4) 3.8 (0.3) -27.1 (2.4)

Norway m m m m m m m m m m m m

Poland 3.4 (0.3) 0.0 c -3.4 (0.3) 3.3 (0.3) m m m m

Portugal 28.1 (1.3) 17.7 (5.0) -10.3 (5.3) 86.9 (1.1) 0.8 (0.2) -86.0 (1.1)

Slovak Republic 5.9 (0.6) 2.6 (1.5) -3.3 (1.8) 10.8 (0.9) 1.2 (0.4) -9.6 (0.9)

Slovenia 3.5 (0.6) 1.5 (0.9) -2.1 (1.1) 43.8 (5.2) 0.6 (0.1) -43.1 (5.2)

Spain 33.9 (0.7) 18.2 (0.8) -15.7 (1.0) 28.7 (0.6) m m m m

Sweden 3.7 (0.4) 2.8 (0.5) -0.9 (0.6) 3.4 (0.3) 6.4 (3.3) 3.0 (3.4)

Switzerland 17.3 (0.9) 23.2 (4.2) 5.9 (4.2) 23.8 (1.1) 2.2 (0.3) -21.5 (1.2)

Turkey 7.1 (0.4) 9.6 (3.7) 2.5 (3.9) m m 7.2 (0.5) m m

United Kingdom 2.6 (0.3) 2.5 (0.3) -0.1 (0.5) m m 2.5 (0.3) m m

United States 9.5 (0.6) 4.9 (1.2) -4.5 (1.4) 67.5 (2.4) 4.6 (0.4) -62.9 (2.4)

OECD average 11.5 (0.1) 8.9 (0.4) -3.1 (0.4) 36.4 (0.4) 5.3 (0.2) -37.6 (0.5)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
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Table V.B1.2.10 [6/8]  Grade repetition, school characteristics and reading performance
Results based on principals’ reports

 

By type of school By education level

Public Private Private - public
Lower secondary  

(ISCED 2)
Upper secondary  

(ISCED 3) ISCED 3 - ISCED 2

% S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 3.5 (0.3) 1.5 (0.6) -2.0 (0.7) 5.5 (0.7) 1.9 (0.2) -3.5 (0.7)

Argentina 36.8 (1.4) 13.1 (1.7) -23.8 (2.2) 83.0 (1.6) 2.9 (0.3) -80.1 (1.7)

Baku (Azerbaijan) 2.8 (0.2) m m m m 4.3 (0.5) 1.8 (0.2) -2.4 (0.6)

Belarus 1.5 (0.2) m m m m 2.7 (0.4) 0.4 (0.1) -2.3 (0.5)

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.9 (0.2) m m m m 3.7 (0.7) 1.5 (0.2) -2.2 (0.7)

Brazil 37.6 (1.1) 15.3 (1.2) -22.3 (1.6) 89.8 (1.0) 15.2 (0.6) -74.6 (1.1)

Brunei Darussalam 13.2 (0.3) 5.5 (0.6) -7.7 (0.7) 65.7 (7.5) 11.7 (0.3) -54.0 (7.6)

B-S-J-Z (China) 8.3 (0.8) 8.3 (2.4) 0.0 (2.5) 16.5 (1.7) 2.7 (0.3) -13.8 (1.7)

Bulgaria 4.4 (0.5) m m m m m m 4.4 (0.5) m m

Costa Rica 30.8 (1.4) 10.5 (2.7) -20.3 (3.0) 51.0 (1.5) 0.7 (0.2) -50.3 (1.5)

Croatia 1.6 (0.2) 0.0 c -1.6 (0.2) m m 1.3 (0.1) m m

Cyprus 3.8 (0.4) 4.8 (0.7) 1.0 (0.7) 40.9 (5.0) 2.2 (0.2) -38.7 (5.0)

Dominican Republic 35.7 (1.4) 16.9 (2.0) -18.7 (2.6) 68.3 (1.2) 7.4 (0.7) -60.9 (1.3)

Georgia 3.5 (0.3) 1.0 (0.3) -2.6 (0.5) 6.6 (0.9) 2.7 (0.3) -3.9 (0.9)

Hong Kong (China) 14.1 (1.5) 16.2 (0.9) 2.1 (1.5) 44.8 (1.4) 1.3 (0.2) -43.4 (1.4)

Indonesia 15.2 (1.2) 15.8 (1.5) 0.6 (2.0) 27.6 (1.6) 5.4 (0.7) -22.3 (1.8)

Jordan 11.9 (0.7) 6.7 (0.8) -5.2 (1.1) 10.8 (0.6) m m m m

Kazakhstan 3.1 (0.2) 2.8 (0.8) -0.3 (0.8) 4.4 (0.3) 1.8 (0.2) -2.6 (0.4)

Kosovo 4.5 (0.4) m m m m 7.9 (1.0) 3.5 (0.3) -4.5 (1.0)

Lebanon 44.7 (2.0) 25.9 (2.3) -18.8 (2.8) 74.9 (1.7) 19.2 (1.9) -55.7 (2.3)

Macao (China) 52.0 (1.9) 28.7 (0.5) -23.2 (1.9) 71.7 (1.0) 1.2 (0.2) -70.5 (1.0)

Malaysia m m m m m m m m m m m m

Malta 6.5 (0.6) 4.2 (0.4) -2.3 (0.7) m m 5.4 (0.4) m m

Moldova 2.6 (0.3) m m m m 2.7 (0.3) 1.5 (0.6) -1.2 (0.6)

Montenegro 1.6 (0.2) m m m m 5.9 (2.8) 1.4 (0.1) -4.5 (2.8)

Morocco 51.4 (2.9) 22.2 (6.8) -29.2 (7.6) 86.5 (0.7) 5.7 (0.5) -80.7 (0.9)

North Macedonia 3.1 (0.2) 1.1 (0.8) -1.9 (0.9) m m 3.0 (0.2) m m

Panama 29.8 (1.2) 13.5 (2.1) -16.3 (2.4) 77.2 (1.3) 5.1 (0.4) -72.1 (1.4)

Peru 24.2 (0.9) 10.7 (1.4) -13.4 (1.7) 73.5 (1.4) 6.7 (0.4) -66.8 (1.4)

Philippines 23.8 (1.1) 8.3 (1.5) -15.4 (1.8) 21.2 (1.0) 0.0 c -21.2 (1.0)

Qatar 23.0 (0.4) 9.3 (0.3) -13.7 (0.5) 46.0 (0.7) 8.3 (0.2) -37.6 (0.7)

Romania 4.1 (0.6) m m m m 37.9 (7.1) 2.0 (0.3) -35.9 (7.1)

Russia 1.8 (0.2) m m m m 1.9 (0.2) 0.8 (0.3) -1.0 (0.3)

Saudi Arabia 12.4 (1.3) 5.2 (0.7) -7.1 (1.5) 43.8 (2.4) 3.9 (0.3) -39.9 (2.5)

Serbia 1.4 (0.2) 2.7 (0.7) 1.3 (0.7) m m 1.1 (0.1) m m

Singapore 4.6 (0.2) 7.2 (1.2) 2.6 (1.2) 39.9 (6.0) 4.4 (0.3) -35.5 (6.1)

Chinese Taipei 0.9 (0.2) 0.8 (0.2) -0.2 (0.2) 1.2 (0.2) 0.7 (0.2) -0.5 (0.3)

Thailand 6.7 (0.5) 7.0 (1.1) 0.3 (1.2) 19.7 (1.7) 3.3 (0.4) -16.4 (1.7)

Ukraine 1.6 (0.2) m m m m m m 1.6 (0.2) m m

United Arab Emirates 13.2 (0.3) 8.4 (0.5) -4.8 (0.6) 41.2 (1.0) 6.3 (0.2) -34.9 (1.1)

Uruguay 37.8 (1.3) 9.7 (2.5) -28.0 (3.0) 92.0 (1.0) 0.5 (0.1) -91.5 (1.0)

Viet Nam 5.2 (1.3) 0.5 (0.6) -4.7 (1.4) 72.8 (7.3) 1.4 (0.2) -71.4 (7.3)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
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Table V.B1.2.10 [7/8]  Grade repetition, school characteristics and reading performance
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Before accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile2 After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile2

Change in reading score 
associated with repeating a grade

Explained variance in student 
performance 

 (r-squared x 100)
Change in reading score 

associated with repeating a grade

Explained variance in student 
performance

 (r-squared x 100)

Score dif. S.E. x % S.E. x Score dif. S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia -61 (4.8) 1.7 (0.3) -50 (4.6) 14.8 (0.8)

Austria -56 (4.1) 3.4 (0.5) -42 (3.6) 30.6 (2.0)

Belgium -104 (2.9) 23.7 (1.1) -68 (3.0) 38.7 (1.2)

Canada -95 (4.1) 4.5 (0.4) -75 (4.2) 11.2 (0.8)

Chile -82 (3.2) 13.5 (1.0) -63 (2.8) 28.6 (1.4)

Colombia -63 (2.8) 12.1 (0.9) -52 (2.5) 32.4 (2.3)

Czech Republic -126 (8.5) 7.3 (1.3) -69 (6.8) 35.2 (2.3)

Denmark -89 (7.9) 3.0 (0.6) -68 (7.7) 13.6 (1.2)

Estonia -83 (10.0) 2.2 (0.6) -68 (9.8) 10.8 (1.5)

Finland -106 (7.2) 3.8 (0.6) -91 (7.0) 11.9 (1.1)

France -123 (9.2) 5.7 (1.1) -82 (7.3) 27.6 (2.2)

Germany -80 (5.3) 9.4 (1.1) -44 (4.7) 38.2 (1.8)

Greece -128 (12.1) 2.0 (0.4) -101 (11.1) 19.4 (2.1)

Hungary -75 (8.1) 1.9 (0.4) -34 (6.5) 39.2 (2.4)

Iceland c c 1.7 (0.5) c c 8.2 (1.1)

Ireland -54 (6.0) 2.0 (0.5) -44 (5.2) 15.5 (1.4)

Israel -151 (5.4) 12.8 (1.1) -86 (7.4) 32.2 (1.9)

Italy -84 (5.1) 8.2 (0.9) -51 (4.0) 30.9 (2.0)

Japan m m m m m m m m

Korea -40 (7.9) 0.7 (0.3) -32 (7.2) 17.7 (2.7)

Latvia -99 (6.9) 4.3 (0.7) -74 (7.1) 15.9 (1.5)

Lithuania -130 (7.6) 3.8 (0.6) -98 (9.3) 27.5 (1.5)

Luxembourg -102 (2.9) 19.6 (1.0) -66 (2.7) 37.7 (1.0)

Mexico -56 (10.0) 0.7 (0.3) -57 (9.8) 19.4 (2.7)

Netherlands -62 (5.2) 5.6 (0.8) -41 (4.9) 32.3 (2.8)

New Zealand -75 (7.9) 2.7 (0.6) -61 (6.7) 18.1 (1.3)

Norway m m m m m m m m

Poland -111 (10.0) 4.3 (0.9) -82 (10.2) 18.0 (2.1)

Portugal -120 (3.9) 26.5 (1.9) -102 (3.6) 31.9 (1.8)

Slovak Republic -138 (5.2) 10.3 (1.1) -74 (7.0) 31.8 (1.8)

Slovenia -100 (20.0) 0.7 (0.3) -96 (15.6) 33.5 (1.2)

Spain m m m m m m m m

Sweden -123 (10.6) 4.3 (0.8) -87 (10.3) 15.7 (1.8)

Switzerland -60 (4.6) 6.1 (0.9) -42 (4.6) 24.8 (2.7)

Turkey -94 (5.2) 7.7 (0.9) -71 (5.4) 29.6 (2.7)

United Kingdom -70 (8.5) 1.2 (0.3) -55 (8.1) 14.8 (1.5)

United States -111 (6.1) 8.9 (1.0) -86 (6.2) 19.9 (1.8)

OECD average -93 (1.3) 6.7 (0.1) -67 (1.2) 24.3 (0.3)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132203
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Table V.B1.2.10 [8/8]  Grade repetition, school characteristics and reading performance
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Before accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile2 After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile2

Change in reading score 
associated with repeating a grade

Explained variance in student 
performance 

 (r-squared x 100)
Change in reading score 

associated with repeating a grade

Explained variance in student 
performance

 (r-squared x 100)

Score dif. S.E. x % S.E. x Score dif. S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania -83 (8.0) 3.3 (0.7) -66 (9.4) 15.1 (1.7)

Argentina -88 (4.1) 17.0 (1.3) -55 (3.0) 35.2 (2.0)

Baku (Azerbaijan) -70 (5.9) 2.3 (0.4) -64 (5.6) 10.4 (2.4)

Belarus -119 (12.2) 2.5 (0.6) -92 (10.4) 29.4 (1.9)

Bosnia and Herzegovina -85 (8.5) 1.8 (0.4) -70 (8.5) 18.7 (2.8)

Brazil -79 (3.5) 11.9 (1.0) -68 (3.2) 29.9 (1.6)

Brunei Darussalam -84 (3.1) 7.9 (0.6) -66 (2.7) 36.8 (0.8)

B-S-J-Z (China) -65 (7.0) 4.3 (0.9) -34 (5.0) 24.3 (2.3)

Bulgaria -110 (6.6) 5.2 (0.9) -70 (9.2) 34.0 (3.6)

Costa Rica -68 (4.1) 13.9 (1.1) -48 (2.3) 32.5 (2.6)

Croatia -83 (9.4) 1.1 (0.3) -61 (10.5) 24.3 (2.0)

Cyprus -86 (9.3) 1.8 (0.4) -83 (8.1) 15.8 (1.0)

Dominican Republic -75 (3.3) 18.1 (1.2) -56 (2.8) 32.3 (2.4)

Georgia -94 (6.0) 3.9 (0.7) -81 (5.9) 17.9 (1.7)

Hong Kong (China) -67 (3.8) 6.1 (0.7) -50 (3.5) 16.3 (2.0)

Indonesia -61 (4.7) 8.6 (1.2) -48 (4.3) 22.9 (3.0)

Jordan -82 (5.6) 8.8 (1.1) -69 (5.5) 15.9 (2.1)

Kazakhstan -72 (5.0) 2.6 (0.4) -63 (4.9) 13.1 (1.6)

Kosovo -81 (6.3) 4.6 (0.8) -62 (6.0) 23.3 (1.5)

Lebanon -133 (5.8) 26.0 (2.2) -116 (8.8) 36.7 (2.0)

Macao (China) -71 (2.7) 12.6 (0.9) -67 (2.9) 13.3 (0.9)

Malaysia m m m m m m m m

Malta -98 (9.3) 4.0 (0.8) -87 (8.5) 15.1 (1.1)

Moldova -85 (8.6) 2.1 (0.5) -61 (8.0) 24.9 (2.3)

Montenegro -99 (9.0) 1.8 (0.4) -88 (8.2) 24.2 (1.0)

Morocco -82 (2.9) 29.8 (1.4) -66 (2.7) 33.7 (1.7)

North Macedonia -131 (7.7) 5.5 (0.7) -103 (8.2) 28.9 (1.1)

Panama -71 (5.4) 9.8 (1.4) -49 (4.4) 34.4 (2.9)

Peru -76 (3.4) 11.2 (0.9) -49 (3.2) 35.4 (1.9)

Philippines -75 (3.2) 14.5 (0.9) -54 (2.1) 36.5 (2.9)

Qatar -70 (3.1) 4.1 (0.4) -57 (3.1) 18.9 (0.6)

Romania -107 (9.8) 2.5 (0.6) -66 (8.2) 31.9 (2.8)

Russia -89 (11.0) 1.6 (0.4) -68 (9.9) 15.6 (2.2)

Saudi Arabia -50 (7.4) 1.5 (0.5) -48 (6.9) 12.1 (2.1)

Serbia -107 (10.3) 1.3 (0.3) -85 (9.5) 24.8 (3.6)

Singapore -98 (6.9) 3.7 (0.4) -84 (5.0) 23.5 (1.3)

Chinese Taipei -130 (19.4) 1.5 (0.5) -118 (21.6) 24.1 (2.0)

Thailand -58 (5.8) 2.8 (0.6) -48 (4.6) 29.0 (2.9)

Ukraine -108 (11.9) 2.2 (0.6) -89 (9.9) 25.2 (2.4)

United Arab Emirates -94 (4.0) 5.7 (0.5) -80 (3.9) 26.1 (1.2)

Uruguay -107 (4.4) 27.4 (1.7) -75 (3.9) 36.0 (2.0)

Viet Nam m m m m m m m m

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132203
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Table V.B1.3.1 [1/6]  Change between 2009 and 2018 in programme orientation
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who are enrolled in a programme whose curriculum is:

PISA 2009 PISA 2015

General
Pre-vocational 
or vocational Modular General

Pre-vocational 
or vocational Modular

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 86.2 (1.1) 13.8 (1.1) 0.0 c 87.0 (0.8) 13.0 (0.8) 0.0 c

Austria 28.8 (1.2) 71.2 (1.2) 0.0 c 28.6 (0.9) 71.4 (0.9) 0.0 c

Belgium 52.2 (1.4) 47.8 (1.4) 0.0 c 58.6 (1.3) 41.4 (1.3) 0.0 c

Canada 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c

Chile 98.0 (0.2) 2.0 (0.2) 0.0 c 99.4 (0.1) 0.6 (0.1) 0.0 c

Colombia 82.1 (2.2) 17.9 (2.2) 0.0 c 79.2 (1.6) 20.8 (1.6) 0.0 c

Czech Republic 64.5 (1.1) 35.5 (1.1) 0.0 c 66.7 (1.3) 33.3 (1.3) 0.0 c

Denmark 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Estonia 99.6 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.0 c 99.7 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 0.0 c

Finland 99.9 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

France 89.9 (1.2) 10.1 (1.2) 0.0 c 81.3 (0.9) 18.7 (0.9) 0.0 c

Germany 96.0 (0.5) 4.0 (0.5) 0.0 c 97.3 (0.7) 2.7 (0.7) 0.0 c

Greece 86.1 (2.4) 13.9 (2.4) 0.0 c 83.6 (2.6) 16.4 (2.6) 0.0 c

Hungary 86.2 (1.1) 13.8 (1.1) 0.0 c 84.1 (0.6) 15.9 (0.6) 0.0 c

Iceland 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Ireland 98.4 (0.3) 1.6 (0.3) 0.0 c 99.2 (0.2) 0.8 (0.2) 0.0 c

Israel 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Italy 45.3 (0.7) 54.7 (0.7) 0.0 c 49.8 (1.2) 50.2 (1.2) 0.0 c

Japan 76.1 (1.1) 23.9 (1.1) 0.0 c 75.6 (0.9) 24.4 (0.9) 0.0 c

Korea 75.7 (1.8) 24.3 (1.8) 0.0 c 83.9 (0.4) 16.1 (0.4) 0.0 c

Latvia 99.1 (0.5) 0.9 (0.5) 0.0 c 99.2 (0.4) 0.8 (0.4) 0.0 c

Lithuania 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 98.5 (0.6) 1.5 (0.6) 0.0 c

Luxembourg 80.8 (0.2) 13.8 (0.2) 5.4 (0.1) 77.7 (0.2) 15.0 (0.1) 7.3 (0.2)

Mexico 77.7 (0.6) 22.3 (0.6) 0.0 c 74.7 (1.1) 25.3 (1.1) 0.0 c

Netherlands 68.4 (2.8) 31.6 (2.8) 0.0 c 73.9 (0.9) 26.1 (0.9) 0.0 c

New Zealand 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Norway 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Poland 99.9 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c 99.9 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c

Portugal 84.1 (1.6) 15.9 (1.6) 0.0 c 86.9 (1.1) 13.1 (1.1) 0.0 c

Slovak Republic 59.4 (1.3) 40.6 (1.3) 0.0 c 67.4 (1.0) 5.7 (0.7) 26.9 (1.2)

Slovenia 47.0 (0.4) 53.0 (0.4) 0.0 c 42.6 (0.2) 57.4 (0.2) 0.0 c

Spain 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c 99.1 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1) 0.0 c

Sweden 99.5 (0.2) 0.5 (0.2) 0.0 c 99.9 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c

Switzerland 91.5 (1.5) 8.5 (1.5) 0.0 c 90.8 (1.1) 9.2 (1.1) 0.0 c

Turkey 58.7 (0.6) 41.3 (0.6) 0.0 c 59.0 (1.9) 41.0 (1.9) 0.0 c

United Kingdom 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 99.2 (0.2) 0.8 (0.2) 0.0 c

United States 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

OECD average-37 82.3 (0.2) 15.0 (0.2) 2.8 (0.0) 82.6 (0.1) 13.9 (0.1) 3.5 (0.0)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132222
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Table V.B1.3.1 [2/6]  Change between 2009 and 2018 in programme orientation
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who are enrolled in a programme whose curriculum is:

PISA 2009 PISA 2015

General
Pre-vocational 
or vocational Modular General

Pre-vocational 
or vocational Modular

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 94.4 (0.7) 5.6 (0.7) 0.0 c 93.6 (1.5) † 6.4 (1.5) † 0.0 c †

Argentina 87.0 (2.4) 13.0 (2.4) 0.0 c 83.4 (2.6) 16.6 (2.6) 0.0 c
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 95.3 (1.0) 4.7 (1.0) 0.0 c

Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 62.3 (2.5) 37.7 (2.5) 0.0 c 53.8 (2.0) 46.2 (2.0) 0.0 c
Costa Rica 90.6 (1.7) 9.4 (1.7) 0.0 c 87.7 (1.4) 12.3 (1.4) 0.0 c
Croatia 28.7 (1.0) 71.3 (1.0) 0.0 c 32.7 (0.8) 67.3 (0.8) 0.0 c
Cyprus m m m m m m 88.1 (0.1) 11.9 (0.1) 0.0 c
Dominican Republic m m m m m m 95.2 (0.5) 4.8 (0.5) 0.0 c
Georgia 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 98.3 (0.8) 1.7 (0.8) 0.0 c
Hong Kong (China) 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Indonesia 84.8 (2.8) 15.2 (2.8) 0.0 c 84.0 (1.3) 16.0 (1.3) 0.0 c
Jordan 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Kazakhstan 92.0 (2.1) 8.0 (2.1) 0.0 c 86.0 (2.1) 14.0 (2.1) 0.0 c
Kosovo m m m m m m 64.7 (0.7) 35.3 (0.7) 0.0 c
Lebanon m m m m m m 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Macao (China) 98.7 (0.0) 1.3 (0.0) 0.0 c 98.8 (0.1) 1.2 (0.1) 0.0 c

Malaysia 87.5 (1.4) 12.5 (1.4) 0.0 c 89.5 (1.2) 10.5 (1.2) 0.0 c
Malta 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Moldova 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Montenegro 34.7 (1.2) 65.3 (1.2) 0.0 c 34.0 (0.3) 66.0 (0.3) 0.0 c
Morocco m m m m m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia m m m m m m 44.9 (0.3) 55.1 (0.3) 0.0 c
Panama 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c m m m m m m
Peru 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Philippines m m m m m m m m m m m m
Qatar 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Romania 78.1 (0.6) 21.9 (0.6) 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Russia 95.1 (1.5) 4.9 (1.5) 0.0 c 95.5 (1.5) 4.5 (1.5) 0.0 c
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Serbia 25.7 (1.1) 74.1 (1.1) 0.2 (0.2) m m m m m m
Singapore 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Chinese Taipei 61.1 (1.5) 38.9 (1.5) 0.0 c 63.7 (1.3) 36.3 (1.3) 0.0 c

Thailand 79.2 (0.6) 20.8 (0.6) 0.0 c 82.3 (0.8) 17.7 (0.8) 0.0 c

Ukraine m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 96.1 (0.4) 3.9 (0.4) 0.0 c
Uruguay 96.8 (0.7) 1.0 (0.2) 2.2 (0.6) 97.8 (0.4) 1.7 (0.3) 0.5 (0.3)
Viet Nam m m m m m m 94.9 (2.0) 0.0 c 5.1 (2.0)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132222
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Table V.B1.3.1 [3/6]  Change between 2009 and 2018 in programme orientation
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who are enrolled in a programme whose curriculum is:

PISA 2018 Change between 2009 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2009)

General
Pre-vocational 
or vocational Modular General

Pre-vocational 
or vocational Modular

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 90.0 (0.7) 10.0 (0.7) 0.0 c 3.8 (1.3) -3.8 (1.3) 0.0 c

Austria 34.2 (1.1) 65.8 (1.1) 0.0 c 5.4 (1.6) -5.4 (1.6) 0.0 c

Belgium 57.5 (1.1) 42.5 (1.1) 0.0 c 5.3 (1.8) -5.3 (1.8) 0.0 c

Canada 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c -100.0 c

Chile 98.2 (0.2) 1.8 (0.2) 0.0 c 0.2 (0.3) -0.2 (0.3) 0.0 c

Colombia 80.5 (1.7) 19.5 (1.7) 0.0 c -1.6 (2.8) 1.6 (2.8) 0.0 c

Czech Republic 66.1 (1.2) 33.9 (1.2) 0.0 c 1.7 (1.6) -1.7 (1.6) 0.0 c

Denmark 99.9 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c -0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c

Estonia 99.9 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.3 (0.2) -0.3 (0.2) 0.0 c

Finland 99.9 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 c

France 80.9 (1.1) 19.1 (1.1) 0.0 c -9.0 (1.6) 9.0 (1.6) 0.0 c

Germany 97.0 (0.4) 3.0 (0.4) 0.0 c 1.0 (0.7) -1.0 (0.7) 0.0 c

Greece 87.1 (1.9) 12.9 (1.9) 0.0 c 1.0 (3.0) -1.0 (3.0) 0.0 c

Hungary 83.9 (0.5) 16.1 (0.5) 0.0 c -2.3 (1.2) 2.3 (1.2) 0.0 c

Iceland 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c

Ireland 99.3 (0.1) 0.7 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.9 (0.3) -0.9 (0.3) 0.0 c

Israel 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Italy 50.7 (0.9) 49.3 (0.9) 0.0 c 5.4 (1.1) -5.4 (1.1) 0.0 c

Japan 76.5 (0.6) 23.5 (0.6) 0.0 c 0.4 (1.2) -0.4 (1.2) 0.0 c

Korea 83.5 (1.4) 16.5 (1.4) 0.0 c 7.8 (2.3) -7.8 (2.3) 0.0 c

Latvia 98.9 (0.2) 1.1 (0.2) 0.0 c -0.2 (0.5) 0.2 (0.5) 0.0 c

Lithuania 98.0 (0.5) 2.0 (0.5) 0.0 c -2.0 (0.5) 2.0 (0.5) 0.0 c

Luxembourg 78.7 (0.3) 14.4 (0.2) 6.9 (0.2) -2.1 (0.3) 0.6 (0.2) 1.5 (0.3)

Mexico 71.9 (1.2) 28.1 (1.2) 0.0 c -5.8 (1.3) 5.8 (1.3) 0.0 c

Netherlands 74.2 (1.1) 25.8 (1.1) 0.0 c 5.8 (3.0) -5.8 (3.0) 0.0 c

New Zealand 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Norway 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Poland 99.5 (0.3) 0.5 (0.3) 0.0 c -0.4 (0.3) 0.4 (0.3) 0.0 c

Portugal 83.0 (1.6) 17.0 (1.6) 0.0 c -1.1 (2.2) 1.1 (2.2) 0.0 c

Slovak Republic 67.1 (1.0) 5.0 (0.7) 27.9 (1.1) 7.7 (1.7) -35.6 (1.5) 27.9 (1.1)

Slovenia 42.7 (0.3) 57.3 (0.3) 0.0 c -4.3 (0.5) 4.3 (0.5) 0.0 c

Spain 98.8 (0.2) 1.2 (0.2) 0.0 c -1.2 (0.2) 1.2 (0.2) 0.0 c

Sweden 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.5 (0.2) -0.5 (0.2) 0.0 c

Switzerland 88.3 (1.2) 11.7 (1.2) 0.0 c -3.2 (1.9) 3.2 (1.9) 0.0 c

Turkey 67.0 (0.7) 33.0 (0.7) 0.0 c 8.2 (0.9) -8.2 (0.9) 0.0 c

United Kingdom 99.8 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1) 0.0 c -0.2 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1) 0.0 c

United States 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

OECD average-37 85.2 (0.1) 13.8 (0.1) 0.9 (0.0) 2.9 (0.2) -1.1 (0.2) -1.8 (0.0)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132222
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Table V.B1.3.1 [4/6]  Change between 2009 and 2018 in programme orientation
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who are enrolled in a programme whose curriculum is:

PISA 2018 Change between 2009 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2009)

General
Pre-vocational 
or vocational Modular General

Pre-vocational 
or vocational Modular

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania m m m m m m m m m m m m

Argentina 84.7 (2.0) 15.3 (2.0) 0.0 c -2.4 (3.2) 2.4 (3.2) 0.0 c
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 (0.0) m m m m m m
Belarus 85.9 (0.4) 14.1 (0.4) 0.0 c m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina 34.3 (2.3) 65.7 (2.3) 0.0 c m m m m m m

Brazil 91.0 (1.2) 9.0 (1.2) 0.0 c -9.0 (1.2) 9.0 (1.2) 0.0 c

Brunei Darussalam 94.5 (0.2) 5.5 (0.2) 0.0 c m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) 81.9 (0.8) 18.1 (0.8) 0.0 c m m m m m m
Bulgaria 50.9 (1.7) 49.1 (1.7) 0.0 c -11.4 (3.1) 11.4 (3.1) 0.0 c
Costa Rica 87.5 (1.0) 12.5 (1.0) 0.0 c -3.1 (2.0) 3.1 (2.0) 0.0 c
Croatia 32.7 (0.8) 67.3 (0.8) 0.0 c 4.0 (1.3) -4.0 (1.3) 0.0 c
Cyprus 87.8 (0.1) 12.2 (0.1) 0.0 c m m m m m m
Dominican Republic 87.3 (2.0) 12.7 (2.0) 0.0 c m m m m m m
Georgia 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Hong Kong (China) 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Indonesia 80.2 (2.4) 19.8 (2.4) 0.0 c -4.7 (3.6) 4.7 (3.6) 0.0 c
Jordan 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Kazakhstan 80.4 (0.6) 19.6 (0.6) 0.0 c -11.6 (2.2) 11.6 (2.2) 0.0 c
Kosovo 60.2 (1.1) 39.8 (1.1) 0.0 c m m m m m m
Lebanon 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c m m m m m m

Macao (China) 99.0 (0.1) 1.0 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.3 (0.1) -0.3 (0.1) 0.0 c

Malaysia 89.8 (1.0) 10.2 (1.0) 0.0 c 2.2 (1.7) -2.2 (1.7) 0.0 c
Malta 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Moldova 96.5 (0.9) 3.5 (0.9) 0.0 c -3.5 (0.9) 3.5 (0.9) 0.0 c
Montenegro 35.5 (0.3) 64.5 (0.3) 0.0 c 0.7 (1.2) -0.7 (1.2) 0.0 c
Morocco 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c m m m m m m
North Macedonia 41.4 (0.2) 58.6 (0.2) 0.0 c m m m m m m
Panama 73.2 (1.4) 26.8 (1.4) 0.0 c -26.8 (1.4) 26.8 (1.4) 0.0 c
Peru 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Philippines 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c m m m m m m
Qatar 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Romania 88.0 (1.7) 12.0 (1.7) 0.0 c 9.9 (1.8) -9.9 (1.8) 0.0 c
Russia 96.4 (1.1) 3.6 (1.1) 0.0 c 1.3 (1.9) -1.3 (1.9) 0.0 c
Saudi Arabia 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c m m m m m m
Serbia 28.1 (1.1) 71.9 (1.1) 0.0 c 2.3 (1.5) -2.1 (1.5) -0.2 (0.2)
Singapore 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Chinese Taipei 66.3 (1.3) 33.7 (1.3) 0.0 c 5.2 (2.0) -5.2 (2.0) 0.0 c

Thailand 77.1 (0.7) 22.9 (0.7) 0.0 c -2.1 (0.9) 2.1 (0.9) 0.0 c

Ukraine 72.0 (2.4) 28.0 (2.4) 0.0 c m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 96.4 (0.1) 3.6 (0.1) 0.0 c -3.6 (0.1) 3.6 (0.1) 0.0 c
Uruguay 91.4 (1.1) 8.6 (1.1) 0.0 c -5.4 (1.2) 7.6 (1.1) -2.2 (0.6)
Viet Nam 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c m m m m m m

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132222
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Table V.B1.3.1 [5/6]  Change between 2009 and 2018 in programme orientation
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who are enrolled in a programme whose curriculum is:

Change between 2015 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2015)

General Pre-vocational or vocational Modular

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 3.1 (1.1) -3.1 (1.1) 0.0 c

Austria 5.6 (1.4) -5.6 (1.4) 0.0 c

Belgium -1.1 (1.7) 1.1 (1.7) 0.0 c

Canada 100.0 c 0.0 c -100.0 c

Chile -1.2 (0.2) 1.2 (0.2) 0.0 c

Colombia 1.4 (2.4) -1.4 (2.4) 0.0 c

Czech Republic -0.6 (1.8) 0.6 (1.8) 0.0 c

Denmark -0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c

Estonia 0.2 (0.1) -0.2 (0.1) 0.0 c

Finland -0.1 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c

France -0.4 (1.4) 0.4 (1.4) 0.0 c

Germany -0.2 (0.8) 0.2 (0.8) 0.0 c

Greece 3.5 (3.2) -3.5 (3.2) 0.0 c

Hungary -0.2 (0.7) 0.2 (0.7) 0.0 c

Iceland 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Ireland 0.0 (0.3) 0.0 (0.3) 0.0 c

Israel 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Italy 0.9 (1.4) -0.9 (1.4) 0.0 c

Japan 1.0 (1.1) -1.0 (1.1) 0.0 c

Korea -0.3 (1.5) 0.3 (1.5) 0.0 c

Latvia -0.2 (0.5) 0.2 (0.5) 0.0 c

Lithuania -0.6 (0.8) 0.6 (0.8) 0.0 c

Luxembourg 1.0 (0.3) -0.6 (0.2) -0.4 (0.3)

Mexico -2.8 (1.6) 2.8 (1.6) 0.0 c

Netherlands 0.2 (1.5) -0.2 (1.5) 0.0 c

New Zealand 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Norway 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Poland -0.4 (0.3) 0.4 (0.3) 0.0 c

Portugal -3.9 (1.9) 3.9 (1.9) 0.0 c

Slovak Republic -0.3 (1.4) -0.7 (1.0) 1.0 (1.6)

Slovenia 0.1 (0.4) -0.1 (0.4) 0.0 c

Spain -0.2 (0.2) 0.2 (0.2) 0.0 c

Sweden 0.1 (0.1) -0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c

Switzerland -2.5 (1.7) 2.5 (1.7) 0.0 c

Turkey 8.0 (2.1) -8.0 (2.1) 0.0 c

United Kingdom 0.6 (0.2) -0.6 (0.2) 0.0 c

United States 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

OECD average-37 2.6 (0.2) -0.1 (0.2) -2.6 (0.0)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132222
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Table V.B1.3.1 [6/6]  Change between 2009 and 2018 in programme orientation
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who are enrolled in a programme whose curriculum is:

Change between 2015 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2015)

General Pre-vocational or vocational Modular

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania m m m m m m

Argentina 1.3 (3.3) -1.3 (3.3) 0.0 c
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m

Brazil -4.3 (1.5) 4.3 (1.5) 0.0 c

Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m
Bulgaria -2.9 (2.6) 2.9 (2.6) 0.0 c
Costa Rica -0.2 (1.7) 0.2 (1.7) 0.0 c
Croatia 0.1 (1.2) -0.1 (1.2) 0.0 c
Cyprus -0.2 (0.2) 0.2 (0.2) 0.0 c
Dominican Republic -7.9 (2.1) 7.9 (2.1) 0.0 c
Georgia 1.7 (0.8) -1.7 (0.8) 0.0 c
Hong Kong (China) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Indonesia -3.8 (2.7) 3.8 (2.7) 0.0 c
Jordan 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Kazakhstan -5.6 (2.2) 5.6 (2.2) 0.0 c
Kosovo -4.6 (1.3) 4.6 (1.3) 0.0 c
Lebanon 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Macao (China) 0.2 (0.1) -0.2 (0.1) 0.0 c

Malaysia 0.3 (1.6) -0.3 (1.6) 0.0 c
Malta 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Moldova -3.5 (0.9) 3.5 (0.9) 0.0 c
Montenegro 1.5 (0.4) -1.5 (0.4) 0.0 c
Morocco m m m m m m
North Macedonia -3.5 (0.3) 3.5 (0.3) 0.0 c
Panama m m m m m m
Peru 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Philippines m m m m m m
Qatar 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Romania -12.0 (1.7) 12.0 (1.7) 0.0 c
Russia 0.8 (1.9) -0.8 (1.9) 0.0 c
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m
Serbia m m m m m m
Singapore 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Chinese Taipei 2.6 (1.8) -2.6 (1.8) 0.0 c

Thailand -5.2 (1.0) 5.2 (1.0) 0.0 c

Ukraine m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 0.3 (0.4) -0.3 (0.4) 0.0 c
Uruguay -6.4 (1.1) 6.9 (1.1) -0.5 (0.3)
Viet Nam 5.1 (2.0) 0.0 c -5.1 (2.0)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132222
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Table V.B1.3.7 [1/6]  Ability grouping in classes and into different classes
Results based on principals’ reports

 

PISA 2006

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
into different classes

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
in their classes

For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 1.7 (0.8) 87.1 (1.8) 11.2 (1.6) 3.7 (1.2) 56.9 (3.0) 39.4 (3.1)

Austria 2.2 (1.2) 10.3 (2.4) 87.6 (2.7) 2.2 (0.9) 36.0 (2.7) 61.7 (2.7)

Belgium 18.5 (2.5) 14.7 (2.4) 66.8 (3.0) 5.8 (1.7) 17.6 (2.8) 76.6 (3.1)

Canada 11.3 (1.5) 75.6 (1.9) 13.1 (1.4) 4.3 (1.0) 52.2 (2.8) 43.5 (2.7)

Chile 19.2 (3.3) 23.1 (4.0) 57.6 (5.0) 3.6 (1.6) 53.0 (4.9) 43.5 (4.9)

Colombia 23.6 (6.1) † 11.1 (3.0) † 65.3 (6.6) † 32.8 (4.9) 18.9 (3.7) 48.4 (5.2)

Czech Republic 11.1 (3.1) 15.9 (2.9) 73.0 (3.9) 0.7 (0.5) 58.5 (3.7) 40.7 (3.7)

Denmark 1.5 (1.0) † 15.0 (3.4) † 83.5 (3.5) † 6.1 (1.8) 75.2 (3.4) 18.7 (3.3)

Estonia 13.9 (2.9) 16.7 (2.5) 69.3 (3.4) 3.9 (1.6) 42.1 (3.7) 54.0 (3.6)

Finland 0.0 c 32.9 (4.4) 67.1 (4.4) 2.2 (1.1) 33.7 (3.5) 64.1 (3.7)

France m m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany 10.2 (2.1) 11.7 (2.1) 78.1 (2.8) 1.0 (0.8) 27.3 (2.5) 71.7 (2.6)

Greece 0.6 (0.6) † 8.7 (2.1) † 90.7 (2.2) † 0.0 c † 10.1 (2.7) † 89.9 (2.7) †

Hungary 1.7 (1.2) 19.2 (3.7) 79.1 (3.9) 0.7 (0.4) 67.0 (3.4) 32.3 (3.4)

Iceland 2.5 (0.1) 36.7 (0.2) 60.8 (0.2) 3.9 (0.1) 72.2 (0.2) 24.0 (0.2)

Ireland 5.6 (1.7) 91.0 (2.2) 3.4 (1.5) 2.2 (1.3) 65.4 (4.4) 32.4 (4.2)

Israel 19.1 (3.8) 76.0 (3.9) 4.9 (1.9) 2.7 (1.4) † 61.8 (4.6) † 35.5 (4.7) †

Italy 2.3 (0.9) 8.1 (1.5) 89.6 (1.7) 21.2 (2.2) 22.8 (2.3) 56.0 (2.6)

Japan 9.9 (2.5) 26.0 (3.3) 64.1 (3.4) 0.0 c 36.8 (3.5) 63.2 (3.5)

Korea 4.9 (2.5) 73.7 (4.1) 21.4 (3.5) 3.8 (1.7) 62.2 (4.4) 34.0 (4.4)

Latvia 15.2 (3.2) 7.5 (2.1) 77.3 (3.2) 4.5 (2.1) 39.1 (3.9) 56.3 (4.0)

Lithuania 5.3 (1.9) 17.9 (3.3) 76.8 (3.8) 4.2 (1.6) 57.0 (4.1) 38.8 (3.9)

Luxembourg 45.4 (0.1) 15.3 (0.0) 39.3 (0.1) 2.0 (0.0) 24.8 (0.1) 73.2 (0.1)

Mexico 14.4 (2.1) 40.2 (2.8) 45.5 (3.1) 26.0 (2.9) 42.5 (3.2) 31.5 (3.0)

Netherlands 46.4 (4.0) 19.7 (3.4) 33.9 (3.6) 4.1 (1.6) 62.9 (3.6) 32.9 (3.5)

New Zealand 1.9 (0.9) 86.7 (2.4) 11.4 (2.3) 4.3 (1.6) 77.6 (3.1) 18.1 (3.0)

Norway 0.0 c 8.6 (2.0) 91.4 (2.0) 2.9 (1.2) 36.5 (4.0) 60.6 (4.2)

Poland 2.7 (1.3) 11.9 (2.5) 85.4 (2.7) 0.7 (0.6) 42.0 (3.9) 57.3 (3.9)

Portugal 10.6 (2.6) 11.9 (2.9) 77.5 (3.7) 4.2 (1.6) 39.0 (4.3) 56.9 (4.4)

Slovak Republic 16.2 (3.3) 22.1 (3.3) 61.6 (4.4) 1.3 (0.8) 62.0 (3.7) 36.6 (3.8)

Slovenia 0.8 (0.4) 17.4 (0.6) 81.8 (0.4) 3.7 (0.3) 31.8 (0.3) 64.5 (0.4)

Spain 7.6 (1.4) 42.6 (3.6) 49.9 (3.8) 9.1 (2.3) 44.9 (3.5) 45.9 (3.6)

Sweden 3.2 (1.3) 37.4 (4.0) 59.4 (4.1) 2.9 (1.3) 61.2 (3.9) 35.9 (3.8)

Switzerland 40.6 (2.7) 24.9 (2.8) 34.5 (2.7) 1.4 (0.4) 42.1 (3.5) 56.5 (3.6)

Turkey 15.5 (3.4) 12.1 (3.3) 72.4 (4.6) 6.8 (2.3) 17.2 (3.6) 75.9 (4.0)

United Kingdom 6.8 (1.6) 92.9 (1.6) 0.3 (0.1) 1.5 (0.9) 74.6 (2.8) 23.9 (2.8)

United States 4.6 (1.9) 80.7 (3.6) 14.6 (3.1) 3.6 (1.3) 40.9 (4.2) 55.5 (4.5)

OECD average 11.5 (0.4) 33.6 (0.5) 54.9 (0.5) 5.7 (0.3) 46.1 (0.6) 48.2 (0.6)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.3.7 [2/6]  Ability grouping in classes and into different classes
Results based on principals’ reports

 

PISA 2006

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
into different classes

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
in their classes

For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania m m m m m m m m m m m m

Argentina 8.0 (1.8) 23.7 (4.4) 68.4 (4.7) 19.2 (3.5) 37.7 (5.0) 43.1 (4.2)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil 25.5 (2.8) 5.7 (1.6) 68.9 (2.9) 31.5 (3.0) 14.2 (2.4) 54.3 (3.1)

Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 7.3 (2.3) 27.4 (4.2) 65.2 (4.2) 7.7 (2.3) 31.4 (4.1) 60.9 (4.4)
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m m m m m
Croatia 26.0 (3.5) 4.9 (1.6) 69.1 (3.7) 4.6 (1.4) 27.5 (3.7) 67.8 (3.8)
Cyprus m m m m m m m m m m m m
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m m m m m
Georgia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) 16.7 (3.0) 31.1 (3.7) 52.3 (4.1) 1.5 (1.1) 45.0 (4.1) 53.5 (4.1)
Indonesia 38.7 (5.1) † 14.0 (3.0) † 47.3 (5.0) † 55.5 (3.7) 12.1 (3.0) 32.4 (3.1)
Jordan 16.0 (3.3) 44.8 (4.9) 39.2 (4.8) 25.0 (3.3) 61.7 (3.8) 13.3 (2.5)
Kazakhstan m m m m m m m m m m m m
Kosovo m m m m m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m m m m m

Macao (China) 13.4 (0.1) 21.1 (0.1) 65.5 (0.1) 0.0 c 15.3 (0.1) 84.7 (0.1)

Malaysia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Malta m m m m m m m m m m m m
Moldova m m m m m m m m m m m m
Montenegro 43.4 (0.2) 11.7 (0.1) 44.8 (0.2) 53.9 (0.2) † 6.6 (0.1) † 39.6 (0.2) †
Morocco m m m m m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Panama m m m m m m m m m m m m
Peru m m m m m m m m m m m m
Philippines m m m m m m m m m m m m
Qatar 34.4 (0.1) 32.1 (0.2) 33.5 (0.1) 35.6 (0.2) 35.4 (0.2) 28.9 (0.1)
Romania 27.9 (4.1) 41.3 (5.3) 30.8 (4.5) 10.4 (3.3) 54.6 (6.6) 35.0 (5.9)
Russia 28.3 (3.4) 16.5 (3.2) 55.2 (4.8) 20.4 (3.5) 50.5 (4.8) 29.1 (4.0)
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Serbia 8.8 (2.4) 1.7 (1.1) 89.5 (2.7) 29.1 (3.6) 11.6 (2.6) 59.4 (3.9)
Singapore m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei 8.3 (1.7) 19.4 (2.7) 72.3 (3.0) 0.5 (0.5) 31.4 (3.0) 68.1 (3.1)

Thailand 12.1 (2.4) 42.9 (3.7) 45.0 (3.7) 38.2 (4.1) 42.4 (3.6) 19.4 (3.3)

Ukraine m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 4.1 (1.2) 5.2 (1.3) 90.6 (1.8) 15.7 (2.3) 12.9 (2.3) 71.4 (2.8)
Viet Nam m m m m m m m m m m m m

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132222
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.3.7 [3/6]  Ability grouping in classes and into different classes
Results based on principals’ reports

 

PISA 2018

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
into different classes

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
in their classes

For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 2.4 (0.6) 81.2 (1.5) 16.4 (1.3) 4.9 (0.9) 64.8 (1.9) 30.2 (1.8)

Austria 3.1 (1.1) 7.6 (1.8) 89.3 (2.1) 2.1 (0.7) 29.2 (2.9) 68.7 (2.9)

Belgium 15.7 (2.3) 24.5 (2.3) 59.8 (2.5) 5.6 (1.3) 41.9 (3.2) 52.6 (2.8)

Canada 8.9 (1.4) 73.2 (1.8) 17.9 (1.4) 4.3 (1.0) 45.8 (2.4) 49.9 (2.4)

Chile 3.2 (1.4) 24.1 (3.3) 72.7 (3.3) 5.3 (1.8) 38.0 (3.9) 56.7 (4.0)

Colombia 14.2 (2.7) 20.6 (2.7) 65.3 (3.5) 11.5 (2.4) 19.4 (2.6) 69.2 (3.1)

Czech Republic 1.6 (0.8) 18.9 (2.6) 79.5 (2.7) 0.9 (0.5) 55.8 (3.3) 43.3 (3.3)

Denmark 2.5 (0.9) 21.0 (2.4) 76.6 (2.5) 11.0 (1.7) 63.4 (3.8) 25.6 (3.4)

Estonia 1.4 (0.6) 32.2 (1.7) 66.4 (1.7) 3.2 (0.6) 55.5 (2.0) 41.3 (1.9)

Finland 0.2 (0.2) 31.6 (3.5) 68.2 (3.5) 1.9 (0.9) 52.5 (3.8) 45.7 (4.0)

France 4.8 (1.6) 11.7 (2.4) 83.6 (3.1) 6.7 (1.7) 36.4 (3.3) 56.9 (3.5)

Germany 6.9 (1.5) 20.7 (3.1) 72.4 (3.4) 10.5 (2.3) 31.3 (2.7) 58.2 (3.2)

Greece 2.0 (1.0) 7.7 (1.6) 90.3 (1.8) 2.3 (1.1) 17.3 (2.5) 80.4 (2.6)

Hungary 3.2 (1.3) 26.1 (3.2) 70.6 (3.3) 0.7 (0.6) 77.4 (3.1) 21.9 (3.0)

Iceland 0.0 c 11.0 (0.1) 89.0 (0.1) 0.1 (0.0) 47.8 (0.2) 52.2 (0.2)

Ireland 0.8 (0.8) 92.0 (2.3) 7.2 (2.2) 5.3 (1.8) 47.1 (4.2) 47.6 (4.2)

Israel 8.8 (2.3) 89.1 (2.5) 2.1 (1.1) 4.1 (1.2) 68.8 (3.5) 27.1 (3.4)

Italy 5.2 (1.6) 8.7 (1.8) 86.2 (2.3) 23.2 (2.8) 26.7 (2.8) 50.1 (3.2)

Japan 10.8 (2.5) 38.5 (4.0) 50.7 (4.2) 0.0 c 50.3 (3.6) 49.7 (3.6)

Korea 4.7 (1.9) 23.7 (3.2) 71.6 (3.6) 3.3 (1.4) 54.6 (3.5) 42.1 (3.5)

Latvia 6.0 (0.8) 13.1 (1.0) 80.9 (1.1) 1.5 (0.5) 44.4 (1.8) 54.1 (1.9)

Lithuania 9.7 (0.7) 33.1 (1.5) 57.1 (1.4) 1.3 (0.4) 61.0 (1.8) 37.7 (1.8)

Luxembourg 31.9 (0.1) 32.4 (0.1) 35.7 (0.1) 5.0 (0.0) 40.5 (0.1) 54.5 (0.1)

Mexico 13.3 (2.3) 32.6 (2.9) 54.1 (3.3) 15.3 (2.3) 52.3 (3.0) 32.4 (3.0)

Netherlands 51.3 (4.3) 17.1 (3.6) 31.6 (3.6) 4.6 (2.0) 75.3 (4.1) 20.1 (3.6)

New Zealand 2.1 (0.8) 82.2 (2.8) 15.7 (2.7) 10.2 (2.3) 73.3 (3.2) 16.5 (2.3)

Norway 3.2 (1.3) 9.9 (2.0) 86.9 (2.3) 7.6 (1.8) 40.2 (3.6) 52.2 (3.7)

Poland 3.9 (1.4) 29.5 (3.1) 66.6 (3.3) 0.0 c 80.9 (2.3) 19.1 (2.3)

Portugal 4.0 (1.6) 7.8 (1.6) 88.2 (2.1) 2.2 (0.9) 13.8 (2.5) 84.1 (2.6)

Slovak Republic 9.6 (1.6) 26.1 (2.6) 64.3 (2.7) 1.5 (0.6) 58.7 (3.1) 39.8 (3.1)

Slovenia 0.8 (0.0) 34.2 (0.5) 65.0 (0.5) 7.9 (0.6) 48.4 (0.7) 43.7 (0.6)

Spain 5.4 (1.2) 33.0 (2.1) 61.6 (2.1) 11.1 (1.4) 30.5 (2.2) 58.5 (2.1)

Sweden 1.7 (0.9) 14.2 (2.1) 84.0 (2.1) 1.9 (0.9) 23.1 (3.0) 75.0 (3.1)

Switzerland 32.1 (3.3) 37.1 (3.0) 30.8 (2.8) 5.4 (1.5) 57.3 (3.4) 37.4 (3.4)

Turkey 18.4 (3.2) 36.0 (3.7) 45.6 (3.7) 4.1 (1.3) 40.1 (3.9) 55.8 (4.0)

United Kingdom 6.2 (1.6) 92.2 (1.9) 1.5 (1.0) 1.7 (0.9) † 69.3 (3.3) † 28.9 (3.1) †

United States 6.9 (2.5) 80.1 (3.5) 13.0 (2.7) 2.8 (1.8) 67.9 (3.5) 29.3 (3.7)

OECD average 8.3 (0.3) 34.5 (0.4) 57.3 (0.4) 5.2 (0.2) 48.7 (0.5) 46.2 (0.5)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.3.7 [4/6]  Ability grouping in classes and into different classes
Results based on principals’ reports

 

PISA 2018

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
into different classes

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
in their classes

For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 13.4 (1.6) 36.2 (2.7) 50.4 (2.4) 33.1 (2.8) 36.2 (3.1) 30.8 (3.2)

Argentina 3.0 (1.0) 32.2 (3.1) 64.8 (3.3) 7.9 (1.7) 47.2 (3.1) 44.8 (3.3)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 13.6 (3.3) † 44.0 (4.2) † 42.4 (4.5) † 17.4 (3.1) † 52.5 (4.4) † 30.1 (4.1) †
Belarus 3.6 (1.4) 18.0 (2.5) 78.4 (2.8) 4.0 (1.5) 35.6 (3.5) 60.4 (3.6)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 17.3 (2.6) 26.7 (2.9) 56.0 (3.2) 14.6 (2.0) 42.5 (3.6) 43.0 (3.8)

Brazil 10.7 (1.5) 4.7 (1.1) 84.6 (1.7) 10.5 (1.4) 8.6 (1.5) 80.9 (1.9)

Brunei Darussalam 45.6 (0.1) 45.4 (0.1) 9.0 (0.0) 17.1 (0.1) 61.7 (0.1) 21.2 (0.1)
B-S-J-Z (China) 18.5 (2.8) 40.7 (3.3) 40.8 (3.1) 31.7 (3.7) 56.2 (3.7) 12.1 (2.2)
Bulgaria 12.8 (2.9) 19.4 (2.8) 67.8 (3.2) 13.5 (2.7) 36.7 (3.6) 49.8 (3.7)
Costa Rica 22.3 (3.3) 24.8 (3.1) 52.9 (3.5) 58.8 (3.6) 21.3 (2.7) 19.9 (2.8)
Croatia 14.1 (2.4) 20.9 (3.0) 65.0 (3.4) 6.4 (1.9) 34.7 (3.5) 58.9 (3.4)
Cyprus 4.9 (0.7) 25.3 (0.8) 69.8 (0.5) 7.3 (0.7) 39.7 (0.9) 52.9 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 17.4 (3.0) 30.2 (4.3) 52.5 (4.4) 22.6 (3.1) 36.1 (3.9) 41.3 (3.8)
Georgia 2.7 (1.0) 10.9 (2.1) 86.4 (2.1) 3.0 (1.2) 20.9 (2.7) 76.1 (2.9)
Hong Kong (China) 13.0 (3.6) 77.1 (4.1) 9.9 (3.2) 4.0 (1.6) 75.2 (4.0) 20.8 (3.7)
Indonesia 23.1 (3.5) 21.4 (3.3) 55.5 (4.2) 15.3 (3.3) 26.3 (3.8) 58.4 (4.1)
Jordan 39.3 (3.4) 19.3 (2.8) 41.3 (3.6) 41.7 (3.3) 22.8 (3.2) 35.5 (3.3)
Kazakhstan 24.9 (2.4) 30.0 (2.3) 45.1 (2.5) 21.1 (2.6) 55.2 (2.8) 23.7 (2.3)
Kosovo 24.3 (1.6) 40.0 (1.9) 35.7 (1.7) 25.3 (1.8) 46.5 (1.9) 28.1 (1.4)
Lebanon 21.0 (2.4) 19.9 (2.7) 59.1 (3.2) 16.4 (2.4) 38.2 (3.1) 45.3 (2.9)

Macao (China) 7.8 (0.0) 44.4 (0.0) 47.8 (0.0) 5.1 (0.0) 62.4 (0.1) 32.6 (0.0)

Malaysia 33.6 (3.6) 48.2 (4.0) 18.2 (2.8) 23.6 (3.0) 45.9 (3.5) 30.5 (3.5)
Malta 11.9 (0.1) 67.0 (0.1) 21.1 (0.1) 2.8 (0.0) 68.0 (0.1) 29.2 (0.1)
Moldova 11.4 (2.7) 6.2 (2.0) 82.4 (3.1) 6.7 (1.8) 25.2 (3.5) 68.1 (3.6)
Montenegro 39.0 (0.6) 12.2 (0.4) 48.8 (0.4) 31.1 (0.5) 30.4 (0.5) 38.5 (0.2)
Morocco 31.3 (3.5) 5.6 (1.6) 63.0 (3.7) 19.4 (3.1) 6.1 (1.8) 74.5 (3.5)
North Macedonia 32.0 (0.1) 26.3 (0.1) 41.7 (0.1) 32.7 (0.1) 39.5 (0.1) 27.8 (0.1)
Panama 14.7 (1.9) 20.2 (2.4) 65.1 (2.7) 14.6 (2.0) 30.6 (2.9) 54.8 (3.0)
Peru 6.1 (1.3) 13.2 (2.1) 80.7 (2.4) 7.6 (1.5) 35.2 (2.7) 57.2 (2.7)
Philippines 24.7 (3.1) 41.6 (4.0) 33.8 (4.1) 21.1 (2.9) 49.8 (3.6) 29.0 (3.4)
Qatar 19.1 (0.1) 55.8 (0.1) 25.2 (0.1) 26.5 (0.1) 52.1 (0.1) 21.4 (0.1)
Romania 28.3 (3.8) 25.9 (3.7) 45.8 (4.5) 6.4 (2.1) 46.2 (4.1) 47.5 (4.4)
Russia 15.5 (3.1) 13.8 (2.4) 70.7 (4.1) 11.7 (2.4) 34.7 (3.3) 53.6 (2.7)
Saudi Arabia 51.3 (4.5) 15.4 (2.8) 33.3 (4.1) 52.9 (3.7) 24.5 (3.0) 22.6 (3.4)
Serbia 17.6 (2.8) 21.2 (2.7) 61.2 (3.5) 17.7 (3.2) 31.5 (3.3) 50.8 (3.9)
Singapore 9.4 (0.2) 82.1 (0.8) 8.5 (0.7) 9.2 (1.2) 70.1 (1.0) 20.8 (1.1)
Chinese Taipei 1.9 (0.9) 25.7 (3.0) 72.4 (3.1) 3.2 (1.3) 42.1 (3.6) 54.7 (3.7)

Thailand 27.5 (3.1) 44.2 (3.6) 28.3 (2.8) 14.4 (2.7) 55.5 (3.6) 30.1 (3.5)

Ukraine 19.7 (2.6) 26.8 (2.9) 53.5 (3.1) 14.9 (2.8) 46.8 (3.7) 38.3 (3.7)
United Arab Emirates 9.2 (0.4) 44.4 (1.4) 46.5 (1.4) 44.1 (1.6) 42.4 (1.7) 13.5 (0.5)
Uruguay 10.6 (1.9) 10.3 (2.3) 79.1 (3.0) 7.9 (2.2) 12.2 (2.5) 79.9 (3.2)
Viet Nam 19.6 (3.5) 63.0 (4.9) 17.4 (3.6) 19.8 (3.7) 56.9 (4.5) 23.2 (4.0)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.3.7 [5/6]  Ability grouping in classes and into different classes
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Change between 2006 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2006)

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
into different classes

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
in their classes

For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 0.7 (1.0) -5.9 (2.3) 5.2 (2.1) 1.3 (1.4) 7.9 (3.6) -9.1 (3.6)

Austria 0.9 (1.7) -2.7 (3.0) 1.7 (3.4) -0.2 (1.1) -6.8 (3.9) 7.0 (4.0)

Belgium -2.8 (3.4) 9.8 (3.3) -7.0 (3.9) -0.2 (2.1) 24.2 (4.2) -24.0 (4.2)

Canada -2.3 (2.1) -2.4 (2.6) 4.8 (2.0) 0.0 (1.5) -6.4 (3.6) 6.4 (3.6)

Chile -16.0 (3.6) 0.9 (5.1) 15.1 (6.0) 1.7 (2.4) -14.9 (6.3) 13.2 (6.3)

Colombia -9.4 (6.7) † 9.5 (4.1) † -0.1 (7.4) † -21.3 (5.5) 0.5 (4.5) 20.8 (6.1)

Czech Republic -9.4 (3.2) 2.9 (3.9) 6.5 (4.7) 0.2 (0.7) -2.7 (4.9) 2.6 (5.0)

Denmark 1.0 (1.4) † 5.9 (4.2) † -6.9 (4.3) † 4.9 (2.5) -11.8 (5.1) 6.9 (4.7)

Estonia -12.5 (2.9) 15.4 (3.0) -2.9 (3.8) -0.7 (1.7) 13.4 (4.2) -12.7 (4.1)

Finland 0.2 (0.2) -1.3 (5.6) 1.1 (5.6) -0.3 (1.5) 18.8 (5.2) -18.5 (5.4)

France m m m m m m m m m m m m

Germany -3.3 (2.6) 9.0 (3.8) -5.7 (4.4) 9.5 (2.5) 4.0 (3.7) -13.5 (4.2)

Greece 1.4 (1.1) † -1.0 (2.6) † -0.4 (2.9) † 2.3 (1.1) † 7.3 (3.7) † -9.5 (3.7) †

Hungary 1.5 (1.8) 6.9 (4.9) -8.5 (5.2) 0.1 (0.7) 10.4 (4.6) -10.5 (4.6)

Iceland -2.5 (0.1) -25.8 (0.2) 28.2 (0.2) -3.8 (0.1) -24.4 (0.3) 28.2 (0.3)

Ireland -4.8 (1.8) 1.0 (3.2) 3.8 (2.6) 3.1 (2.2) -18.3 (6.1) 15.2 (6.0)

Israel -10.3 (4.4) 13.1 (4.7) -2.8 (2.3) 1.4 (1.9) † 7.0 (5.8) † -8.4 (5.8) †

Italy 2.9 (1.8) 0.5 (2.3) -3.4 (2.8) 2.0 (3.5) 3.9 (3.6) -5.9 (4.2)

Japan 0.9 (3.5) 12.5 (5.2) -13.4 (5.4) 0.0 c 13.6 (5.0) -13.6 (5.0)

Korea -0.2 (3.1) -50.0 (5.2) 50.2 (5.0) -0.4 (2.2) -7.6 (5.6) 8.1 (5.6)

Latvia -9.2 (3.3) 5.6 (2.3) 3.6 (3.4) -3.0 (2.1) 5.2 (4.3) -2.2 (4.4)

Lithuania 4.5 (2.0) 15.2 (3.6) -19.7 (4.0) -2.9 (1.6) 3.9 (4.5) -1.1 (4.2)

Luxembourg -13.5 (0.1) 17.1 (0.1) -3.6 (0.1) 3.0 (0.0) 15.7 (0.1) -18.7 (0.1)

Mexico -1.1 (3.1) -7.5 (4.0) 8.6 (4.5) -10.7 (3.7) 9.8 (4.3) 0.9 (4.3)

Netherlands 4.8 (5.9) -2.5 (4.9) -2.3 (5.1) 0.4 (2.6) 12.4 (5.5) -12.8 (5.0)

New Zealand 0.2 (1.2) -4.5 (3.7) 4.3 (3.5) 6.0 (2.8) -4.3 (4.5) -1.6 (3.8)

Norway 3.2 (1.3) 1.3 (2.8) -4.5 (3.0) 4.7 (2.1) 3.6 (5.4) -8.3 (5.6)

Poland 1.2 (1.9) 17.6 (4.0) -18.9 (4.2) -0.7 (0.6) 38.9 (4.5) -38.2 (4.5)

Portugal -6.6 (3.0) -4.1 (3.3) 10.7 (4.2) -2.0 (1.8) -25.2 (4.9) 27.2 (5.1)

Slovak Republic -6.6 (3.7) 3.9 (4.2) 2.7 (5.2) 0.1 (1.0) -3.3 (4.8) 3.2 (4.9)

Slovenia 0.0 (0.4) 16.8 (0.8) -16.7 (0.6) 4.2 (0.7) 16.6 (0.8) -20.8 (0.7)

Spain -2.1 (1.8) -9.6 (4.2) 11.7 (4.3) 2.0 (2.7) -14.5 (4.1) 12.5 (4.2)

Sweden -1.5 (1.6) -23.2 (4.5) 24.7 (4.6) -1.0 (1.5) -38.1 (5.0) 39.1 (4.9)

Switzerland -8.5 (4.3) 12.2 (4.1) -3.7 (3.9) 4.0 (1.5) 15.2 (4.9) -19.2 (4.9)

Turkey 2.9 (4.7) 23.9 (5.0) -26.8 (5.9) -2.7 (2.6) 22.9 (5.3) -20.2 (5.6)

United Kingdom -0.6 (2.3) -0.6 (2.5) 1.2 (1.0) 0.2 (1.2) † -5.2 (4.3) † 5.0 (4.2) †

United States 2.3 (3.2) -0.6 (5.0) -1.6 (4.1) -0.8 (2.2) 27.0 (5.5) -26.2 (5.8)

OECD average -3.3 (0.5) 0.9 (0.6) 2.4 (0.7) -0.6 (0.4) 2.6 (0.7) -2.1 (0.8)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132222
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Table V.B1.3.7 [6/6]  Ability grouping in classes and into different classes
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Change between 2006 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2006)

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
into different classes

Percentage of students in schools that group students by ability 
in their classes

For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject For all subjects For some subjects Not for any subject

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania m m m m m m m m m m m m

Argentina -5.0 (2.1) 8.5 (5.4) -3.5 (5.7) -11.2 (3.9) 9.5 (5.8) 1.7 (5.3)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m m m m m

Brazil -14.8 (3.1) -0.9 (2.0) 15.7 (3.3) -21.0 (3.3) -5.6 (2.8) 26.6 (3.6)

Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 5.5 (3.7) -8.0 (5.0) 2.6 (5.3) 5.9 (3.5) 5.3 (5.5) -11.1 (5.7)
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m m m m m
Croatia -11.9 (4.2) 16.1 (3.4) -4.2 (5.1) 1.8 (2.4) 7.2 (5.1) -9.0 (5.1)
Cyprus m m m m m m m m m m m m
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m m m m m
Georgia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) -3.6 (4.6) 46.0 (5.5) -42.4 (5.2) 2.5 (1.9) 30.2 (5.7) -32.7 (5.5)
Indonesia -15.6 (6.1) † 7.4 (4.5) † 8.2 (6.6) † -40.3 (5.0) 14.2 (4.8) 26.1 (5.1)
Jordan 23.3 (4.7) -25.5 (5.7) 2.2 (6.0) 16.7 (4.6) -39.0 (5.0) 22.2 (4.1)
Kazakhstan m m m m m m m m m m m m
Kosovo m m m m m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m m m m m

Macao (China) -5.6 (0.1) 23.3 (0.1) -17.7 (0.1) 5.1 (0.0) 47.0 (0.1) -52.1 (0.1)

Malaysia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Malta m m m m m m m m m m m m
Moldova m m m m m m m m m m m m
Montenegro -4.5 (0.6) 0.4 (0.5) 4.0 (0.5) -22.7 (0.6) † 23.9 (0.5) † -1.1 (0.3) †
Morocco m m m m m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Panama m m m m m m m m m m m m
Peru m m m m m m m m m m m m
Philippines m m m m m m m m m m m m
Qatar -15.3 (0.1) 23.6 (0.2) -8.3 (0.2) -9.2 (0.2) 16.7 (0.2) -7.5 (0.2)
Romania 0.5 (5.6) -15.5 (6.4) 15.0 (6.3) -4.1 (3.9) -8.4 (7.8) 12.5 (7.3)
Russia -12.9 (4.6) -2.7 (4.0) 15.5 (6.3) -8.7 (4.2) -15.8 (5.8) 24.6 (4.8)
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Serbia 8.8 (3.7) 19.5 (2.9) -28.3 (4.4) -11.3 (4.8) 19.9 (4.2) -8.6 (5.5)
Singapore m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei -6.3 (1.9) 6.2 (4.0) 0.1 (4.3) 2.6 (1.4) 10.8 (4.7) -13.4 (4.8)

Thailand 15.4 (3.9) 1.3 (5.2) -16.7 (4.7) -23.9 (4.9) 13.2 (5.1) 10.7 (4.8)

Ukraine m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 6.5 (2.3) 5.1 (2.7) -11.6 (3.5) -7.8 (3.2) -0.7 (3.4) 8.5 (4.3)
Viet Nam m m m m m m m m m m m m

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132222
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Table V.B1.4.2 [1/6]  Shortage of education staff in 2015 and 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered to some extent  
or a lot by the following factors:

PISA 2015

A lack of teaching staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified 

teaching staff A lack of assisting staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified 

assisting staff

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 20.5 (1.4) 17.6 (1.6) 18.1 (1.5) 12.8 (1.4)

Austria 19.1 (2.8) 13.8 (2.6) 60.7 (3.7) 27.7 (3.4)

Belgium 33.9 (3.1) 30.3 (2.8) 37.4 (3.1) 19.5 (2.5)

Canada 18.8 (2.2) 13.2 (2.0) 32.4 (2.6) 15.1 (2.3)

Chile 17.2 (3.1) 19.2 (3.4) 17.2 (2.9) 14.3 (2.7)

Colombia 41.4 (3.3) 26.7 (3.1) 69.7 (2.9) 31.4 (3.3)

Czech Republic 13.2 (1.8) 17.4 (2.3) 27.0 (3.1) 9.4 (2.0)

Denmark 6.0 (1.6) 4.9 (1.4) 21.3 (3.1) 8.3 (1.9)

Estonia 34.6 (2.9) 27.3 (2.6) 37.7 (2.5) 16.1 (2.0)

Finland 2.8 (1.2) 3.8 (1.6) 46.1 (3.7) 24.7 (3.7)

France 34.7 (2.7) 20.4 (2.9) 34.3 (3.0) 17.6 (2.5)

Germany 55.1 (3.8) 23.5 (3.2) 53.4 (3.6) 17.7 (2.5) †

Greece 44.3 (3.0) 21.0 (2.9) 72.8 (3.1) 32.8 (3.5)

Hungary 33.8 (3.0) 18.6 (2.7) 54.9 (4.0) 6.9 (1.6)

Iceland 13.3 (0.2) 14.8 (0.2) 27.8 (0.3) 10.9 (0.1)

Ireland 55.5 (4.1) 13.3 (3.1) 40.6 (4.0) 23.9 (3.7)

Israel 41.1 (4.1) 40.6 (4.2) 33.2 (3.7) 26.6 (3.8)

Italy 31.5 (4.0) † 40.9 (3.5) † 45.4 (3.7) † 32.1 (3.8) †

Japan 55.1 (3.3) 43.7 (3.6) 36.0 (3.4) 18.1 (2.8)

Korea 38.8 (3.8) 11.4 (2.4) 72.6 (3.5) 13.2 (2.6)

Latvia 21.5 (2.2) 15.0 (2.1) 27.5 (2.5) 14.3 (2.1)

Lithuania 11.3 (1.8) 15.5 (2.1) 21.2 (2.5) 12.3 (2.1)

Luxembourg 59.0 (0.1) 20.6 (0.1) 43.2 (0.1) 17.9 (0.1)

Mexico 29.1 (2.9) 14.4 (2.2) 46.7 (3.3) 19.7 (2.3)

Netherlands 27.1 (4.0) † 35.6 (4.5) † 10.0 (2.9) † 14.9 (3.5) †

New Zealand 20.9 (3.1) 15.8 (3.0) 19.2 (3.5) 7.9 (2.3)

Norway 21.5 (3.0) 17.5 (2.4) 12.4 (2.4) 19.5 (2.7)

Poland 0.2 (0.2) 0.6 (0.6) 17.0 (2.9) 12.4 (2.4)

Portugal 39.7 (3.4) 30.9 (3.4) 73.6 (2.6) 68.0 (3.0)

Slovak Republic 9.9 (1.9) 6.3 (1.3) 24.9 (2.9) 8.6 (1.8)

Slovenia 18.9 (0.5) 10.4 (0.6) 16.4 (0.6) 7.8 (0.4)

Spain 55.5 (2.8) 28.2 (3.2) 60.0 (3.0) 12.0 (2.0)

Sweden 39.1 (3.8) 38.1 (3.7) 42.6 (3.6) 35.4 (3.8)

Switzerland 23.8 (2.9) 15.3 (2.9) 16.8 (2.7) 4.8 (1.7)

Turkey 29.3 (3.4) 26.4 (3.4) 53.2 (4.0) 50.9 (3.6)

United Kingdom 42.8 (4.0) † 20.1 (3.4) † 19.0 (2.6) † 12.0 (2.5) †

United States 23.7 (3.1) 14.2 (3.0) 24.1 (3.4) 11.7 (2.2)

OECD average 29.3 (0.5) 20.2 (0.5) 36.9 (0.5) 19.2 (0.4)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132241
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Table V.B1.4.2 [2/6]  Shortage of education staff in 2015 and 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered to some extent  
or a lot by the following factors:

PISA 2015

A lack of teaching staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified 

teaching staff A lack of assisting staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified 

assisting staff

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 13.7 (2.7) 16.8 (2.8) 38.2 (3.8) 30.8 (3.5)

Argentina m m m m m m m m
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 26.0 (2.3) 19.9 (2.6) 37.3 (2.4) 25.6 (2.5)

Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 6.8 (1.6) 7.2 (1.8) 2.7 (0.9) 3.3 (1.4)
Costa Rica 46.8 (4.0) 45.0 (3.7) 58.8 (3.4) 50.2 (3.7)
Croatia 20.5 (3.1) 20.5 (3.5) 43.0 (4.0) 18.9 (3.3)
Cyprus 19.2 (0.1) 31.9 (0.1) 30.1 (0.1) 20.6 (0.1)
Dominican Republic 29.6 (3.0) 21.5 (3.3) 29.5 (4.5) 14.8 (2.8)
Georgia 6.0 (1.4) 20.7 (3.0) 27.7 (2.9) 17.6 (2.4)
Hong Kong (China) 22.3 (3.5) 11.5 (2.7) 24.9 (3.4) 7.4 (2.4)
Indonesia 32.2 (3.1) 22.0 (2.9) 30.8 (2.9) 20.9 (2.8)
Jordan 56.3 (3.8) 57.1 (4.1) 48.5 (3.8) 43.4 (3.8)
Kazakhstan 32.8 (3.8) 27.7 (3.5) 26.3 (3.2) 19.9 (3.1)
Kosovo 19.9 (1.0) 15.0 (1.0) 33.2 (1.3) 20.0 (1.1)
Lebanon 22.7 (3.1) 18.6 (2.6) 30.3 (3.4) 15.9 (2.6)

Macao (China) 33.8 (0.1) 45.7 (0.1) 26.3 (0.1) 22.5 (0.1)

Malaysia m m m m m m m m
Malta 12.1 (0.1) 10.6 (0.1) 48.5 (0.1) 24.1 (0.1)
Moldova 25.7 (3.3) 25.1 (2.9) 12.6 (2.3) 15.3 (2.8)
Montenegro 1.1 (0.3) 0.4 (0.3) 2.5 (0.4) 5.7 (0.2)
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia 4.1 (0.1) 6.1 (0.1) 23.2 (0.2) 15.4 (0.1)
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru 25.0 (2.6) 24.6 (2.8) 41.8 (3.1) 31.3 (3.2)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar 17.2 (0.1) 8.4 (0.0) 11.2 (0.1) 9.5 (0.1)
Romania 5.4 (1.5) 3.0 (1.0) 29.8 (3.6) 30.0 (3.7)
Russia 41.4 (3.6) 42.9 (3.3) 29.3 (4.2) 19.6 (3.5)

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m

Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore 10.7 (0.1) 12.5 (0.1) 12.7 (0.7) 7.8 (0.7)
Chinese Taipei 39.4 (3.2) 18.7 (2.5) 32.6 (3.4) 11.5 (2.5)
Thailand 53.0 (4.1) 29.4 (3.4) 47.9 (4.1) 25.5 (3.5)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 38.3 (2.5) 32.9 (2.4) 36.6 (2.1) 27.9 (2.0)
Uruguay 44.9 (3.1) 29.9 (2.4) 55.1 (2.8) 39.4 (2.8)
Viet Nam 28.6 (4.1) 21.1 (3.2) 34.8 (3.8) 27.6 (3.7)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.4.2 [3/6]  Shortage of education staff in 2015 and 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered to some extent  
or a lot by the following factors:

PISA 2018

A lack of teaching staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified 

teaching staff A lack of assisting staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified

assisting staff

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 17.0 (1.2) 14.3 (1.4) 12.4 (1.2) 7.7 (1.0)

Austria 11.9 (1.9) 9.3 (2.3) 66.0 (3.0) 28.2 (3.3)

Belgium 43.5 (3.1) 25.5 (2.9) 32.8 (2.9) 16.9 (2.4)

Canada 19.4 (1.7) 7.1 (1.2) 27.9 (2.2) 11.3 (1.4)

Chile 12.6 (2.6) 18.1 (2.8) 21.5 (3.4) 16.3 (2.7)

Colombia 30.6 (2.9) 16.8 (2.6) 58.8 (3.2) 26.7 (2.9)

Czech Republic 35.2 (2.8) 19.8 (2.7) 33.4 (2.8) 15.0 (2.2)

Denmark 5.3 (1.3) 2.5 (1.0) 13.2 (2.2) 6.0 (1.7)

Estonia 43.6 (2.1) 33.2 (2.0) 37.3 (2.0) 19.7 (1.6)

Finland 7.3 (2.1) 6.2 (1.9) 38.0 (3.4) 22.0 (2.8)

France 17.1 (2.6) 11.3 (2.4) 31.7 (3.4) 13.0 (2.1)

Germany 56.9 (3.6) 15.6 (2.5) 48.8 (3.4) 18.2 (3.1)

Greece 26.3 (3.1) 12.8 (2.3) 64.4 (3.4) 27.0 (3.3)

Hungary 33.7 (3.4) 9.9 (2.5) 44.3 (3.6) 9.6 (2.3)

Iceland 9.9 (0.2) 3.7 (0.1) 17.7 (0.2) 12.2 (0.2)

Ireland 44.8 (4.0) 11.1 (2.6) 26.0 (3.5) 15.6 (3.2)

Israel 37.6 (3.5) 33.8 (3.8) 35.9 (3.7) 27.8 (3.5)

Italy 22.7 (2.8) 26.3 (2.8) 48.8 (3.4) 32.1 (3.0)

Japan 52.8 (3.7) 40.0 (3.4) 31.7 (3.4) 19.5 (2.4)

Korea 32.6 (3.4) 17.0 (2.9) 55.9 (3.8) 11.6 (2.4)

Latvia 28.2 (1.6) 10.5 (1.1) 17.3 (1.9) 9.8 (1.4)

Lithuania 7.2 (0.5) 3.6 (0.9) 6.7 (0.9) 4.6 (0.8)

Luxembourg 75.3 (0.1) 13.0 (0.1) 55.0 (0.1) 11.3 (0.1)

Mexico 25.3 (2.3) 9.0 (1.9) 35.2 (2.9) 14.8 (2.2)

Netherlands 35.7 (4.1) 23.6 (3.6) 9.9 (2.7) 8.5 (2.5)

New Zealand 37.2 (3.1) 16.4 (2.2) 19.4 (2.7) 8.3 (1.8)

Norway 11.3 (1.7) 5.0 (1.4) 7.9 (2.1) 10.2 (1.9)

Poland 2.6 (1.1) 1.2 (0.7) 8.7 (1.9) 5.7 (1.7)

Portugal 31.8 (3.1) 23.0 (3.1) 67.7 (2.9) 57.4 (3.7)

Slovak Republic 11.4 (1.9) 4.9 (1.1) 29.1 (2.4) 10.7 (1.5)

Slovenia 22.8 (0.6) 11.2 (0.2) 25.5 (0.5) 7.9 (0.1)

Spain 42.7 (2.4) 22.2 (1.8) 59.4 (2.3) 15.2 (1.4)

Sweden 30.1 (3.2) 32.0 (3.0) 29.2 (3.4) 38.6 (3.8)

Switzerland 11.0 (2.5) 5.1 (1.5) 11.5 (2.1) 3.8 (1.5)

Turkey 14.7 (2.1) 20.4 (3.2) 35.6 (3.6) 26.6 (3.5)

United Kingdom 28.1 (3.1) 8.6 (1.9) 21.5 (2.6) 7.8 (1.7)

United States 25.8 (3.6) 13.2 (2.1) 26.8 (3.7) 13.9 (2.6)

OECD average 27.1 (0.4) 15.1 (0.4) 32.8 (0.5) 16.5 (0.4)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.4.2 [4/6]  Shortage of education staff in 2015 and 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered to some extent  
or a lot by the following factors:

PISA 2018

A lack of teaching staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified 

teaching staff A lack of assisting staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified

assisting staff

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 3.9 (1.2) 4.4 (1.0) 13.6 (1.6) 11.0 (1.4)

Argentina 25.9 (2.7) 17.9 (2.6) 35.6 (2.8) 19.6 (2.3)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 42.8 (4.5) † 27.9 (4.0) † 28.5 (3.9) † 17.0 (2.9) †
Belarus 9.6 (2.2) 11.8 (2.4) 8.8 (1.9) 5.3 (1.5)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 4.6 (1.1) 4.6 (1.4) 15.3 (2.3) 3.9 (1.3)

Brazil 17.6 (1.8) 11.3 (1.6) 34.1 (2.2) 15.2 (1.8)

Brunei Darussalam 15.0 (0.1) 6.5 (0.0) 27.5 (0.1) 19.9 (0.1)
B-S-J-Z (China) 41.4 (3.7) 40.7 (3.8) 26.3 (3.2) 25.9 (2.9)
Bulgaria 8.0 (1.6) 5.9 (1.8) 4.3 (1.6) 3.0 (1.3)
Costa Rica 39.9 (3.4) 35.7 (3.3) 47.5 (3.7) 41.5 (3.5)
Croatia 18.3 (2.6) 15.5 (2.4) 45.1 (3.7) 18.1 (2.8)
Cyprus 7.3 (0.1) 15.7 (0.1) 25.7 (0.1) 11.5 (0.2)
Dominican Republic 27.6 (3.2) 19.1 (2.7) 31.7 (3.2) 11.8 (2.5)
Georgia 4.6 (1.2) 19.9 (2.9) 29.4 (3.1) 17.4 (2.3)
Hong Kong (China) 23.7 (4.1) 10.6 (2.9) 40.1 (4.8) 19.7 (3.7)
Indonesia 42.4 (4.7) 24.9 (4.0) 41.7 (4.4) 31.6 (4.1)
Jordan 40.9 (3.3) 40.3 (2.9) 50.4 (3.4) 42.5 (3.3)
Kazakhstan 29.3 (2.4) 19.3 (2.3) 14.0 (1.6) 13.4 (2.1)
Kosovo 19.1 (1.1) 10.3 (1.3) 29.1 (1.6) 16.6 (1.1)
Lebanon 15.1 (2.1) 14.1 (2.0) 26.3 (2.6) 16.5 (1.9)

Macao (China) 12.0 (0.0) 23.9 (0.0) 11.7 (0.0) 20.1 (0.0)

Malaysia 7.5 (2.0) 12.6 (2.5) 12.7 (2.5) 9.7 (2.3)
Malta 16.4 (0.1) 15.3 (0.1) 24.2 (0.1) 15.6 (0.1)
Moldova 28.7 (3.5) 12.9 (2.3) 22.9 (3.3) 18.4 (2.7)
Montenegro 1.7 (0.2) 2.9 (0.3) 7.5 (0.3) 2.9 (0.0)
Morocco 36.9 (3.8) 31.6 (3.8) 74.1 (2.8) 49.2 (4.0)
North Macedonia 3.6 (0.1) 1.9 (0.0) 31.0 (0.1) 7.8 (0.0)
Panama 14.8 (2.1) 11.8 (1.8) 53.7 (2.6) 30.6 (2.4)
Peru 16.5 (2.2) 20.6 (2.3) 41.7 (2.6) 34.9 (2.7)
Philippines 19.5 (2.6) 8.1 (2.2) 24.1 (3.2) 14.9 (2.8)
Qatar 11.4 (0.0) 5.5 (0.0) 11.7 (0.0) 7.9 (0.0)
Romania 8.8 (2.3) 4.2 (1.6) 20.2 (3.2) 18.0 (2.9)
Russia 43.1 (2.6) 37.2 (2.9) 22.8 (2.8) 12.1 (2.1)

Saudi Arabia 49.5 (3.4) 39.6 (3.5) 47.6 (3.7) 40.9 (3.2)

Serbia 2.3 (1.2) 3.6 (1.3) 20.8 (3.0) 2.4 (1.2)
Singapore 5.3 (0.2) 6.3 (0.2) 7.2 (0.2) 4.3 (0.2)
Chinese Taipei 19.6 (2.6) 15.9 (2.9) 12.9 (2.4) 7.7 (1.9)
Thailand 37.7 (3.8) 17.4 (2.2) 33.6 (3.2) 19.8 (3.0)
Ukraine 19.6 (2.1) 16.0 (2.5) 24.8 (3.1) 14.9 (2.5)
United Arab Emirates 27.7 (1.4) 29.9 (1.4) 30.2 (1.2) 23.2 (1.3)
Uruguay 28.6 (3.4) 26.7 (3.2) 53.2 (3.4) 41.1 (3.1)
Viet Nam 23.8 (4.1) 15.0 (3.2) 30.9 (4.8) 21.9 (3.9)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.4.2 [5/6]  Shortage of education staff in 2015 and 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered to some extent  
or a lot by the following factors:

Change between 2015 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2015)

A lack of teaching staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified 

teaching staff A lack of assisting staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified

assisting staff

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia -3.5 (1.8) -3.3 (2.1) -5.7 (1.9) -5.1 (1.7)

Austria -7.2 (3.4) -4.6 (3.5) 5.3 (4.8) 0.6 (4.8)

Belgium 9.6 (4.3) -4.8 (4.1) -4.6 (4.3) -2.6 (3.4)

Canada 0.6 (2.8) -6.1 (2.3) -4.5 (3.4) -3.8 (2.7)

Chile -4.6 (4.1) -1.1 (4.4) 4.3 (4.5) 2.0 (3.9)

Colombia -10.7 (4.4) -9.9 (4.1) -10.9 (4.3) -4.8 (4.4)

Czech Republic 22.0 (3.3) 2.4 (3.5) 6.4 (4.1) 5.6 (3.0)

Denmark -0.7 (2.0) -2.4 (1.7) -8.2 (3.8) -2.3 (2.5)

Estonia 9.0 (3.6) 5.9 (3.3) -0.4 (3.1) 3.6 (2.5)

Finland 4.6 (2.4) 2.3 (2.5) -8.1 (5.0) -2.8 (4.7)

France -17.6 (3.8) -9.1 (3.7) -2.5 (4.5) -4.6 (3.3)

Germany 1.8 (5.2) -7.9 (4.1) -4.7 (4.9) 0.4 (3.9) †

Greece -18.1 (4.4) -8.2 (3.7) -8.4 (4.6) -5.7 (4.8)

Hungary -0.2 (4.5) -8.7 (3.7) -10.5 (5.3) 2.7 (2.8)

Iceland -3.3 (0.3) -11.1 (0.2) -10.1 (0.3) 1.3 (0.2)

Ireland -10.7 (5.7) -2.1 (4.0) -14.6 (5.3) -8.3 (4.9)

Israel -3.5 (5.4) -6.8 (5.6) 2.7 (5.3) 1.2 (5.2)

Italy -8.8 (4.9) † -14.6 (4.5) † 3.4 (5.1) † 0.0 (4.8) †

Japan -2.2 (5.0) -3.7 (4.9) -4.3 (4.9) 1.4 (3.7)

Korea -6.2 (5.1) 5.6 (3.8) -16.7 (5.1) -1.6 (3.5)

Latvia 6.7 (2.7) -4.5 (2.3) -10.2 (3.2) -4.5 (2.5)

Lithuania -4.1 (1.9) -11.9 (2.3) -14.5 (2.7) -7.7 (2.2)

Luxembourg 16.3 (0.1) -7.6 (0.1) 11.8 (0.1) -6.6 (0.1)

Mexico -3.9 (3.7) -5.4 (3.0) -11.5 (4.3) -4.8 (3.2)

Netherlands 8.6 (5.7) † -12.0 (5.8) † 0.0 (4.0) † -6.4 (4.3) †

New Zealand 16.2 (4.4) 0.6 (3.7) 0.2 (4.4) 0.4 (2.9)

Norway -10.2 (3.5) -12.6 (2.8) -4.5 (3.2) -9.3 (3.3)

Poland 2.5 (1.1) 0.6 (0.9) -8.3 (3.4) -6.8 (2.9)

Portugal -7.8 (4.6) -7.9 (4.6) -5.9 (3.9) -10.5 (4.8)

Slovak Republic 1.5 (2.7) -1.4 (1.7) 4.2 (3.8) 2.1 (2.3)

Slovenia 3.9 (0.7) 0.8 (0.6) 9.1 (0.8) 0.2 (0.4)

Spain -12.8 (3.6) -5.9 (3.7) -0.6 (3.8) 3.2 (2.4)

Sweden -9.0 (4.9) -6.2 (4.8) -13.5 (5.0) 3.2 (5.4)

Switzerland -12.8 (3.8) -10.2 (3.2) -5.3 (3.5) -1.0 (2.3)

Turkey -14.6 (4.0) -6.0 (4.6) -17.6 (5.4) -24.3 (5.0)

United Kingdom -14.7 (5.0) † -11.4 (3.9) † 2.5 (3.7) † -4.2 (3.0) †

United States 2.1 (4.7) -1.0 (3.7) 2.7 (5.0) 2.1 (3.4)

OECD average -2.2 (0.6) -5.1 (0.6) -4.1 (0.7) -2.6 (0.6)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.4.2 [6/6]  Shortage of education staff in 2015 and 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered to some extent  
or a lot by the following factors:

Change between 2015 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2015)

A lack of teaching staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified 

teaching staff A lack of assisting staff
Inadequate or poorly qualified

assisting staff

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania -9.8 (3.0) -12.3 (3.0) -24.6 (4.2) -19.8 (3.8)

Argentina m m m m m m m m
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil -8.3 (2.9) -8.6 (3.0) -3.2 (3.3) -10.4 (3.1)

Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 1.2 (2.2) -1.4 (2.6) 1.6 (1.8) -0.3 (1.9)
Costa Rica -6.9 (5.3) -9.3 (4.9) -11.3 (5.0) -8.7 (5.1)
Croatia -2.2 (4.1) -5.0 (4.3) 2.1 (5.4) -0.8 (4.3)
Cyprus -11.9 (0.1) -16.2 (0.2) -4.3 (0.2) -9.1 (0.2)
Dominican Republic -2.0 (4.4) -2.4 (4.3) 2.2 (5.5) -3.0 (3.7)
Georgia -1.5 (1.8) -0.8 (4.2) 1.6 (4.3) -0.2 (3.3)
Hong Kong (China) 1.4 (5.3) -0.9 (4.0) 15.2 (5.9) 12.3 (4.4)
Indonesia 10.3 (5.6) 2.9 (5.0) 10.9 (5.2) 10.7 (5.0)
Jordan -15.4 (5.0) -16.7 (5.0) 1.9 (5.1) -0.9 (5.1)
Kazakhstan -3.4 (4.6) -8.4 (4.1) -12.2 (3.5) -6.5 (3.7)
Kosovo -0.8 (1.5) -4.7 (1.7) -4.0 (2.1) -3.4 (1.6)
Lebanon -7.6 (3.8) -4.5 (3.3) -4.0 (4.2) 0.6 (3.3)

Macao (China) -21.8 (0.1) -21.9 (0.1) -14.5 (0.1) -2.4 (0.1)

Malaysia m m m m m m m m
Malta 4.3 (0.2) 4.7 (0.1) -24.3 (0.2) -8.5 (0.2)
Moldova 3.0 (4.8) -12.2 (3.7) 10.3 (4.0) 3.0 (3.9)
Montenegro 0.6 (0.4) 2.5 (0.4) 5.0 (0.5) -2.8 (0.2)
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia -0.5 (0.1) -4.2 (0.1) 7.8 (0.2) -7.6 (0.1)
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru -8.5 (3.4) -4.0 (3.6) -0.2 (4.1) 3.6 (4.1)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar -5.9 (0.1) -2.9 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) -1.6 (0.1)
Romania 3.4 (2.7) 1.2 (1.9) -9.6 (4.9) -12.0 (4.7)
Russia 1.7 (4.4) -5.8 (4.4) -6.5 (5.1) -7.5 (4.0)

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m

Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore -5.4 (0.2) -6.2 (0.2) -5.5 (0.7) -3.5 (0.7)
Chinese Taipei -19.8 (4.1) -2.8 (3.8) -19.7 (4.2) -3.8 (3.1)
Thailand -15.3 (5.6) -12.0 (4.1) -14.3 (5.2) -5.7 (4.6)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates -10.6 (2.8) -3.0 (2.7) -6.4 (2.4) -4.7 (2.4)
Uruguay -16.3 (4.6) -3.2 (4.0) -1.9 (4.5) 1.7 (4.2)
Viet Nam -4.8 (5.8) -6.0 (4.5) -3.9 (6.1) -5.6 (5.4)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.4.11 [1/8]  Language-of-instruction class size, school characteristics and reading performance
In modal grade for 15-year-olds; results based on principals’ reports

 

All students By school socio-economic profile1

Average
Variability in this 

index Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter
Top - bottom 

quarter

Mean S.E. x S.D. S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 24.7 (0.1) 3.4 (0.1) 24.1 (0.3) 25.0 (0.3) 25.2 (0.3) 24.7 (0.3) 0.6 (0.4)

Austria 22.8 (0.3) 4.9 (0.2) 19.5 (0.7) 22.7 (0.7) 24.9 (0.6) 23.8 (0.5) 4.2 (0.8)

Belgium 19.8 (0.2) 3.8 (0.1) 17.7 (0.4) 18.6 (0.4) 20.7 (0.5) 22.0 (0.3) 4.3 (0.5)

Canada 27.3 (0.2) 4.7 (0.2) 27.0 (0.5) 26.5 (0.3) 27.7 (0.4) 28.0 (0.3) 1.0 (0.6)

Chile 34.8 (0.5) 7.2 (0.3) 33.0 (1.1) 34.7 (1.2) 36.5 (1.2) 34.9 (0.8) 1.8 (1.4)

Colombia 37.9 (0.8) 11.2 (0.4) 35.1 (2.0) 39.7 (2.2) 39.3 (1.7) 37.3 (1.6) 2.1 (2.6)

Czech Republic 24.1 (0.3) 4.8 (0.2) 21.2 (0.6) 23.8 (0.6) 25.0 (0.6) 26.3 (0.6) 5.1 (0.9)

Denmark 21.4 (0.2) 3.2 (0.2) 20.5 (0.4) 20.7 (0.5) 21.8 (0.5) 22.5 (0.4) 2.0 (0.6)

Estonia 22.6 (0.2) 7.0 (0.2) 19.0 (0.5) 22.3 (0.5) 24.6 (0.4) 24.5 (0.5) 5.4 (0.7)

Finland 19.6 (0.2) 3.2 (0.1) 18.0 (0.4) 18.8 (0.5) 20.9 (0.4) 20.7 (0.5) 2.7 (0.7)

France 29.8 (0.3) 4.9 (0.3) 26.0 (0.6) 29.0 (0.8) 30.7 (0.9) 33.2 (0.5) 7.2 (0.7)

Germany 25.0 (0.3) 4.5 (0.4) 22.0 (0.8) 25.6 (0.8) 25.9 (0.5) 26.8 (0.3) 4.8 (0.8)

Greece 23.0 (0.2) 4.0 (0.4) 21.7 (0.6) 22.6 (0.6) 24.2 (0.4) 23.7 (0.5) 2.0 (0.8)

Hungary 27.8 (0.7) 10.3 (0.7) 21.6 (1.0) 28.6 (2.0) 30.6 (1.7) 30.4 (1.3) 8.8 (1.6)

Iceland 18.9 (0.0) 3.7 (0.0) 16.7 (0.1) 18.9 (0.1) 19.0 (0.0) 20.9 (0.0) 4.2 (0.1)

Ireland 24.1 (0.3) 3.9 (0.2) 21.9 (0.7) 24.9 (0.7) 24.8 (0.5) 24.9 (0.6) 3.1 (1.0)

Israel 29.9 (0.3) 6.1 (0.3) 25.7 (0.9) 29.9 (1.0) 31.9 (0.8) 32.2 (0.9) 6.4 (1.2)

Italy 22.9 (0.3) 5.1 (0.8) 21.5 (0.7) 22.8 (0.8) 23.3 (0.5) 23.9 (0.7) 2.4 (1.0)

Japan 35.1 (0.5) 6.8 (0.4) 31.4 (1.3) 35.3 (0.8) 36.7 (1.1) 37.0 (0.8) 5.6 (1.4)

Korea 26.4 (0.3) 5.1 (0.2) 24.4 (0.7) 25.6 (0.7) 27.5 (0.9) 28.1 (0.7) 3.7 (1.0)

Latvia 22.5 (0.3) 8.3 (0.2) 17.6 (0.5) 22.2 (0.6) 23.4 (0.7) 27.1 (0.4) 9.5 (0.6)

Lithuania 23.7 (0.2) 5.8 (0.3) 19.9 (0.5) 22.6 (0.5) 25.8 (0.5) 26.6 (0.2) 6.7 (0.5)

Luxembourg 22.3 (0.0) 2.6 (0.0) 21.8 (0.0) 22.5 (0.0) 22.4 (0.0) 22.7 (0.0) 0.8 (0.0)

Mexico 41.3 (0.5) 11.1 (0.3) 34.6 (1.4) 44.7 (1.2) 44.6 (1.2) 41.2 (1.2) 6.7 (1.9)

Netherlands 24.9 (0.2) 3.9 (0.2) 21.2 (0.6) 24.8 (0.5) 27.1 (0.4) 26.9 (0.4) 5.7 (0.7)

New Zealand 25.1 (0.3) 5.1 (0.7) 23.3 (0.5) 25.7 (0.8) 26.4 (0.9) 24.8 (0.5) 1.5 (0.7)

Norway 23.8 (0.2) 4.5 (0.1) 21.6 (0.6) 23.6 (0.6) 24.5 (0.7) 25.5 (0.5) 3.9 (0.9)

Poland 24.4 (0.5) 7.4 (0.7) 22.5 (0.9) 23.6 (1.2) 25.8 (1.1) 25.5 (0.9) 3.0 (1.2)

Portugal 25.6 (0.2) 3.6 (0.1) 23.6 (0.5) 25.5 (0.4) 26.4 (0.3) 27.0 (0.3) 3.3 (0.6)

Slovak Republic 21.9 (0.3) 5.2 (0.2) 18.9 (0.6) 21.7 (0.6) 22.4 (0.6) 24.7 (0.6) 5.9 (0.9)

Slovenia 25.7 (0.1) 4.2 (0.1) 23.2 (0.3) 26.0 (0.1) 25.7 (0.2) 27.7 (0.1) 4.5 (0.3)

Spain 29.4 (0.4) 9.7 (0.4) 28.9 (0.7) 28.8 (0.8) 29.6 (1.0) 30.6 (1.1) 1.7 (1.3)

Sweden 24.4 (0.3) 4.0 (0.2) 23.1 (0.6) 23.6 (0.6) 24.9 (0.5) 26.0 (0.5) 2.8 (0.8)

Switzerland 19.5 (0.3) 3.9 (0.6) 18.5 (0.5) 18.7 (0.4) 19.6 (1.0) 21.2 (0.9) 2.7 (0.9)

Turkey 42.2 (1.0) 11.8 (0.4) 41.9 (2.1) 42.5 (1.9) 42.6 (1.9) 42.0 (2.2) 0.1 (3.0)

United Kingdom 24.9 (0.3) 4.3 (0.5) 24.8 (0.5) 25.9 (0.5) 26.3 (0.7) 23.1 (0.6) -1.8 (0.7)

United States 26.2 (0.4) 5.4 (0.3) 26.9 (1.0) 25.4 (1.1) 26.0 (1.0) 26.4 (0.9) -0.6 (1.3)

OECD average 26.1 (0.1) 5.6 (0.1) 23.8 (0.1) 26.0 (0.1) 27.2 (0.1) 27.4 (0.1) 3.6 (0.2)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but analysis less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132241

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132241


PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 253

Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.4.11 [2/8]  Language-of-instruction class size, school characteristics and reading performance
In modal grade for 15-year-olds; results based on principals’ reports

 

All students By school socio-economic profile1

Average
Variability in this 

index Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter
Top - bottom 

quarter

Mean S.E. x S.D. S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 26.2 (0.3) 7.3 (0.3) 22.7 (0.8) 25.9 (0.8) 29.2 (0.7) 26.9 (0.6) 4.2 (1.0)

Argentina 36.4 (1.0) 14.0 (0.3) 34.1 (1.7) 33.4 (1.9) 39.3 (2.3) 38.8 (1.8) 4.8 (2.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 26.5 (0.8) † 8.6 (0.9) † 27.0 (1.2) 28.0 (2.0) 24.1 (1.4) 26.8 (1.4) -0.2 (1.9)
Belarus 23.3 (0.4) 6.1 (0.7) 19.3 (0.4) 25.1 (1.4) 24.0 (0.6) 24.7 (0.9) 5.3 (0.9)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 23.1 (0.4) 5.3 (0.8) 21.9 (0.5) 23.4 (1.1) 23.5 (1.3) 23.7 (1.1) 1.9 (1.2)

Brazil 35.3 (0.3) 7.9 (0.3) 34.4 (0.8) 36.0 (0.7) 35.6 (0.6) 34.9 (0.8) 0.5 (1.2)

Brunei Darussalam 24.2 (0.0) 4.9 (0.0) 23.7 (0.0) 24.7 (0.0) 23.5 (0.0) 24.9 (0.0) 1.2 (0.0)
B-S-J-Z (China) 41.7 (0.3) 7.0 (0.3) 43.5 (0.9) 41.7 (0.9) 41.8 (1.1) 39.7 (1.0) -3.9 (1.4)
Bulgaria 26.1 (0.7) 8.2 (0.8) 22.9 (0.9) 26.1 (1.3) 26.1 (1.0) 29.4 (1.8) 6.5 (1.9)
Costa Rica 27.1 (0.4) 5.9 (0.3) 25.5 (0.8) 27.6 (0.8) 28.7 (0.7) 26.5 (0.9) 1.0 (1.2)
Croatia 22.0 (0.2) 3.4 (0.2) 20.0 (0.4) 21.2 (0.5) 22.4 (0.4) 24.6 (0.3) 4.6 (0.5)
Cyprus 20.2 (0.1) 4.1 (0.4) 19.9 (0.1) 19.8 (0.4) 20.1 (0.1) 21.0 (0.0) 1.1 (0.1)
Dominican Republic 35.9 (0.7) 10.1 (0.4) 31.7 (1.7) 38.2 (1.7) 37.8 (1.5) 35.3 (1.6) 3.7 (2.2)
Georgia 23.9 (0.5) 10.0 (0.6) 20.0 (1.0) 24.5 (1.4) 27.7 (1.4) 23.3 (0.9) 3.3 (1.3)
Hong Kong (China) 27.6 (0.5) 5.3 (0.3) 26.3 (1.2) 27.0 (0.7) 28.7 (1.1) 28.8 (1.4) 2.5 (1.9)
Indonesia 30.0 (1.1) 12.1 (0.7) 27.3 (1.6) 29.5 (2.1) 32.9 (2.8) 30.3 (3.3) 3.0 (3.8)
Jordan 33.6 (0.6) 11.1 (0.4) 29.0 (1.6) 37.2 (1.2) 36.9 (1.5) 31.2 (1.8) 2.2 (2.7)
Kazakhstan 30.0 (0.7) 13.8 (0.4) 27.4 (1.5) 30.6 (2.0) 30.4 (1.6) 31.8 (1.6) 4.4 (2.3)
Kosovo 28.4 (0.2) 6.9 (0.2) 24.1 (0.4) 26.9 (0.6) 31.1 (0.6) 31.8 (0.5) 7.7 (0.7)
Lebanon 27.6 (0.6) 9.1 (0.5) 28.5 (1.7) 26.2 (1.2) 28.4 (1.1) 27.4 (1.1) -1.1 (1.9)
Macao (China) 29.2 (0.0) 6.1 (0.0) 29.9 (0.0) 31.6 (0.0) 26.2 (0.0) 29.1 (0.0) -0.8 (0.0)
Malaysia 32.4 (0.7) 8.6 (0.5) 31.1 (1.3) 31.8 (1.3) 33.8 (1.9) 32.8 (2.0) 1.8 (2.2)
Malta 19.6 (0.0) 3.3 (0.0) 18.4 (0.0) 19.5 (0.0) 19.6 (0.0) 20.9 (0.0) 2.5 (0.0)
Moldova 27.3 (0.7) 11.4 (0.6) 22.7 (1.3) 24.8 (1.5) 28.5 (1.9) 33.4 (1.8) 10.7 (2.4)
Montenegro 27.4 (0.0) 4.4 (0.0) 23.1 (0.2) 27.9 (0.0) 28.8 (0.1) 29.6 (0.1) 6.4 (0.2)
Morocco 34.1 (0.5) 6.9 (0.4) 34.1 (1.2) 35.2 (1.1) 33.8 (1.0) 33.4 (1.2) -0.7 (1.7)
North Macedonia 25.0 (0.0) 7.7 (0.0) 23.0 (0.1) 23.7 (0.0) 25.2 (0.0) 28.4 (0.0) 5.4 (0.1)
Panama 38.1 (0.8) 13.2 (0.3) 34.6 (2.3) 39.9 (1.6) 39.6 (1.2) 37.8 (1.7) 3.2 (2.8)
Peru 26.0 (0.4) 7.6 (0.2) 21.6 (0.6) 26.8 (0.8) 27.2 (0.7) 28.3 (1.0) 6.7 (1.1)
Philippines 43.9 (0.5) 8.0 (0.4) 44.7 (1.5) 44.8 (1.1) 45.4 (1.1) 40.8 (1.2) -3.9 (1.8)
Qatar 31.7 (0.0) 11.0 (0.0) 33.8 (0.0) 32.5 (0.1) 35.3 (0.1) 25.3 (0.0) -8.5 (0.1)
Romania 27.1 (0.4) 5.2 (0.8) 25.3 (0.7) 26.7 (1.0) 27.6 (0.9) 28.8 (0.5) 3.5 (0.7)
Russia 23.7 (0.2) 5.1 (0.2) 19.4 (0.5) 24.4 (0.6) 23.9 (0.6) 26.8 (0.5) 7.4 (0.6)
Saudi Arabia 38.2 (0.9) 13.2 (0.3) 35.4 (2.3) 37.7 (2.6) 40.6 (1.9) 38.2 (1.6) 2.8 (2.8)
Serbia 28.7 (0.6) 7.1 (0.8) 27.7 (1.2) 30.6 (1.4) 27.9 (1.0) 28.7 (0.9) 1.0 (1.5)
Singapore 33.4 (0.2) 5.7 (0.3) 33.4 (0.1) 36.1 (0.2) 34.9 (0.1) 29.3 (0.8) -4.0 (0.8)
Chinese Taipei 35.5 (0.3) 7.1 (0.2) 34.3 (1.5) 35.5 (1.3) 35.0 (1.1) 37.3 (0.8) 3.0 (1.7)
Thailand 36.3 (0.5) 8.1 (0.3) 30.7 (1.2) 35.6 (0.9) 38.5 (1.1) 40.4 (1.1) 9.7 (1.7)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 31.0 (0.2) 10.6 (0.2) 34.5 (0.3) 34.3 (0.6) 29.6 (0.7) 25.7 (0.4) -8.8 (0.5)
Uruguay 27.4 (0.4) 6.5 (0.5) 26.4 (1.0) 27.2 (1.0) 28.7 (1.1) 27.3 (1.0) 0.9 (1.5)
Viet Nam 41.9 (0.7) 9.2 (0.5) 41.6 (2.0) 41.7 (1.3) 42.7 (1.2) 41.6 (1.1) 0.0 (2.2)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but analysis less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.4.11 [3/8]  Language-of-instruction class size, school characteristics and reading performance
In modal grade for 15-year-olds; results based on principals’ reports

 

By school location

Rural area or village 
 (fewer than 3 000 people)

Town 
 (3 000 to 100 000 people)

City  
(over 100 000 people) City - rural area

Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 21.0 (0.7) 24.5 (0.2) 25.1 (0.2) 4.0 (0.7)

Austria 21.9 (1.4) 22.6 (0.3) 23.1 (0.5) 1.2 (1.5)

Belgium c c 19.7 (0.2) 20.3 (0.4) c c

Canada 22.8 (0.7) 26.8 (0.3) 28.0 (0.3) 5.3 (0.8)

Chile 27.5 (2.0) 34.4 (1.0) 35.6 (0.5) 8.1 (2.1)

Colombia 30.0 (2.6) 38.4 (1.4) 39.3 (1.1) 9.3 (2.7)

Czech Republic 19.6 (1.1) 24.2 (0.3) 25.3 (0.5) 5.7 (1.3)

Denmark 19.3 (0.5) 22.0 (0.2) 21.5 (0.5) 2.2 (0.6)

Estonia 17.0 (0.3) 22.8 (0.3) 26.6 (0.3) 9.5 (0.4)

Finland 17.2 (0.8) 19.3 (0.2) 20.6 (0.4) 3.3 (0.9)

France 22.6 (0.7) 29.9 (0.4) 30.2 (0.6) 7.7 (0.9)

Germany c c 24.4 (0.3) 25.9 (0.5) c c

Greece 20.6 (1.4) 22.8 (0.3) 23.9 (0.3) 3.4 (1.4)

Hungary 17.8 (1.0) 27.4 (1.0) 29.2 (1.2) 11.4 (1.4)

Iceland 15.1 (0.1) 19.2 (0.0) 20.4 (0.0) 5.3 (0.1)

Ireland 23.5 (0.7) 24.4 (0.3) 23.9 (0.7) 0.4 (1.0)

Israel 29.2 (1.0) 29.2 (0.5) 31.2 (0.7) 2.0 (1.3)

Italy 20.8 (1.4) 22.8 (0.4) 23.3 (0.6) 2.5 (1.5)

Japan m m 33.1 (1.0) 35.9 (0.5) m m

Korea c c 26.8 (1.0) 26.4 (0.3) c c

Latvia 15.1 (0.3) 23.1 (0.4) 26.5 (0.5) 11.4 (0.6)

Lithuania 18.5 (0.5) 24.3 (0.3) 25.9 (0.3) 7.4 (0.6)

Luxembourg m m 22.2 (0.0) 22.5 (0.0) m m

Mexico 33.0 (1.7) 43.0 (1.1) 43.0 (0.8) 10.1 (1.8)

Netherlands c c 25.0 (0.3) 25.4 (0.5) c c

New Zealand 19.8 (0.7) 24.0 (0.3) 26.2 (0.5) 6.4 (0.9)

Norway 19.6 (0.6) 24.3 (0.3) 25.7 (0.5) 6.1 (0.8)

Poland 22.8 (1.0) 24.6 (0.6) 26.0 (1.3) 3.1 (1.6)

Portugal 20.7 (1.3) 25.3 (0.2) 26.8 (0.3) 6.2 (1.3)

Slovak Republic 17.6 (0.7) 22.5 (0.4) 23.7 (0.8) 6.1 (1.0)

Slovenia 23.2 (0.4) 25.1 (0.1) 27.9 (0.1) 4.7 (0.4)

Spain 23.7 (1.2) 29.1 (0.5) 30.5 (0.8) 6.8 (1.6)

Sweden 22.3 (0.7) 24.4 (0.3) 25.1 (0.4) 2.8 (0.8)

Switzerland 16.4 (0.8) 19.6 (0.3) 20.6 (0.5) 4.2 (1.0)

Turkey c c 42.5 (1.5) 42.3 (1.1) c c

United Kingdom 24.4 (1.3) 25.4 (0.4) 24.2 (0.5) -0.2 (1.4)

United States 21.5 (1.7) 25.6 (0.6) 27.8 (0.6) 6.3 (1.8)

OECD average 21.5 (0.2) 26.1 (0.1) 27.2 (0.1) 5.4 (0.2)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but analysis less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.4.11 [4/8]  Language-of-instruction class size, school characteristics and reading performance
In modal grade for 15-year-olds; results based on principals’ reports

 

By school location

Rural area or village 
 (fewer than 3 000 people)

Town 
 (3 000 to 100 000 people)

City  
(over 100 000 people) City - rural area

Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 20.6 (0.8) 27.9 (0.5) 28.3 (0.4) 7.7 (0.9)

Argentina 27.7 (2.8) 36.0 (1.2) 38.1 (1.5) 10.4 (3.1)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m 27.9 (1.0) 24.5 (1.0) m m
Belarus 16.9 (0.7) 24.1 (0.9) 24.9 (0.5) 8.0 (0.9)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 21.1 (0.9) 22.6 (0.4) 25.4 (0.9) 4.3 (1.4)

Brazil 33.9 (2.0) † 34.7 (0.5) 35.9 (0.5) 1.9 (2.0) †

Brunei Darussalam 21.8 (0.0) 24.6 (0.0) 24.3 (0.0) 2.5 (0.0)
B-S-J-Z (China) 42.9 (2.2) 43.1 (0.6) 40.3 (0.5) -2.6 (2.2)
Bulgaria 24.3 (2.4) 25.7 (0.9) 27.0 (1.0) 2.7 (2.6)
Costa Rica 24.4 (1.0) 28.3 (0.4) 26.2 (1.0) 1.8 (1.3)
Croatia c c 21.0 (0.3) 23.5 (0.3) c c
Cyprus 16.7 (0.2) 20.4 (0.2) 20.6 (0.1) 3.8 (0.2)
Dominican Republic 31.7 (1.8) 37.4 (1.1) 35.1 (1.3) 3.4 (2.2)
Georgia 18.0 (0.6) 27.2 (1.4) 26.1 (0.7) 8.2 (0.9)
Hong Kong (China) c c 27.8 (1.0) 27.6 (0.5) c c
Indonesia 27.2 (1.7) 30.7 (1.8) 32.1 (2.1) 4.9 (2.6)
Jordan 22.7 (2.5) 34.3 (1.0) 35.3 (1.0) 12.6 (2.7)
Kazakhstan 29.3 (1.4) 30.1 (1.8) 30.5 (1.0) 1.2 (1.7)
Kosovo 21.4 (0.7) 29.2 (0.3) 30.4 (0.4) 8.9 (0.8)
Lebanon 27.3 (2.5) † 27.6 (0.7) 27.9 (1.1) 0.6 (2.7) †
Macao (China) c c m m 29.2 (0.0) c c
Malaysia 33.1 (1.5) 31.3 (1.0) 33.2 (0.9) 0.1 (1.7)
Malta 21.1 (0.0) 19.4 (0.0) m m m m
Moldova 24.0 (1.0) 29.6 (1.3) 31.5 (1.7) 7.5 (2.1)
Montenegro c c 26.0 (0.0) 30.3 (0.0) c c
Morocco 33.3 (1.2) 34.0 (0.8) 34.8 (0.9) 1.5 (1.6)
North Macedonia c c 23.8 (0.0) 26.6 (0.0) c c
Panama 34.3 (2.8) 39.2 (0.9) 38.1 (1.2) 3.7 (3.0)
Peru 21.2 (0.7) 27.4 (0.5) 29.5 (1.1) 8.2 (1.2)
Philippines 37.1 (3.1) 44.1 (0.8) 44.8 (0.6) 7.7 (3.0)
Qatar 30.2 (0.1) 34.7 (0.0) 29.9 (0.0) -0.3 (0.1)
Romania 21.3 (1.8) 27.3 (0.4) 27.8 (0.6) 6.5 (1.7)
Russia 15.3 (0.5) 24.1 (0.4) 25.8 (0.3) 10.5 (0.6)
Saudi Arabia 25.3 (2.9) 37.9 (1.9) 39.6 (1.1) 14.3 (3.1)
Serbia m m 28.1 (0.8) 29.4 (0.8) m m
Singapore m m m m 33.3 (0.2) m m
Chinese Taipei 27.2 (3.9) 33.9 (0.6) 36.6 (0.5) 9.4 (3.9)
Thailand 27.5 (1.5) 36.6 (0.7) 39.4 (0.9) 11.8 (1.7)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 32.4 (0.3) 33.0 (0.2) 29.9 (0.3) -2.6 (0.5)
Uruguay 20.4 (1.3) 27.2 (0.7) 28.6 (0.5) 8.2 (1.4)
Viet Nam 39.9 (1.2) 43.6 (1.1) 42.1 (1.3) 2.2 (1.8)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but analysis less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.4.11 [5/8]  Language-of-instruction class size, school characteristics and reading performance
In modal grade for 15-year-olds; results based on principals’ reports

 

By type of school By programme orientation

Public Private Private - public General Modular
Pre-vocational 
or vocational

Pre-vocational 
or vocational - 

general

Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 25.0 (0.2) 24.4 (0.2) -0.6 (0.3) 24.8 (0.1) m m 24.2 (0.4) -0.6 (0.4)

Austria 22.7 (0.3) 22.7 (0.8) 0.0 (0.9) 22.8 (0.4) m m 22.7 (0.3) -0.1 (0.5)

Belgium m m m m m m 21.4 (0.2) m m 17.6 (0.2) -3.9 (0.3)

Canada 27.3 (0.2) 27.0 (0.6) -0.2 (0.6) 27.3 (0.2) m m m m m m

Chile 33.3 (0.8) 35.6 (0.6) 2.3 (1.0) 34.8 (0.5) m m 35.3 (1.2) 0.5 (1.1)

Colombia 38.6 (0.8) 34.7 (1.8) -3.9 (2.0) 37.9 (0.8) m m 37.7 (1.6) -0.2 (1.6)

Czech Republic 24.1 (0.3) 24.2 (1.4) 0.1 (1.4) 23.6 (0.3) m m 25.0 (0.5) 1.5 (0.6)

Denmark 21.6 (0.3) 21.0 (0.4) -0.6 (0.5) 21.4 (0.2) m m m m m m

Estonia 22.6 (0.2) 22.3 (1.1) -0.3 (1.1) 22.6 (0.2) m m c c c c

Finland 19.5 (0.2) 22.8 (1.8) 3.4 (1.8) 19.6 (0.2) m m m m m m

France 30.2 (0.3) 28.5 (0.8) -1.6 (0.8) 31.0 (0.2) m m 24.9 (0.7) -6.1 (0.7)

Germany 24.8 (0.3) 25.2 (1.7) 0.4 (1.7) 25.2 (0.3) m m 19.4 (0.9) -5.8 (1.0)

Greece 23.0 (0.2) 23.0 (1.1) -0.1 (1.2) 23.3 (0.2) m m 21.1 (0.6) -2.2 (0.6)

Hungary 27.9 (0.9) 27.5 (1.0) -0.4 (1.4) 29.0 (0.8) m m 21.7 (1.1) -7.3 (1.4)

Iceland 18.9 (0.0) c c c c 18.9 (0.0) m m m m m m

Ireland 23.7 (0.4) 24.5 (0.4) 0.9 (0.5) 24.1 (0.3) m m 21.5 (1.1) -2.6 (1.1)

Israel 29.9 (0.3) m m m m 29.9 (0.3) m m m m m m

Italy 22.8 (0.3) 26.0 (4.4) 3.2 (4.4) 23.5 (0.5) m m 22.3 (0.4) -1.2 (0.6)

Japan 34.9 (0.6) 35.5 (0.8) 0.5 (1.0) 35.9 (0.5) m m 32.7 (1.1) -3.1 (1.2)

Korea 26.8 (0.4) 25.8 (0.6) -0.9 (0.8) 27.0 (0.4) m m 23.2 (0.9) -3.8 (1.0)

Latvia 22.7 (0.3) 13.7 (0.7) -9.0 (0.7) 22.6 (0.3) m m 17.8 (2.3) -4.8 (2.3)

Lithuania 23.7 (0.2) 24.5 (0.5) 0.8 (0.5) 23.7 (0.2) m m 23.1 (2.6) -0.7 (2.6)

Luxembourg 22.4 (0.0) 22.1 (0.0) † -0.3 (0.0) † 22.5 (0.0) 22.0 (0.1) 21.6 (0.0) -0.9 (0.0)

Mexico 42.0 (0.5) 36.2 (2.1) -5.9 (2.1) 39.9 (0.6) m m 44.7 (0.8) 4.8 (1.0)

Netherlands 25.2 (0.4) 25.0 (0.3) -0.3 (0.6) 26.3 (0.2) m m 21.1 (0.5) -5.2 (0.5)

New Zealand 25.3 (0.3) 20.7 (0.7) -4.6 (0.8) 25.1 (0.3) m m m m m m

Norway w w w w w w 23.8 (0.2) m m m m m m

Poland 24.5 (0.5) 20.9 (2.8) -3.6 (2.8) 24.3 (0.5) m m c c c c

Portugal 25.9 (0.1) 23.9 (0.6) -1.9 (0.6) 25.9 (0.2) m m 24.1 (0.5) -1.8 (0.5)

Slovak Republic 21.8 (0.3) 23.1 (0.7) 1.3 (0.8) 21.3 (0.3) 23.7 (0.6) 21.1 (0.7) -0.2 (0.7)

Slovenia 25.6 (0.1) 30.9 (0.1) 5.3 (0.1) 25.9 (0.1) m m 25.5 (0.0) -0.4 (0.1)

Spain 28.7 (0.5) 31.1 (0.9) 2.4 (1.0) 29.5 (0.4) m m 27.6 (1.3) -1.9 (1.2)

Sweden 24.6 (0.3) 23.7 (0.6) -0.9 (0.7) 24.4 (0.3) m m m m m m

Switzerland 19.7 (0.3) 15.5 (0.9) -4.2 (0.9) 19.4 (0.2) m m 20.1 (1.5) 0.7 (1.5)

Turkey 42.7 (1.0) 38.9 (3.5) -3.8 (3.6) 42.1 (1.2) m m 42.5 (1.5) 0.5 (1.8)

United Kingdom 25.4 (0.3) 24.7 (0.4) -0.7 (0.5) 24.9 (0.3) m m 27.2 (0.6) 2.3 (0.7)

United States 26.6 (0.4) 21.3 (0.9) -5.3 (1.0) 26.2 (0.4) m m m m m m

OECD average 26.4 (0.1) 25.7 (0.2) -0.9 (0.3) 26.3 (0.1) 22.9 (0.3) 25.6 (0.2) -1.6 (0.2)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but analysis less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.4.11 [6/8]  Language-of-instruction class size, school characteristics and reading performance
In modal grade for 15-year-olds; results based on principals’ reports

 

By type of school By programme orientation

Public Private Private - public General Modular
Pre-vocational 
or vocational

Pre-vocational 
or vocational - 

general

Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 27.0 (0.3) 19.7 (1.0) -7.2 (1.0) 25.0 (0.4) m m 27.1 (0.4) 2.1 (0.6)

Argentina 35.4 (1.3) 38.6 (1.5) 3.2 (2.0) 36.7 (1.1) m m 34.8 (2.3) -1.9 (2.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 26.6 (0.8) † c c c c m m 26.5 (0.8) † m m m m
Belarus 23.3 (0.4) c c c c 23.0 (0.5) m m 25.0 (0.4) 2.0 (0.6)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 23.1 (0.4) c c c c 23.1 (0.5) m m 23.1 (0.4) 0.0 (0.7)

Brazil 35.5 (0.4) 34.0 (1.2) -1.5 (1.3) 35.1 (0.4) m m 36.9 (0.8) 1.8 (0.9)

Brunei Darussalam 23.7 (0.0) 26.7 (0.0) 3.0 (0.0) 24.2 (0.0) m m 23.8 (0.1) -0.4 (0.1)
B-S-J-Z (China) 41.5 (0.3) 42.9 (1.2) 1.4 (1.3) 42.2 (0.4) m m 39.3 (0.7) -2.8 (0.8)
Bulgaria 26.2 (0.7) c c c c 27.7 (1.1) m m 24.4 (0.7) -3.3 (1.3)
Costa Rica 27.8 (0.4) 22.8 (1.2) -5.0 (1.2) 26.7 (0.4) m m 30.0 (0.5) 3.3 (0.6)
Croatia 22.1 (0.2) 22.4 (2.3) 0.3 (2.3) 23.6 (0.3) m m 21.3 (0.2) -2.3 (0.3)
Cyprus 20.1 (0.1) 20.7 (0.0) 0.6 (0.1) 20.4 (0.1) m m 19.0 (0.0) -1.4 (0.1)
Dominican Republic 36.7 (0.8) 32.2 (1.8) -4.5 (1.8) 36.0 (0.8) m m 35.0 (2.3) -1.0 (2.4)
Georgia 24.5 (0.5) 19.0 (1.9) -5.5 (2.0) 23.9 (0.5) m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) 30.8 (0.6) 27.4 (0.5) -3.4 (0.9) 27.6 (0.5) m m m m m m
Indonesia 32.1 (1.1) 27.7 (2.0) -4.4 (2.3) 30.3 (1.2) m m 29.0 (2.8) -1.4 (3.0)
Jordan 34.0 (0.7) 32.2 (1.5) -1.8 (1.7) 33.6 (0.6) m m m m m m
Kazakhstan 30.2 (0.7) 28.1 (2.8) -2.1 (2.9) 30.6 (0.8) m m 27.6 (1.3) -3.1 (1.4)
Kosovo 28.6 (0.2) c c c c 29.0 (0.3) m m 27.4 (0.2) -1.6 (0.4)
Lebanon 27.4 (0.8) † 27.8 (0.8) 0.4 (1.0) † 27.6 (0.6) m m m m m m

Macao (China) 24.3 (0.0) 29.5 (0.0) 5.1 (0.0) 29.2 (0.0) m m 23.7 (0.4) -5.6 (0.4)

Malaysia 32.1 (0.6) 37.5 (4.7) 5.5 (4.6) 32.7 (0.7) m m 29.6 (1.2) -3.1 (1.1)
Malta 19.2 (0.0) 20.2 (0.0) 1.0 (0.0) 19.6 (0.0) m m m m m m
Moldova 27.4 (0.7) c c c c 27.1 (0.6) m m 34.7 (8.2) † 7.6 (8.3) †
Montenegro 27.4 (0.0) c c c c 27.3 (0.1) m m 27.4 (0.0) 0.1 (0.1)
Morocco 34.7 (0.5) 27.5 (2.9) -7.2 (2.9) 34.1 (0.5) m m m m m m
North Macedonia 25.1 (0.0) 24.2 (0.3) -0.8 (0.3) 25.9 (0.0) m m 24.5 (0.0) -1.4 (0.1)
Panama 38.9 (0.8) 34.3 (2.3) † -4.6 (2.4) † 37.3 (0.9) m m 40.0 (0.9) 2.7 (1.0)
Peru 26.2 (0.4) 25.2 (0.9) -1.0 (0.9) 26.0 (0.4) m m m m m m
Philippines 45.1 (0.6) 38.5 (1.4) -6.6 (1.6) 43.9 (0.5) m m m m m m
Qatar 34.9 (0.0) 27.5 (0.0) -7.4 (0.0) 31.7 (0.0) m m m m m m
Romania 27.1 (0.4) c c c c 27.2 (0.4) m m 26.2 (0.6) -1.0 (0.6)
Russia 23.7 (0.2) m m m m 23.7 (0.3) m m 23.6 (0.4) -0.1 (0.5)
Saudi Arabia 38.3 (1.0) 37.4 (2.2) -0.9 (2.4) 38.2 (0.9) m m m m m m
Serbia 28.9 (0.6) 23.4 (2.7) -5.5 (2.8) 29.0 (0.9) m m 28.6 (0.6) -0.4 (1.1)
Singapore 34.2 (0.1) 25.9 (1.4) -8.3 (1.4) 33.4 (0.2) m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei 32.6 (0.3) 41.8 (0.7) 9.2 (0.8) 33.7 (0.4) m m 38.9 (0.6) 5.2 (0.6)

Thailand 36.0 (0.5) 38.0 (1.0) 2.1 (1.2) 36.3 (0.6) m m 36.5 (1.0) 0.2 (1.3)

Ukraine m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 34.6 (0.2) 28.8 (0.4) -5.7 (0.4) 31.0 (0.2) m m 27.9 (0.0) † -3.1 (0.2) †
Uruguay 28.0 (0.5) 24.4 (0.6) -3.6 (0.8) 27.5 (0.4) m m 26.3 (1.7) -1.3 (1.7)
Viet Nam 41.7 (0.7) 45.8 (3.0) 4.1 (3.0) 41.9 (0.7) m m m m m m

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but analysis less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.4.11 [7/8]  Language-of-instruction class size, school characteristics and reading performance
In modal grade for 15-year-olds; results based on principals’ reports

 

By education level Before accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile2

After accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile2

Lower secondary  
(ISCED 2)

Upper secondary  
(ISCED 3) ISCED 3 - ISCED 2

Change in reading 
performance per 
one-unit increase 

in the size of 
language-of-

instruction class

Explained variance 
in student 

performance 
 (r-squared x 100)

Change in reading 
performance per 
one-unit increase 

in the size of 
language-of-

instruction class

Explained variance 
in student 

performance
 (r-squared x 100)

Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x
Score  

dif.
S.E. x % S.E. x

Score  
dif.

S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 24.7 (0.1) 25.3 (0.2) 0.6 (0.2) 2 (0.7) 0.3 (0.2) 1 (0.5) 13.9 (0.8)
Austria 20.1 (0.5) 23.0 (0.3) 2.8 (0.5) 6 (0.9) 8.3 (2.5) 2 (0.7) 30.0 (1.8)
Belgium 17.5 (0.4) 20.0 (0.2) 2.5 (0.5) 9 (0.8) 10.0 (1.7) 3 (0.7) 31.8 (1.5)
Canada 29.1 (0.4) 27.1 (0.2) -2.0 (0.4) 2 (0.5) 1.0 (0.4) 2 (0.3) 9.1 (0.8)
Chile 29.1 (1.3) 35.1 (0.5) 6.0 (1.3) 1 (0.5) 0.8 (0.7) 1 (0.4) 20.6 (1.7)

Colombia 37.1 (0.9) 38.3 (0.8) 1.2 (0.6) 0 (0.4) 0.2 (0.5) 0 (0.3) 25.6 (2.5)

Czech Republic 22.6 (0.4) 25.8 (0.3) 3.2 (0.5) 7 (0.8) 11.6 (2.5) 3 (0.6) 35.1 (2.5)
Denmark 21.4 (0.2) c c c c 2 (0.7) 0.6 (0.4) 1 (0.6) 11.8 (1.2)
Estonia 22.6 (0.2) 25.0 (1.4) 2.5 (1.4) 1 (0.3) 0.4 (0.3) -1 (0.2) 9.5 (1.3)
Finland 19.6 (0.2) c c c c 4 (0.7) 1.5 (0.6) 2 (0.6) 10.1 (1.1)
France 25.3 (0.4) 30.7 (0.3) 5.3 (0.5) 7 (0.6) 14.6 (2.1) 4 (0.5) 28.3 (2.1)
Germany 25.1 (0.3) 21.6 (0.9) -3.5 (0.9) 7 (2.1) † 9.4 (3.8) † 2 (0.9) † 38.1 (1.9) †
Greece 22.8 (1.2) 23.0 (0.2) 0.3 (1.3) 3 (0.9) 1.8 (0.9) 1 (0.6) 18.1 (2.1)
Hungary 23.1 (2.0) 28.3 (0.8) 5.2 (2.0) 2 (0.5) 4.2 (2.0) 0 (0.3) 38.7 (2.4)
Iceland 18.9 (0.0) m m m m 1 (0.5) 0.3 (0.2) -1 (0.5) 7.7 (1.0)
Ireland 24.2 (0.3) 23.9 (0.3) -0.3 (0.2) 2 (0.8) 1.1 (0.7) 0 (0.5) 14.3 (1.3)
Israel 30.4 (0.4) 29.8 (0.4) -0.5 (0.5) 6 (0.8) 8.9 (2.3) 3 (0.7) 31.2 (2.6)
Italy 22.0 (0.9) 22.9 (0.3) 0.9 (1.0) 3 (1.2) 2.0 (1.3) 1 (0.7) 27.9 (2.0)
Japan m m 35.1 (0.5) m m 4 (0.7) 6.7 (2.3) 1 (0.6) 23.7 (2.1)
Korea 29.5 (0.5) 25.8 (0.3) -3.7 (0.6) 3 (1.0) 1.7 (1.2) 0 (0.7) 17.2 (2.8)

Latvia 22.5 (0.3) 24.5 (1.0) 2.0 (0.9) 2 (0.2) 4.2 (0.8) 1 (0.2) 12.6 (1.4)

Lithuania 23.7 (0.2) m m m m 5 (0.6) 9.8 (1.5) 2 (0.4) 26.0 (1.6)

Luxembourg 22.3 (0.0) 22.4 (0.0) 0.1 (0.0) 3 (0.5) 0.5 (0.2) 2 (0.5) 30.9 (1.0)
Mexico 31.8 (1.1) 43.9 (0.5) 12.0 (1.2) 0 (0.3) 0.2 (0.3) 0 (0.2) 18.6 (2.7)
Netherlands 23.9 (0.3) 27.0 (0.3) 3.1 (0.4) 12 (1.1) 18.8 (3.1) 4 (1.2) 37.6 (2.5)
New Zealand 24.7 (0.3) 25.1 (0.3) 0.4 (0.4) 1 (0.6) 0.4 (0.4) 0 (0.5) 16.1 (1.3)
Norway 23.8 (0.2) m m m m 2 (0.5) 0.7 (0.3) 1 (0.5) 8.2 (1.0)
Poland 24.4 (0.5) c c c c 1 (0.4) 0.9 (0.6) 0 (0.2) 15.7 (2.0)
Portugal 24.3 (0.3) 26.2 (0.2) 1.9 (0.3) 5 (0.9) 3.7 (1.2) 3 (0.6) 16.0 (1.6)
Slovak Republic 19.5 (0.3) 24.1 (0.4) 4.6 (0.5) 6 (0.7) 11.3 (2.6) 2 (0.5) 32.3 (2.2)
Slovenia 20.6 (0.6) 26.1 (0.0) 5.4 (0.6) 6 (0.3) 7.3 (0.5) 1 (0.3) 34.9 (1.2)
Spain 29.4 (0.4) c c c c m m m m m m m m
Sweden 24.3 (0.3) 28.5 (1.7) 4.2 (1.7) 2 (0.8) 0.4 (0.4) -1 (0.6) 13.4 (1.9)

Switzerland 19.0 (0.2) 20.8 (0.7) 1.9 (0.7) 7 (1.2) 5.4 (1.8) 5 (1.3) 24.2 (2.5)

Turkey c c 42.3 (1.0) c c 0 (0.5) 0.1 (0.5) 0 (0.3) 25.3 (2.9)
United Kingdom c c 24.9 (0.3) c c -2 (1.0) † 0.8 (0.7) † 0 (0.5) † 15.7 (1.7) †
United States 25.8 (0.5) 26.2 (0.4) 0.4 (0.4) 1 (0.6) 0.2 (0.2) 1 (0.4) 15.0 (1.8)

OECD average 24.3 (0.1) 27.4 (0.1) 2.1 (0.2) 3 (0.1) 4.2 (0.3) 1 (0.1) 21.8 (0.3)

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but analysis less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132241

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132241


PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 259

Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.4.11 [8/8]  Language-of-instruction class size, school characteristics and reading performance
In modal grade for 15-year-olds; results based on principals’ reports

 

By education level Before accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile2

After accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile2

Lower secondary  
(ISCED 2)

Upper secondary  
(ISCED 3) ISCED 3 - ISCED 2

Change in reading 
performance per 
one-unit increase 

in the size of 
language-of-

instruction class

Explained variance 
in student 

performance 
 (r-squared x 100)

Change in reading 
performance per 
one-unit increase 

in the size of 
language-of-

instruction class

Explained variance 
in student 

performance
 (r-squared x 100)

Mean S.E. x Mean S.E. x Dif. S.E. x
Score  

dif.
S.E. x % S.E. x

Score  
dif.

S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 24.2 (0.4) 27.4 (0.4) 3.2 (0.5) 1 (0.3) 0.5 (0.4) 0 (0.3) 13.2 (1.8)

Argentina 33.6 (1.3) 37.8 (1.0) 4.3 (1.0) 1 (0.3) 2.1 (1.2) 0 (0.2) 30.0 (2.2)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 26.9 (0.9) † 26.3 (0.7) † -0.7 (0.5) † 0 (0.3) † 0.0 (0.1) † 0 (0.2) † 5.1 (1.3) †
Belarus 23.3 (0.5) 23.3 (0.4) 0.0 (0.2) 2 (0.6) 1.2 (0.7) -1 (0.2) 28.2 (1.9)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 22.7 (0.5) 23.2 (0.4) 0.5 (0.7) 2 (0.6) 1.5 (0.7) 1 (0.3) 18.3 (2.7)

Brazil 31.1 (0.9) † 36.2 (0.4) 5.2 (1.0) † -1 (0.5) 0.2 (0.4) 0 (0.3) 21.8 (1.7)
Brunei Darussalam 23.4 (0.6) 24.2 (0.0) 0.8 (0.6) 0 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 1 (0.2) 32.3 (0.8)
B-S-J-Z (China) 40.7 (0.6) 42.3 (0.4) 1.6 (0.7) 1 (0.5) 0.5 (0.7) 2 (0.3) 25.8 (2.3)
Bulgaria c c 26.1 (0.7) c c 2 (0.7) 3.6 (2.3) 1 (0.5) 31.8 (4.0)
Costa Rica 27.2 (0.4) 26.9 (0.4) -0.3 (0.3) 0 (0.6) 0.1 (0.3) 0 (0.3) 25.9 (2.5)
Croatia c c 22.0 (0.2) c c 9 (0.9) 11.4 (2.0) 3 (1.0) 25.2 (2.0)
Cyprus 23.8 (2.3) 20.1 (0.0) -3.7 (2.3) 2 (0.4) 0.8 (0.2) 0 (0.4) 14.0 (0.9)
Dominican Republic 35.4 (0.8) 36.2 (0.9) 0.9 (0.8) 0 (0.4) 0.1 (0.4) 0 (0.3) 21.5 (2.9)
Georgia 24.0 (0.6) 23.9 (0.5) -0.1 (0.4) 0 (0.3) 0.2 (0.3) 0 (0.2) 14.6 (1.8)
Hong Kong (China) 27.6 (0.6) 27.7 (0.5) † 0.1 (0.5) † 2 (1.4) † 1.4 (2.0) † 1 (0.9) † 17.7 (2.4) †
Indonesia 29.6 (1.5) 30.3 (1.6) 0.7 (2.2) 1 (0.3) 1.5 (1.3) 0 (0.3) 17.6 (3.5)
Jordan 33.6 (0.6) m m m m 0 (0.3) 0.0 (0.1) 0 (0.3) 9.7 (1.9)
Kazakhstan 29.5 (0.7) 32.1 (1.0) 2.6 (0.7) -1 (0.2) 0.9 (0.6) -1 (0.1) 12.8 (1.9)
Kosovo 23.8 (0.6) 29.9 (0.2) 6.0 (0.7) 3 (0.3) 7.7 (1.3) 1 (0.3) 22.7 (1.6)
Lebanon 24.6 (1.2) ‡ 28.2 (0.6) 3.5 (1.2) ‡ 1 (0.5) 0.7 (0.8) 1 (0.5) 17.0 (3.0)
Macao (China) 28.5 (0.0) 29.7 (0.0) 1.2 (0.0) 2 (0.2) 2.0 (0.4) 3 (0.2) 5.4 (0.6)
Malaysia 33.2 (1.1) 32.3 (0.7) -0.9 (0.9) 0 (0.4) 0.1 (0.3) 0 (0.3) 21.9 (2.5)
Malta c c 19.6 (0.0) c c 6 (0.5) 2.6 (0.5) 4 (0.5) 13.5 (0.8)
Moldova 26.9 (0.6) 31.7 (2.5) 4.8 (2.5) 1 (0.3) 2.0 (0.9) 0 (0.2) 23.9 (2.3)
Montenegro 24.9 (1.0) 27.4 (0.0) 2.6 (1.0) 5 (0.2) 5.9 (0.5) 0 (0.2) 22.8 (0.9)
Morocco 34.0 (0.7) 34.3 (0.7) 0.3 (1.0) 0 (0.5) 0.2 (0.4) 1 (0.4) 19.0 (2.3)
North Macedonia c c 25.0 (0.0) c c 3 (0.2) 4.6 (0.6) 1 (0.2) 26.8 (1.1)
Panama 35.8 (1.5) † 39.0 (0.7) 3.3 (1.4) † 1 (0.4) 2.0 (1.6) 1 (0.2) 31.3 (3.9)
Peru 23.7 (0.5) 26.6 (0.4) 2.9 (0.4) 3 (0.4) 4.3 (1.3) 1 (0.3) 31.6 (2.1)
Philippines 44.1 (0.5) 25.2 (6.1) -18.8 (6.3) -1 (0.7) 1.1 (1.4) 0 (0.2) 29.1 (3.2)
Qatar 31.7 (0.1) 31.7 (0.0) 0.0 (0.1) -1 (0.1) 2.2 (0.2) 0 (0.1) 16.7 (0.6)
Romania 23.8 (1.8) 27.3 (0.4) 3.6 (1.8) 4 (1.2) 4.0 (2.0) 2 (0.9) 31.7 (2.8)
Russia 23.8 (0.2) 22.9 (0.4) -0.8 (0.4) 3 (0.6) 2.7 (1.0) -1 (0.7) 14.8 (2.2)
Saudi Arabia 30.4 (3.5) ‡ 39.0 (0.9) 8.6 (3.8) ‡ 1 (0.3) 1.3 (1.0) 1 (0.3) 11.6 (2.3)
Serbia c c 28.7 (0.6) c c 1 (0.7) 0.4 (0.7) 1 (0.3) 24.5 (3.6)
Singapore 32.0 (0.5) 33.5 (0.2) 1.4 (0.6) -1 (0.4) 0.1 (0.1) 2 (0.3) 22.0 (1.1)
Chinese Taipei 30.4 (0.4) 38.3 (0.4) 8.0 (0.4) 1 (0.5) 0.7 (0.6) 0 (0.3) 23.0 (2.1)
Thailand 32.0 (0.7) 37.4 (0.5) 5.5 (0.7) 3 (0.5) 5.7 (2.2) 0 (0.4) 27.2 (3.0)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 28.7 (0.4) 31.2 (0.3) 2.5 (0.5) -1 (0.2) 1.3 (0.3) 0 (0.1) 21.8 (1.4)
Uruguay 26.5 (0.7) 27.9 (0.5) 1.5 (0.8) 2 (0.6) 1.3 (0.9) 1 (0.3) 26.6 (2.1)
Viet Nam 27.7 (4.5) 42.6 (0.6) 14.9 (4.5) m m m m m m m m

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
2. This analysis is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but analysis less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.5.1 [1/6]  Shortage of material resources, 2015 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered  
to some extent or a lot by:

2015

A lack of educational material 
(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

Inadequate or poor quality 
educational material 

(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

A lack of physical infrastructure 
(e.g. building, grounds, heating/

cooling systems, lighting 
and acoustic systems)

Inadequate or poor quality 
physical infrastructure 

(e.g. building, grounds, heating/
cooling systems, lighting 

and acoustic systems)

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 10.9 (1.3) 10.2 (1.2) 24.1 (1.8) 25.3 (1.8)

Austria 25.7 (3.0) 20.5 (3.2) 25.7 (2.9) 25.8 (2.7)

Belgium 32.0 (3.0) 20.5 (2.3) 44.5 (3.2) 42.3 (3.1)

Canada 16.6 (2.1) 13.2 (2.0) 16.8 (1.9) 17.6 (2.1)

Chile 16.4 (3.2) 13.9 (2.9) 23.3 (3.2) 22.5 (3.5)

Colombia 60.3 (3.4) 45.4 (3.0) 57.6 (3.7) 51.4 (3.5)

Czech Republic 28.6 (2.7) 22.6 (2.3) 29.9 (2.8) 28.3 (2.6)

Denmark 19.1 (2.7) 16.8 (2.3) 27.5 (3.3) 27.0 (3.1)

Estonia 48.4 (2.8) 39.5 (2.7) 34.0 (2.3) 36.8 (2.4)

Finland 41.2 (3.8) 39.8 (3.5) 38.2 (4.0) 41.3 (3.7)

France 27.3 (2.9) 19.3 (2.6) 32.5 (3.2) 28.9 (3.4)

Germany 36.0 (3.6) 34.7 (3.6) 39.2 (3.6) 39.8 (3.7)

Greece 53.9 (3.9) 49.0 (3.6) 44.9 (3.9) 38.6 (3.7)

Hungary 71.0 (2.9) 61.0 (3.2) 52.4 (3.2) 43.8 (2.9)

Iceland 37.5 (0.3) 31.5 (0.3) 17.2 (0.2) 18.3 (0.2)

Ireland 35.7 (4.0) 31.3 (3.7) 53.1 (4.1) 45.3 (3.7)

Israel 37.4 (4.0) 32.5 (3.8) 58.2 (3.9) 56.6 (3.9)

Italy 42.1 (3.2) † 37.7 (3.5) † 58.1 (3.3) † 59.9 (3.3) †

Japan 65.3 (3.6) 56.8 (3.6) 69.1 (3.4) 57.5 (3.4)

Korea 50.3 (4.1) 43.5 (4.1) 58.1 (4.2) 52.7 (4.2)

Latvia 36.1 (2.9) 25.3 (2.9) 21.3 (2.2) 23.8 (2.3)

Lithuania 54.9 (2.6) 52.8 (2.8) 48.2 (2.7) 45.0 (2.8)

Luxembourg 3.3 (0.0) 6.5 (0.0) 33.6 (0.1) 19.5 (0.1)

Mexico 59.2 (2.9) 45.6 (3.4) 57.1 (3.3) 44.1 (3.4)

Netherlands 30.0 (4.5) † 22.3 (3.8) † 26.6 (4.5) † 26.2 (4.2) †

New Zealand 12.8 (2.7) 11.1 (2.5) 39.4 (3.8) 36.4 (3.8)

Norway 35.6 (3.3) 36.8 (3.5) 30.1 (3.4) 36.6 (3.4)

Poland 33.1 (3.9) 35.0 (4.1) 21.4 (2.8) 24.0 (3.1)

Portugal 24.7 (3.4) 19.2 (3.1) 38.0 (3.1) 44.4 (3.2)

Slovak Republic 53.2 (3.0) 53.1 (3.3) 32.4 (3.1) 33.2 (2.8)

Slovenia 23.8 (0.6) 25.7 (0.5) 26.3 (0.3) 18.0 (0.3)

Spain 46.4 (3.0) 43.0 (3.6) 43.3 (3.5) 48.2 (3.5)

Sweden 20.4 (2.9) 23.7 (3.2) 21.7 (3.0) 27.8 (3.7)

Switzerland 16.3 (2.6) 15.5 (2.6) 26.6 (3.0) 20.3 (2.9)

Turkey 49.1 (4.2) 45.6 (4.2) 35.3 (3.7) 35.3 (4.0)

United Kingdom 29.1 (3.2) † 25.7 (3.0) † 45.5 (3.8) † 43.9 (3.3) †

United States 17.6 (3.2) 16.9 (3.0) 24.4 (3.3) 21.1 (3.5)

OECD average 35.2 (0.5) 30.9 (0.5) 37.2 (0.5) 35.3 (0.5)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132260

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132260


PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 261

Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.5.1 [2/6]  Shortage of material resources, 2015 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered  
to some extent or a lot by:

2015

A lack of educational material 
(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

Inadequate or poor quality 
educational material 

(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

A lack of physical infrastructure 
(e.g. building, grounds, heating/

cooling systems, lighting 
and acoustic systems)

Inadequate or poor quality 
physical infrastructure 

(e.g. building, grounds, heating/
cooling systems, lighting 

and acoustic systems)

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 71.7 (3.2) 59.7 (3.8) 65.4 (3.3) 63.8 (3.5)

Argentina m m m m m m m m
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 29.3 (2.4) 22.9 (2.2) 33.1 (2.6) 33.0 (2.6)

Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 33.3 (4.1) 20.8 (3.3) 28.0 (3.6) 22.7 (3.0)
Costa Rica 68.9 (2.9) 59.4 (3.3) 62.0 (3.4) 61.3 (3.5)
Croatia 67.1 (3.8) 64.9 (4.1) 73.7 (3.4) 67.5 (3.8)
Cyprus 32.6 (0.1) 22.6 (0.1) 31.4 (0.1) 22.9 (0.1)
Dominican Republic 56.3 (3.8) 49.2 (4.3) 38.6 (3.8) 35.0 (3.4)
Georgia 34.7 (3.0) 39.6 (3.4) 58.3 (3.4) 53.6 (3.4)
Hong Kong (China) 14.8 (3.1) 20.0 (3.6) 21.7 (3.5) 22.2 (3.5)
Indonesia 68.7 (3.4) 62.5 (3.3) 62.3 (3.3) 59.1 (3.3)
Jordan 45.0 (3.8) 46.0 (3.5) 60.6 (3.3) 65.2 (3.0)
Kazakhstan 47.9 (4.0) 54.8 (3.6) 49.1 (3.8) 42.4 (3.3)
Kosovo 85.8 (1.2) 72.1 (1.5) 50.8 (1.2) 50.2 (1.3)
Lebanon 35.7 (3.4) 36.6 (3.1) 41.5 (3.5) 36.8 (3.2)

Macao (China) 27.8 (0.1) 31.4 (0.1) 41.0 (0.1) 44.2 (0.1)

Malaysia m m m m m m m m
Malta 7.3 (0.1) 13.6 (0.1) 34.5 (0.1) 31.4 (0.1)
Moldova 77.3 (2.9) 67.2 (3.1) 34.5 (3.5) 37.7 (3.7)
Montenegro 59.5 (0.5) 57.3 (0.3) 47.3 (0.5) 56.3 (0.5)
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia 58.3 (0.2) 41.9 (0.2) 25.6 (0.2) 20.8 (0.1)
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru 66.9 (2.8) 57.5 (3.0) 46.4 (3.0) 47.4 (2.9)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar 11.4 (0.1) 8.9 (0.1) 17.4 (0.1) 15.7 (0.1)
Romania 45.9 (4.0) 49.3 (4.3) 32.9 (4.1) 29.2 (3.8)
Russia 51.3 (4.0) 46.8 (3.9) 49.5 (3.7) 50.2 (3.9)

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m

Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore 0.0 c 0.0 c 11.4 (0.1) 10.5 (0.1)
Chinese Taipei 14.6 (2.5) 11.6 (2.3) 35.4 (3.4) 25.5 (3.3)
Thailand 55.5 (4.0) 46.8 (4.1) 55.6 (3.5) 44.3 (4.0)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 29.5 (2.3) 25.8 (2.0) 35.5 (2.4) 33.9 (2.4)
Uruguay 28.5 (2.5) 29.7 (2.5) 53.4 (3.0) 49.0 (3.0)
Viet Nam 46.8 (4.4) 41.3 (4.3) 61.3 (4.0) 52.6 (4.1)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.5.1 [3/6]  Shortage of material resources, 2015 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered  
to some extent or a lot by:

2018

A lack of educational material 
(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

Inadequate or poor quality 
educational material 

(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

A lack of physical infrastructure 
(e.g. building, grounds, heating/

cooling systems, lighting 
and acoustic systems)

Inadequate or poor quality 
physical infrastructure 

(e.g. building, grounds, heating/
cooling systems, lighting 

and acoustic systems)

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 9.8 (1.2) 8.7 (1.0) 24.9 (1.8) 25.0 (1.6)

Austria 29.5 (2.9) 27.6 (3.2) 28.4 (2.9) 28.9 (3.0)

Belgium 24.5 (2.6) 17.9 (2.4) 41.2 (3.0) 41.3 (3.3)

Canada 10.7 (1.5) 8.8 (1.2) 16.0 (1.8) 14.3 (1.8)

Chile 19.8 (2.9) 19.9 (2.8) 33.7 (3.7) 25.3 (3.0)

Colombia 61.6 (3.2) 47.6 (3.6) 59.6 (3.1) 54.5 (3.4)

Czech Republic 30.7 (2.9) 23.4 (2.7) 38.1 (2.6) 41.3 (2.9)

Denmark 12.8 (2.3) 10.1 (2.2) 19.7 (3.0) 23.6 (3.1)

Estonia 27.7 (1.8) 22.4 (1.6) 37.6 (2.1) 37.0 (1.7)

Finland 27.5 (3.3) 27.9 (3.2) 25.8 (2.9) 34.0 (3.0)

France 16.6 (2.4) 12.0 (2.4) 29.3 (3.1) 27.6 (3.2)

Germany 39.4 (3.7) 41.0 (3.2) 36.9 (3.7) 41.5 (3.7)

Greece 58.9 (3.5) 50.6 (3.4) 46.1 (3.9) 47.9 (4.0)

Hungary 46.7 (3.9) 45.4 (3.7) 44.5 (3.6) 36.7 (3.8)

Iceland 22.7 (0.2) 19.8 (0.2) 17.6 (0.2) 10.8 (0.2)

Ireland 31.2 (3.9) 26.4 (3.8) 44.6 (4.1) 40.7 (4.3)

Israel 32.2 (3.6) 31.2 (4.1) 57.3 (4.1) 51.6 (3.5)

Italy 28.3 (2.7) 26.1 (3.0) 53.0 (3.9) 54.9 (3.6)

Japan 53.5 (3.7) 43.0 (3.4) 55.2 (3.8) 50.5 (3.5)

Korea 39.4 (3.5) 34.7 (3.6) 51.9 (4.0) 58.4 (3.9)

Latvia 23.0 (1.8) 21.9 (1.7) 15.5 (1.7) 16.6 (1.7)

Lithuania 23.7 (1.6) 23.3 (1.5) 21.8 (1.4) 21.5 (1.5)

Luxembourg 12.1 (0.1) 3.7 (0.1) 34.7 (0.1) 30.1 (0.1)

Mexico 50.6 (2.7) 44.2 (3.1) 44.9 (2.8) 39.4 (3.3)

Netherlands 11.9 (2.9) 11.6 (2.9) 22.4 (4.2) 25.8 (3.9)

New Zealand 13.2 (2.2) 10.5 (1.9) 37.8 (2.9) 34.8 (3.0)

Norway 22.6 (3.0) 28.5 (3.5) 21.6 (2.8) 26.3 (3.1)

Poland 26.2 (3.1) 27.3 (3.0) 14.7 (2.1) 20.1 (2.8)

Portugal 41.6 (3.1) 42.0 (3.0) 43.5 (3.5) 47.5 (2.9)

Slovak Republic 56.7 (2.9) 56.3 (3.0) 29.0 (2.9) 31.7 (2.8)

Slovenia 24.5 (0.4) 19.4 (0.3) 31.6 (0.7) 23.3 (0.5)

Spain 38.7 (2.2) 28.6 (2.0) 42.4 (2.3) 39.0 (2.2)

Sweden 14.4 (2.3) 16.0 (2.8) 20.2 (2.8) 21.3 (3.2)

Switzerland 13.9 (2.4) 11.5 (2.4) 19.0 (3.0) 19.9 (3.0)

Turkey 13.3 (2.4) 11.4 (2.3) 12.5 (2.6) 10.3 (2.3)

United Kingdom 27.3 (3.1) 23.5 (3.0) 33.6 (3.1) 33.2 (3.3)

United States 15.1 (3.5) 12.2 (3.3) 18.0 (3.5) 16.9 (3.2)

OECD average 28.4 (0.5) 25.3 (0.5) 33.1 (0.5) 32.5 (0.5)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.5.1 [4/6]  Shortage of material resources, 2015 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered  
to some extent or a lot by:

2018

A lack of educational material 
(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

Inadequate or poor quality 
educational material 

(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

A lack of physical infrastructure 
(e.g. building, grounds, heating/

cooling systems, lighting 
and acoustic systems)

Inadequate or poor quality 
physical infrastructure 

(e.g. building, grounds, heating/
cooling systems, lighting 

and acoustic systems)

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 49.6 (2.7) 38.1 (2.4) 40.3 (2.7) 38.9 (2.6)

Argentina 47.5 (3.1) 38.9 (3.2) 58.2 (3.2) 50.5 (3.3)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 24.2 (3.4) † 53.3 (4.4) † 47.1 (4.5) † 37.7 (4.3) †
Belarus 42.7 (3.6) 23.5 (3.1) 23.3 (2.7) 27.2 (3.3)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 67.0 (3.1) 65.4 (3.0) 47.5 (3.0) 52.5 (3.2)

Brazil 31.9 (2.2) 23.3 (1.6) 32.5 (2.1) 35.1 (2.4)

Brunei Darussalam 37.6 (0.1) 32.1 (0.1) 36.5 (0.1) 46.6 (0.1)
B-S-J-Z (China) 20.4 (2.9) 21.2 (3.0) 27.8 (3.2) 23.7 (3.2)
Bulgaria 22.0 (3.4) 11.7 (2.5) 30.8 (3.4) 21.2 (2.9)
Costa Rica 52.7 (3.7) 50.1 (3.3) 55.2 (3.9) 58.2 (3.5)
Croatia 52.6 (3.5) 53.5 (4.0) 64.0 (3.6) 55.5 (3.6)
Cyprus 24.0 (0.4) 20.7 (0.3) 23.8 (0.3) 23.5 (0.5)
Dominican Republic 46.0 (3.4) 43.1 (3.8) 41.2 (3.8) 30.6 (3.4)
Georgia 37.9 (3.2) 35.2 (3.2) 46.4 (2.9) 49.5 (2.9)
Hong Kong (China) 17.5 (3.1) 15.7 (3.0) 31.8 (4.4) 29.4 (4.7)
Indonesia 59.2 (4.3) 60.3 (4.3) 61.5 (4.3) 56.4 (4.7)
Jordan 45.1 (3.6) 45.9 (3.1) 55.0 (2.9) 57.1 (3.0)
Kazakhstan 43.1 (3.0) 36.7 (2.9) 37.7 (2.7) 39.8 (2.8)
Kosovo 85.9 (1.3) 80.5 (1.6) 50.4 (1.8) 48.5 (1.8)
Lebanon 33.9 (2.5) 25.3 (2.1) 35.5 (2.7) 30.9 (2.6)

Macao (China) 13.0 (0.0) 16.1 (0.0) 37.5 (0.0) 34.6 (0.0)

Malaysia 13.4 (2.4) 19.1 (2.7) 27.0 (3.2) 29.5 (3.6)
Malta 10.1 (0.1) 6.1 (0.0) 28.7 (0.2) 30.8 (0.1)
Moldova 58.3 (3.7) 44.0 (3.6) 31.3 (3.8) 31.4 (3.5)
Montenegro 36.8 (0.6) 32.0 (0.6) 40.4 (0.4) 41.8 (0.3)
Morocco 68.8 (3.5) 64.0 (3.4) 57.0 (3.5) 51.6 (3.6)
North Macedonia 65.4 (0.1) 48.1 (0.1) 36.6 (0.1) 34.2 (0.1)
Panama 51.6 (2.8) 33.9 (2.3) 57.8 (2.6) 46.0 (2.8)
Peru 54.2 (2.5) 52.6 (2.6) 38.3 (2.8) 39.9 (2.8)
Philippines 51.1 (3.5) 51.6 (3.1) 53.0 (3.5) 52.0 (3.5)
Qatar 3.3 (0.0) 2.3 (0.0) 10.2 (0.0) 8.4 (0.0)
Romania 47.3 (4.2) 48.7 (4.1) 29.1 (4.0) 26.4 (3.5)
Russia 48.4 (3.4) 42.6 (3.7) 41.6 (3.8) 42.1 (3.6)

Saudi Arabia 44.4 (3.4) 37.0 (3.1) 51.7 (3.3) 50.9 (3.4)

Serbia 49.2 (3.6) 49.8 (3.7) 46.7 (3.5) 46.6 (3.5)
Singapore 0.7 (0.0) 0.8 (0.1) 6.5 (0.2) 5.8 (0.4)
Chinese Taipei 11.2 (2.4) 7.9 (2.1) 32.2 (3.7) 25.0 (3.2)
Thailand 56.6 (3.2) 45.6 (4.1) 39.1 (3.2) 31.9 (2.9)
Ukraine 73.7 (2.8) 53.1 (3.7) 37.9 (3.5) 41.8 (3.4)
United Arab Emirates 22.3 (1.0) 18.6 (0.8) 25.5 (1.2) 24.4 (1.3)
Uruguay 30.7 (3.5) 28.8 (3.2) 44.3 (3.7) 46.7 (3.5)
Viet Nam 43.8 (5.1) 33.5 (4.5) 51.7 (4.4) 45.9 (5.0)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.5.1 [5/6]  Shortage of material resources, 2015 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered  
to some extent or a lot by:

Change between 2015 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2015)

A lack of educational material 
(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

Inadequate or poor quality 
educational material 

(e.g. textbooks, ICT equipment, 
library or laboratory material)

A lack of physical infrastructure 
(e.g. building, grounds, heating/

cooling systems, lighting 
and acoustic systems)

Inadequate or poor quality 
physical infrastructure 

(e.g. building, grounds, heating/
cooling systems, lighting 

and acoustic systems)

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia -1.1 (1.7) -1.5 (1.6) 0.8 (2.5) -0.3 (2.4)

Austria 3.8 (4.2) 7.2 (4.5) 2.7 (4.1) 3.1 (4.0)

Belgium -7.5 (3.9) -2.6 (3.4) -3.3 (4.4) -1.0 (4.5)

Canada -5.8 (2.5) -4.4 (2.4) -0.8 (2.6) -3.3 (2.8)

Chile 3.3 (4.3) 6.0 (4.0) 10.3 (4.9) 2.8 (4.7)

Colombia 1.3 (4.7) 2.2 (4.7) 2.0 (4.8) 3.2 (4.9)

Czech Republic 2.2 (4.0) 0.8 (3.6) 8.1 (3.8) 12.9 (3.9)

Denmark -6.3 (3.6) -6.7 (3.2) -7.8 (4.5) -3.4 (4.4)

Estonia -20.7 (3.4) -17.1 (3.1) 3.6 (3.1) 0.2 (2.9)

Finland -13.7 (5.1) -11.9 (4.8) -12.5 (5.0) -7.4 (4.8)

France -10.7 (3.7) -7.3 (3.5) -3.2 (4.5) -1.3 (4.7)

Germany 3.4 (5.1) 6.3 (4.8) -2.4 (5.1) 1.7 (5.2)

Greece 5.0 (5.3) 1.6 (5.0) 1.2 (5.5) 9.3 (5.5)

Hungary -24.4 (4.9) -15.6 (4.9) -7.9 (4.9) -7.1 (4.8)

Iceland -14.8 (0.3) -11.6 (0.4) 0.4 (0.3) -7.5 (0.3)

Ireland -4.5 (5.6) -4.9 (5.3) -8.5 (5.8) -4.6 (5.7)

Israel -5.1 (5.4) -1.3 (5.5) -0.9 (5.7) -5.0 (5.2)

Italy -13.8 (4.2) † -11.5 (4.6) † -5.1 (5.1) † -5.0 (4.8) †

Japan -11.8 (5.2) -13.8 (4.9) -13.9 (5.0) -7.0 (4.9)

Korea -11.0 (5.4) -8.8 (5.5) -6.2 (5.8) 5.7 (5.7)

Latvia -13.1 (3.4) -3.4 (3.4) -5.8 (2.8) -7.2 (2.9)

Lithuania -31.2 (3.1) -29.5 (3.2) -26.4 (3.0) -23.5 (3.1)

Luxembourg 8.8 (0.1) -2.7 (0.1) 1.1 (0.2) 10.6 (0.1)

Mexico -8.6 (3.9) -1.4 (4.6) -12.2 (4.3) -4.6 (4.7)

Netherlands -18.1 (5.4) † -10.6 (4.8) † -4.2 (6.1) † -0.4 (5.7) †

New Zealand 0.4 (3.5) -0.5 (3.1) -1.6 (4.8) -1.6 (4.9)

Norway -13.0 (4.4) -8.2 (4.9) -8.5 (4.4) -10.3 (4.6)

Poland -6.9 (5.0) -7.7 (5.1) -6.7 (3.6) -3.9 (4.2)

Portugal 16.9 (4.6) 22.8 (4.4) 5.4 (4.7) 3.0 (4.3)

Slovak Republic 3.5 (4.2) 3.2 (4.5) -3.5 (4.2) -1.5 (4.0)

Slovenia 0.8 (0.7) -6.4 (0.6) 5.3 (0.8) 5.3 (0.6)

Spain -7.6 (3.7) -14.4 (4.1) -0.8 (4.2) -9.2 (4.1)

Sweden -6.0 (3.7) -7.7 (4.3) -1.4 (4.1) -6.4 (4.9)

Switzerland -2.5 (3.5) -4.0 (3.5) -7.5 (4.2) -0.4 (4.2)

Turkey -35.8 (4.8) -34.1 (4.8) -22.7 (4.5) -25.1 (4.6)

United Kingdom -1.9 (4.5) † -2.2 (4.2) † -11.9 (4.9) † -10.7 (4.7) †

United States -2.6 (4.7) -4.7 (4.5) -6.4 (4.8) -4.2 (4.7)

OECD average -6.7 (0.7) -5.6 (0.7) -4.1 (0.7) -2.8 (0.7)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.5.1 [6/6]  Shortage of material resources, 2015 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered  
to some extent or a lot by:

Change between 2015 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2015)

A lack of educational material (e.g. 
textbooks, ICT equipment, library 

or laboratory material)

Inadequate or poor quality 
educational material (e.g. 

textbooks, ICT equipment, library 
or laboratory material)

A lack of physical infrastructure 
(e.g. building, grounds, heating/

cooling systems, lighting and 
acoustic systems)

Inadequate or poor quality 
physical infrastructure (e.g. 
building, grounds, heating/

cooling systems, lighting and 
acoustic systems)

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania -22.0 (4.2) -21.5 (4.5) -25.1 (4.3) -24.9 (4.4)

Argentina m m m m m m m m
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 2.7 (3.2) 0.4 (2.7) -0.6 (3.3) 2.0 (3.5)

Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria -11.3 (5.3) -9.1 (4.1) 2.8 (5.0) -1.5 (4.2)
Costa Rica -16.3 (4.7) -9.4 (4.7) -6.8 (5.1) -3.1 (5.0)
Croatia -14.5 (5.2) -11.4 (5.7) -9.6 (5.0) -12.0 (5.3)
Cyprus -8.6 (0.4) -1.9 (0.3) -7.5 (0.4) 0.6 (0.5)
Dominican Republic -10.4 (5.1) -6.2 (5.7) 2.6 (5.4) -4.4 (4.8)
Georgia 3.2 (4.4) -4.4 (4.7) -11.9 (4.5) -4.2 (4.5)
Hong Kong (China) 2.7 (4.4) -4.3 (4.7) 10.1 (5.7) 7.2 (5.9)
Indonesia -9.5 (5.5) -2.3 (5.4) -0.8 (5.5) -2.7 (5.8)
Jordan 0.1 (5.3) -0.1 (4.7) -5.6 (4.4) -8.0 (4.2)
Kazakhstan -4.8 (5.0) -18.2 (4.6) -11.4 (4.7) -2.6 (4.3)
Kosovo 0.2 (1.7) 8.4 (2.2) -0.4 (2.1) -1.7 (2.2)
Lebanon -1.8 (4.3) -11.3 (3.7) -6.0 (4.4) -5.8 (4.1)

Macao (China) -14.9 (0.1) -15.2 (0.1) -3.5 (0.1) -9.5 (0.1)

Malaysia m m m m m m m m
Malta 2.8 (0.1) -7.5 (0.1) -5.8 (0.2) -0.6 (0.2)
Moldova -19.1 (4.7) -23.2 (4.7) -3.2 (5.2) -6.3 (5.1)
Montenegro -22.7 (0.7) -25.3 (0.7) -6.9 (0.6) -14.5 (0.6)
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia 7.0 (0.2) 6.2 (0.2) 11.0 (0.2) 13.4 (0.2)
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru -12.7 (3.7) -4.9 (4.0) -8.1 (4.1) -7.5 (4.1)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar -8.2 (0.1) -6.6 (0.1) -7.2 (0.1) -7.2 (0.1)
Romania 1.4 (5.8) -0.6 (5.9) -3.8 (5.8) -2.8 (5.2)
Russia -2.9 (5.3) -4.2 (5.3) -7.9 (5.3) -8.1 (5.3)

Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m

Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore 0.7 (0.0) 0.8 (0.1) -4.9 (0.2) -4.8 (0.4)
Chinese Taipei -3.4 (3.5) -3.7 (3.1) -3.2 (5.0) -0.5 (4.6)
Thailand 1.1 (5.1) -1.3 (5.8) -16.5 (4.8) -12.5 (4.9)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates -7.2 (2.5) -7.1 (2.1) -10.0 (2.7) -9.5 (2.7)
Uruguay 2.2 (4.3) -0.8 (4.0) -9.1 (4.7) -2.2 (4.6)
Viet Nam -3.0 (6.8) -7.9 (6.2) -9.5 (5.9) -6.7 (6.5)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.5.15 [1/4]  School’s capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements:

The number of digital 
devices connected 
to the Internet is 

sufficient

The school’s Internet 
bandwidth or speed 

is sufficient

The number of digital 
devices for instruction 

is sufficient

Digital devices at the 
school are sufficiently 

powerful in terms 
of computing capacity

The availability 
of appropriate 

software is sufficient

Teachers have 
the necessary technical 
and pedagogical skills 

to integrate digital 
devices in instruction

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 80.8 (1.6) 72.4 (1.8) 76.8 (1.7) 84.3 (1.6) 92.6 (1.1) 67.7 (1.8)

Austria 82.0 (2.9) 67.9 (3.0) 72.0 (2.9) 79.1 (3.1) 85.3 (2.7) 83.3 (2.6)

Belgium 65.4 (2.4) 69.3 (2.4) 63.4 (2.6) 71.8 (2.8) 75.1 (2.2) 55.1 (2.8)

Canada 81.2 (1.7) 81.4 (2.1) 74.6 (2.2) 84.2 (1.7) 87.3 (1.4) 69.0 (2.3)

Chile 64.3 (3.9) 57.7 (3.6) 55.6 (3.9) 55.5 (3.8) 50.7 (4.1) 62.2 (3.7)

Colombia 28.6 (3.1) 25.2 (2.8) 36.7 (2.9) 28.4 (3.1) 27.8 (2.9) 55.5 (3.7)

Czech Republic 74.2 (2.5) 71.6 (2.6) 61.2 (3.0) 54.3 (3.2) 68.6 (2.7) 63.4 (2.9)

Denmark 84.8 (2.4) 89.9 (2.0) 76.0 (2.7) 83.7 (2.4) 83.5 (2.3) 80.2 (2.6)

Estonia 81.5 (1.7) 74.8 (1.6) 64.4 (1.9) 77.3 (1.8) 82.0 (1.6) 63.6 (2.1)

Finland 49.2 (2.8) 72.9 (3.5) 39.7 (3.2) 77.9 (3.0) 75.3 (3.1) 50.1 (3.1)

France 74.3 (3.3) 56.6 (3.4) 69.9 (3.1) 73.2 (3.2) 79.0 (2.7) 56.5 (3.2)

Germany 44.1 (3.6) 31.7 (3.7) 33.0 (3.5) 58.8 (3.8) 59.2 (4.0) 56.7 (3.8)

Greece 49.9 (3.1) 62.7 (2.7) 32.9 (3.2) 47.4 (3.0) 49.7 (3.1) 62.8 (3.1)

Hungary 50.7 (3.8) 48.0 (3.7) 42.4 (3.7) 42.2 (3.5) 62.9 (3.8) 55.5 (4.0)

Iceland 59.1 (0.2) 78.1 (0.2) 58.5 (0.2) 84.1 (0.2) 78.4 (0.2) 40.8 (0.3)

Ireland 56.5 (3.9) 75.9 (3.8) 45.3 (4.1) 73.2 (3.7) 71.9 (3.9) 49.3 (4.4)

Israel 47.3 (3.9) 45.6 (3.8) 38.8 (3.6) 48.1 (3.6) 55.7 (3.8) 55.6 (3.5)

Italy 71.4 (2.9) 60.4 (3.1) 63.2 (3.0) 70.8 (3.0) 70.7 (3.0) 50.2 (3.4)

Japan 36.5 (3.9) 45.2 (3.8) 27.2 (3.7) 46.1 (4.2) 39.7 (3.9) 27.3 (3.5)

Korea 76.4 (3.2) 83.4 (2.9) 65.9 (3.4) 75.6 (3.3) 69.7 (3.5) 83.2 (3.0)

Latvia 77.2 (2.0) 79.1 (1.4) 51.4 (2.1) 65.5 (2.2) 80.7 (1.7) 79.8 (1.7)

Lithuania 86.5 (1.2) 91.3 (0.9) 74.6 (1.7) 77.3 (1.6) 71.5 (1.7) 84.1 (1.4)

Luxembourg 75.8 (0.1) 78.8 (0.1) 59.6 (0.1) 89.4 (0.1) 89.6 (0.1) 59.3 (0.1)

Mexico 34.2 (2.8) 31.7 (2.9) 33.7 (3.1) 37.1 (3.3) 41.9 (3.3) 76.5 (3.0)

Netherlands 76.4 (3.2) 87.1 (3.0) 68.9 (3.7) 84.1 (3.0) 87.3 (2.7) 51.6 (4.3)

New Zealand 81.0 (2.9) 87.9 (2.4) 69.7 (3.4) 94.3 (1.6) 93.1 (1.4) 60.5 (3.2)

Norway 71.1 (3.0) 79.9 (2.5) 65.8 (3.1) 81.0 (2.5) 82.3 (2.6) 74.5 (2.6)

Poland 68.0 (3.4) 58.9 (3.4) 56.1 (3.6) 51.1 (3.7) 54.4 (3.3) 78.5 (2.5)

Portugal 47.5 (3.4) 32.0 (3.4) 39.7 (3.2) 30.7 (2.8) 44.3 (3.2) 62.5 (3.2)

Slovak Republic 68.4 (2.6) 61.0 (2.7) 62.7 (2.8) 58.9 (2.8) 76.4 (2.6) 82.6 (2.0)

Slovenia 89.3 (0.3) 90.0 (0.3) 85.7 (0.4) 81.6 (0.4) 86.4 (0.5) 77.2 (0.6)

Spain 53.3 (2.4) 52.9 (2.3) 43.6 (2.0) 49.4 (1.9) 53.5 (2.1) 53.3 (2.3)

Sweden 86.1 (2.6) 89.1 (2.3) 80.8 (3.0) 93.0 (1.8) 87.2 (2.4) 72.0 (3.1)

Switzerland 78.9 (3.3) 73.8 (3.6) 68.4 (3.7) 86.0 (2.4) 89.7 (2.2) 70.0 (3.0)

Turkey 82.0 (3.1) 76.6 (3.0) 78.3 (3.1) 82.1 (2.9) 68.1 (3.4) 74.9 (3.2)

United Kingdom 69.1 (3.6) 75.2 (2.7) 66.7 (3.1) 66.8 (3.2) 80.8 (2.4) 72.3 (3.3)

United States 84.5 (3.3) 82.4 (3.3) 78.3 (3.5) 89.3 (2.7) 86.7 (2.9) 73.6 (3.5)

OECD average 67.2 (0.5) 67.5 (0.5) 59.0 (0.5) 68.5 (0.5) 71.3 (0.5) 64.6 (0.5)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.5.15 [2/4]  School’s capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements:

The number of digital 
devices connected 
to the Internet is 

sufficient

The school’s Internet 
bandwidth or speed 

is sufficient

The number of digital 
devices for instruction 

is sufficient

Digital devices at the 
school are sufficiently 

powerful in terms 
of computing capacity

The availability 
of appropriate 

software is sufficient

Teachers have 
the necessary technical 
and pedagogical skills 

to integrate digital 
devices in instruction

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 43.9 (2.2) 66.5 (2.8) 38.0 (2.5) 34.3 (2.5) 46.8 (2.7) 89.3 (1.8)

Argentina 29.4 (2.6) 21.7 (2.2) 23.3 (2.6) 29.6 (2.6) 33.7 (2.8) 40.9 (2.9)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 57.3 (4.0) † 52.3 (4.3) † 39.3 (3.9) † 46.1 (4.3) † 70.5 (3.7) † 64.8 (4.0) †
Belarus 62.9 (3.5) 79.8 (3.0) 57.8 (3.8) 57.1 (3.8) 65.0 (3.3) 85.7 (2.5)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 46.5 (3.6) 49.7 (3.0) 37.5 (3.3) 36.5 (3.1) 35.0 (3.2) 66.8 (3.3)

Brazil 27.5 (1.6) 26.0 (1.8) 23.0 (1.9) 27.4 (2.0) 24.7 (1.8) 50.6 (2.2)

Brunei Darussalam 50.1 (0.1) 32.2 (0.1) 31.1 (0.1) 47.8 (0.1) 55.9 (0.1) 70.7 (0.1)
B-S-J-Z (China) 91.1 (2.3) 95.8 (1.2) 93.6 (1.5) 85.9 (2.6) 79.4 (2.9) 91.7 (1.8)
Bulgaria 53.4 (3.9) 79.4 (3.1) 42.4 (4.0) 66.5 (4.0) 70.2 (3.7) 79.5 (2.9)
Costa Rica 39.4 (3.4) 34.3 (3.0) 32.5 (3.5) 47.7 (3.6) 40.5 (3.5) 54.5 (3.5)
Croatia 76.4 (3.2) 69.9 (3.3) 65.0 (3.6) 53.1 (3.6) 57.8 (3.6) 61.9 (3.3)
Cyprus 90.1 (0.7) 71.3 (0.5) 71.6 (0.8) 82.2 (0.7) 77.2 (0.7) 80.7 (0.2)
Dominican Republic 44.0 (3.1) 44.4 (3.4) 43.2 (3.4) 56.7 (3.4) 45.6 (4.0) 59.4 (3.8)
Georgia 61.1 (3.0) 72.2 (3.1) 50.2 (3.3) 76.9 (2.6) 89.8 (1.8) 72.7 (2.8)
Hong Kong (China) 72.8 (4.4) 86.8 (3.3) 65.3 (4.8) 69.4 (4.3) 68.3 (4.3) 53.2 (4.9)
Indonesia 78.6 (3.5) 79.6 (3.7) 62.9 (4.0) 64.4 (4.3) 65.2 (3.9) 81.6 (3.3)
Jordan 49.8 (3.2) 52.0 (3.5) 37.5 (3.2) 39.9 (2.9) 57.5 (2.9) 65.4 (3.3)
Kazakhstan 63.2 (2.4) 64.5 (2.2) 56.9 (2.6) 52.7 (2.8) 73.4 (2.4) 90.1 (1.6)
Kosovo 22.1 (1.4) 28.7 (1.3) 14.5 (1.2) 20.7 (1.2) 17.3 (1.2) 72.2 (1.8)
Lebanon 51.7 (3.0) 46.6 (3.0) 55.9 (3.3) 61.0 (2.7) 58.4 (2.7) 63.9 (2.7)
Macao (China) 91.1 (0.0) 68.0 (0.0) 73.0 (0.0) 65.6 (0.0) 80.9 (0.1) 67.8 (0.1)
Malaysia 41.7 (3.6) 36.0 (3.6) 31.4 (3.0) 34.4 (3.0) 48.7 (3.8) 73.2 (3.0)
Malta 72.0 (0.2) 61.3 (0.2) 71.8 (0.1) 74.1 (0.2) 69.5 (0.2) 59.6 (0.2)
Moldova 51.5 (3.5) 60.3 (3.1) 41.7 (3.4) 47.6 (3.7) 22.0 (3.1) 72.8 (3.3)

Montenegro 42.8 (0.4) 75.2 (0.5) 39.7 (0.7) 32.2 (0.4) 56.7 (0.6) 75.6 (0.3)

Morocco 27.7 (3.3) 25.8 (3.2) 18.6 (2.8) 24.9 (3.1) 26.5 (3.4) 41.0 (3.6)
North Macedonia 34.3 (0.1) 31.6 (0.1) 37.5 (0.1) 36.8 (0.1) 43.7 (0.1) 78.6 (0.1)
Panama 33.7 (2.7) 25.2 (2.7) 28.8 (2.8) 31.6 (2.8) 26.4 (2.8) 72.2 (2.4)
Peru 32.0 (2.0) 26.9 (2.2) 31.0 (2.3) 35.0 (2.7) 31.8 (2.2) 54.1 (3.1)
Philippines 43.0 (3.4) 41.2 (3.5) 42.3 (3.0) 48.3 (3.2) 49.6 (3.0) 90.3 (2.3)
Qatar 88.0 (0.1) 78.9 (0.1) 84.5 (0.1) 91.2 (0.1) 82.2 (0.1) 90.3 (0.1)
Romania 60.2 (3.7) 76.2 (3.5) 47.2 (3.7) 49.3 (3.6) 44.4 (3.5) 78.7 (3.4)
Russia 75.3 (2.4) 76.7 (2.5) 62.4 (3.4) 52.7 (3.2) 69.4 (2.8) 88.0 (2.2)
Saudi Arabia 60.6 (3.4) 43.8 (3.2) 49.2 (3.1) 51.9 (2.9) 49.7 (3.0) 85.4 (2.5)
Serbia 53.2 (4.1) 61.0 (3.5) 42.9 (3.5) 48.7 (3.4) 49.4 (3.7) 70.6 (3.5)
Singapore 95.2 (0.1) 90.3 (0.6) 93.7 (0.1) 97.3 (0.0) 97.1 (0.0) 89.3 (0.8)
Chinese Taipei 87.8 (2.6) 82.0 (3.0) 78.2 (3.2) 82.5 (3.0) 77.6 (3.3) 70.8 (3.4)

Thailand 68.7 (3.2) 69.3 (3.2) 56.1 (3.7) 63.0 (3.0) 66.1 (3.4) 86.2 (2.9)

Ukraine 39.0 (3.4) 58.7 (3.4) 25.3 (3.1) 30.0 (3.7) 27.8 (3.3) 81.0 (2.9)
United Arab Emirates 85.0 (1.9) 79.8 (1.8) 85.6 (0.5) 86.4 (1.9) 85.2 (1.9) 91.0 (0.9)
Uruguay 40.3 (3.6) 32.8 (3.0) 35.6 (3.6) 35.8 (3.7) 38.7 (3.6) 49.5 (3.7)
Viet Nam 74.8 (3.8) 79.7 (3.5) 62.8 (4.1) 65.5 (4.0) 77.7 (3.2) 77.6 (4.0)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.5.15 [3/4]  School’s capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements:

Teachers have sufficient 
time to prepare lessons 

integrating digital devices

Effective professional 
resources for teachers 

to learn how to use digital 
devices are available

An effective online learning 
support platform is 

available

Teachers are provided 
with incentives to integrate 

digital devices in their 
teaching

The school has sufficient 
qualified technical 

assistant staff

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 56.6 (2.0) 72.3 (1.9) 75.9 (1.7) 35.9 (1.8) 76.2 (1.7)

Austria 80.6 (2.5) 79.3 (2.7) 67.3 (2.9) 72.0 (3.2) 72.9 (2.9)

Belgium 70.8 (2.9) 65.4 (2.8) 46.9 (2.7) 59.6 (3.3) 54.3 (2.8)

Canada 68.3 (2.3) 77.6 (1.9) 65.1 (1.7) 34.5 (2.4) 61.9 (2.6)

Chile 66.5 (3.7) 67.6 (3.7) 38.7 (3.7) 21.7 (2.9) 68.3 (3.6)

Colombia 70.1 (3.0) 49.8 (3.8) 36.2 (3.5) 23.5 (2.9) 27.1 (3.0)

Czech Republic 62.0 (2.5) 88.6 (2.1) 57.0 (3.1) 82.6 (2.2) 48.2 (3.3)

Denmark 64.1 (3.4) 82.2 (2.6) 90.9 (2.1) 88.8 (2.2) 79.5 (2.6)

Estonia 49.8 (2.4) 79.3 (1.8) 66.5 (2.0) 64.1 (1.9) 63.3 (2.0)

Finland 44.5 (3.6) 61.9 (3.5) 80.0 (2.6) 37.4 (2.9) 64.8 (3.3)

France 81.1 (2.9) 70.9 (3.3) 35.2 (3.3) 71.8 (3.1) 49.1 (3.6)

Germany 44.3 (3.5) 40.7 (3.8) 32.7 (3.7) 45.4 (4.1) 34.4 (3.3)

Greece 60.5 (3.5) 44.0 (2.9) 34.2 (3.6) 33.8 (3.3) 13.8 (2.2)

Hungary 30.8 (3.3) 28.8 (3.4) 35.4 (3.0) 78.9 (2.8) 66.7 (3.5)

Iceland 60.0 (0.2) 63.7 (0.2) 42.8 (0.3) 90.6 (0.1) 75.9 (0.2)

Ireland 51.1 (4.3) 47.4 (4.1) 45.4 (4.0) 36.2 (4.2) 20.7 (3.1)

Israel 50.5 (3.9) 51.3 (3.7) 68.2 (2.9) 27.8 (3.8) 55.7 (3.8)

Italy 57.5 (3.3) 74.5 (3.0) 46.3 (3.3) 49.4 (3.3) 44.0 (3.5)

Japan 11.7 (2.1) 19.1 (2.8) 24.0 (3.5) 43.5 (3.6) 10.2 (2.3)

Korea 52.8 (3.8) 51.9 (3.8) 55.8 (3.7) 19.1 (3.3) 36.9 (3.6)

Latvia 29.9 (2.0) 57.3 (2.1) 51.3 (2.0) 69.5 (2.0) 42.7 (2.3)

Lithuania 69.1 (1.5) 77.8 (1.3) 66.8 (1.8) 96.0 (0.7) 71.1 (1.4)

Luxembourg 67.2 (0.1) 65.4 (0.1) 23.9 (0.1) 88.3 (0.1) 46.9 (0.1)

Mexico 62.3 (3.0) 55.3 (3.0) 33.8 (3.0) 18.8 (2.5) 44.7 (3.4)

Netherlands 70.3 (3.9) 70.7 (4.1) 50.4 (4.5) 90.5 (2.6) 78.1 (3.5)

New Zealand 41.5 (3.5) 73.9 (3.5) 76.5 (2.9) 31.3 (2.7) 77.2 (2.6)

Norway 74.3 (2.7) 72.7 (2.7) 76.1 (2.8) 72.7 (3.1) 90.1 (2.1)

Poland 77.0 (2.6) 66.9 (2.9) 34.7 (3.0) 95.1 (1.4) 31.4 (3.0)

Portugal 49.0 (3.7) 53.4 (3.4) 34.9 (3.4) 41.6 (3.3) 27.9 (2.7)

Slovak Republic 75.5 (2.8) 77.1 (2.4) 41.5 (3.0) 67.5 (2.4) 45.3 (3.0)

Slovenia 87.9 (0.5) 78.0 (0.4) 77.4 (0.5) 95.7 (0.3) 61.1 (0.6)

Spain 33.1 (2.2) 55.2 (2.0) 51.5 (2.6) 11.5 (1.3) 38.2 (2.2)

Sweden 82.3 (2.9) 83.2 (2.6) 80.0 (2.8) 89.0 (2.2) 76.6 (2.9)

Switzerland 74.5 (3.2) 72.6 (3.8) 48.5 (3.8) 65.2 (3.5) 75.0 (3.2)

Turkey 84.7 (2.9) 75.7 (3.0) 65.5 (3.3) 91.9 (2.2) 42.5 (3.2)

United Kingdom 63.0 (3.9) 64.5 (3.5) 65.9 (3.8) 26.0 (3.4) 69.3 (3.2)

United States 78.5 (3.6) 77.5 (3.0) 77.1 (2.9) 30.6 (4.3) 60.4 (3.7)

OECD average 60.9 (0.5) 64.7 (0.5) 54.1 (0.5) 56.7 (0.5) 54.1 (0.5)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.5.15 [4/4]  School’s capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements:

Teachers have sufficient 
time to prepare lessons 

integrating digital devices

Effective professional 
resources for teachers 

to learn how to use digital 
devices are available

An effective online learning 
support platform is 

available

Teachers are provided 
with incentives to integrate 

digital devices in their 
teaching

The school has sufficient 
qualified technical 

assistant staff

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 79.8 (2.8) 70.9 (2.9) 32.2 (2.4) 66.2 (3.1) 75.9 (2.1)

Argentina 34.8 (2.9) 48.7 (3.5) 18.9 (2.2) 27.4 (3.0) 30.5 (2.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 84.2 (2.8) † 62.5 (4.1) † 41.3 (4.0) † 82.8 (3.0) † 59.4 (4.0) †
Belarus 85.0 (2.5) 61.5 (3.6) 27.4 (3.4) 92.4 (1.7) 68.2 (3.2)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 81.7 (2.4) 56.0 (4.1) 33.6 (3.7) 52.5 (4.3) 54.4 (3.4)

Brazil 52.2 (2.2) 42.3 (2.2) 35.0 (2.2) 56.0 (2.2) 20.1 (2.1)

Brunei Darussalam 64.4 (0.1) 60.6 (0.1) 34.4 (0.1) 27.1 (0.1) 48.3 (0.1)
B-S-J-Z (China) 89.6 (2.1) 89.1 (2.3) 94.6 (1.7) 89.4 (2.1) 87.0 (2.3)
Bulgaria 64.2 (3.9) 77.9 (3.0) 40.4 (3.5) 90.4 (2.2) 67.7 (3.5)
Costa Rica 42.5 (3.5) 48.2 (3.3) 20.0 (2.9) 24.6 (3.0) 40.2 (3.1)
Croatia 79.2 (2.6) 72.8 (3.1) 48.6 (3.4) 94.9 (1.5) 41.7 (3.5)
Cyprus 69.5 (0.4) 75.3 (0.4) 44.5 (0.5) 45.2 (0.5) 48.6 (0.5)
Dominican Republic 72.3 (3.2) 69.3 (3.3) 46.7 (3.7) 91.7 (2.1) 57.7 (3.7)
Georgia 85.6 (2.4) 86.0 (2.2) 60.4 (3.1) 76.1 (2.7) 85.5 (1.9)
Hong Kong (China) 32.4 (5.0) 68.9 (4.2) 67.4 (4.2) 28.0 (4.1) 60.8 (4.6)
Indonesia 79.6 (3.4) 65.2 (4.0) 59.1 (4.7) 50.2 (4.7) 71.2 (4.1)
Jordan 40.9 (3.4) 44.4 (3.4) 43.4 (3.7) 38.3 (3.7) 59.9 (3.3)
Kazakhstan 80.6 (1.8) 78.6 (2.0) 69.9 (2.6) 90.4 (1.4) 81.0 (2.0)
Kosovo 80.4 (1.2) 66.0 (1.5) 22.0 (1.3) 56.0 (1.7) 72.3 (1.6)
Lebanon 59.3 (3.0) 61.1 (3.2) 35.2 (3.2) 59.4 (2.6) 56.4 (2.9)
Macao (China) 71.9 (0.1) 87.0 (0.0) 68.8 (0.1) 86.6 (0.0) 92.4 (0.0)
Malaysia 48.2 (3.5) 69.3 (3.3) 68.2 (3.3) 40.0 (3.4) 37.0 (3.9)
Malta 67.5 (0.2) 63.4 (0.1) 58.5 (0.1) 47.8 (0.1) 64.6 (0.1)
Moldova 54.4 (3.3) 60.8 (3.4) 40.5 (3.5) 84.5 (2.8) 44.8 (3.3)

Montenegro 88.4 (0.3) 70.5 (0.3) 49.3 (0.6) 78.3 (0.2) 73.1 (0.2)

Morocco 53.2 (4.0) 40.8 (3.7) 27.8 (3.2) 64.5 (3.4) 24.3 (3.3)
North Macedonia 80.4 (0.1) 58.5 (0.1) 24.5 (0.1) 81.9 (0.1) 61.4 (0.1)
Panama 78.1 (2.1) 63.1 (2.6) 23.9 (2.6) 29.0 (3.0) 51.3 (2.6)
Peru 60.8 (2.8) 48.5 (2.6) 24.0 (2.3) 22.2 (2.1) 43.9 (2.7)
Philippines 86.6 (2.5) 84.7 (2.7) 54.3 (3.5) 42.3 (3.4) 64.9 (3.9)
Qatar 86.7 (0.1) 90.3 (0.1) 80.4 (0.1) 77.3 (0.1) 92.5 (0.1)
Romania 62.8 (3.9) 65.5 (3.8) 31.3 (3.8) 18.2 (3.1) 63.4 (4.4)
Russia 78.4 (2.6) 78.4 (2.6) 42.8 (2.8) 88.4 (2.1) 82.8 (2.4)
Saudi Arabia 72.3 (2.9) 65.7 (3.1) 48.6 (3.7) 49.4 (3.5) 49.1 (3.5)
Serbia 79.5 (2.8) 70.1 (3.3) 40.0 (3.5) 63.1 (3.5) 52.4 (4.0)
Singapore 75.8 (0.9) 93.7 (0.4) 95.8 (0.6) 56.4 (1.2) 92.8 (0.4)
Chinese Taipei 68.7 (3.9) 77.3 (3.3) 76.7 (3.3) 98.5 (0.9) 71.1 (3.5)

Thailand 72.3 (3.0) 76.2 (2.9) 76.8 (3.0) 86.3 (2.3) 66.2 (3.5)

Ukraine 74.7 (2.9) 81.3 (2.3) 64.5 (3.9) 82.6 (3.0) 38.3 (3.7)
United Arab Emirates 88.8 (1.0) 88.9 (0.8) 71.6 (1.7) 78.6 (1.3) 84.6 (1.2)
Uruguay 39.5 (3.9) 48.3 (3.6) 47.4 (3.6) 26.8 (3.5) 63.7 (3.3)
Viet Nam 74.8 (3.7) 54.5 (4.6) 43.4 (4.5) 23.7 (3.6) 60.5 (4.8)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.6.1 [1/2]  Learning time per week in regular school lessons, by subject
In hours; results based on students’ reports

 
Regular language-of-

instruction lessons 
Regular mathematics 

lessons 
Regular science 

lessons 
Foreign language 

lessons
Total learning time in 

regular lessons1

Difference between 
language-of-

instruction lessons 
and foreign language 

lessons

Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 3.9 (0.0) † 3.9 (0.0) † 3.5 (0.0) † 1.2 (0.0) † 25.8 (0.1) † 2.7 (0.0) †

Austria 2.6 (0.0) 2.6 (0.0) 3.5 (0.1) † 3.6 (0.1) 28.8 (0.2) † -1.0 (0.1) †

Belgium 3.6 (0.0) 3.5 (0.0) 3.1 (0.0) 4.7 (0.1) 27.8 (0.1) -1.2 (0.1)

Canada 5.4 (0.1) 5.2 (0.0) 5.1 (0.0) 2.9 (0.1) 28.2 (0.1) † 2.4 (0.1)

Chile 6.8 (0.1) † 7.3 (0.1) † 5.8 (0.1) † 4.3 (0.1) † 31.1 (0.3) ‡ 2.5 (0.1) †

Colombia 3.7 (0.1) † 4.0 (0.1) † 3.3 (0.1) † 3.2 (0.1) † 27.6 (0.3) ‡ 0.5 (0.1) †

Czech Republic 3.1 (0.0) 3.2 (0.0) 4.0 (0.1) 3.9 (0.0) 25.6 (0.1) -0.8 (0.0)

Denmark 5.8 (0.1) † 4.5 (0.0) † 3.7 (0.0) † 4.8 (0.1) † 27.6 (0.2) † 1.0 (0.1) †

Estonia 3.1 (0.0) 3.5 (0.0) 3.6 (0.0) 4.0 (0.0) 26.1 (0.1) -0.9 (0.0)

Finland 2.5 (0.0) 2.8 (0.0) 2.5 (0.0) 3.8 (0.0) 24.7 (0.2) -1.2 (0.0)

France 3.7 (0.0) † 3.6 (0.0) † 2.8 (0.0) † 4.5 (0.1) † 27.4 (0.2) † -0.8 (0.1) †

Germany 3.3 (0.0) ‡ 3.4 (0.1) ‡ 3.7 (0.1) ‡ 4.4 (0.1) ‡ 26.7 (0.2) ‡ -1.1 (0.1) ‡

Greece 2.8 (0.0) 3.4 (0.0) 3.6 (0.0) 1.8 (0.0) 27.7 (0.1) † 1.0 (0.0)

Hungary 2.8 (0.0) 2.5 (0.0) 2.9 (0.1) 4.7 (0.1) 26.4 (0.1) † -1.9 (0.1)

Iceland 4.1 (0.0) † 4.1 (0.0) † 2.4 (0.0) † 4.7 (0.0) † 27.3 (0.2) † -0.5 (0.0) †

Ireland 3.1 (0.0) 3.2 (0.0) 2.4 (0.0) 2.5 (0.0) 28.8 (0.1) † 0.6 (0.0)

Israel 3.3 (0.0) 4.2 (0.0) 3.4 (0.1) 3.8 (0.1) 29.2 (0.2) † -0.5 (0.1)

Italy 4.6 (0.0) † 3.8 (0.0) † 2.3 (0.0) † 3.8 (0.1) † 29.0 (0.1) † 0.7 (0.1) †

Japan 3.6 (0.0) 4.1 (0.0) 2.9 (0.1) 4.0 (0.0) 28.0 (0.1) -0.4 (0.0)

Korea 3.1 (0.0) 3.0 (0.0) 3.0 (0.1) 3.2 (0.1) 29.6 (0.2) -0.2 (0.1)

Latvia 2.7 (0.0) 3.8 (0.0) 4.0 (0.0) 3.7 (0.0) 25.9 (0.1) -0.9 (0.0)

Lithuania 3.5 (0.0) 3.0 (0.0) 4.4 (0.0) 3.7 (0.0) 25.2 (0.0) -0.2 (0.0)

Luxembourg 3.5 (0.0) 3.5 (0.0) 3.2 (0.0) 6.2 (0.0) 27.4 (0.1) -2.7 (0.0)

Mexico 3.9 (0.0) † 4.0 (0.0) † 3.9 (0.1) † 2.9 (0.0) † 28.4 (0.3) ‡ 0.9 (0.0) †

Netherlands 2.8 (0.0) 2.6 (0.0) 4.4 (0.1) 3.8 (0.1) 27.2 (0.2) -1.0 (0.1)

New Zealand 4.1 (0.0) 4.0 (0.0) 4.1 (0.1) 1.2 (0.0) 25.6 (0.1) † 2.9 (0.1)

Norway 3.8 (0.0) 3.3 (0.0) 2.4 (0.0) 2.8 (0.0) 25.6 (0.2) 1.0 (0.0)

Poland 3.8 (0.0) 3.6 (0.0) 2.9 (0.0) 3.6 (0.0) 28.3 (0.1) 0.3 (0.0)

Portugal 4.1 (0.1) 4.5 (0.1) 3.5 (0.1) 3.8 (0.0) 29.3 (0.2) † 0.3 (0.0)

Slovak Republic 3.4 (0.0) 3.2 (0.0) 2.6 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 25.3 (0.1) † -0.9 (0.1)

Slovenia 3.0 (0.0) 2.8 (0.0) 3.3 (0.0) 3.0 (0.0) 28.1 (0.1) † -0.1 (0.0)

Spain 3.6 (0.0) † 3.8 (0.0) † 3.2 (0.0) † 3.9 (0.0) † 29.0 (0.1) † -0.4 (0.0) †

Sweden 3.1 (0.0) 3.3 (0.0) 3.1 (0.0) 3.8 (0.1) 27.2 (0.2) -0.7 (0.1)

Switzerland 3.3 (0.1) † 3.4 (0.1) † 2.5 (0.1) † 4.2 (0.1) † 26.1 (0.2) † -0.9 (0.1) †

Turkey 3.5 (0.0) 3.9 (0.0) 3.4 (0.1) 3.2 (0.1) 26.2 (0.2) 0.3 (0.1)

United Kingdom 4.3 (0.0) 4.2 (0.0) 5.1 (0.0) 1.7 (0.0) 26.9 (0.1) 2.6 (0.1)

United States 4.2 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 2.9 (0.1) 30.4 (0.2) † 1.3 (0.1)

OECD average 3.7 (0.0) 3.7 (0.0) 3.4 (0.0) 3.6 (0.0) 27.5 (0.0) 0.1 (0.0)

1. Total learning time includes all school subjects.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.6.1 [2/2]  Learning time per week in regular school lessons, by subject
In hours; results based on students’ reports

 
Regular language-of-

instruction lessons 
Regular mathematics 

lessons 
Regular science 

lessons 
Foreign language 

lessons
Total learning time in 

regular lessons1

Difference between 
language-of-

instruction lessons 
and foreign language 

lessons

Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 2.9 (0.0) 3.2 (0.0) 4.9 (0.1) 3.3 (0.1) 25.2 (0.1) -0.4 (0.1)

Argentina 3.0 (0.0) ‡ 3.2 (0.0) ‡ 3.4 (0.1) ‡ 2.4 (0.1) ‡ 26.0 (0.4) ‡ 0.6 (0.1) ‡
Baku (Azerbaijan) 3.4 (0.1) † 4.7 (0.1) † 5.7 (0.1) † 3.3 (0.1) † 26.3 (0.2) ‡ 0.0 (0.0) †
Belarus 2.3 (0.0) 3.3 (0.0) 3.7 (0.1) 2.6 (0.0) 25.8 (0.1) -0.2 (0.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.6 (0.0) 2.6 (0.0) 2.8 (0.1) 2.6 (0.1) 26.1 (0.2) † 0.0 (0.0)

Brazil 3.8 (0.0) † 3.8 (0.0) † 2.9 (0.1) † 1.8 (0.0) † 25.7 (0.2) ‡ 1.9 (0.0) †

Brunei Darussalam 3.4 (0.0) † 3.7 (0.0) † 4.5 (0.1) † 1.6 (0.0) † 24.1 (0.2) ‡ 1.8 (0.0) †
B-S-J-Z (China) 4.6 (0.1) 5.0 (0.1) 5.5 (0.1) 4.6 (0.1) 31.8 (0.2) 0.0 (0.1)
Bulgaria 2.9 (0.1) † 2.7 (0.1) † 4.9 (0.1) † 4.2 (0.1) † 25.2 (0.2) † -1.3 (0.1) †
Costa Rica 4.0 (0.0) 4.3 (0.0) 4.7 (0.1) 5.4 (0.2) 30.8 (0.3) † -1.4 (0.1)
Croatia 2.9 (0.0) 2.6 (0.0) 3.4 (0.1) 2.6 (0.0) 26.9 (0.1) † 0.3 (0.0)
Cyprus 4.3 (0.0) † 3.8 (0.0) † 3.8 (0.0) † 3.2 (0.0) † 28.1 (0.2) ‡ 1.2 (0.0) †
Dominican Republic 4.4 (0.1) ‡ 4.4 (0.1) ‡ 4.1 (0.1) ‡ 3.7 (0.1) ‡ 25.8 (0.5) ‡ 0.6 (0.1) ‡
Georgia 4.0 (0.0) 3.9 (0.0) 3.0 (0.1) 2.7 (0.1) 25.7 (0.2) † 1.2 (0.1)
Hong Kong (China) 5.1 (0.1) 4.7 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 4.2 (0.1) 28.8 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1)
Indonesia 4.0 (0.1) 4.2 (0.1) 3.7 (0.1) 3.5 (0.1) 27.3 (0.3) ‡ 0.6 (0.1)
Jordan 4.4 (0.0) 3.8 (0.0) 4.2 (0.0) 3.5 (0.0) 25.5 (0.1) 0.9 (0.0)
Kazakhstan 2.8 (0.0) 3.4 (0.0) 2.7 (0.0) 2.2 (0.0) 26.7 (0.1) † 0.6 (0.0)
Kosovo 2.9 (0.0) 2.5 (0.0) 3.0 (0.0) 2.3 (0.0) 24.5 (0.2) † 0.5 (0.0)
Lebanon m m m m m m m m m m m m

Macao (China) 4.2 (0.0) 4.4 (0.0) 3.8 (0.0) 3.9 (0.0) 28.6 (0.1) 0.3 (0.0)

Malaysia 4.3 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 4.4 (0.1) 1.7 (0.1) 28.5 (0.2) † 2.6 (0.1)
Malta 4.2 (0.0) 4.0 (0.0) 3.8 (0.0) 2.9 (0.0) 28.5 (0.1) † 1.4 (0.0)
Moldova 3.9 (0.0) 3.2 (0.0) 3.9 (0.1) 3.0 (0.0) 22.8 (0.1) 0.9 (0.0)
Montenegro 2.8 (0.0) 2.6 (0.0) 1.7 (0.0) 2.7 (0.0) 26.8 (0.2) † 0.1 (0.0)
Morocco 3.9 (0.1) ‡ 5.8 (0.1) ‡ 3.7 (0.1) ‡ 4.9 (0.2) ‡ 29.0 (0.3) ‡ -1.0 (0.2) ‡
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Panama 3.8 (0.1) ‡ 4.0 (0.1) ‡ 3.7 (0.1) ‡ 3.5 (0.1) ‡ 25.4 (0.4) ‡ 0.4 (0.1) ‡
Peru 5.4 (0.1) ‡ 6.6 (0.2) ‡ 4.6 (0.1) ‡ 2.9 (0.1) ‡ 30.4 (0.3) ‡ 2.6 (0.2) ‡
Philippines 5.2 (0.1) 5.2 (0.1) 5.2 (0.1) 2.4 (0.1) † 32.5 (0.2) ‡ 2.8 (0.1) †
Qatar 4.5 (0.0) 4.8 (0.0) 5.3 (0.0) 3.7 (0.0) 28.6 (0.1) † 0.9 (0.0)
Romania 3.0 (0.0) 2.7 (0.0) 3.4 (0.1) 2.7 (0.1) 25.0 (0.1) † 0.3 (0.0)
Russia 2.6 (0.1) 4.0 (0.0) 4.4 (0.1) 2.5 (0.0) 26.6 (0.2) † 0.1 (0.1)
Saudi Arabia 3.9 (0.0) 3.6 (0.0) 3.5 (0.0) 3.3 (0.0) 26.5 (0.1) 0.6 (0.1)
Serbia 2.7 (0.0) † 2.6 (0.0) † 3.5 (0.1) † 2.3 (0.0) † 27.3 (0.2) † 0.3 (0.0) †
Singapore 4.4 (0.0) 5.2 (0.0) 5.4 (0.0) 4.6 (0.1) 28.7 (0.1) -0.3 (0.1)
Chinese Taipei 4.2 (0.0) 3.9 (0.0) 3.1 (0.0) 3.9 (0.0) 32.2 (0.2) 0.3 (0.0)

Thailand 2.9 (0.1) 3.8 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 3.9 (0.1) 32.0 (0.2) ‡ -1.0 (0.1)

Ukraine 4.3 (0.1) 3.3 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 2.8 (0.1) 24.6 (0.2) † 1.4 (0.1)
United Arab Emirates 4.5 (0.0) 5.1 (0.0) 5.0 (0.1) 3.7 (0.1) 29.4 (0.1) † 0.7 (0.0)
Uruguay 2.6 (0.0) † 2.8 (0.0) † 2.8 (0.1) † 2.2 (0.1) † 23.2 (0.3) ‡ 0.4 (0.1) †
Viet Nam 3.1 (0.0) 3.3 (0.0) 5.4 (0.0) 2.7 (0.0) 22.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.0)

1. Total learning time includes all school subjects.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.6.19 [1/6]  Schools providing study help
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools where the following study help is provided:

Room(s) where students can do their homework

All students
Socio-economically disadvantaged 

schools1
Socio-economically advantaged 

schools
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged schools

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 86.6 (1.4) 83.8 (2.9) 89.2 (2.7) 5.4 (3.8)

Austria 76.4 (3.1) 73.1 (6.0) 72.2 (6.2) -0.9 (9.1)

Belgium 83.6 (1.9) 75.7 (4.3) 91.0 (3.6) 15.3 (6.0)

Canada 91.0 (1.4) 91.5 (2.4) 94.4 (2.9) 2.9 (3.4)

Chile 75.3 (3.6) 71.8 (7.6) 77.3 (5.4) 5.6 (9.2)

Colombia 45.0 (3.6) 39.1 (7.1) 65.8 (6.7) 26.7 (9.4)

Czech Republic 56.8 (2.7) 38.5 (5.5) 78.5 (4.3) 40.1 (7.6)

Denmark 79.0 (3.1) † 80.9 (5.3) 76.1 (6.5) -4.8 (8.7)

Estonia 67.8 (1.8) 80.5 (4.4) 63.7 (4.0) -16.8 (6.0)

Finland 64.0 (3.6) 56.2 (7.0) 72.3 (6.9) 16.1 (9.4)

France 91.5 (2.1) 90.8 (3.8) 91.7 (4.0) 0.9 (5.6)

Germany 71.6 (3.2) 68.5 (6.4) 82.4 (5.5) 13.9 (8.6)

Greece 41.4 (3.7) 35.4 (7.5) 54.9 (7.1) 19.5 (10.1)

Hungary 68.3 (3.5) 75.4 (5.8) 74.1 (6.6) -1.2 (8.9)

Iceland 86.1 (0.2) 80.5 (0.5) 88.3 (0.3) 7.8 (0.7)

Ireland 88.1 (2.7) 89.5 (4.5) 80.8 (6.5) -8.7 (7.8)

Israel 48.2 (4.2) 46.3 (9.4) 55.6 (6.5) 9.3 (11.3)

Italy 46.1 (3.4) 35.5 (6.4) 49.5 (6.8) 14.0 (9.7)

Japan 91.7 (1.7) 88.0 (4.7) 95.6 (3.1) 7.6 (5.6)

Korea 86.3 (2.3) 82.7 (6.1) 80.4 (6.1) -2.3 (9.0)

Latvia 67.3 (1.6) 80.1 (3.6) 61.4 (2.8) -18.7 (4.1)

Lithuania 84.0 (1.4) 79.7 (3.8) 82.6 (2.0) 3.0 (4.3)

Luxembourg 97.8 (0.0) 100.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c

Mexico 65.1 (3.3) 61.9 (6.1) 76.3 (6.0) 14.4 (8.0)

Netherlands 84.0 (2.9) 70.1 (6.6) 87.0 (6.2) 16.9 (9.1)

New Zealand 89.5 (2.4) 84.0 (5.6) 93.3 (3.8) 9.3 (6.6)

Norway 75.3 (2.7) 78.6 (4.7) 80.4 (5.3) 1.8 (7.3)

Poland 78.3 (2.4) 85.2 (4.9) 70.7 (6.1) -14.5 (7.8)

Portugal 83.2 (2.4) 79.2 (5.9) 84.4 (5.0) 5.2 (7.7)

Slovak Republic 41.6 (3.0) 36.0 (6.0) 42.6 (6.7) 6.6 (9.2)

Slovenia 90.2 (0.3) 85.9 (0.8) 94.7 (0.2) 8.8 (0.9)

Spain 71.3 (2.0) 77.3 (3.7) 79.2 (2.9) 1.9 (4.6)

Sweden 97.7 (1.0) 96.0 (2.7) 99.5 (0.4) 3.5 (2.7)

Switzerland 83.8 (2.8) 78.6 (6.3) 98.5 (0.2) 19.9 (6.3)

Turkey 68.9 (3.0) 55.1 (6.8) 83.7 (6.1) 28.6 (10.2)

United Kingdom 95.5 (1.4) 98.7 (0.6) 96.8 (2.1) -1.9 (2.2)

United States 80.9 (3.0) 74.2 (6.9) 87.4 (5.4) 13.2 (8.8)

OECD average 75.7 (0.4) 73.1 (0.9) 79.8 (0.8) 6.7 (1.2)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in the 
relevant country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.6.19 [2/6]  Schools providing study help
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools where the following study help is provided:

Room(s) where students can do their homework

All students
Socio-economically disadvantaged 

schools1
Socio-economically advantaged 

schools
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged schools

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 27.0 (2.2) 15.3 (3.7) 35.5 (4.9) 20.2 (6.3)

Argentina 35.5 (3.2) 39.0 (6.1) 44.1 (6.1) 5.1 (7.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 58.5 (4.4) ‡ 51.8 (7.8) ‡ 77.2 (7.6) † 25.4 (10.7) ‡
Belarus 71.1 (3.0) 81.1 (5.4) 72.9 (5.8) -8.2 (8.1)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 46.0 (3.2) 36.1 (7.6) 55.2 (5.2) 19.1 (9.5)

Brazil 49.9 (2.3) 36.8 (4.4) 73.6 (4.1) 36.7 (5.9)

Brunei Darussalam 72.0 (0.1) 67.8 (0.2) 65.2 (0.2) -2.6 (0.3)
B-S-J-Z (China) 50.8 (3.8) 35.6 (7.5) 62.4 (5.8) 26.8 (8.7)
Bulgaria 47.4 (3.9) 57.2 (7.1) 37.4 (7.4) -19.8 (10.4)
Costa Rica 56.5 (3.9) 58.9 (7.7) 54.3 (8.5) -4.7 (10.7)
Croatia 69.3 (3.4) 72.1 (6.3) 70.0 (6.2) -2.1 (9.1)
Cyprus 40.5 (0.5) 33.8 (2.0) 44.0 (0.3) 10.1 (2.0)
Dominican Republic 48.1 (3.7) 37.8 (6.1) 62.4 (8.5) 24.6 (10.5)
Georgia 47.8 (2.6) 43.8 (4.3) 64.5 (6.0) 20.7 (8.5)
Hong Kong (China) 88.4 (2.8) 87.9 (6.0) 93.6 (1.3) 5.7 (6.2)
Indonesia 42.1 (4.3) 23.1 (6.7) 56.6 (9.8) 33.5 (11.6)
Jordan 11.1 (2.4) 11.4 (5.1) 18.2 (5.8) 6.7 (7.7)
Kazakhstan 48.1 (2.2) 50.8 (4.5) 40.5 (4.8) -10.3 (7.0)
Kosovo 25.3 (1.5) 19.1 (3.8) 36.0 (2.2) 16.9 (4.4)
Lebanon 36.9 (3.2) 34.9 (5.2) 46.3 (6.8) 11.4 (9.1)

Macao (China) 91.6 (0.0) 92.5 (0.1) 90.2 (0.1) -2.3 (0.1)

Malaysia 59.6 (3.6) 63.2 (7.6) 66.0 (7.5) 2.7 (11.4)
Malta 42.4 (0.1) 37.5 (0.3) 45.6 (0.3) 8.0 (0.4)
Moldova 68.0 (3.2) 70.4 (6.3) 61.2 (6.8) -9.3 (8.7)
Montenegro 48.2 (0.4) 47.9 (1.4) 38.7 (0.5) -9.2 (1.5)
Morocco 67.5 (3.6) 64.7 (6.3) 78.9 (5.5) 14.2 (8.7)
North Macedonia 41.4 (0.1) 23.6 (0.2) 63.3 (0.2) 39.7 (0.3)
Panama 56.2 (2.6) 37.7 (6.4) 58.5 (7.3) † 20.7 (9.9) †
Peru 69.6 (2.8) 79.8 (4.5) 66.5 (5.9) -13.3 (7.9)
Philippines 74.4 (3.2) 75.4 (6.6) 76.4 (7.1) 1.1 (10.0)
Qatar 43.6 (0.1) 20.9 (0.2) 77.1 (0.2) 56.2 (0.3)
Romania 61.0 (4.1) 65.9 (6.3) 58.5 (8.3) -7.4 (10.1)
Russia 46.8 (3.9) 35.0 (4.0) 49.3 (7.4) 14.2 (6.9)

Saudi Arabia 61.6 (3.9) 61.2 (8.0) 63.5 (7.3) 2.4 (10.7)

Serbia 52.4 (4.1) 51.1 (7.9) 54.0 (8.8) 2.9 (11.8)
Singapore 95.8 (1.2) 95.6 (0.1) 91.9 (4.3) -3.7 (4.3)
Chinese Taipei 91.0 (2.2) 88.1 (4.9) 97.4 (2.6) 9.3 (5.5)
Thailand 78.7 (3.3) 72.1 (7.0) 76.6 (6.8) 4.5 (9.4)
Ukraine 49.1 (2.9) 62.3 (6.1) 31.1 (6.7) -31.2 (9.2)
United Arab Emirates 38.5 (1.5) 26.7 (1.1) 62.2 (3.6) 35.5 (3.6)
Uruguay 78.0 (2.9) 60.2 (6.2) 92.7 (4.4) 32.5 (7.9)
Viet Nam 39.6 (4.1) 32.6 (7.9) 51.7 (9.4) 19.1 (12.2)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in the 
relevant country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.6.19 [3/6]  Schools providing study help
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools where the following study help is provided:

Staff provides help with homework

All students
Socio-economically disadvantaged 

schools
Socio-economically advantaged 

schools
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged schools

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 92.6 (1.2) 94.6 (1.4) 86.3 (3.6) -8.3 (3.8)

Austria 28.8 (2.9) 34.5 (5.6) 21.8 (6.7) -12.6 (9.3)

Belgium 57.4 (2.8) 57.7 (5.8) 60.0 (5.8) 2.2 (8.0)

Canada 89.7 (1.2) 94.2 (1.5) 86.3 (2.9) -7.9 (3.3)

Chile 39.1 (3.8) 57.8 (8.2) 17.3 (5.5) -40.5 (9.7)

Colombia 19.2 (2.8) 13.6 (6.9) 37.6 (6.8) 24.0 (9.8)

Czech Republic 56.2 (3.1) 60.3 (5.4) 47.0 (5.4) -13.4 (7.7)

Denmark 81.8 (3.2) 79.5 (5.9) 81.2 (6.4) 1.7 (8.6)

Estonia 56.5 (2.0) 68.2 (5.1) 40.5 (3.1) -27.7 (5.9)

Finland 78.3 (3.0) 77.0 (5.7) 87.9 (4.6) 10.9 (7.8)

France 69.9 (3.1) 91.5 (3.3) 56.1 (7.7) -35.5 (8.5)

Germany 50.6 (3.7) 53.1 (6.8) 41.0 (7.9) -12.1 (10.7)

Greece 44.3 (3.5) 47.2 (7.2) 46.7 (6.9) -0.5 (10.1)

Hungary 66.0 (3.4) 79.7 (4.8) 51.5 (7.4) -28.2 (8.8)

Iceland 79.5 (0.2) 85.4 (0.4) 67.1 (0.4) -18.3 (0.6)

Ireland 55.9 (4.3) 70.7 (7.3) 53.3 (9.3) -17.5 (11.8)

Israel 66.2 (3.5) 73.3 (7.1) 57.0 (8.1) -16.2 (10.7)

Italy 38.5 (2.9) 38.7 (7.4) 36.3 (5.5) -2.4 (9.4)

Japan m m m m m m m m

Korea 34.8 (3.9) 30.9 (7.3) 40.3 (7.1) 9.4 (10.0)

Latvia 71.9 (1.6) 80.8 (3.7) 59.2 (2.8) -21.6 (4.7)

Lithuania 82.6 (1.5) 88.4 (3.1) 79.6 (2.4) -8.7 (3.8)

Luxembourg 81.6 (0.1) 87.2 (0.2) 80.8 (0.2) -6.3 (0.2)

Mexico 41.0 (3.2) 37.4 (6.2) 52.6 (5.3) 15.3 (8.1)

Netherlands 62.7 (4.0) 63.6 (6.3) 54.4 (9.0) -9.3 (11.1)

New Zealand 87.2 (2.1) 87.0 (5.1) 89.3 (2.6) 2.3 (5.7)

Norway 54.3 (2.6) 62.4 (5.6) 60.3 (6.5) -2.1 (9.4)

Poland 73.4 (2.6) 76.1 (5.5) 73.8 (6.4) -2.4 (9.2)

Portugal 64.4 (2.9) 60.7 (7.1) 64.6 (6.9) 3.9 (10.4)

Slovak Republic 47.7 (2.8) 45.0 (5.5) 45.5 (6.4) 0.6 (8.7)

Slovenia 50.5 (0.5) 54.1 (1.4) 58.0 (0.6) 3.8 (1.5)

Spain 42.9 (2.3) 51.8 (5.3) 46.1 (4.3) -5.6 (6.8)

Sweden 93.3 (1.3) 96.5 (2.4) 91.1 (3.7) -5.4 (4.5)

Switzerland 56.7 (3.7) 56.4 (7.4) 39.6 (7.9) -16.7 (11.6)

Turkey 36.9 (3.7) 30.7 (6.8) 51.4 (7.5) 20.7 (9.9)

United Kingdom 92.6 (1.7) 88.4 (4.8) 89.0 (4.7) 0.6 (7.1)

United States 92.4 (2.3) 88.3 (6.4) 97.0 (3.3) 8.7 (7.2)

OECD average 62.2 (0.5) 65.6 (0.9) 59.7 (1.0) -6.0 (1.4)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in the 
relevant country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.6.19 [4/6]  Schools providing study help
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools where the following study help is provided:

Staff provides help with homework

All students
Socio-economically disadvantaged 

schools
Socio-economically advantaged 

schools
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged schools

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 55.3 (3.2) 49.7 (6.2) 51.1 (6.3) 1.5 (9.1)

Argentina 51.9 (3.4) 55.4 (6.6) 54.2 (6.5) -1.2 (8.5)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 82.1 (3.6) † 72.0 (7.7) ‡ 85.3 (6.6) † 13.3 (10.0) ‡
Belarus 90.7 (2.2) 92.7 (3.7) 88.3 (5.4) -4.4 (6.5)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 32.7 (3.0) 36.4 (5.5) 34.1 (5.8) -2.3 (8.3)

Brazil 12.4 (1.3) 5.6 (1.9) 25.9 (4.1) 20.3 (4.5)

Brunei Darussalam 64.8 (0.1) 69.7 (0.2) 73.7 (0.1) 4.0 (0.2)
B-S-J-Z (China) 67.3 (3.1) 73.0 (6.0) 71.1 (5.4) -1.9 (8.4)
Bulgaria 35.5 (3.4) 45.1 (6.6) 27.3 (7.7) -17.8 (10.4)
Costa Rica 32.8 (3.4) 35.3 (6.2) 29.7 (7.0) -5.5 (9.0)
Croatia 19.7 (2.7) 25.1 (5.7) 17.8 (4.2) -7.3 (7.1)
Cyprus 39.2 (0.4) 58.5 (1.6) 32.2 (0.2) -26.3 (1.7)
Dominican Republic 34.0 (3.4) 30.3 (6.6) 39.0 (8.2) 8.7 (10.3)
Georgia 65.5 (2.9) 73.6 (4.4) 68.4 (5.1) -5.2 (6.4)
Hong Kong (China) 83.1 (3.4) 86.4 (6.0) 71.8 (8.7) -14.6 (10.5)
Indonesia 40.8 (4.2) 36.0 (8.3) 44.0 (9.8) 8.0 (12.6)
Jordan 31.3 (3.5) 35.3 (7.2) 24.5 (6.0) -10.9 (9.4)
Kazakhstan 91.4 (1.3) 94.0 (2.0) 89.7 (3.2) -4.3 (4.0)
Kosovo 44.7 (1.8) 36.3 (4.2) 58.1 (3.1) 21.7 (5.3)
Lebanon 34.3 (2.7) 31.0 (5.9) 44.7 (6.6) 13.8 (9.9)

Macao (China) 61.6 (0.0) 47.8 (0.4) 83.2 (0.1) 35.4 (0.4)

Malaysia 26.7 (3.5) 27.7 (7.0) 31.0 (7.9) 3.3 (10.7)
Malta 50.9 (0.1) 69.0 (0.5) 38.3 (0.3) -30.7 (0.5)
Moldova 79.4 (2.8) 73.2 (5.8) 78.5 (6.3) 5.3 (8.8)
Montenegro 20.9 (0.2) 32.6 (0.8) 1.1 (0.1) -31.5 (0.8)
Morocco 45.2 (4.0) 52.7 (7.1) 35.4 (7.2) -17.3 (10.1)
North Macedonia 41.8 (0.1) 36.9 (0.2) 41.9 (0.3) 5.0 (0.4)
Panama 37.1 (2.7) 36.4 (6.6) 47.0 (7.0) † 10.6 (9.5) †
Peru 34.4 (3.0) 36.8 (5.8) 53.0 (6.6) 16.3 (8.8)
Philippines 54.5 (3.7) 49.8 (8.0) 47.9 (6.7) -1.9 (10.5)
Qatar 76.5 (0.1) 63.0 (0.2) 86.2 (0.2) 23.2 (0.3)
Romania 54.6 (4.5) 59.0 (7.3) 45.6 (9.8) -13.3 (12.4)
Russia 63.2 (2.9) 66.8 (4.7) 55.6 (7.1) -11.2 (8.8)

Saudi Arabia 57.5 (3.4) 65.7 (5.4) 54.3 (6.3) -11.5 (8.6)

Serbia 49.9 (4.1) 53.9 (7.3) 49.7 (8.3) -4.3 (11.1)
Singapore 88.8 (0.8) 90.1 (0.1) 78.6 (4.1) -11.6 (4.1)
Chinese Taipei 53.8 (3.6) 61.8 (7.2) 45.8 (7.3) -16.0 (10.5)
Thailand 66.0 (3.5) 66.4 (5.8) 71.6 (6.3) 5.2 (9.2)
Ukraine 54.8 (3.5) 61.2 (6.7) 47.6 (8.3) -13.6 (10.3)
United Arab Emirates 61.5 (1.8) 64.0 (1.5) 69.9 (4.1) 5.9 (4.3)
Uruguay 63.8 (3.7) 61.4 (6.2) 58.1 (7.5) -3.3 (9.4)
Viet Nam 55.5 (4.6) 61.7 (9.5) 45.9 (9.0) -15.8 (12.7)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in the 
relevant country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.6.19 [5/6]  Schools providing study help
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools where the following study help is provided:

Peer-to-peer tutoring

All students
Socio-economically disadvantaged 

schools
Socio-economically advantaged 

schools
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged schools

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 40.6 (1.8) 36.0 (3.8) 52.2 (3.7) 16.1 (5.8)

Austria 41.7 (3.6) 30.4 (5.9) 43.4 (7.4) 13.0 (9.6)

Belgium 30.3 (3.2) 24.3 (5.2) 32.8 (6.2) 8.5 (8.4)

Canada 73.0 (2.4) 68.9 (3.8) 81.4 (3.6) 12.5 (5.3)

Chile 42.5 (3.8) 23.2 (6.9) 50.0 (5.7) 26.8 (9.2)

Colombia 51.9 (3.6) 30.8 (7.3) 77.8 (5.5) 47.0 (8.5)

Czech Republic 41.8 (2.7) 37.9 (5.6) 48.3 (5.4) 10.4 (7.5)

Denmark 26.4 (3.4) † 31.5 (5.8) † 27.7 (7.4) -3.7 (8.9) †

Estonia 51.5 (2.3) 55.8 (5.7) 55.1 (3.7) -0.7 (6.8)

Finland 25.0 (3.1) 16.5 (5.6) 30.4 (6.5) 14.0 (9.2)

France 51.1 (3.4) 36.9 (5.5) 66.2 (6.8) 29.2 (8.4)

Germany 33.7 (3.0) 11.0 (4.9) 49.2 (7.2) 38.2 (8.8)

Greece 44.6 (3.4) 38.2 (5.9) 51.7 (7.1) 13.5 (8.8)

Hungary 47.2 (3.6) 35.0 (6.2) 65.7 (7.2) 30.7 (9.5)

Iceland 36.9 (0.3) 26.2 (0.5) 47.4 (0.4) 21.2 (0.6)

Ireland 30.9 (4.0) 34.2 (7.9) 37.2 (8.6) 3.0 (11.8)

Israel 60.9 (4.0) 59.9 (7.0) 55.5 (7.5) -4.5 (10.3)

Italy 65.4 (3.2) 59.2 (7.2) 76.0 (6.0) 16.8 (9.6)

Japan 21.6 (3.3) 20.6 (6.2) 22.6 (6.7) 2.0 (8.6)

Korea 71.6 (3.3) 50.9 (9.1) 72.8 (6.7) 22.0 (11.4)

Latvia 51.0 (1.9) 65.2 (4.6) 30.3 (2.9) -34.9 (5.1)

Lithuania 64.2 (1.7) 69.3 (4.1) 62.5 (2.1) -6.9 (4.7)

Luxembourg 37.4 (0.1) 36.0 (0.2) 48.6 (0.3) 12.6 (0.4)

Mexico 75.0 (3.0) 71.6 (6.8) 76.2 (5.2) 4.6 (8.6)

Netherlands 43.4 (3.9) 24.5 (7.3) 54.4 (8.9) 29.9 (11.5)

New Zealand 78.9 (2.5) 59.6 (5.6) 93.1 (3.6) 33.6 (6.4)

Norway 38.5 (3.5) 42.4 (6.5) 44.0 (6.2) 1.6 (9.4)

Poland 87.1 (2.2) 92.7 (3.6) 86.5 (4.8) -6.2 (6.0)

Portugal 37.9 (3.2) 42.9 (6.0) 27.8 (7.1) -15.1 (9.8)

Slovak Republic 43.6 (3.0) 35.1 (5.7) 49.7 (6.6) 14.6 (8.8)

Slovenia 54.0 (0.6) 48.8 (2.5) 70.6 (0.6) 21.8 (2.6)

Spain 39.5 (2.2) 31.4 (4.3) 49.1 (4.9) 17.7 (6.7)

Sweden 21.2 (4.1) 27.3 (7.6) 28.8 (7.3) 1.5 (8.8)

Switzerland 21.9 (3.1) 13.0 (5.0) 41.8 (7.5) 28.8 (9.4)

Turkey 53.1 (4.0) 60.3 (7.0) 60.7 (9.0) 0.3 (11.7)

United Kingdom 60.8 (4.5) 49.9 (7.7) † 69.7 (7.5) 19.8 (10.4) †

United States 74.2 (4.0) 58.6 (9.4) 89.3 (5.2) 30.7 (9.6)

OECD average 47.9 (0.5) 42.1 (1.0) 54.8 (1.0) 12.7 (1.4)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in the 
relevant country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.6.19 [6/6]  Schools providing study help
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools where the following study help is provided:

Peer-to-peer tutoring

All students
Socio-economically disadvantaged 

schools
Socio-economically advantaged 

schools
Difference between advantaged 

and disadvantaged schools

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 79.0 (2.4) 81.1 (4.7) 85.4 (4.8) 4.3 (6.6)

Argentina 78.3 (2.7) 81.7 (4.8) 89.3 (2.7) 7.6 (5.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 75.5 (3.9) ‡ 69.0 (7.6) ‡ 82.6 (7.3) † 13.6 (10.7) ‡
Belarus 86.3 (2.6) 84.0 (5.3) 91.0 (4.5) 6.9 (7.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 64.7 (3.0) 59.8 (7.3) 72.2 (6.3) 12.4 (10.0)

Brazil 35.3 (2.0) 32.9 (3.8) 49.6 (4.6) 16.7 (6.2)

Brunei Darussalam 74.0 (0.1) 86.2 (0.2) 78.3 (0.1) -7.9 (0.2)
B-S-J-Z (China) 89.9 (2.4) 87.3 (5.9) 92.8 (3.5) 5.4 (7.1)
Bulgaria 52.6 (3.7) 63.2 (7.1) 42.2 (8.2) -21.0 (10.2)
Costa Rica 50.4 (4.2) 48.5 (7.7) 62.2 (7.8) 13.7 (11.0)
Croatia 48.2 (3.7) 56.6 (6.8) 57.6 (8.1) 1.0 (10.4)
Cyprus 12.0 (0.4) 8.5 (0.3) 17.6 (0.2) 9.1 (0.3)
Dominican Republic 64.6 (3.2) 60.0 (7.2) 72.7 (6.6) 12.7 (10.3)
Georgia 80.3 (2.7) 84.6 (3.4) 83.8 (5.6) -0.8 (5.9)
Hong Kong (China) 73.6 (4.5) 68.9 (9.6) 66.6 (10.2) † -2.4 (13.9) †
Indonesia 79.2 (3.8) 67.6 (8.8) 92.0 (4.3) 24.5 (9.7)
Jordan 64.5 (3.7) 64.9 (6.9) 62.5 (6.9) -2.4 (9.3)
Kazakhstan 88.4 (1.7) 90.7 (2.7) 91.3 (2.7) 0.7 (3.9)
Kosovo 79.3 (1.3) 68.4 (3.5) 92.5 (2.0) 24.1 (4.3)
Lebanon 42.2 (3.0) 33.1 (6.0) 64.2 (6.6) 31.0 (9.0)

Macao (China) 85.7 (0.0) 99.4 (0.0) 63.7 (0.2) -35.8 (0.2)

Malaysia 90.8 (1.9) 95.5 (3.0) 83.6 (5.8) -11.9 (6.3)
Malta 19.5 (0.1) 32.0 (0.4) 22.0 (0.3) -9.9 (0.5)
Moldova 81.2 (2.6) 75.6 (5.8) 78.3 (6.4) 2.8 (8.8)
Montenegro 61.0 (0.6) 85.5 (1.3) 21.7 (0.7) -63.8 (1.5)
Morocco 83.9 (2.6) 86.2 (4.9) 90.3 (4.6) 4.1 (6.8)
North Macedonia 40.9 (0.1) 40.9 (0.2) 52.5 (0.3) 11.6 (0.4)
Panama 37.9 (2.8) 35.9 (6.7) 55.7 (6.7) † 19.8 (9.5) †
Peru 55.5 (3.1) 67.5 (5.4) 57.7 (6.2) -9.8 (8.2)
Philippines 89.7 (2.2) 83.8 (6.0) 85.6 (5.6) 1.8 (8.1)
Qatar 77.6 (0.1) 73.7 (0.2) 63.9 (0.2) -9.8 (0.3)
Romania 44.9 (4.1) 38.0 (7.4) 56.4 (9.3) 18.4 (11.7)
Russia 71.1 (3.1) 57.0 (7.0) 72.5 (6.0) 15.5 (9.4)

Saudi Arabia 86.1 (2.3) 86.7 (5.0) 86.3 (4.9) -0.4 (7.0)

Serbia 69.6 (3.4) 70.1 (6.3) 74.1 (6.9) 4.0 (9.4)
Singapore 57.9 (1.3) 64.6 (0.2) 59.0 (4.6) -5.5 (4.6)
Chinese Taipei 81.5 (3.0) 76.0 (6.3) 78.9 (6.9) 2.9 (9.3)
Thailand 95.2 (1.6) 95.6 (2.9) 93.9 (3.7) -1.7 (4.8)
Ukraine 91.2 (2.3) 93.3 (2.9) 92.5 (5.1) -0.8 (5.7)
United Arab Emirates 57.6 (1.5) 41.3 (1.6) 70.3 (4.1) 28.9 (4.6)
Uruguay 36.1 (3.5) 31.3 (7.1) 35.7 (9.2) 4.4 (11.5)
Viet Nam 62.6 (4.3) 71.1 (7.9) 64.0 (9.5) -7.1 (11.9)

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in the 
relevant country/economy.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132279

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132279


© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools278

Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.7.1 [1/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2000

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia m m m m m m m m
Austria 87.3 (2.7) 12.7 (2.7) 5.8 (1.9) 6.8 (2.1)
Belgium 26.2 (2.5) 73.8 (2.5) 58.1 (3.4) 15.7 (2.5)
Canada m m m m m m m m
Chile 54.5 (1.5) 45.5 (1.5) 31.4 (2.3) 14.1 (1.7)

Colombia m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 94.0 (1.6) 6.0 (1.6) 4.2 (1.3) 1.8 (0.9)
Denmark 75.3 (2.3) 24.7 (2.3) 24.0 (2.2) 0.7 (0.5)
Estonia m m m m m m m m
Finland 97.2 (1.3) 2.8 (1.3) 2.8 (1.3) 0.0 c
France 78.4 (3.4) 21.6 (3.4) 13.9 (2.7) 7.7 (2.3)
Germany 95.6 (1.4) 4.4 (1.4) 4.0 (1.3) 0.4 (0.4)
Greece 92.8 (1.5) 7.2 (1.5) 0.0 c 7.2 (1.5)
Hungary 94.7 (1.8) 5.3 (1.8) 4.4 (1.6) 1.0 (0.7)
Iceland 99.2 (0.0) 0.8 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.8 (0.0)
Ireland 39.1 (2.0) 60.9 (2.0) 57.2 (2.5) 3.7 (1.6)
Israel 77.7 (4.5) 22.3 (4.5) 15.0 (4.1) 7.4 (2.2)
Italy 94.2 (1.4) 5.8 (1.4) 0.0 c 5.8 (1.4)
Japan 69.8 (0.9) 30.2 (0.9) 1.5 (0.9) 28.7 (1.2)
Korea 47.7 (4.3) 52.3 (4.3) 0.0 c 52.3 (4.3)
Latvia 99.3 (0.7) 0.7 (0.7) 0.7 (0.7) 0.0 c
Lithuania m m m m m m m m
Luxembourg 87.9 (0.0) 12.1 (0.0) 12.1 (0.0) 0.0 c
Mexico 84.6 (2.9) 15.4 (2.9) 0.0 c 15.4 (2.9)
Netherlands 26.5 (4.9) 73.5 (4.9) 58.8 (5.1) 14.6 (4.4)
New Zealand 95.4 (0.5) 4.6 (0.5) 0.1 (0.1) 4.5 (0.5)
Norway 98.6 (0.9) 1.4 (0.9) 1.0 (0.7) 0.5 (0.5)
Poland 97.1 (1.3) 2.9 (1.3) 0.0 c 2.9 (1.3)
Portugal 92.7 (0.8) 7.3 (0.8) 5.8 (0.9) 1.4 (0.7)
Slovak Republic m m m m m m m m
Slovenia m m m m m m m m
Spain 60.7 (1.7) 39.3 (1.7) 27.5 (3.2) 11.8 (2.4)
Sweden 96.6 (0.7) 3.4 (0.7) 1.2 (0.0) 2.2 (0.7)
Switzerland 93.6 (1.7) 6.4 (1.7) 1.8 (0.8) 4.6 (1.5)
Turkey m m m m m m m m
United Kingdom m m m m m m m m
United States 93.4 (2.7) 6.6 (2.7) 0.0 c 6.6 (2.7)

OECD average-28 82.8 (0.4) 17.2 (0.4) 9.7 (0.3) 7.6 (0.3)
OECD average-30 82.8 (0.4) 17.2 (0.4) 9.7 (0.3) 7.6 (0.3)
OECD average-37 81.0 (0.4) 19.0 (0.4) 11.5 (0.3) 7.5 (0.3)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [2/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2000

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 96.2 (0.7) 3.8 (0.7) 0.0 c 3.8 (0.7)

Argentina 61.6 (7.5) 38.4 (7.5) 20.6 (8.3) 17.9 (5.1)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 86.9 (1.6) 13.1 (1.6) 0.0 c 13.1 (1.6)
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 99.4 (0.6) 0.6 (0.6) 0.0 c 0.6 (0.6)
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m
Croatia m m m m m m m m
Cyprus m m m m m m m m
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m
Georgia m m m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) 95.1 (1.0) 4.9 (1.0) 4.4 (0.7) 0.5 (0.4)
Indonesia 53.6 (5.4) 46.4 (5.4) 0.2 (0.1) 46.3 (5.4)
Jordan m m m m m m m m
Kazakhstan m m m m m m m m
Kosovo m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m
Macao (China) m m m m m m m m
Malaysia m m m m m m m m
Malta m m m m m m m m
Moldova m m m m m m m m
Montenegro m m m m m m m m
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia 99.6 (0.0) 0.4 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.4 (0.0)
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru 85.0 (1.5) 15.0 (1.5) 0.0 c 15.0 (1.5)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar m m m m m m m m
Romania m m m m m m m m
Russia 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei m m m m m m m m
Thailand 80.7 (2.2) 19.3 (2.2) 1.8 (1.0) 17.5 (2.7)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m
Uruguay m m m m m m m m
Viet Nam m m m m m m m m

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [3/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2003

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia m m m m m m m m
Austria 92.0 (1.9) 8.0 (1.9) 8.0 (1.9) 0.0 c
Belgium 31.1 (1.0) 68.9 (1.0) 68.1 (1.2) 0.9 (0.5)
Canada 93.2 (0.9) 6.8 (0.9) 5.0 (1.0) 1.8 (0.3)
Chile m m m m m m m m

Colombia m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 93.3 (1.7) 6.7 (1.7) 5.8 (1.6) 0.9 (0.5)
Denmark 78.3 (2.5) 21.7 (2.5) 21.3 (2.5) 0.5 (0.5)
Estonia m m m m m m m m
Finland 93.4 (1.6) 6.6 (1.6) 6.6 (1.6) 0.0 c
France m m m m m m m m
Germany 92.3 (1.7) 7.7 (1.7) 7.3 (1.8) 0.4 (0.4)
Greece 95.9 (2.0) 4.1 (2.0) 1.5 (1.3) 2.6 (1.9)
Hungary 88.5 (2.5) 11.5 (2.5) 10.3 (2.4) 1.2 (0.8)
Iceland 99.5 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.5 (0.1)
Ireland 39.0 (0.5) 61.0 (0.5) 60.3 (0.9) 0.7 (0.8)
Israel m m m m m m m m
Italy 95.3 (1.2) 4.7 (1.2) 1.3 (0.6) 3.4 (1.3)
Japan 72.7 (1.5) 27.3 (1.5) 1.2 (0.8) 26.1 (1.8)
Korea 44.1 (3.6) 55.9 (3.6) 35.2 (3.9) 20.7 (3.2)
Latvia 99.0 (0.7) 1.0 (0.7) 0.0 c 1.0 (0.7)
Lithuania m m m m m m m m
Luxembourg 85.9 (0.1) 14.1 (0.1) 14.1 (0.1) 0.0 c
Mexico 84.5 (2.4) 15.5 (2.4) 3.9 (1.9) 11.6 (1.7)
Netherlands 22.9 (4.1) 77.1 (4.1) 77.1 (4.1) 0.0 c
New Zealand 95.3 (0.2) 4.7 (0.2) 0.4 (0.4) 4.3 (0.5)
Norway 99.1 (0.7) 0.9 (0.7) 0.9 (0.7) 0.0 c
Poland 99.3 (0.4) 0.7 (0.4) 0.4 (0.4) 0.4 (0.3)
Portugal 93.8 (1.3) 6.2 (1.3) 4.2 (1.2) 2.0 (1.2)
Slovak Republic 87.6 (2.7) 12.4 (2.7) 12.4 (2.7) 0.0 c
Slovenia m m m m m m m m
Spain 62.1 (1.5) 37.9 (1.5) 30.4 (2.1) 7.4 (1.7)
Sweden 95.6 (0.6) 4.4 (0.6) 4.4 (0.6) 0.0 c
Switzerland 94.4 (1.4) 5.6 (1.4) 1.9 (1.1) 3.8 (0.7)
Turkey 96.6 (1.5) 3.4 (1.5) 2.4 (1.6) 1.0 (1.0)
United Kingdom m m m m m m m m
United States 94.0 (1.0) 6.0 (1.0) 0.7 (0.4) 5.3 (0.9)

OECD average-28 85.5 (0.3) 14.5 (0.3) 10.8 (0.3) 3.7 (0.2)
OECD average-30 85.5 (0.3) 14.5 (0.3) 10.8 (0.3) 3.7 (0.2)
OECD average-37 83.4 (0.3) 16.6 (0.3) 13.3 (0.3) 3.3 (0.2)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [4/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2003

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania m m m m m m m m

Argentina m m m m m m m m
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 84.6 (2.0) 15.4 (2.0) 4.3 (1.6) 11.1 (2.1)
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria m m m m m m m m
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m
Croatia m m m m m m m m
Cyprus m m m m m m m m
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m
Georgia m m m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) 9.5 (0.4) 90.5 (0.4) 89.5 (0.9) 1.0 (0.7)
Indonesia 53.8 (2.4) 46.2 (2.4) 4.4 (1.5) 41.8 (2.6)
Jordan m m m m m m m m
Kazakhstan m m m m m m m m
Kosovo m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m
Macao (China) 4.8 (0.1) 95.2 (0.1) 51.5 (0.2) 43.8 (0.2)
Malaysia m m m m m m m m
Malta m m m m m m m m
Moldova m m m m m m m m
Montenegro m m m m m m m m
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru m m m m m m m m
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar m m m m m m m m
Romania m m m m m m m m
Russia 99.8 (0.2) 0.2 (0.2) 0.0 c 0.2 (0.2)
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei m m m m m m m m
Thailand 88.0 (1.2) 12.0 (1.2) 6.0 (1.1) 6.0 (1.6)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 85.9 (0.8) 14.1 (0.8) 0.0 c 14.1 (0.8)
Viet Nam m m m m m m m m

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132298
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Table V.B1.7.1 [5/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2006

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia m m m m m m m m
Austria 90.7 (2.2) 9.3 (2.2) 9.3 (2.2) 0.0 c
Belgium 31.3 (1.3) 68.7 (1.3) 66.4 (1.5) 2.3 (0.9)
Canada 92.7 (0.6) 7.3 (0.6) 4.6 (0.4) 2.7 (0.7)
Chile 43.4 (2.4) 56.6 (2.4) 49.1 (2.9) 7.5 (1.9)

Colombia 80.7 (2.6) 19.3 (2.6) 7.3 (2.4) 12.0 (2.1)
Czech Republic 93.4 (2.7) 6.6 (2.7) 6.4 (2.7) 0.2 (0.2)
Denmark 76.0 (3.1) 24.0 (3.1) 22.9 (3.1) 1.1 (0.8)
Estonia 98.1 (0.9) 1.9 (0.9) 1.4 (0.8) 0.6 (0.4)
Finland 97.0 (1.2) 3.0 (1.2) 3.0 (1.2) 0.0 c
France m m m m m m m m
Germany 94.3 (1.8) 5.7 (1.8) 5.5 (1.8) 0.2 (0.2)
Greece 94.8 (1.2) 5.2 (1.2) 0.1 (0.1) 5.1 (1.2)
Hungary 83.7 (3.3) 16.3 (3.3) 13.6 (3.0) 2.7 (1.6)
Iceland 98.9 (0.1) 1.1 (0.1) 1.0 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)
Ireland 39.7 (1.3) 60.3 (1.3) 57.1 (1.9) 3.2 (1.4)
Israel 69.4 (3.7) 30.6 (3.7) 24.7 (3.4) 5.9 (1.8)
Italy 96.1 (0.7) 3.9 (0.7) 1.5 (0.4) 2.4 (0.6)
Japan 69.1 (1.3) 30.9 (1.3) 2.4 (1.3) 28.5 (1.7)
Korea 53.7 (3.9) 46.3 (3.9) 31.5 (3.7) 14.8 (2.5)
Latvia 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Lithuania 99.3 (0.7) 0.7 (0.7) 0.7 (0.7) 0.0 c
Luxembourg 85.6 (0.0) 14.4 (0.0) 14.4 (0.0) 0.0 c
Mexico 85.0 (2.1) 15.0 (2.1) 5.2 (1.8) 9.7 (1.4)
Netherlands 32.3 (4.3) 67.7 (4.3) 67.7 (4.3) 0.0 c
New Zealand 94.3 (0.3) 5.7 (0.3) 1.3 (0.8) 4.4 (0.6)
Norway 98.1 (0.9) 1.9 (0.9) 1.9 (0.9) 0.0 c
Poland 98.4 (0.1) 1.6 (0.1) 1.0 (0.2) 0.6 (0.2)
Portugal 89.8 (1.3) 10.2 (1.3) 8.1 (1.3) 2.0 (0.3)
Slovak Republic 92.3 (1.9) 7.7 (1.9) 7.2 (1.8) 0.5 (0.5)
Slovenia 97.7 (0.0) 2.3 (0.0) 2.3 (0.0) 0.1 (0.0)
Spain 64.6 (0.9) 35.4 (0.9) 25.3 (1.4) 10.0 (1.5)
Sweden 91.7 (0.8) 8.3 (0.8) 8.3 (0.8) 0.0 c
Switzerland 95.0 (0.6) 5.0 (0.6) 1.4 (0.5) 3.6 (0.4)
Turkey 97.7 (1.4) 2.3 (1.4) 1.8 (1.3) 0.5 (0.5)
United Kingdom 92.4 (0.7) 7.6 (0.7) 1.6 (0.9) 6.0 (1.0)
United States 92.2 (1.1) 7.8 (1.1) 1.2 (0.9) 6.6 (0.9)

OECD average-28 83.2 (0.3) 16.8 (0.3) 12.7 (0.3) 4.1 (0.2)
OECD average-30 83.2 (0.3) 16.8 (0.3) 12.7 (0.3) 4.1 (0.2)
OECD average-37 83.5 (0.3) 16.5 (0.3) 12.7 (0.3) 3.7 (0.2)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132298
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Table V.B1.7.1 [6/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2006

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania m m m m m m m m

Argentina 65.9 (3.7) 34.1 (3.7) 26.6 (3.1) 7.5 (2.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 86.4 (1.2) 13.6 (1.2) 6.4 (0.9) 7.1 (1.3)
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria m m m m m m m m
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m
Croatia 98.6 (1.0) 1.4 (1.0) 0.6 (0.4) 0.7 (0.5)
Cyprus m m m m m m m m
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m
Georgia m m m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) 7.5 (0.2) 92.5 (0.2) 90.7 (1.4) 1.9 (1.4)
Indonesia 60.1 (3.5) 39.9 (3.5) 14.4 (3.0) 25.5 (2.9)
Jordan 80.0 (1.6) 20.0 (1.6) 2.0 (1.1) 18.0 (1.5)
Kazakhstan m m m m m m m m
Kosovo m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m
Macao (China) 3.8 (0.0) 96.2 (0.0) 68.8 (0.1) 27.4 (0.1)
Malaysia m m m m m m m m
Malta m m m m m m m m
Moldova m m m m m m m m
Montenegro 99.8 (0.0) 0.2 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.2 (0.0)
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru m m m m m m m m
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar 83.5 (0.1) 16.5 (0.1) 8.4 (0.1) 8.1 (0.1)
Romania 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Russia 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
Serbia 99.4 (0.7) 0.6 (0.7) 0.6 (0.7) 0.0 c
Singapore m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei 64.9 (2.4) 35.1 (2.4) 0.2 (0.2) 35.0 (2.4)
Thailand 83.5 (0.7) 16.5 (0.7) 6.1 (1.7) 10.5 (1.7)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 84.9 (0.8) 15.1 (0.8) 0.0 c 15.1 (0.8)
Viet Nam m m m m m m m m

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [7/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2009

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 59.7 (0.8) 40.3 (0.8) 25.5 (1.6) 14.7 (1.4)
Austria 87.4 (2.4) 12.6 (2.4) 12.6 (2.4) 0.0 c
Belgium 30.5 (0.7) 69.5 (0.7) 67.3 (1.0) 2.2 (0.8)
Canada 92.5 (0.7) 7.5 (0.7) 4.6 (0.4) 2.9 (0.7)
Chile 42.0 (1.7) 58.0 (1.7) 54.8 (2.1) 3.2 (1.4)

Colombia 80.5 (2.4) 19.5 (2.4) 6.7 (1.6) 12.8 (2.5)
Czech Republic 96.4 (1.0) 3.6 (1.0) 3.6 (1.0) 0.0 c
Denmark 77.2 (2.8) 22.8 (2.8) 20.3 (2.8) 2.5 (1.1)
Estonia 96.7 (1.2) 3.3 (1.2) 2.6 (1.0) 0.6 (0.6)
Finland 96.1 (1.2) 3.9 (1.2) 3.9 (1.2) 0.0 c
France m m m m m m m m
Germany 94.9 (1.5) 5.1 (1.5) 5.1 (1.5) 0.0 c
Greece 94.8 (0.8) 5.2 (0.8) 1.9 (0.8) 3.3 (0.8)
Hungary 87.0 (2.5) 13.0 (2.5) 12.9 (2.5) 0.0 (0.0)
Iceland 99.1 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1) 0.0 c
Ireland 38.5 (0.4) 61.5 (0.4) 55.2 (1.8) 6.3 (1.8)
Israel 82.1 (2.6) 17.9 (2.6) 14.1 (2.5) 3.8 (1.4)
Italy 94.1 (0.6) 5.9 (0.6) 2.5 (0.6) 3.3 (0.6)
Japan 70.7 (1.3) 29.3 (1.3) 2.9 (1.4) 26.4 (1.6)
Korea 62.6 (4.3) 37.4 (4.3) 20.7 (3.4) 16.7 (3.0)
Latvia 99.2 (0.5) 0.8 (0.5) 0.5 (0.4) 0.2 (0.2)
Lithuania 99.0 (0.7) 1.0 (0.7) 1.0 (0.7) 0.0 c
Luxembourg 85.2 (0.1) 14.8 (0.1) 13.2 (0.1) 1.6 (0.0)
Mexico 88.5 (1.1) 11.5 (1.1) 1.1 (0.6) 10.4 (1.1)
Netherlands 34.0 (3.9) 66.0 (3.9) 66.0 (3.9) 0.0 c
New Zealand 94.3 (0.4) 5.7 (0.4) 0.8 (0.8) 4.9 (0.5)
Norway 98.6 (0.4) 1.4 (0.4) 1.4 (0.4) 0.0 c
Poland 97.9 (0.1) 2.1 (0.1) 0.7 (0.2) 1.5 (0.2)
Portugal 85.5 (2.7) 14.5 (2.7) 9.4 (2.7) 5.1 (1.3)
Slovak Republic 91.0 (2.4) 9.0 (2.4) 9.0 (2.4) 0.0 c
Slovenia 97.3 (0.1) 2.7 (0.1) 2.7 (0.1) 0.0 c
Spain 65.9 (0.9) 34.1 (0.9) 29.1 (1.3) 5.0 (1.1)
Sweden 90.0 (0.8) 10.0 (0.8) 10.0 (0.8) 0.0 c
Switzerland 93.6 (1.6) 6.4 (1.6) 2.7 (1.0) 3.7 (1.4)
Turkey 99.2 (0.6) 0.8 (0.6) 0.0 c 0.8 (0.6)
United Kingdom 93.7 (1.1) 6.3 (1.1) 0.0 c 6.3 (1.1)
United States 91.2 (1.4) 8.8 (1.4) 2.1 (1.4) 6.7 (2.0)

OECD average-28 82.2 (0.3) 17.8 (0.3) 13.1 (0.3) 4.7 (0.2)
OECD average-30 82.2 (0.3) 17.8 (0.3) 13.1 (0.3) 4.7 (0.2)
OECD average-37 82.7 (0.3) 17.3 (0.3) 13.0 (0.3) 4.3 (0.2)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [8/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2009

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 88.9 (2.1) 11.1 (2.1) 0.0 c 11.1 (2.1)

Argentina 63.9 (2.1) 36.1 (2.1) 20.9 (2.9) 15.2 (2.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 87.7 (0.6) 12.3 (0.6) 4.5 (0.9) 7.8 (1.1)
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 98.1 (0.8) 1.9 (0.8) 0.0 c 1.9 (0.8)
Costa Rica 84.6 (1.4) 15.4 (1.4) 7.6 (1.9) 7.8 (1.5)
Croatia 98.1 (1.1) 1.9 (1.1) 0.0 c 1.9 (1.1)
Cyprus m m m m m m m m
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m
Georgia 94.8 (0.7) 5.2 (0.7) 2.5 (0.7) 2.7 (0.4)
Hong Kong (China) 7.4 (0.2) 92.6 (0.2) 90.0 (1.2) 2.6 (1.2)
Indonesia 57.2 (2.8) 42.8 (2.8) 15.7 (2.3) 27.1 (3.1)
Jordan 81.4 (0.7) 18.6 (0.7) 0.1 (0.0) 18.5 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 96.8 (1.4) 3.2 (1.4) 0.0 c 3.2 (1.4)
Kosovo m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m
Macao (China) 4.0 (0.0) 96.0 (0.0) 83.8 (0.0) 12.2 (0.0)
Malaysia 98.0 (0.3) 2.0 (0.3) 1.2 (0.3) 0.8 (0.0)
Malta 64.2 (0.1) 35.8 (0.1) 25.9 (0.2) 9.9 (0.1)
Moldova 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Montenegro 99.5 (0.0) 0.5 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.5 (0.0)
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m
Panama 76.7 (2.6) 23.3 (2.6) 7.8 (2.2) 15.5 (3.1)
Peru 77.9 (2.3) 22.1 (2.3) 5.9 (1.5) 16.2 (2.5)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar 68.9 (0.1) 31.1 (0.1) 11.5 (0.1) 19.5 (0.1)
Romania 99.5 (0.5) 0.5 (0.5) 0.0 c 0.5 (0.5)
Russia 99.9 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.1 (0.1)
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
Serbia 98.8 (0.9) 1.2 (0.9) 0.0 c 1.2 (0.9)
Singapore 98.2 (0.9) 1.8 (0.9) 0.3 (0.2) 1.5 (1.1)
Chinese Taipei 63.7 (1.1) 36.3 (1.1) 5.9 (1.7) 30.4 (1.9)
Thailand 82.9 (0.7) 17.1 (0.7) 12.9 (1.5) 4.1 (1.5)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 51.6 (1.2) 48.4 (1.2) 18.0 (1.5) 30.4 (1.7)
Uruguay 82.1 (0.8) 17.9 (0.8) 0.5 (0.5) 17.4 (0.9)
Viet Nam m m m m m m m m

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132298
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Table V.B1.7.1 [9/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2012

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 58.7 (0.5) 41.3 (0.5) 29.2 (0.9) 12.1 (0.9)
Austria 91.4 (2.3) 8.6 (2.3) 8.6 (2.3) 0.0 c
Belgium 31.6 (2.1) 68.4 (2.1) 67.2 (2.3) 1.2 (0.8)
Canada 91.9 (0.7) 8.1 (0.7) 4.7 (0.6) 3.5 (0.8)
Chile 36.2 (1.5) 63.8 (1.5) 49.8 (2.7) 14.0 (2.2)

Colombia 84.5 (1.3) 15.5 (1.3) 5.6 (1.0) 9.9 (1.4)
Czech Republic 91.4 (1.9) 8.6 (1.9) 7.3 (1.6) 1.3 (0.9)
Denmark 75.6 (1.8) 24.4 (1.8) 20.3 (2.0) 4.1 (1.5)
Estonia 96.1 (1.1) 3.9 (1.1) 3.3 (1.1) 0.5 (0.0)
Finland 96.8 (0.7) 3.2 (0.7) 3.2 (0.7) 0.0 c
France 80.4 (1.3) 19.6 (1.3) 19.6 (1.3) 0.0 c
Germany 93.6 (1.6) 6.4 (1.6) 6.0 (1.6) 0.4 (0.4)
Greece 93.9 (1.0) 6.1 (1.0) 3.9 (1.3) 2.2 (0.7)
Hungary 83.5 (2.9) 16.5 (2.9) 16.5 (2.9) 0.0 c
Iceland 99.5 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1) 0.0 c
Ireland 41.9 (0.4) 58.1 (0.4) 56.0 (1.1) 2.1 (1.1)
Israel 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Italy 94.6 (0.8) 5.4 (0.8) 2.6 (0.6) 2.8 (0.5)
Japan 70.1 (1.2) 29.9 (1.2) 0.0 c 29.9 (1.2)
Korea 52.5 (4.1) 47.5 (4.1) 31.6 (3.8) 15.9 (3.1)
Latvia 97.6 (1.5) 2.4 (1.5) 0.5 (0.4) 1.9 (1.3)
Lithuania 98.6 (0.7) 1.4 (0.7) 1.1 (0.6) 0.4 (0.4)
Luxembourg 84.6 (0.1) 15.4 (0.1) 13.6 (0.1) 1.8 (0.0)
Mexico 88.0 (0.8) 12.0 (0.8) 3.4 (0.5) 8.6 (0.8)
Netherlands 32.4 (4.2) 67.6 (4.2) 67.6 (4.2) 0.0 c
New Zealand 93.8 (1.5) 6.2 (1.5) 0.9 (0.6) 5.3 (1.4)
Norway 98.3 (1.0) 1.7 (1.0) 1.7 (1.0) 0.0 c
Poland 97.1 (0.4) 2.9 (0.4) 1.9 (0.4) 1.0 (0.2)
Portugal 89.9 (2.0) 10.1 (2.0) 5.8 (1.9) 4.2 (1.4)
Slovak Republic 91.0 (2.4) 9.0 (2.4) 8.6 (2.5) 0.5 (0.3)
Slovenia 97.6 (0.1) 2.4 (0.1) 2.4 (0.1) 0.0 c
Spain 67.2 (0.8) 32.8 (0.8) 25.5 (1.0) 7.3 (1.0)
Sweden 86.0 (0.7) 14.0 (0.7) 14.0 (0.7) 0.0 c
Switzerland 93.7 (1.3) 6.3 (1.3) 1.5 (0.8) 4.8 (1.0)
Turkey 98.7 (0.8) 1.3 (0.8) 1.3 (0.8) 0.0 c
United Kingdom 54.8 (3.1) 45.2 (3.1) 37.6 (3.2) 7.6 (0.7)
United States 93.0 (0.9) 7.0 (0.9) 2.0 (0.9) 5.0 (0.9)

OECD average-28 82.8 (0.3) 17.2 (0.3) 12.9 (0.3) 4.4 (0.2)
OECD average-30 82.8 (0.3) 17.2 (0.3) 12.9 (0.3) 4.4 (0.2)
OECD average-37 82.2 (0.3) 17.8 (0.3) 13.8 (0.3) 4.0 (0.2)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132298
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Table V.B1.7.1 [10/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2012

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 91.7 (2.1) 8.3 (2.1) 0.0 c 8.3 (2.1)

Argentina 66.4 (2.1) 33.6 (2.1) 27.0 (2.9) 6.6 (2.1)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 82.9 (0.9) 17.1 (0.9) 5.4 (1.3) 11.7 (1.3)
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 98.8 (0.9) 1.2 (0.9) 0.0 c 1.2 (0.9)
Costa Rica 84.9 (1.3) 15.1 (1.3) 5.8 (1.4) 9.3 (1.5)
Croatia 98.2 (1.1) 1.8 (1.1) 0.8 (0.8) 0.9 (0.7)
Cyprus 82.5 (0.0) 17.5 (0.0) 1.6 (0.0) 15.9 (0.0)
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m
Georgia m m m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) 6.7 (0.2) 93.3 (0.2) 92.1 (0.7) 1.1 (0.7)
Indonesia 58.1 (2.6) 41.9 (2.6) 18.5 (2.4) 23.4 (2.7)
Jordan 83.3 (1.5) 16.7 (1.5) 0.9 (0.6) 15.8 (1.2)
Kazakhstan 97.2 (1.0) 2.8 (1.0) 0.7 (0.5) 2.1 (0.9)
Kosovo m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m
Macao (China) 4.2 (0.0) 95.8 (0.0) 81.3 (0.0) 14.5 (0.0)
Malaysia 95.9 (1.0) 4.1 (1.0) 0.7 (0.7) 3.3 (0.7)
Malta m m m m m m m m
Moldova m m m m m m m m
Montenegro 99.6 (0.0) 0.4 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.4 (0.0)
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru 76.5 (1.8) 23.5 (1.8) 10.3 (2.2) 13.2 (1.8)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar 61.9 (0.1) 38.1 (0.1) 0.9 (0.0) 37.2 (0.1)
Romania 99.4 (0.6) 0.6 (0.6) 0.0 c 0.6 (0.6)
Russia 99.4 (0.6) 0.6 (0.6) 0.0 c 0.6 (0.6)
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
Serbia 99.6 (0.4) 0.4 (0.4) 0.0 c 0.4 (0.4)
Singapore 97.6 (0.7) 2.4 (0.7) 0.0 c 2.4 (0.7)
Chinese Taipei 64.8 (0.8) 35.2 (0.8) 8.5 (1.7) 26.7 (2.0)
Thailand 83.5 (0.6) 16.5 (0.6) 11.6 (1.5) 4.9 (1.3)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 44.1 (0.8) 55.9 (0.8) 19.6 (2.1) 36.3 (2.2)
Uruguay 83.3 (1.2) 16.7 (1.2) 0.0 c 16.7 (1.2)
Viet Nam 91.8 (1.3) 8.2 (1.3) 0.8 (0.6) 7.4 (1.1)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [11/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2015

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 56.3 (0.8) 43.7 (0.8) 28.8 (1.3) 14.9 (1.0)
Austria 87.4 (2.2) 12.6 (2.2) 12.6 (2.2) 0.0 c
Belgium 45.5 (5.0) ‡ 54.5 (5.0) ‡ 54.5 (5.0) ‡ 0.0 c ‡
Canada 90.3 (1.0) 9.7 (1.0) 4.8 (1.2) 4.9 (1.0)
Chile 36.9 (1.6) 63.1 (1.6) 53.1 (2.3) 10.0 (1.8)

Colombia 75.9 (1.8) 24.1 (1.8) 5.9 (1.7) 18.2 (2.0)
Czech Republic 91.8 (1.4) 8.2 (1.4) 7.6 (1.4) 0.5 (0.4)
Denmark 76.8 (2.3) 23.2 (2.3) 20.5 (2.5) 2.7 (1.2)
Estonia 95.8 (1.0) 4.2 (1.0) 3.3 (1.0) 0.9 (0.4)
Finland 95.5 (1.5) 4.5 (1.5) 4.5 (1.5) 0.0 c
France 79.0 (1.3) 21.0 (1.3) 14.8 (1.6) 6.2 (1.4)
Germany 92.7 (1.6) 7.3 (1.6) 6.8 (1.6) 0.5 (0.5)
Greece 95.1 (0.7) 4.9 (0.7) 0.8 (0.8) 4.1 (0.4)
Hungary 82.0 (2.3) 18.0 (2.3) 15.7 (2.1) 2.3 (1.2)
Iceland 99.4 (0.1) 0.6 (0.1) 0.6 (0.1) 0.0 c
Ireland 42.7 (1.0) 57.3 (1.0) 54.7 (1.3) 2.7 (1.1)
Israel m m m m m m m m
Italy 95.9 (1.1) † 4.1 (1.1) † 1.5 (0.7) † 2.6 (0.9) †
Japan 68.2 (1.0) 31.8 (1.0) 3.7 (1.2) 28.1 (1.4)
Korea 65.3 (3.8) 34.7 (3.8) 23.2 (3.3) 11.4 (2.6)
Latvia 98.0 (0.7) 2.0 (0.7) 0.7 (0.4) 1.2 (0.5)
Lithuania 97.7 (1.1) 2.3 (1.1) 1.7 (0.7) 0.6 (0.8)
Luxembourg 84.4 (0.1) 15.6 (0.1) 13.3 (0.1) 2.3 (0.0)
Mexico 87.5 (1.4) 12.5 (1.4) 3.1 (1.1) 9.4 (1.5)
Netherlands 39.9 (4.6) † 60.1 (4.6) † 60.1 (4.6) † 0.0 (0.0) †
New Zealand 93.4 (1.2) 6.6 (1.2) 0.1 (0.1) 6.5 (1.3)
Norway 98.1 (1.0) 1.9 (1.0) 1.9 (1.0) 0.0 c
Poland 96.5 (1.0) 3.5 (1.0) 2.3 (1.0) 1.2 (0.8)
Portugal 94.5 (0.6) 5.5 (0.6) 1.8 (0.7) 3.7 (0.6)
Slovak Republic 88.4 (2.1) 11.6 (2.1) 11.6 (2.1) 0.0 c
Slovenia 97.4 (0.0) 2.6 (0.0) 2.6 (0.0) 0.0 c
Spain 68.7 (1.2) 31.3 (1.2) 25.5 (1.6) 5.7 (1.3)
Sweden m m m m m m m m
Switzerland 93.9 (1.0) 6.1 (1.0) 2.7 (0.8) 3.3 (0.9)
Turkey 95.2 (2.1) 4.8 (2.1) 1.7 (1.6) 3.1 (1.4)
United Kingdom 44.0 (2.5) 56.0 (2.5) 50.6 (2.5) 5.5 (1.7)
United States 92.3 (1.3) 7.7 (1.3) 0.1 (0.1) 7.5 (1.3)

OECD average-28 82.5 (0.3) 17.5 (0.3) 12.5 (0.3) 5.0 (0.2)
OECD average-30 82.5 (0.3) 17.5 (0.3) 12.5 (0.3) 5.0 (0.2)
OECD average-37 81.5 (0.3) 18.5 (0.3) 13.8 (0.3) 4.7 (0.2)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132298

https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132298


PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 289

Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.7.1 [12/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2015

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 88.4 (1.8) 11.6 (1.8) 1.9 (1.1) 9.8 (2.6)

Argentina 78.5 (1.7) 21.5 (1.7) 16.0 (2.0) 5.5 (1.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 85.5 (1.4) 14.5 (1.4) 3.8 (1.0) 10.7 (1.3)
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 98.8 (0.8) 1.2 (0.8) 0.2 (0.2) 1.0 (0.7)
Costa Rica 87.6 (2.3) 12.4 (2.3) 3.7 (1.2) 8.7 (1.9)
Croatia 97.7 (1.1) 2.3 (1.1) 2.2 (1.2) 0.1 (0.1)
Cyprus 84.0 (0.1) 16.0 (0.1) 5.8 (0.1) 10.3 (0.1)
Dominican Republic 77.7 (1.8) 22.3 (1.8) 6.1 (2.1) 16.2 (1.8)
Georgia 92.6 (0.8) 7.4 (0.8) 3.5 (0.9) 4.0 (1.1)
Hong Kong (China) 6.5 (0.3) 93.5 (0.3) 93.5 (0.3) 0.0 c
Indonesia 59.2 (1.5) 40.8 (1.5) 26.8 (2.1) 14.0 (2.5)
Jordan 80.0 (1.1) 20.0 (1.1) 1.5 (0.8) 18.5 (1.3)
Kazakhstan 96.0 (1.3) 4.0 (1.3) 1.2 (0.8) 2.9 (1.1)
Kosovo 97.5 (0.5) 2.5 (0.5) 0.2 (0.3) 2.2 (0.4)
Lebanon 49.7 (1.6) 50.3 (1.6) 15.3 (2.4) 35.0 (2.4)
Macao (China) 2.7 (0.0) 97.3 (0.0) 83.2 (0.1) 14.0 (0.0)
Malaysia 94.4 (0.7) 5.6 (0.7) 1.2 (0.9) 4.5 (0.7)
Malta 58.2 (0.1) 41.8 (0.1) 28.0 (0.1) 13.8 (0.1)
Moldova 98.5 (0.9) 1.5 (0.9) 0.4 (0.4) 1.1 (0.7)
Montenegro 99.4 (0.0) 0.6 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.6 (0.0)
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia 98.1 (0.0) 1.9 (0.0) 1.0 (0.0) 0.9 (0.0)
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru 68.6 (1.8) 31.4 (1.8) 7.3 (1.5) 24.1 (1.7)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar 58.2 (0.1) 41.8 (0.1) 7.3 (0.0) 34.5 (0.1)
Romania 98.9 (0.8) 1.1 (0.8) 0.0 c 1.1 (0.8)
Russia 99.0 (0.7) 1.0 (0.7) 0.6 (0.6) 0.5 (0.3)
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore 91.6 (0.7) 8.4 (0.7) 3.1 (0.8) 5.2 (1.3)
Chinese Taipei 66.2 (0.9) 33.8 (0.9) 8.0 (1.8) 25.8 (2.1)
Thailand 85.2 (0.7) 14.8 (0.7) 10.4 (1.2) 4.4 (1.4)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 42.6 (1.3) 57.4 (1.3) 10.6 (2.4) 46.8 (2.4)
Uruguay 84.6 (0.8) 15.4 (0.8) 0.0 c 15.4 (0.8)
Viet Nam 95.9 (1.0) 4.1 (1.0) 0.0 c 4.1 (1.0)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [13/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2018

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 57.6 (0.6) 42.4 (0.6) 28.2 (1.1) 14.2 (1.0)
Austria 87.6 (2.4) 12.4 (2.4) 10.8 (2.3) 1.6 (0.7)
Belgium m m m m m m m m
Canada 91.8 (0.6) 8.2 (0.6) 3.4 (0.6) 4.8 (0.6)
Chile 34.0 (1.5) 66.0 (1.5) 56.2 (2.3) 9.8 (1.9)

Colombia 81.4 (1.4) 18.6 (1.4) 1.4 (0.7) 17.2 (1.3)
Czech Republic 93.6 (1.2) 6.4 (1.2) 5.8 (1.1) 0.6 (0.4)
Denmark 72.0 (1.9) 28.0 (1.9) 21.7 (2.2) 6.3 (1.5)
Estonia 96.1 (1.2) 3.9 (1.2) 2.3 (0.8) 1.6 (0.8)
Finland 95.9 (0.9) 4.1 (0.9) 4.1 (0.9) 0.0 c
France 80.0 (1.3) 20.0 (1.3) 11.7 (1.6) 8.3 (1.4)
Germany 96.1 (1.6) 3.9 (1.6) 3.4 (1.5) 0.6 (0.6)
Greece 94.9 (0.7) 5.1 (0.7) 1.4 (0.5) 3.7 (0.9)
Hungary 79.4 (2.5) 20.6 (2.5) 19.3 (2.5) 1.2 (0.8)
Iceland 99.2 (0.0) 0.8 (0.0) 0.8 (0.0) 0.0 c
Ireland m m m m m m m m
Israel m m m m m m m m
Italy 96.4 (0.9) 3.6 (0.9) 1.7 (0.7) 1.9 (0.6)
Japan 66.3 (0.6) 33.7 (0.6) 3.6 (1.3) 30.1 (1.5)
Korea 60.6 (3.6) 39.4 (3.6) 35.5 (3.6) 3.9 (1.5)
Latvia 98.5 (0.5) 1.5 (0.5) 0.8 (0.5) 0.7 (0.4)
Lithuania 95.8 (0.4) 4.2 (0.4) 3.0 (0.4) 1.2 (0.4)
Luxembourg 82.3 (0.1) 17.7 (0.1) 15.1 (0.1) 2.6 (0.0)
Mexico 87.9 (1.0) 12.1 (1.0) 4.2 (1.0) 7.9 (1.3)
Netherlands 36.5 (4.4) 63.5 (4.4) 63.4 (4.4) 0.1 (0.2)
New Zealand 94.2 (0.5) 5.8 (0.5) 0.0 c 5.8 (0.5)
Norway w w w w w w w w
Poland 95.5 (0.7) 4.5 (0.7) 3.6 (0.9) 0.9 (0.5)
Portugal 86.6 (1.8) 13.4 (1.8) 8.8 (1.6) 4.6 (1.3)
Slovak Republic 87.7 (2.2) 12.3 (2.2) 11.8 (2.1) 0.5 (0.5)
Slovenia 97.5 (0.1) 2.5 (0.1) 2.5 (0.1) 0.0 c
Spain 67.7 (0.8) 32.3 (0.8) 27.0 (1.0) 5.3 (0.8)
Sweden 80.7 (1.5) 19.3 (1.5) 19.2 (1.6) 0.1 (0.1)
Switzerland 95.5 (1.0) 4.5 (1.0) 0.7 (0.4) 3.8 (1.0)
Turkey 87.9 (2.8) 12.1 (2.8) 1.1 (1.1) 11.0 (2.6)
United Kingdom 34.0 (2.2) 66.0 (2.2) 59.8 (2.6) 6.2 (1.4)
United States 93.0 (1.3) 7.0 (1.3) 2.2 (1.5) 4.8 (1.6)

OECD average-28 83.7 (0.3) 16.3 (0.3) 11.0 (0.3) 5.3 (0.2)
OECD average-30 83.7 (0.3) 16.3 (0.3) 11.0 (0.3) 5.3 (0.2)
OECD average-37 81.9 (0.3) 18.1 (0.3) 13.2 (0.3) 4.9 (0.2)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [14/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

PISA 2018

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 88.8 (0.8) 11.2 (0.8) 1.5 (0.8) 9.7 (1.0)

Argentina 68.4 (1.2) 31.6 (1.2) 24.8 (1.9) 6.8 (1.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 99.5 (0.2) † 0.5 (0.2) † 0.3 (0.0) † 0.2 (0.2) †
Belarus 99.6 (0.4) 0.4 (0.4) 0.0 c 0.4 (0.4)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 99.0 (0.6) 1.0 (0.6) 0.3 (0.3) 0.7 (0.5)

Brazil 85.0 (1.0) 15.0 (1.0) 4.1 (1.0) 10.9 (1.3)
Brunei Darussalam 84.3 (0.0) 15.7 (0.0) 3.5 (0.0) 12.1 (0.0)
B-S-J-Z (China) 85.7 (2.1) 14.3 (2.1) 0.3 (0.2) 14.0 (2.2)
Bulgaria 99.0 (0.7) 1.0 (0.7) 0.0 c 1.0 (0.7)
Costa Rica 86.2 (1.1) 13.8 (1.1) 0.7 (0.5) 13.1 (1.1)
Croatia 97.6 (1.0) 2.4 (1.0) 1.5 (0.9) 0.9 (0.5)
Cyprus 83.3 (0.1) 16.7 (0.1) 0.0 c 16.7 (0.1)
Dominican Republic 83.1 (1.6) 16.9 (1.6) 6.0 (1.8) 10.9 (1.4)
Georgia 89.3 (0.9) 10.7 (0.9) 1.1 (0.5) 9.5 (1.0)
Hong Kong (China) 8.6 (0.4) 91.4 (0.4) 91.1 (0.5) 0.3 (0.3)
Indonesia 53.5 (3.0) 46.5 (3.0) 30.0 (3.7) 16.6 (3.9)
Jordan 78.9 (1.1) 21.1 (1.1) 1.4 (0.6) 19.6 (1.2)
Kazakhstan 91.7 (1.3) 8.3 (1.3) 2.3 (0.9) 6.0 (1.2)
Kosovo 99.2 (0.4) 0.8 (0.4) 0.0 c 0.8 (0.4)
Lebanon 48.4 (1.3) 51.6 (1.3) 31.2 (2.2) 20.4 (2.3)
Macao (China) 5.7 (0.0) 94.3 (0.0) 85.3 (0.0) 9.0 (0.0)
Malaysia 93.8 (0.8) 6.2 (0.8) 0.5 (0.7) 5.7 (0.8)
Malta 54.9 (0.1) 45.1 (0.1) 31.4 (0.1) 13.7 (0.1)
Moldova 99.3 (0.6) 0.7 (0.6) 0.0 (0.0) 0.7 (0.6)
Montenegro 99.8 (0.0) 0.2 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.2 (0.0)
Morocco 92.7 (1.5) 7.3 (1.5) 3.0 (1.3) 4.3 (1.2)
North Macedonia 98.7 (0.0) 1.3 (0.0) 0.6 (0.0) 0.7 (0.0)
Panama 81.9 (2.2) 18.1 (2.2) 7.2 (1.8) 10.8 (2.5)
Peru 75.2 (1.4) 24.8 (1.4) 0.3 (0.3) 24.6 (1.4)
Philippines 82.3 (1.7) 17.7 (1.7) 10.6 (1.8) 7.1 (1.6)
Qatar 57.3 (0.1) 42.7 (0.1) 1.5 (0.0) 41.2 (0.1)
Romania 98.0 (1.4) 2.0 (1.4) 1.4 (1.2) 0.7 (0.7)
Russia 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Saudi Arabia 86.7 (1.4) 13.3 (1.4) 5.8 (1.6) 7.5 (1.7)
Serbia 96.8 (1.7) 3.2 (1.7) 0.0 c 3.2 (1.7)
Singapore 90.5 (0.7) 9.5 (0.7) 3.0 (0.4) 6.6 (0.9)
Chinese Taipei 68.4 (0.9) 31.6 (0.9) 14.0 (2.2) 17.6 (2.1)
Thailand 84.0 (1.5) 16.0 (1.5) 8.5 (1.8) 7.4 (1.6)
Ukraine 99.2 (0.6) 0.8 (0.6) 0.4 (0.5) 0.4 (0.4)
United Arab Emirates 38.0 (0.6) 62.0 (0.6) 23.8 (1.5) 38.2 (1.6)
Uruguay 84.1 (1.1) 15.9 (1.1) 0.5 (0.6) 15.3 (1.3)
Viet Nam 95.0 (1.1) 5.0 (1.1) 1.0 (0.9) 4.0 (0.7)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [15/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

Change between 2000 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2000)

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia m m m m m m m m
Austria 0.2 (3.6) -0.2 (3.6) 5.0 (3.0) -5.2 (2.2)
Belgium m m m m m m m m
Canada m m m m m m m m
Chile -20.5 (2.1) 20.5 (2.1) 24.8 (3.3) -4.3 (2.5)

Colombia m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic -0.4 (2.0) 0.4 (2.0) 1.6 (1.7) -1.2 (1.0)
Denmark -3.3 (3.0) 3.3 (3.0) -2.3 (3.2) 5.6 (1.6)
Estonia m m m m m m m m
Finland -1.3 (1.6) 1.3 (1.6) 1.3 (1.6) 0.0 c
France 1.6 (3.6) -1.6 (3.6) -2.1 (3.2) 0.5 (2.7)
Germany 0.5 (2.1) -0.5 (2.1) -0.6 (2.0) 0.1 (0.7)
Greece 2.1 (1.7) -2.1 (1.7) 1.4 (0.5) -3.5 (1.8)
Hungary -15.2 (3.1) 15.2 (3.1) 15.0 (2.9) 0.3 (1.1)
Iceland 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.8 (0.0) -0.8 (0.0)
Ireland m m m m m m m m
Israel m m m m m m m m
Italy 2.1 (1.7) -2.1 (1.7) 1.7 (0.7) -3.9 (1.6)
Japan -3.5 (1.1) 3.5 (1.1) 2.2 (1.6) 1.4 (2.0)
Korea 12.9 (5.6) -12.9 (5.6) 35.5 (3.6) -48.4 (4.5)
Latvia -0.8 (0.9) 0.8 (0.9) 0.1 (0.9) 0.7 (0.4)
Lithuania m m m m m m m m
Luxembourg -5.6 (0.1) 5.6 (0.1) 3.0 (0.1) 2.6 (0.0)
Mexico 3.4 (3.0) -3.4 (3.0) 4.2 (1.0) -7.5 (3.1)
Netherlands 10.0 (6.5) -10.0 (6.5) 4.6 (6.7) -14.5 (4.4)
New Zealand -1.2 (0.7) 1.2 (0.7) -0.1 (0.1) 1.3 (0.7)
Norway w w w w w w w w
Poland -1.6 (1.5) 1.6 (1.5) 3.6 (0.9) -2.0 (1.4)
Portugal -6.1 (1.9) 6.1 (1.9) 3.0 (1.9) 3.2 (1.5)
Slovak Republic m m m m m m m m
Slovenia m m m m m m m m
Spain 7.0 (1.8) -7.0 (1.8) -0.5 (3.4) -6.5 (2.6)
Sweden -15.9 (1.7) 15.9 (1.7) 18.0 (1.6) -2.1 (0.7)
Switzerland 1.9 (2.0) -1.9 (2.0) -1.0 (0.9) -0.9 (1.8)
Turkey m m m m m m m m
United Kingdom m m m m m m m m
United States -0.4 (3.0) 0.4 (3.0) 2.2 (1.5) -1.8 (3.2)

OECD average-28 -1.8 (0.5) 1.8 (0.5) 5.2 (0.4) -3.4 (0.4)
OECD average-30 -1.8 (0.5) 1.8 (0.5) 5.2 (0.4) -3.4 (0.4)
OECD average-37 -1.4 (0.6) 1.4 (0.6) 5.0 (0.5) -3.6 (0.4)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [16/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

Change between 2000 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2000)

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania -7.4 (1.1) 7.4 (1.1) 1.5 (0.8) 5.9 (1.3)

Argentina 6.8 (7.6) -6.8 (7.6) 4.3 (8.5) -11.1 (5.3)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil -1.9 (1.9) 1.9 (1.9) 4.1 (1.0) -2.2 (2.1)
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria -0.5 (0.9) 0.5 (0.9) 0.0 c 0.5 (0.9)
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m
Croatia m m m m m m m m
Cyprus m m m m m m m m
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m
Georgia m m m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) -86.5 (1.0) 86.5 (1.0) 86.7 (0.8) -0.2 (0.5)
Indonesia -0.1 (6.2) 0.1 (6.2) 29.8 (3.7) -29.7 (6.6)
Jordan m m m m m m m m
Kazakhstan m m m m m m m m
Kosovo m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m
Macao (China) m m m m m m m m
Malaysia m m m m m m m m
Malta m m m m m m m m
Moldova m m m m m m m m
Montenegro m m m m m m m m
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia -0.9 (0.0) 0.9 (0.0) 0.6 (0.0) 0.3 (0.0)
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru -9.8 (2.1) 9.8 (2.1) 0.3 (0.3) 9.5 (2.0)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar m m m m m m m m
Romania m m m m m m m m
Russia 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei m m m m m m m m
Thailand 3.3 (2.6) -3.3 (2.6) 6.7 (2.0) -10.0 (3.2)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m
Uruguay m m m m m m m m
Viet Nam m m m m m m m m

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [17/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

Change between 2003 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2003)

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia m m m m m m m m
Austria -4.4 (3.0) 4.4 (3.0) 2.8 (3.0) 1.6 (0.7)
Belgium m m m m m m m m
Canada -1.4 (1.1) 1.4 (1.1) -1.6 (1.1) 3.0 (0.7)
Chile m m m m m m m m

Colombia m m m m m m m m
Czech Republic 0.3 (2.1) -0.3 (2.1) 0.0 (2.0) -0.3 (0.7)
Denmark -6.3 (3.1) 6.3 (3.1) 0.5 (3.4) 5.8 (1.6)
Estonia m m m m m m m m
Finland 2.6 (1.8) -2.6 (1.8) -2.6 (1.8) 0.0 c
France m m m m m m m m
Germany 3.8 (2.3) -3.8 (2.3) -4.0 (2.3) 0.2 (0.7)
Greece -1.0 (2.2) 1.0 (2.2) -0.1 (1.4) 1.1 (2.1)
Hungary -9.1 (3.5) 9.1 (3.5) 9.0 (3.4) 0.0 (1.1)
Iceland -0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.8 (0.0) -0.5 (0.1)
Ireland m m m m m m m m
Israel m m m m m m m m
Italy 1.1 (1.6) -1.1 (1.6) 0.4 (0.9) -1.5 (1.4)
Japan -6.4 (1.6) 6.4 (1.6) 2.4 (1.5) 4.0 (2.4)
Korea 16.5 (5.1) -16.5 (5.1) 0.3 (5.3) -16.8 (3.5)
Latvia -0.6 (0.9) 0.6 (0.9) 0.8 (0.5) -0.2 (0.8)
Lithuania m m m m m m m m
Luxembourg -3.5 (0.1) 3.5 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1) 2.6 (0.0)
Mexico 3.4 (2.6) -3.4 (2.6) 0.3 (2.1) -3.7 (2.1)
Netherlands 13.6 (6.0) -13.6 (6.0) -13.7 (6.0) 0.1 (0.2)
New Zealand -1.1 (0.5) 1.1 (0.5) -0.4 (0.4) 1.5 (0.7)
Norway w w w w w w w w
Poland -3.7 (0.8) 3.7 (0.8) 3.2 (1.0) 0.5 (0.6)
Portugal -7.2 (2.2) 7.2 (2.2) 4.6 (2.0) 2.5 (1.8)
Slovak Republic 0.1 (3.5) -0.1 (3.5) -0.6 (3.4) 0.5 (0.5)
Slovenia m m m m m m m m
Spain 5.5 (1.7) -5.5 (1.7) -3.4 (2.3) -2.1 (1.9)
Sweden -14.8 (1.6) 14.8 (1.6) 14.8 (1.7) 0.1 (0.1)
Switzerland 1.1 (1.7) -1.1 (1.7) -1.1 (1.2) 0.0 (1.2)
Turkey -8.7 (3.1) 8.7 (3.1) -1.3 (2.0) 10.0 (2.8)
United Kingdom m m m m m m m m
United States -1.0 (1.7) 1.0 (1.7) 1.5 (1.6) -0.6 (1.9)

OECD average-28 -1.4 (0.5) 1.4 (0.5) 1.2 (0.5) 0.2 (0.3)
OECD average-30 -1.4 (0.5) 1.4 (0.5) 1.2 (0.5) 0.2 (0.3)
OECD average-37 -0.9 (0.5) 0.9 (0.5) 0.5 (0.5) 0.3 (0.3)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.7.1 [18/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

Change between 2003 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2003)

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania m m m m m m m m

Argentina m m m m m m m m
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil 0.4 (2.3) -0.4 (2.3) -0.2 (1.8) -0.2 (2.5)
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria m m m m m m m m
Costa Rica m m m m m m m m
Croatia m m m m m m m m
Cyprus m m m m m m m m
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m
Georgia m m m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) -0.9 (0.5) 0.9 (0.5) 1.6 (1.0) -0.7 (0.8)
Indonesia -0.3 (3.8) 0.3 (3.8) 25.6 (4.0) -25.2 (4.7)
Jordan m m m m m m m m
Kazakhstan m m m m m m m m
Kosovo m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m
Macao (China) 1.0 (0.1) -1.0 (0.1) 33.8 (0.2) -34.8 (0.2)
Malaysia m m m m m m m m
Malta m m m m m m m m
Moldova m m m m m m m m
Montenegro m m m m m m m m
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru m m m m m m m m
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar m m m m m m m m
Romania m m m m m m m m
Russia 0.2 (0.2) -0.2 (0.2) 0.0 c -0.2 (0.2)
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei m m m m m m m m
Thailand -4.0 (1.9) 4.0 (1.9) 2.6 (2.1) 1.4 (2.2)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m
Uruguay -1.8 (1.4) 1.8 (1.4) 0.5 (0.6) 1.2 (1.5)
Viet Nam m m m m m m m m

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.7.1 [19/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

Change between 2015 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2015)

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 1.4 (1.0) -1.4 (1.0) -0.6 (1.7) -0.7 (1.4)
Austria 0.1 (3.2) -0.1 (3.2) -1.8 (3.2) 1.6 (0.7)
Belgium m m m m m m m m
Canada 1.4 (1.2) -1.4 (1.2) -1.3 (1.3) -0.1 (1.2)
Chile -2.9 (2.1) 2.9 (2.1) 3.1 (3.3) -0.3 (2.6)

Colombia 5.4 (2.2) -5.4 (2.2) -4.4 (1.9) -1.0 (2.4)
Czech Republic 1.8 (1.9) -1.8 (1.9) -1.9 (1.8) 0.1 (0.6)
Denmark -4.8 (3.0) 4.8 (3.0) 1.2 (3.3) 3.6 (1.9)
Estonia 0.3 (1.5) -0.3 (1.5) -1.0 (1.3) 0.7 (0.9)
Finland 0.4 (1.8) -0.4 (1.8) -0.4 (1.8) 0.0 c
France 1.0 (1.8) -1.0 (1.8) -3.1 (2.3) 2.1 (1.9)
Germany 3.4 (2.3) -3.4 (2.3) -3.4 (2.2) 0.0 (0.8)
Greece -0.2 (1.0) 0.2 (1.0) 0.6 (1.0) -0.4 (1.0)
Hungary -2.6 (3.4) 2.6 (3.4) 3.6 (3.3) -1.0 (1.4)
Iceland -0.3 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 0.0 c
Ireland m m m m m m m m
Israel m m m m m m m m
Italy 0.5 (1.5) † -0.5 (1.5) † 0.3 (1.0) † -0.7 (1.1) †
Japan -1.9 (1.1) 1.9 (1.1) -0.1 (1.7) 2.0 (2.0)
Korea -4.7 (5.2) 4.7 (5.2) 12.2 (4.9) -7.6 (3.0)
Latvia 0.4 (0.8) -0.4 (0.8) 0.1 (0.6) -0.5 (0.6)
Lithuania -1.8 (1.2) 1.8 (1.2) 1.2 (0.8) 0.6 (0.9)
Luxembourg -2.0 (0.1) 2.0 (0.1) 1.8 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1)
Mexico 0.4 (1.7) -0.4 (1.7) 1.1 (1.5) -1.5 (2.0)
Netherlands -3.4 (6.3) † 3.4 (6.3) † 3.3 (6.3) † 0.1 (0.2) †
New Zealand 0.8 (1.3) -0.8 (1.3) -0.1 (0.1) -0.7 (1.4)
Norway w w w w w w w w
Poland -1.0 (1.2) 1.0 (1.2) 1.3 (1.4) -0.3 (1.0)
Portugal -7.9 (1.9) 7.9 (1.9) 7.0 (1.8) 0.9 (1.5)
Slovak Republic -0.7 (3.0) 0.7 (3.0) 0.2 (3.0) 0.5 (0.5)
Slovenia 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 c
Spain -1.0 (1.4) 1.0 (1.4) 1.4 (1.9) -0.4 (1.6)
Sweden m m m m m m m m
Switzerland 1.6 (1.4) -1.6 (1.4) -2.0 (0.9) 0.4 (1.3)
Turkey -7.3 (3.5) 7.3 (3.5) -0.5 (2.0) 7.9 (2.9)
United Kingdom -9.9 (3.3) 9.9 (3.3) 9.2 (3.6) 0.7 (2.2)
United States 0.7 (1.8) -0.7 (1.8) 2.1 (1.5) -2.8 (2.1)

OECD average-28 -0.9 (0.4) 0.9 (0.4) 0.8 (0.4) 0.1 (0.3)
OECD average-30 -0.9 (0.4) 0.9 (0.4) 0.8 (0.4) 0.1 (0.3)
OECD average-37 -1.0 (0.4) 1.0 (0.4) 0.9 (0.4) 0.1 (0.3)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.7.1 [20/20]  Enrolment in public and private schools, 2000 through 2018
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

Change between 2015 and 2018 (PISA 2018 - PISA 2015)

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x % dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.4 (2.0) -0.4 (2.0) -0.4 (1.4) -0.1 (2.8)

Argentina -10.1 (2.1) 10.1 (2.1) 8.8 (2.8) 1.3 (2.2)
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m

Brazil -0.5 (1.7) 0.5 (1.7) 0.2 (1.4) 0.2 (1.9)
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 0.2 (1.1) -0.2 (1.1) -0.2 (0.2) 0.0 (1.0)
Costa Rica -1.3 (2.6) 1.3 (2.6) -3.0 (1.3) 4.4 (2.2)
Croatia -0.1 (1.6) 0.1 (1.6) -0.7 (1.5) 0.8 (0.5)
Cyprus -0.7 (0.1) 0.7 (0.1) -5.8 (0.1) 6.5 (0.1)
Dominican Republic 5.4 (2.4) -5.4 (2.4) -0.1 (2.7) -5.3 (2.3)
Georgia -3.2 (1.2) 3.2 (1.2) -2.3 (1.0) 5.6 (1.5)
Hong Kong (China) 2.1 (0.5) -2.1 (0.5) -2.4 (0.6) 0.3 (0.3)
Indonesia -5.7 (3.3) 5.7 (3.3) 3.1 (4.2) 2.6 (4.6)
Jordan -1.1 (1.6) 1.1 (1.6) 0.0 (1.0) 1.1 (1.7)
Kazakhstan -4.3 (1.8) 4.3 (1.8) 1.1 (1.2) 3.2 (1.6)
Kosovo 1.7 (0.6) -1.7 (0.6) -0.2 (0.3) -1.4 (0.6)
Lebanon -1.3 (2.0) 1.3 (2.0) 16.0 (3.3) -14.6 (3.3)
Macao (China) 3.0 (0.0) -3.0 (0.0) 2.0 (0.1) -5.0 (0.1)
Malaysia -0.5 (1.0) 0.5 (1.0) -0.7 (1.2) 1.2 (1.0)
Malta -3.3 (0.1) 3.3 (0.1) 3.3 (0.1) -0.1 (0.1)
Moldova 0.8 (1.1) -0.8 (1.1) -0.4 (0.4) -0.4 (1.0)
Montenegro 0.4 (0.0) -0.4 (0.0) 0.0 c -0.4 (0.0)
Morocco m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia 0.6 (0.0) -0.6 (0.0) -0.4 (0.0) -0.2 (0.0)
Panama m m m m m m m m
Peru 6.5 (2.3) -6.5 (2.3) -7.0 (1.5) 0.5 (2.2)
Philippines m m m m m m m m
Qatar -0.9 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1) -5.8 (0.0) 6.7 (0.1)
Romania -1.0 (1.6) 1.0 (1.6) 1.4 (1.2) -0.4 (1.0)
Russia 1.0 (0.7) -1.0 (0.7) -0.6 (0.6) -0.5 (0.3)
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m
Serbia m m m m m m m m
Singapore -1.1 (0.9) 1.1 (0.9) -0.2 (0.9) 1.3 (1.6)
Chinese Taipei 2.2 (1.3) -2.2 (1.3) 6.0 (2.9) -8.2 (3.0)
Thailand -1.2 (1.6) 1.2 (1.6) -1.9 (2.1) 3.1 (2.1)
Ukraine m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates -4.6 (1.4) 4.6 (1.4) 13.2 (2.8) -8.6 (2.9)
Uruguay -0.5 (1.4) 0.5 (1.4) 0.5 (0.6) 0.0 (1.5)
Viet Nam -0.9 (1.4) 0.9 (1.4) 1.0 (0.9) 0.0 (1.2)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.8.11 [1/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Internal evaluation/Self-evaluation External evaluation

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's  
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 54.6 (2.0) 44.6 (2.0) 0.8 (0.3) 82.4 (1.5) 9.1 (1.2) 8.4 (1.1)

Austria 44.0 (3.6) 51.6 (3.4) 4.4 (1.3) 29.2 (3.0) 16.4 (2.4) 54.4 (3.1)

Belgium 29.2 (2.7) 63.9 (2.8) 6.9 (2.0) 77.3 (2.7) 11.9 (2.2) 10.8 (2.1)

Canada 45.0 (2.4) 44.9 (2.6) 10.1 (1.5) 56.1 (2.2) 12.4 (1.8) 31.5 (2.2)

Chile 23.5 (3.4) 72.1 (3.5) 4.4 (1.4) 63.8 (3.9) 20.8 (3.0) 15.4 (2.8)

Colombia 62.2 (3.8) 37.2 (3.7) 0.6 (0.4) 77.7 (3.1) 16.4 (3.0) 5.9 (1.7)

Czech Republic 18.6 (2.4) 77.2 (2.4) 4.1 (1.3) 31.8 (2.6) 31.2 (3.4) 37.0 (3.2)

Denmark 57.3 (3.3) 33.5 (3.4) 9.2 (2.1) 63.1 (3.7) 10.8 (2.2) 26.0 (3.4)

Estonia 78.4 (1.7) 21.6 (1.7) 0.0 c 80.8 (1.8) 7.7 (1.0) 11.5 (1.5)

Finland 54.1 (3.5) 39.9 (3.5) 6.0 (1.8) 43.5 (3.4) 10.4 (2.2) 46.1 (2.9)

France 32.8 (3.0) 54.4 (3.4) 12.8 (2.4) 49.6 (3.6) 7.5 (1.7) 43.0 (3.4)

Germany 25.9 (3.1) 61.1 (3.8) 13.0 (2.4) 68.2 (3.1) 9.7 (2.2) 22.0 (3.1)

Greece 11.1 (2.2) 34.9 (2.9) 53.9 (3.1) 3.8 (1.3) 4.8 (1.3) 91.5 (1.8)

Hungary 88.1 (2.3) 10.8 (2.3) 1.0 (0.6) 71.4 (3.4) 11.7 (2.4) 16.8 (2.7)

Iceland 84.5 (0.2) 15.5 (0.2) 0.0 c 84.0 (0.2) 6.1 (0.2) 9.9 (0.1)

Ireland 80.9 (3.2) 18.4 (3.1) 0.8 (0.7) 81.2 (2.9) 7.2 (2.2) 11.7 (2.3)

Israel 51.9 (3.5) 45.6 (3.6) 2.5 (1.2) 81.4 (2.9) 7.7 (2.1) 10.9 (2.3)

Italy 69.5 (2.7) 27.5 (2.6) 3.0 (1.0) 51.2 (3.2) 12.8 (2.0) 36.0 (3.0)

Japan 61.8 (2.9) 36.0 (3.1) 2.1 (1.3) 51.1 (3.2) 15.4 (2.5) 33.5 (3.6)

Korea 56.7 (3.9) 42.8 (3.9) 0.5 (0.5) 41.9 (3.4) 26.1 (2.9) 32.0 (3.5)

Latvia 76.1 (1.8) 23.9 (1.8) 0.0 c 88.7 (1.5) 6.2 (1.3) 5.1 (0.9)

Lithuania 56.5 (2.0) 43.4 (2.0) 0.1 (0.0) 87.1 (1.5) 5.6 (1.0) 7.3 (1.1)

Luxembourg 70.6 (0.1) 18.5 (0.1) 10.9 (0.1) 91.8 (0.1) 2.7 (0.0) 5.5 (0.1)

Mexico 39.5 (3.0) 55.4 (3.1) 5.1 (1.5) 79.5 (2.7) 6.7 (1.6) 13.8 (2.3)

Netherlands 21.8 (3.7) 77.1 (3.8) 1.0 (0.9) 50.3 (4.4) 37.5 (4.5) 12.2 (3.1)

New Zealand 52.9 (3.4) 46.7 (3.4) 0.4 (0.4) 97.3 (1.3) 2.7 (1.3) 0.0 c

Norway 49.1 (3.0) 49.0 (3.1) 2.0 (0.9) 70.4 (3.0) 3.3 (1.0) 26.3 (2.9)

Poland 70.8 (3.1) 28.7 (3.1) 0.5 (0.5) 95.0 (1.3) 1.7 (0.9) 3.3 (1.1)

Portugal 43.3 (3.8) 56.7 (3.8) 0.0 c 88.4 (1.7) 4.6 (1.2) 7.0 (1.4)

Slovak Republic 53.5 (2.8) 40.8 (2.8) 5.7 (1.3) 41.1 (3.3) 17.9 (2.8) 41.0 (2.7)

Slovenia 37.9 (0.5) 60.7 (0.6) 1.3 (0.2) 25.0 (0.7) 21.8 (0.6) 53.1 (0.7)

Spain 40.1 (1.8) 50.0 (2.0) 9.9 (1.1) 64.2 (2.1) 14.4 (1.5) 21.4 (2.0)

Sweden 66.5 (3.2) 31.8 (3.3) 1.7 (0.8) 55.9 (4.0) 10.3 (2.7) 33.7 (3.9)

Switzerland 35.7 (3.4) 53.2 (4.1) 11.0 (2.5) 58.5 (3.5) 11.0 (2.0) 30.5 (3.0)

Turkey 62.1 (3.8) 34.9 (3.9) 3.0 (1.3) 60.6 (4.3) 15.4 (2.9) 24.1 (3.5)

United Kingdom 45.8 (3.7) 54.1 (3.6) 0.1 (0.1) 67.6 (3.5) 30.1 (3.5) 2.3 (1.1)

United States 61.1 (3.9) 32.4 (4.0) 6.5 (2.5) 68.1 (3.7) 17.0 (3.1) 14.8 (2.6)

OECD average 51.7 (0.5) 43.0 (0.5) 5.3 (0.2) 64.3 (0.5) 12.6 (0.4) 23.1 (0.4)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.8.11 [2/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Internal evaluation/Self-evaluation External evaluation

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's  
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 85.7 (2.1) 14.3 (2.1) 0.0 c 87.2 (2.2) 9.9 (2.1) 2.9 (1.1)

Argentina 38.9 (2.8) 52.4 (3.1) 8.7 (1.8) 49.3 (3.0) 6.6 (1.6) 44.1 (3.0)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 46.6 (4.3) † 52.6 (4.3) † 0.8 (0.8) † 49.8 (4.4) † 19.4 (3.1) † 30.8 (4.3) †
Belarus 36.0 (3.2) 64.0 (3.2) 0.0 c 88.5 (2.3) 6.3 (1.7) 5.2 (1.5)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 45.7 (3.5) 44.1 (3.4) 10.2 (2.4) 61.8 (2.6) 9.6 (2.1) 28.6 (2.7)

Brazil 39.4 (2.4) 56.8 (2.4) 3.9 (0.8) 74.0 (1.9) 13.6 (1.3) 12.3 (1.4)

Brunei Darussalam 40.5 (0.1) 59.4 (0.1) 0.1 (0.0) 86.6 (0.0) 5.7 (0.0) 7.7 (0.0)
B-S-J-Z (China) 22.0 (2.9) 76.5 (3.1) 1.5 (1.1) 77.0 (3.1) 13.8 (2.2) 9.3 (2.1)
Bulgaria 59.4 (3.6) 33.8 (3.7) 6.7 (1.8) 92.7 (2.0) 4.8 (1.7) 2.5 (1.2)
Costa Rica 69.2 (3.0) 26.4 (3.0) 4.3 (1.5) 58.4 (3.5) 13.8 (2.5) 27.8 (3.0)
Croatia 72.9 (2.2) 22.7 (2.4) 4.4 (1.3) 68.9 (3.2) 11.8 (2.2) 19.4 (2.9)
Cyprus 19.3 (0.3) 75.3 (0.3) 5.4 (0.2) 72.5 (0.5) 6.9 (0.7) 20.6 (0.8)
Dominican Republic 46.5 (3.7) 50.4 (3.9) 3.1 (1.3) 65.0 (3.4) 19.1 (2.6) 15.9 (2.9)
Georgia 48.7 (3.1) 51.0 (3.1) 0.3 (0.2) 58.9 (3.2) 24.2 (2.6) 16.8 (2.4)
Hong Kong (China) 38.2 (4.4) 61.8 (4.4) 0.0 c 93.5 (2.3) 6.5 (2.3) 0.0 c
Indonesia 50.7 (4.8) 48.0 (4.8) 1.3 (0.7) 44.9 (4.9) 43.5 (4.8) 11.6 (2.7)
Jordan 64.3 (3.1) 33.7 (3.0) 2.0 (0.9) 59.5 (3.4) 20.8 (2.8) 19.7 (2.8)
Kazakhstan 34.7 (2.4) 65.1 (2.4) 0.2 (0.1) 79.6 (2.0) 16.6 (1.7) 3.8 (1.0)
Kosovo 83.1 (1.5) 16.2 (1.4) 0.7 (0.4) 82.0 (1.4) 8.3 (0.9) 9.7 (1.0)
Lebanon 31.9 (2.9) 62.2 (2.9) 5.9 (1.3) 35.5 (3.0) 29.2 (2.9) 35.4 (2.9)

Macao (China) 43.5 (0.0) 50.1 (0.1) 6.4 (0.0) 90.5 (0.1) 7.3 (0.0) 2.2 (0.0)

Malaysia 66.9 (3.3) 33.1 (3.3) 0.0 c 64.9 (3.5) 24.8 (3.2) 10.3 (2.1)
Malta 68.1 (0.1) 31.9 (0.1) 0.0 c 97.4 (0.0) 2.6 (0.0) 0.0 c
Moldova 58.2 (3.7) 41.4 (3.7) 0.5 (0.5) 92.9 (1.7) 4.1 (1.6) 3.0 (1.2)
Montenegro 80.3 (0.6) 19.7 (0.6) 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Morocco 59.7 (3.9) 37.2 (3.6) 3.1 (1.3) 75.8 (3.2) 9.3 (2.3) 14.9 (2.8)
North Macedonia 90.6 (0.1) 9.4 (0.1) 0.0 c 91.7 (0.0) 1.8 (0.0) 6.5 (0.0)
Panama 74.7 (2.4) 21.5 (2.3) 3.8 (1.3) 46.6 (2.8) 26.1 (3.0) 27.3 (2.8)
Peru 21.9 (2.7) 73.8 (2.9) 4.3 (1.2) 74.1 (2.6) 10.4 (1.7) 15.4 (2.1)
Philippines 56.6 (4.1) 41.3 (4.1) 2.1 (0.7) 55.7 (3.6) 37.1 (3.7) 7.2 (1.9)
Qatar 71.6 (0.1) 28.1 (0.1) 0.2 (0.0) 83.6 (0.1) 15.4 (0.1) 1.0 (0.0)
Romania 90.6 (2.5) 9.4 (2.5) 0.0 c 81.4 (3.2) 17.1 (3.0) 1.5 (1.0)
Russia 56.1 (3.0) 43.9 (3.0) 0.0 c 89.5 (1.9) 9.3 (1.8) 1.2 (0.7)
Saudi Arabia 66.1 (3.0) 33.4 (3.1) 0.5 (0.5) 82.1 (2.6) 12.9 (2.2) 5.0 (1.6)
Serbia 77.5 (3.0) 21.7 (3.0) 0.9 (0.5) 97.6 (1.1) 2.0 (1.1) 0.5 (0.4)
Singapore 67.9 (0.8) 31.5 (0.9) 0.6 (0.0) 90.8 (1.4) 6.8 (1.4) 2.4 (0.0)
Chinese Taipei 53.4 (3.4) 38.8 (3.4) 7.8 (2.0) 80.0 (3.3) 12.8 (2.5) 7.1 (2.1)

Thailand 83.3 (2.7) 16.7 (2.7) 0.0 c 94.1 (1.8) 5.4 (1.8) 0.5 (0.5)

Ukraine 49.6 (3.2) 49.1 (3.2) 1.4 (0.7) 88.6 (2.2) 3.4 (1.4) 8.0 (1.9)
United Arab Emirates 78.8 (1.4) 21.2 (1.4) 0.0 c 86.8 (1.1) 9.5 (0.8) 3.7 (0.7)
Uruguay 32.3 (3.7) 55.0 (3.7) 12.7 (2.6) 51.1 (3.1) 9.2 (1.8) 39.7 (3.4)
Viet Nam 85.1 (3.6) 14.9 (3.6) 0.0 c 82.8 (4.0) 4.9 (2.0) 12.3 (3.4)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.8.11 [3/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Written specification of the school’s curricular profile  
and education goals

Written specification of student performance  
standards

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 61.3 (2.0) 35.5 (1.8) 3.2 (0.7) 63.9 (1.9) 29.0 (1.6) 7.1 (1.2)

Austria 45.5 (3.6) 37.7 (3.4) 16.8 (2.1) 39.4 (3.7) 25.9 (3.4) 34.7 (3.2)

Belgium 61.5 (2.9) 30.3 (2.6) 8.2 (1.9) 30.2 (2.9) 28.8 (2.8) 41.0 (3.2)

Canada 66.4 (2.4) 23.1 (2.3) 10.5 (1.7) 53.9 (2.4) 29.3 (2.1) 16.8 (1.8)

Chile 48.9 (3.9) 38.9 (3.6) 12.1 (3.0) 40.6 (4.2) 42.5 (4.1) 16.9 (3.2)

Colombia 40.5 (3.5) 52.3 (3.5) 7.2 (2.1) 53.7 (4.0) 41.3 (3.6) 5.0 (1.7)

Czech Republic 73.2 (2.7) 26.7 (2.6) 0.1 (0.1) 63.9 (3.3) 22.9 (2.7) 13.2 (2.4)

Denmark 49.3 (3.9) 36.0 (3.9) 14.6 (2.6) 57.6 (3.5) 22.8 (3.0) 19.7 (2.9)

Estonia 60.8 (2.1) 37.1 (2.1) 2.1 (0.8) 28.8 (1.7) 36.9 (1.9) 34.3 (2.1)

Finland 57.2 (3.8) 23.3 (2.6) 19.4 (2.9) 52.9 (3.6) 11.7 (2.5) 35.4 (3.3)

France 66.0 (3.5) 18.0 (2.7) 15.9 (2.8) 35.0 (3.8) 11.8 (2.3) 53.1 (3.5)

Germany 47.4 (3.5) 39.4 (3.8) 13.2 (2.6) 33.2 (3.5) 35.1 (3.4) 31.8 (3.6)

Greece 33.1 (3.2) 26.3 (3.0) 40.5 (3.3) 27.0 (3.3) 18.9 (2.8) 54.1 (3.8)

Hungary 90.6 (2.0) 9.4 (2.0) 0.0 c 67.2 (3.5) 26.5 (3.6) 6.3 (1.7)

Iceland 38.2 (0.2) 51.1 (0.3) 10.7 (0.2) 36.4 (0.2) 55.2 (0.2) 8.5 (0.2)

Ireland 41.0 (3.8) 43.1 (4.0) 15.9 (3.1) 15.7 (2.9) 47.3 (4.2) 37.0 (3.9)

Israel 48.4 (3.8) 46.8 (3.8) 4.8 (1.7) 31.5 (3.6) 45.7 (4.3) 22.8 (3.3)

Italy 33.5 (3.2) 58.7 (3.4) 7.7 (1.6) 13.7 (2.5) 49.5 (3.5) 36.8 (3.2)

Japan 46.8 (3.2) 48.2 (3.4) 4.9 (2.0) 23.0 (3.4) 41.5 (4.1) 35.5 (3.9)

Korea 50.3 (4.3) 48.8 (4.1) 0.9 (0.7) 53.7 (3.8) 44.4 (3.8) 1.9 (1.1)

Latvia 71.5 (1.9) 25.2 (1.9) 3.3 (0.9) 51.3 (2.2) 33.5 (2.1) 15.3 (1.6)

Lithuania 61.6 (2.0) 35.7 (1.9) 2.7 (0.7) 36.2 (1.9) 46.7 (1.9) 17.1 (1.1)

Luxembourg 58.2 (0.1) 28.3 (0.1) 13.5 (0.1) 54.3 (0.1) 8.0 (0.1) 37.7 (0.1)

Mexico 67.0 (2.7) 26.2 (2.5) 6.8 (1.3) 58.6 (3.1) 33.0 (2.8) 8.4 (2.0)

Netherlands 38.5 (4.0) 53.8 (4.3) 7.6 (2.3) 25.7 (3.3) 44.4 (4.2) 29.9 (4.2)

New Zealand 54.1 (2.9) 44.4 (3.0) 1.5 (0.8) 38.5 (3.5) 52.4 (3.8) 9.0 (2.3)

Norway 56.2 (3.4) 29.4 (2.9) 14.5 (2.1) 29.3 (2.7) 59.3 (3.2) 11.5 (2.0)

Poland 23.6 (2.7) 36.0 (3.5) 40.4 (3.7) 21.1 (3.0) 55.2 (3.2) 23.7 (3.2)

Portugal 41.3 (3.0) 49.8 (3.0) 8.9 (1.6) 31.3 (2.8) 46.1 (3.6) 22.6 (3.0)

Slovak Republic 65.9 (2.9) 26.6 (2.7) 7.5 (1.7) 65.8 (2.7) 22.0 (2.3) 12.2 (1.9)

Slovenia 69.1 (0.6) 23.7 (0.7) 7.2 (0.3) 77.1 (0.6) 17.0 (0.6) 5.9 (0.3)

Spain 64.0 (2.3) 25.4 (1.9) 10.6 (1.4) 42.7 (2.2) 30.1 (1.9) 27.2 (2.1)

Sweden 51.5 (3.0) 30.6 (3.4) 17.8 (2.4) 71.9 (3.6) 25.3 (3.4) 2.8 (1.1)

Switzerland 52.8 (3.3) 26.2 (3.2) 21.0 (3.4) 34.5 (3.1) 18.6 (2.8) 46.9 (3.6)

Turkey 66.8 (3.5) 21.9 (3.1) 11.3 (2.6) 46.8 (3.8) 36.5 (4.1) 16.8 (2.9)

United Kingdom 54.7 (3.5) 44.1 (3.5) 1.2 (0.8) 50.1 (3.4) 40.3 (3.4) 9.6 (2.3)

United States 70.8 (4.0) 24.7 (4.0) 4.5 (1.8) 62.3 (4.4) 27.6 (4.2) 10.1 (2.6)

OECD average 54.8 (0.5) 34.7 (0.5) 10.5 (0.3) 43.7 (0.5) 34.1 (0.5) 22.1 (0.4)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.8.11 [4/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Written specification of the school’s curricular profile  
and education goals

Written specification of student performance  
standards

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 70.4 (2.9) 28.8 (2.9) 0.8 (0.4) 81.1 (2.3) 18.5 (2.3) 0.4 (0.4)

Argentina 43.6 (2.7) 42.7 (2.8) 13.7 (2.0) 33.4 (3.0) 40.3 (3.2) 26.4 (2.5)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 58.2 (4.5) † 30.5 (4.3) † 11.3 (2.7) † 53.8 (4.7) † 38.7 (4.4) † 7.5 (3.0) †
Belarus 52.5 (3.6) 40.2 (3.5) 7.3 (1.8) 80.2 (2.7) 10.6 (2.1) 9.2 (2.1)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 54.2 (3.6) 29.3 (3.0) 16.5 (2.5) 45.7 (3.8) 27.6 (3.3) 26.7 (3.5)

Brazil 65.7 (2.2) 33.5 (2.1) 0.8 (0.6) 61.9 (2.2) 27.2 (2.2) 10.9 (1.5)

Brunei Darussalam 51.3 (0.1) 46.1 (0.1) 2.6 (0.0) 53.3 (0.1) 40.9 (0.1) 5.8 (0.0)
B-S-J-Z (China) 54.3 (3.2) 45.1 (3.2) 0.6 (0.5) 21.5 (3.2) 68.7 (3.9) 9.8 (2.4)
Bulgaria 70.1 (3.5) 22.2 (3.0) 7.7 (2.1) 64.3 (3.4) 20.5 (2.8) 15.2 (2.8)
Costa Rica 61.6 (3.3) 28.1 (3.0) 10.3 (1.9) 47.1 (3.3) 34.0 (3.4) 18.9 (2.8)
Croatia 78.7 (3.0) 13.7 (2.6) 7.7 (1.8) 50.8 (3.6) 25.5 (3.2) 23.6 (2.9)
Cyprus 62.3 (0.7) 25.6 (0.7) 12.2 (0.2) 49.0 (0.7) 33.5 (0.4) 17.4 (0.7)
Dominican Republic 60.9 (3.5) 30.4 (3.1) 8.6 (1.9) 55.2 (4.1) 34.2 (3.2) 10.7 (2.2)
Georgia 46.1 (3.2) 50.9 (3.2) 3.0 (1.2) 29.4 (2.5) 59.9 (3.0) 10.7 (2.2)
Hong Kong (China) 31.0 (3.9) 67.4 (4.2) 1.6 (1.4) 15.8 (3.5) 67.7 (4.4) 16.5 (3.8)
Indonesia 50.8 (4.6) 46.9 (4.6) 2.2 (0.9) 41.6 (4.6) 50.8 (4.3) 7.7 (2.0)
Jordan 80.9 (2.9) 16.3 (2.7) 2.8 (1.1) 61.6 (3.6) 34.3 (3.5) 4.1 (1.4)
Kazakhstan 53.3 (2.7) 45.4 (2.7) 1.3 (0.6) 50.2 (2.4) 48.9 (2.4) 0.9 (0.2)
Kosovo 63.2 (1.5) 28.2 (1.4) 8.6 (1.0) 60.1 (1.9) 29.4 (1.8) 10.5 (0.9)
Lebanon 41.5 (3.0) 51.4 (3.4) 7.1 (1.5) 27.7 (2.7) 61.3 (2.8) 11.0 (1.6)

Macao (China) 36.3 (0.0) 60.7 (0.1) 3.0 (0.1) 32.2 (0.0) 65.8 (0.0) 2.0 (0.0)

Malaysia 74.5 (3.2) 23.0 (3.2) 2.5 (1.1) 73.7 (3.0) 24.6 (3.1) 1.7 (1.0)
Malta 54.4 (0.1) 38.6 (0.1) 7.0 (0.1) 25.9 (0.1) 47.4 (0.1) 26.8 (0.1)
Moldova 63.0 (3.6) 32.1 (3.6) 4.9 (1.8) 60.7 (3.6) 30.7 (3.0) 8.6 (2.1)
Montenegro 89.9 (0.3) 8.2 (0.3) 1.9 (0.0) 71.4 (0.5) 22.7 (0.5) 5.9 (0.0)
Morocco 59.4 (3.7) 20.4 (3.4) 20.2 (3.0) 46.7 (3.9) 35.1 (3.3) 18.2 (2.7)
North Macedonia 80.7 (0.1) 12.7 (0.1) 6.6 (0.0) 55.8 (0.1) 27.6 (0.1) 16.6 (0.1)
Panama 55.6 (3.2) 37.6 (3.1) 6.8 (1.5) 53.6 (3.3) 37.7 (3.0) 8.7 (1.8)
Peru 55.0 (3.0) 42.0 (3.1) 3.0 (0.9) 62.8 (3.3) 27.7 (3.0) 9.5 (1.5)
Philippines 89.3 (2.2) 10.1 (2.3) 0.6 (0.4) 85.7 (2.8) 13.7 (2.6) 0.6 (0.4)
Qatar 75.9 (0.1) 22.7 (0.1) 1.4 (0.0) 64.5 (0.1) 34.1 (0.1) 1.4 (0.0)
Romania 73.9 (3.7) 23.1 (3.7) 3.0 (1.2) 58.3 (3.9) 33.4 (3.6) 8.3 (2.1)
Russia 77.8 (3.4) 21.8 (3.1) 0.5 (0.5) 80.9 (2.3) 17.6 (2.2) 1.5 (0.9)
Saudi Arabia 77.0 (2.9) 14.3 (2.4) 8.7 (1.9) 54.1 (3.6) 42.3 (3.3) 3.6 (1.2)
Serbia 85.7 (2.8) 12.9 (2.5) 1.3 (1.2) 79.3 (2.8) 15.2 (2.7) 5.4 (1.7)
Singapore 44.1 (1.1) 53.7 (1.3) 2.2 (0.9) 40.4 (1.2) 50.2 (1.3) 9.3 (0.9)
Chinese Taipei 74.0 (2.8) 25.2 (2.7) 0.8 (0.8) 37.8 (3.9) 54.1 (3.8) 8.1 (2.1)

Thailand 55.0 (3.6) 44.4 (3.4) 0.6 (0.5) 72.8 (3.8) 25.4 (3.5) 1.8 (1.1)

Ukraine 74.2 (2.9) 13.0 (2.4) 12.8 (2.1) 57.2 (3.1) 36.8 (3.4) 6.0 (1.7)
United Arab Emirates 66.9 (1.6) 32.5 (1.6) 0.6 (0.2) 61.9 (1.6) 37.4 (1.6) 0.7 (0.0)
Uruguay 30.4 (3.4) 49.2 (3.9) 20.3 (3.3) 33.4 (3.6) 29.2 (3.1) 37.3 (4.0)
Viet Nam 71.0 (3.7) 28.7 (3.7) 0.2 (0.2) 64.7 (4.7) 30.0 (4.4) 5.2 (1.9)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B1.8.11 [5/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Systematic recording of data, such as teacher or student attendance, 
and professional development

Systematic recording of students’ test
results and graduation rates

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 80.4 (1.3) 18.9 (1.3) 0.7 (0.4) 68.9 (2.1) 29.7 (2.1) 1.3 (0.5)

Austria 56.9 (3.2) 31.3 (3.0) 11.8 (2.0) 59.5 (2.9) 22.1 (2.6) 18.5 (2.4)

Belgium 52.5 (3.0) 35.1 (2.8) 12.4 (2.1) 35.9 (3.1) 51.1 (3.2) 13.0 (1.9)

Canada 61.7 (2.0) 24.6 (2.1) 13.7 (1.5) 74.4 (2.2) 20.4 (2.0) 5.3 (1.2)

Chile 33.8 (3.7) 60.2 (3.8) 6.0 (1.7) 31.4 (3.9) 57.6 (4.2) 11.0 (2.5)

Colombia 26.8 (2.9) 68.8 (3.1) 4.5 (1.5) 26.4 (3.3) 67.6 (3.7) 6.0 (1.8)

Czech Republic 41.9 (3.1) 54.1 (3.1) 4.0 (1.4) 26.4 (2.3) 66.7 (2.6) 6.9 (1.7)

Denmark 57.6 (2.8) 33.2 (3.4) 9.1 (2.0) 76.3 (2.6) 18.2 (2.5) 5.5 (1.4)

Estonia 30.1 (1.9) 63.7 (1.9) 6.3 (1.2) 29.7 (2.0) 66.8 (2.1) 3.5 (0.8)

Finland 55.7 (3.9) 21.2 (3.0) 23.1 (3.2) 59.2 (3.4) 22.8 (3.2) 18.0 (2.7)

France 35.0 (3.3) 42.5 (3.8) 22.4 (3.0) 44.6 (3.6) 44.4 (3.7) 11.0 (2.5)

Germany 44.8 (3.5) 39.8 (3.5) 15.3 (2.7) 68.4 (3.3) 24.7 (2.9) 6.9 (2.0)

Greece 52.6 (3.5) 25.0 (3.2) 22.4 (3.0) 37.2 (3.4) 33.4 (3.4) 29.4 (2.9)

Hungary 66.8 (3.4) 31.4 (3.4) 1.8 (1.0) 55.7 (3.9) 44.0 (3.8) 0.3 (0.3)

Iceland 41.2 (0.2) 54.7 (0.2) 4.1 (0.1) 48.2 (0.3) 43.0 (0.3) 8.8 (0.2)

Ireland 51.1 (4.1) 45.0 (4.2) 3.8 (1.2) 31.1 (3.5) 68.4 (3.5) 0.5 (0.5)

Israel 46.3 (3.6) 51.9 (3.7) 1.7 (1.0) 59.3 (3.5) 37.4 (3.7) 3.3 (1.4)

Italy 26.1 (3.1) 58.9 (4.0) 15.1 (2.7) 25.9 (2.8) 70.8 (2.8) 3.3 (1.0)

Japan 54.1 (3.6) 30.3 (3.5) 15.6 (2.7) 34.2 (3.5) 55.3 (3.8) 10.5 (2.3)

Korea 52.3 (3.9) 42.7 (3.8) 5.0 (1.7) 49.8 (3.9) 44.4 (3.8) 5.8 (1.8)

Latvia 71.2 (1.9) 28.4 (1.9) 0.4 (0.3) 65.4 (1.9) 34.6 (1.9) 0.0 c

Lithuania 19.6 (1.9) 79.4 (1.8) 1.0 (0.4) 20.8 (1.9) 73.9 (1.8) 5.3 (0.7)

Luxembourg 61.6 (0.1) 30.9 (0.1) 7.5 (0.1) 50.9 (0.1) 21.4 (0.1) 27.8 (0.1)

Mexico 54.0 (3.1) 43.4 (3.0) 2.6 (1.1) 59.3 (3.1) 38.8 (3.0) 1.9 (1.0)

Netherlands 31.7 (4.0) 60.3 (4.2) 8.0 (2.4) 49.0 (4.2) 50.2 (4.2) 0.8 (0.8)

New Zealand 48.5 (3.2) 50.5 (3.2) 0.9 (0.6) 43.2 (3.3) 56.0 (3.3) 0.8 (0.5)

Norway 42.6 (3.4) 43.9 (3.4) 13.5 (2.4) 65.0 (3.4) 31.9 (3.3) 3.1 (1.1)

Poland 43.5 (3.2) 55.9 (3.3) 0.5 (0.5) 39.1 (3.4) 58.2 (3.5) 2.7 (1.1)

Portugal 29.7 (3.1) 52.8 (3.4) 17.4 (2.6) 30.2 (3.1) 67.9 (3.0) 1.9 (0.7)

Slovak Republic 72.5 (2.8) 26.1 (2.7) 1.4 (0.6) 61.3 (2.7) 37.1 (2.7) 1.6 (0.6)

Slovenia 54.1 (0.6) 41.6 (0.7) 4.3 (0.5) 54.4 (0.6) 41.2 (0.5) 4.4 (0.3)

Spain 59.2 (1.8) 32.8 (1.7) 8.1 (1.2) 57.3 (2.0) 36.7 (1.8) 6.1 (0.9)

Sweden 74.2 (3.1) 18.8 (2.7) 6.9 (1.5) 59.5 (4.1) 28.7 (3.5) 11.9 (2.3)

Switzerland 41.6 (3.6) 42.1 (3.3) 16.3 (2.8) 40.6 (3.6) 33.5 (3.5) 25.9 (3.1)

Turkey 83.1 (3.0) 12.6 (2.6) 4.3 (1.7) 90.2 (2.6) 9.4 (2.6) 0.4 (0.3)

United Kingdom 56.4 (4.1) 43.5 (4.0) 0.1 (0.1) 49.2 (3.9) 48.7 (3.9) 2.1 (1.1)

United States 72.5 (3.9) 26.2 (3.8) 1.3 (0.9) 86.1 (3.0) 13.9 (3.0) 0.0 c

OECD average 50.9 (0.5) 41.2 (0.5) 7.9 (0.3) 50.4 (0.5) 42.5 (0.5) 7.2 (0.3)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.8.11 [6/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Systematic recording of data, such as teacher or student attendance, 
and professional development

Systematic recording of students’ test
results and graduation rates

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 69.4 (2.6) 28.7 (2.6) 1.8 (0.6) 58.1 (2.7) 41.4 (2.7) 0.5 (0.4)

Argentina 45.4 (2.9) 39.9 (3.0) 14.6 (2.3) 51.1 (3.5) 38.3 (3.2) 10.6 (2.1)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 32.1 (4.2) † 63.6 (4.3) † 4.3 (1.7) † 59.7 (4.6) † 38.5 (4.6) † 1.8 (1.2) †
Belarus 65.4 (3.4) 34.6 (3.4) 0.0 c 72.6 (3.3) 24.2 (3.1) 3.2 (1.3)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 53.8 (3.4) 41.6 (3.5) 4.6 (1.5) 50.5 (3.7) 39.1 (3.5) 10.3 (1.8)

Brazil 53.1 (2.3) 35.0 (2.2) 11.9 (1.5) 47.2 (2.4) 31.4 (2.0) 21.4 (2.1)

Brunei Darussalam 61.1 (0.1) 36.7 (0.1) 2.1 (0.0) 51.3 (0.1) 47.0 (0.1) 1.7 (0.0)
B-S-J-Z (China) 16.0 (2.7) 81.9 (2.8) 2.1 (0.9) 28.2 (2.7) 70.4 (2.8) 1.3 (0.8)
Bulgaria 61.0 (3.4) 35.7 (3.3) 3.3 (1.3) 63.1 (3.3) 35.2 (3.0) 1.7 (1.0)
Costa Rica 65.3 (3.3) 30.1 (3.3) 4.6 (1.1) 71.2 (3.0) 24.3 (2.7) 4.5 (1.3)
Croatia 65.9 (3.1) 31.9 (3.0) 2.3 (1.1) 45.0 (3.2) 47.1 (3.4) 7.9 (1.7)
Cyprus 67.0 (0.4) 30.7 (0.5) 2.2 (0.0) 55.2 (0.5) 38.3 (0.5) 6.5 (0.1)
Dominican Republic 72.4 (3.5) 26.7 (3.5) 0.9 (0.7) 55.0 (3.4) 40.3 (3.5) 4.8 (1.5)
Georgia 39.5 (3.1) 57.1 (3.2) 3.4 (1.2) 33.8 (2.9) 62.5 (2.9) 3.6 (1.3)
Hong Kong (China) 43.8 (5.1) 56.2 (5.1) 0.0 c 21.4 (4.3) 78.6 (4.3) 0.0 c
Indonesia 51.8 (4.0) 47.1 (4.0) 1.1 (0.5) 52.0 (4.1) 47.3 (4.0) 0.7 (0.4)
Jordan 74.9 (3.1) 23.9 (3.0) 1.2 (0.8) 75.8 (3.0) 23.4 (3.1) 0.7 (0.5)
Kazakhstan 27.0 (2.3) 69.8 (2.4) 3.2 (1.0) 56.0 (2.6) 43.9 (2.6) 0.1 (0.0)
Kosovo 68.3 (1.6) 29.1 (1.6) 2.6 (0.2) 69.1 (1.5) 29.6 (1.5) 1.3 (0.2)
Lebanon 39.2 (3.0) 56.0 (3.0) 4.8 (1.2) 44.8 (2.8) 54.1 (2.9) 1.1 (0.5)

Macao (China) 40.8 (0.0) 59.2 (0.0) 0.0 c 27.3 (0.0) 72.7 (0.0) 0.0 c

Malaysia 75.3 (3.1) 24.7 (3.1) 0.0 c 64.4 (3.1) 35.1 (3.0) 0.5 (0.5)
Malta 57.6 (0.1) 37.0 (0.1) 5.4 (0.1) 54.7 (0.1) 38.9 (0.1) 6.4 (0.1)
Moldova 55.9 (3.5) 44.1 (3.5) 0.0 c 48.6 (3.5) 51.4 (3.5) 0.0 c
Montenegro 55.0 (0.6) 45.0 (0.6) 0.0 c 63.1 (0.6) 36.7 (0.6) 0.3 (0.3)
Morocco 68.2 (3.8) 25.8 (3.3) 6.0 (1.9) 83.5 (3.0) 16.5 (3.0) 0.0 c
North Macedonia 66.9 (0.1) 31.1 (0.1) 2.0 (0.0) 68.6 (0.1) 30.4 (0.1) 1.0 (0.0)
Panama 69.5 (3.0) 27.9 (2.9) 2.5 (1.0) 63.8 (3.1) 32.3 (2.9) 3.9 (1.5)
Peru 29.0 (2.6) 66.5 (2.7) 4.5 (1.2) 32.9 (2.6) 59.1 (2.5) 8.0 (1.6)
Philippines 73.7 (3.0) 25.4 (3.0) 0.9 (0.6) 82.6 (2.6) 17.1 (2.6) 0.3 (0.4)
Qatar 68.3 (0.1) 30.2 (0.1) 1.5 (0.0) 75.8 (0.1) 24.2 (0.1) 0.0 c
Romania 72.4 (3.7) 27.6 (3.7) 0.0 c 82.3 (3.1) 17.7 (3.1) 0.0 c
Russia 51.6 (3.2) 46.4 (3.4) 2.0 (1.0) 53.8 (3.0) 43.8 (2.8) 2.4 (1.0)
Saudi Arabia 75.8 (3.0) 23.3 (2.9) 0.9 (0.6) 85.3 (2.6) 12.9 (2.5) 1.8 (0.9)
Serbia 64.9 (3.1) 33.2 (3.2) 1.9 (1.0) 53.1 (3.5) 44.0 (3.5) 2.8 (1.2)
Singapore 61.6 (1.3) 38.4 (1.3) 0.0 c 73.9 (1.3) 26.1 (1.3) 0.0 c
Chinese Taipei 46.5 (3.9) 51.3 (3.8) 2.2 (1.3) 51.5 (3.8) 46.6 (3.8) 1.8 (1.1)

Thailand 36.9 (3.5) 61.1 (3.7) 2.0 (1.1) 62.2 (3.7) 37.8 (3.7) 0.0 c

Ukraine 53.2 (3.6) 45.7 (3.5) 1.1 (0.7) 44.1 (3.5) 46.0 (3.6) 9.8 (2.1)
United Arab Emirates 59.5 (1.4) 40.1 (1.4) 0.4 (0.2) 72.5 (1.8) 27.3 (1.8) 0.2 (0.2)
Uruguay 65.4 (3.6) 29.1 (3.5) 5.5 (1.8) 71.3 (3.5) 22.3 (3.2) 6.4 (2.1)
Viet Nam 62.6 (4.3) 36.4 (4.2) 1.0 (0.8) 62.7 (4.7) 37.3 (4.7) 0.0 c

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.8.11 [7/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Seeking written feedback from students Teacher mentoring

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 8.8 (1.0) 76.8 (1.7) 14.3 (1.4) 19.7 (1.5) 76.9 (1.4) 3.4 (0.6)

Austria 28.5 (2.5) 61.8 (2.8) 9.7 (1.7) 9.6 (2.0) 68.3 (3.5) 22.1 (2.8)

Belgium 5.3 (1.5) 46.4 (2.5) 48.3 (2.5) 11.6 (1.7) 76.6 (2.4) 11.8 (1.9)

Canada 13.7 (1.6) 45.1 (2.2) 41.2 (2.2) 39.8 (2.1) 45.5 (2.4) 14.6 (1.6)

Chile 8.2 (2.1) 64.6 (3.6) 27.2 (3.3) 7.4 (2.2) 46.9 (3.8) 45.8 (4.2)

Colombia 7.2 (2.0) 78.1 (3.3) 14.7 (2.5) 10.8 (2.4) 70.3 (3.2) 18.8 (2.7)

Czech Republic 2.0 (0.9) 60.0 (2.8) 38.0 (2.7) 1.0 (0.5) 95.3 (1.3) 3.6 (1.2)

Denmark 17.6 (2.8) 42.6 (4.0) 39.7 (3.7) 8.9 (1.9) 61.1 (3.9) 30.0 (3.6)

Estonia 7.4 (0.8) 78.0 (1.7) 14.6 (1.7) 8.4 (1.3) 86.6 (1.6) 5.0 (0.9)

Finland 11.9 (2.4) 60.7 (3.4) 27.4 (3.5) 8.9 (2.1) 61.1 (3.4) 30.0 (3.0)

France 5.0 (1.7) 13.0 (2.3) 82.1 (2.8) 19.7 (2.8) 54.2 (3.7) 26.1 (3.4)

Germany 3.4 (1.4) 49.6 (3.7) 47.0 (3.7) 1.9 (1.1) 26.0 (3.2) 72.1 (3.4)

Greece 5.3 (1.7) 35.9 (3.6) 58.8 (3.8) 27.2 (2.9) 52.2 (3.4) 20.6 (2.7)

Hungary 14.0 (2.7) 46.4 (3.9) 39.5 (3.9) 35.8 (3.7) 45.0 (3.7) 19.2 (2.9)

Iceland 5.8 (0.1) 32.2 (0.2) 62.0 (0.2) 3.1 (0.1) 33.1 (0.2) 63.8 (0.2)

Ireland 4.7 (1.7) 54.9 (4.1) 40.4 (4.3) 12.4 (3.0) 73.7 (3.6) 13.9 (2.4)

Israel 9.5 (2.4) 57.8 (3.8) 32.6 (3.3) 32.2 (3.6) 65.0 (3.7) 2.8 (1.2)

Italy 3.8 (1.4) 40.8 (3.1) 55.5 (3.2) 9.6 (2.0) 27.3 (2.8) 63.1 (3.0)

Japan 24.9 (2.8) 60.2 (3.9) 14.9 (2.8) 21.5 (2.7) 64.6 (3.5) 13.9 (2.5)

Korea 49.2 (3.6) 36.9 (3.6) 13.9 (2.8) 12.4 (2.5) 82.5 (3.1) 5.1 (1.9)

Latvia 15.1 (1.2) 75.0 (1.7) 9.9 (1.4) 9.3 (1.2) 72.8 (1.9) 17.8 (1.7)

Lithuania 1.0 (0.5) 73.7 (1.6) 25.3 (1.6) 2.7 (0.4) 54.8 (1.7) 42.5 (1.8)

Luxembourg 0.0 c 9.3 (0.1) 90.7 (0.1) 14.7 (0.1) 44.9 (0.1) 40.3 (0.1)

Mexico 28.7 (3.1) 46.6 (3.2) 24.7 (2.8) 35.4 (3.0) 28.8 (2.9) 35.8 (3.2)

Netherlands 12.0 (2.9) 75.9 (3.6) 12.1 (2.6) 4.9 (1.9) 89.0 (2.6) 6.1 (1.8)

New Zealand 9.5 (1.7) 87.5 (1.9) 2.9 (0.9) 17.2 (2.5) 79.8 (2.7) 3.1 (1.1)

Norway 27.2 (2.9) 39.1 (3.4) 33.8 (2.7) 16.5 (2.8) 72.5 (3.3) 11.0 (2.2)

Poland 3.6 (1.3) 73.9 (3.0) 22.4 (2.9) 8.7 (2.0) 85.0 (2.6) 6.3 (1.7)

Portugal 4.0 (1.4) 66.1 (3.0) 29.9 (3.0) 9.5 (2.1) 68.4 (3.0) 22.0 (2.4)

Slovak Republic 6.2 (1.4) 62.1 (3.1) 31.7 (2.8) 49.9 (2.8) 27.6 (2.6) 22.5 (2.5)

Slovenia 3.4 (0.1) 78.0 (0.4) 18.6 (0.4) 21.1 (0.4) 61.8 (0.5) 17.1 (0.4)

Spain 7.5 (1.1) 66.5 (2.1) 26.0 (1.9) 8.3 (1.2) 25.6 (1.7) 66.1 (2.0)

Sweden 20.6 (3.2) 59.3 (4.0) 20.1 (2.8) 18.5 (3.3) 71.3 (3.4) 10.2 (2.3)

Switzerland 12.7 (2.5) 57.8 (3.7) 29.6 (3.4) 12.8 (2.4) 66.3 (3.7) 20.9 (3.0)

Turkey 45.4 (3.9) 42.5 (3.8) 12.1 (2.6) 15.3 (2.5) 57.7 (3.7) 27.0 (3.5)

United Kingdom 5.5 (1.6) 75.7 (3.1) 18.8 (3.0) 11.4 (2.2) 85.5 (2.5) 3.1 (1.2)

United States 23.9 (3.2) 39.5 (4.5) 36.6 (4.4) 58.5 (4.1) 34.9 (3.9) 6.6 (1.7)

OECD average 12.5 (0.3) 56.0 (0.5) 31.6 (0.5) 16.7 (0.4) 60.5 (0.5) 22.8 (0.4)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.8.11 [8/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Seeking written feedback from students Teacher mentoring

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 18.7 (2.1) 76.6 (2.5) 4.7 (1.5) 36.5 (2.6) 63.5 (2.6) 0.0 c

Argentina 5.6 (1.5) 42.0 (3.2) 52.4 (3.4) 31.2 (2.5) 32.0 (2.8) 36.8 (2.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 8.6 (2.6) † 77.1 (3.8) † 14.3 (3.2) † 28.4 (3.9) † 55.7 (4.2) † 15.9 (2.9) †
Belarus 4.1 (1.3) 72.7 (3.1) 23.2 (3.0) 26.4 (3.0) 73.4 (3.0) 0.2 (0.2)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 7.4 (2.2) 53.1 (4.3) 39.5 (4.0) 54.7 (3.9) 39.4 (3.3) 5.9 (1.9)

Brazil 13.5 (1.5) 58.1 (2.2) 28.4 (2.1) 13.9 (1.7) 77.4 (2.0) 8.8 (1.3)

Brunei Darussalam 7.7 (0.1) 78.5 (0.1) 13.7 (0.1) 24.6 (0.1) 74.0 (0.1) 1.4 (0.0)
B-S-J-Z (China) 8.3 (2.1) 88.9 (2.3) 2.8 (1.1) 7.4 (2.1) 90.0 (2.4) 2.6 (1.2)
Bulgaria 17.0 (2.7) 53.6 (3.5) 29.4 (3.4) 28.3 (3.1) 46.0 (3.6) 25.7 (3.0)
Costa Rica 27.2 (3.3) 44.0 (3.6) 28.7 (3.6) 14.6 (2.6) 55.6 (3.8) 29.7 (3.1)
Croatia 12.2 (2.4) 55.9 (3.7) 31.9 (3.5) 55.6 (3.8) 39.8 (3.6) 4.6 (1.5)
Cyprus 9.0 (0.1) 36.8 (0.8) 54.2 (0.8) 47.2 (0.7) 47.3 (0.7) 5.4 (0.1)
Dominican Republic 20.8 (3.2) 72.8 (3.5) 6.4 (2.0) 28.6 (3.6) 52.6 (3.9) 18.8 (3.3)
Georgia 9.4 (2.0) 76.1 (2.6) 14.5 (2.1) 31.5 (3.2) 32.2 (2.8) 36.3 (3.4)
Hong Kong (China) 5.3 (2.2) 76.3 (3.3) 18.4 (3.4) 1.4 (1.4) 81.9 (3.7) 16.7 (3.4)
Indonesia 27.0 (4.1) 65.2 (4.0) 7.8 (2.3) 47.9 (4.5) 50.8 (4.5) 1.3 (0.6)
Jordan 26.6 (2.8) 62.4 (3.2) 11.0 (2.0) 49.3 (3.5) 50.0 (3.4) 0.7 (0.6)
Kazakhstan 9.8 (1.4) 83.8 (1.7) 6.5 (1.2) 16.6 (1.7) 82.6 (1.7) 0.7 (0.4)
Kosovo 21.3 (1.3) 63.6 (1.6) 15.1 (1.3) 27.6 (1.6) 67.5 (1.7) 4.8 (0.6)
Lebanon 13.8 (2.1) 50.1 (3.2) 36.2 (3.2) 25.5 (2.8) 60.1 (3.1) 14.4 (2.3)

Macao (China) 7.5 (0.0) 71.8 (0.1) 20.7 (0.1) 17.9 (0.0) 77.7 (0.1) 4.4 (0.0)

Malaysia 17.7 (3.0) 66.8 (3.4) 15.5 (2.8) 40.7 (3.4) 58.3 (3.4) 1.1 (0.9)
Malta 10.4 (0.1) 51.9 (0.1) 37.8 (0.2) 37.7 (0.1) 51.9 (0.1) 10.4 (0.1)
Moldova 11.6 (2.4) 78.9 (3.2) 9.5 (2.3) 19.8 (3.1) 77.0 (3.2) 3.2 (1.2)
Montenegro 13.0 (0.3) 56.2 (0.4) 30.8 (0.2) 61.1 (0.4) 37.4 (0.4) 1.5 (0.0)
Morocco 12.5 (2.6) 51.9 (4.1) 35.6 (3.3) 60.7 (3.8) 33.1 (3.8) 6.1 (1.8)
North Macedonia 25.7 (0.1) 65.7 (0.1) 8.6 (0.1) 83.9 (0.1) 14.7 (0.1) 1.4 (0.0)
Panama 27.1 (2.8) 61.6 (2.8) 11.3 (2.3) 60.5 (2.7) 37.2 (2.6) 2.3 (1.1)
Peru 10.7 (1.5) 54.8 (2.9) 34.5 (2.7) 46.8 (2.1) 51.1 (2.2) 2.1 (0.9)
Philippines 17.3 (2.7) 72.4 (3.3) 10.3 (1.9) 48.2 (3.3) 51.8 (3.3) 0.0 c
Qatar 43.8 (0.1) 52.3 (0.1) 4.0 (0.0) 65.5 (0.1) 33.1 (0.1) 1.4 (0.0)
Romania 17.8 (3.5) 74.8 (4.1) 7.4 (2.2) 24.6 (3.6) 63.4 (4.2) 12.0 (2.6)
Russia 6.0 (1.3) 67.8 (2.9) 26.2 (3.0) 35.1 (3.0) 64.9 (3.0) 0.0 c
Saudi Arabia 34.6 (3.2) 60.0 (3.5) 5.4 (1.7) 68.8 (3.2) 31.2 (3.2) 0.0 c
Serbia 14.3 (2.4) 60.9 (3.2) 24.8 (3.1) 69.3 (3.3) 26.1 (3.2) 4.6 (1.3)
Singapore 9.6 (0.5) 83.3 (1.0) 7.1 (0.9) 31.7 (0.4) 67.7 (0.4) 0.5 (0.0)
Chinese Taipei 14.5 (2.7) 63.7 (3.4) 21.8 (3.3) 17.7 (3.0) 64.5 (3.3) 17.8 (3.2)

Thailand 16.9 (3.0) 61.1 (3.6) 21.9 (3.4) 19.6 (2.7) 79.0 (2.7) 1.4 (0.7)

Ukraine 4.0 (1.3) 57.0 (3.7) 39.0 (3.5) 23.1 (2.9) 72.3 (3.0) 4.6 (1.5)
United Arab Emirates 24.6 (0.9) 65.4 (1.1) 10.0 (0.6) 39.0 (1.0) 57.3 (1.1) 3.8 (0.3)
Uruguay 8.2 (2.0) 44.1 (3.5) 47.7 (3.5) 15.3 (2.6) 55.7 (3.6) 29.0 (3.5)
Viet Nam 26.1 (3.4) 69.0 (3.7) 4.9 (1.8) 30.2 (4.0) 65.9 (4.1) 3.9 (1.8)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B1  Results for countries and economies

Table V.B1.8.11 [9/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Regular consultation aimed at school improvement with one or more 
experts over a period of at least six months

Implementation of a standardised policy
for reading subjects

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Australia 20.2 (1.8) 58.3 (2.1) 21.6 (2.0) 27.6 (2.2) 41.2 (1.9) 31.2 (2.1)

Austria 18.2 (3.0) 43.4 (3.8) 38.5 (3.7) 20.9 (2.7) 24.4 (3.1) 54.7 (3.4)

Belgium 7.4 (1.8) 41.2 (3.0) 51.4 (3.2) 11.2 (1.9) 33.6 (3.0) 55.1 (3.1)

Canada 35.6 (2.3) 32.4 (2.5) 31.9 (2.1) 36.2 (2.4) 28.8 (2.4) 35.1 (2.1)

Chile 6.4 (1.7) 46.2 (4.2) 47.5 (4.3) 10.3 (2.4) 61.1 (3.6) 28.6 (3.4)

Colombia 9.4 (2.1) 45.0 (3.6) 45.6 (3.3) 22.0 (2.6) 47.0 (4.0) 31.1 (3.5)

Czech Republic 0.6 (0.4) 27.0 (2.5) 72.4 (2.6) 28.4 (3.0) 57.5 (2.8) 14.1 (2.1)

Denmark 18.0 (2.8) 30.6 (3.3) 51.3 (3.7) 16.0 (2.7) 55.7 (3.3) 28.3 (3.3)

Estonia 3.8 (0.9) 44.9 (2.0) 51.3 (2.0) 12.1 (1.2) 65.0 (1.8) 23.0 (1.6)

Finland 1.0 (0.7) 5.4 (1.6) 93.6 (1.8) 19.9 (2.9) 17.9 (2.9) 62.1 (3.7)

France 3.3 (1.1) 10.2 (2.1) 86.6 (2.1) 7.6 (1.9) 8.5 (1.7) 84.0 (2.3)

Germany 3.8 (1.4) 25.2 (3.3) 71.0 (3.2) 28.1 (3.4) 31.2 (3.5) 40.7 (3.6)

Greece 26.6 (2.6) 53.1 (3.4) 20.3 (2.7) 39.3 (2.7) 24.9 (3.1) 35.8 (3.3)

Hungary 4.4 (1.5) 16.8 (2.7) 78.8 (2.9) 29.5 (3.1) 20.7 (2.9) 49.8 (3.6)

Iceland 3.1 (0.1) 28.5 (0.3) 68.3 (0.3) 29.3 (0.2) 62.4 (0.2) 8.4 (0.2)

Ireland 9.0 (2.3) 60.9 (3.8) 30.1 (3.6) 16.3 (3.0) 41.2 (4.3) 42.5 (4.0)

Israel 17.0 (2.8) 37.4 (4.0) 45.7 (3.6) 50.3 (4.1) 35.9 (4.0) 13.9 (2.8)

Italy 0.1 (0.0) 13.3 (2.4) 86.5 (2.4) 2.6 (1.0) 42.8 (2.8) 54.6 (2.6)

Japan 4.7 (1.6) 9.7 (2.3) 85.6 (2.9) 4.8 (1.4) 28.9 (2.9) 66.3 (3.1)

Korea 14.3 (2.8) 54.1 (3.6) 31.6 (3.6) 24.8 (3.1) 54.1 (3.9) 21.1 (3.4)

Latvia 6.6 (1.2) 29.3 (1.8) 64.1 (1.9) 9.4 (0.9) 20.8 (1.6) 69.8 (1.7)

Lithuania 2.2 (0.6) 21.4 (1.6) 76.4 (1.7) 5.2 (0.9) 25.3 (1.4) 69.4 (1.7)

Luxembourg 4.7 (0.0) 34.5 (0.1) 60.8 (0.1) 17.9 (0.1) 27.3 (0.1) 54.8 (0.1)

Mexico 19.1 (2.8) 35.1 (3.2) 45.9 (2.9) 37.7 (2.8) 39.2 (3.0) 23.2 (2.7)

Netherlands 2.6 (1.4) 63.7 (4.2) 33.7 (4.1) 4.7 (2.3) 48.5 (4.2) 46.7 (3.9)

New Zealand 7.3 (1.4) 67.5 (3.2) 25.2 (3.0) 9.2 (2.0) 58.6 (3.0) 32.1 (2.8)

Norway 42.5 (3.4) 37.8 (3.2) 19.7 (2.5) 28.4 (2.9) 30.2 (3.0) 41.4 (2.5)

Poland 6.8 (1.6) 44.9 (3.4) 48.3 (3.3) 14.2 (2.2) 37.5 (3.4) 48.2 (3.4)

Portugal 4.5 (1.1) 32.5 (3.5) 63.0 (3.2) 10.5 (2.3) 36.1 (2.9) 53.4 (2.8)

Slovak Republic 6.4 (1.4) 45.8 (2.9) 47.8 (2.8) 45.4 (3.5) 43.6 (3.5) 11.0 (1.8)

Slovenia 3.4 (0.1) 22.6 (0.7) 74.0 (0.7) 18.3 (0.4) 32.4 (0.6) 49.3 (0.7)

Spain 4.8 (0.9) 24.3 (1.7) 70.9 (1.8) 11.7 (1.6) 34.6 (2.1) 53.7 (2.3)

Sweden 9.7 (2.1) 30.4 (4.0) 59.9 (4.5) 20.6 (3.0) 11.2 (2.1) 68.2 (3.3)

Switzerland 5.1 (1.3) 28.4 (3.5) 66.6 (3.8) 22.4 (3.0) 19.2 (2.6) 58.4 (3.3)

Turkey 10.9 (2.1) 44.9 (3.8) 44.2 (3.9) 54.4 (3.9) 31.0 (3.7) 14.5 (2.7)

United Kingdom 14.6 (2.2) 67.7 (2.9) 17.7 (2.3) 10.1 (2.0) 58.9 (4.0) 31.1 (3.6)

United States 38.0 (4.3) 32.0 (3.7) 30.0 (3.9) 55.5 (4.8) 34.7 (4.3) 9.8 (2.9)

OECD average 10.7 (0.3) 36.4 (0.5) 52.9 (0.5) 22.0 (0.4) 37.1 (0.5) 41.0 (0.5)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for countries and economies  Annex B1

Table V.B1.8.11 [10/10]  Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the following arrangements aimed at quality assurance and improvement 
are in place in the school:

Regular consultation aimed at school improvement with one or more 
experts over a period of at least six months

Implementation of a standardised policy
for reading subjects

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

Yes, this is 
mandatory

Yes, on the school's 
initiative No

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 24.4 (2.6) 61.1 (2.9) 14.6 (1.9) 78.8 (2.0) 18.5 (2.0) 2.8 (0.6)

Argentina 7.4 (1.4) 32.0 (2.9) 60.6 (2.9) 34.7 (2.8) 39.2 (2.9) 26.1 (2.4)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 14.3 (3.0) † 48.1 (4.5) † 37.6 (4.5) † 45.8 (4.3) † 45.0 (4.4) † 9.2 (2.3) †
Belarus 31.6 (3.3) 37.7 (3.6) 30.7 (3.1) 65.5 (3.4) 15.7 (2.7) 18.8 (3.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 24.8 (3.0) 44.0 (3.0) 31.2 (3.5) 40.7 (3.7) 33.3 (3.4) 26.0 (3.5)

Brazil 14.4 (1.4) 38.4 (2.4) 47.2 (2.5) 30.4 (2.1) 42.3 (2.5) 27.3 (2.3)

Brunei Darussalam 46.2 (0.1) 46.4 (0.1) 7.4 (0.0) 52.7 (0.1) 43.6 (0.1) 3.8 (0.1)
B-S-J-Z (China) 7.6 (2.2) 66.7 (3.5) 25.7 (3.0) 61.4 (4.2) 35.0 (4.1) 3.6 (2.1)
Bulgaria 20.7 (2.8) 45.8 (3.3) 33.5 (3.5) 60.4 (3.5) 24.1 (3.1) 15.5 (2.6)
Costa Rica 15.7 (2.7) 34.0 (2.9) 50.3 (3.3) 42.3 (3.5) 22.2 (2.8) 35.5 (3.4)
Croatia 9.1 (2.1) 34.7 (3.8) 56.2 (3.8) 47.7 (3.7) 23.9 (2.8) 28.4 (3.4)
Cyprus 17.4 (0.7) 52.9 (0.7) 29.6 (0.3) 74.8 (0.2) 21.5 (0.2) 3.7 (0.0)
Dominican Republic 29.6 (3.5) 35.8 (3.7) 34.6 (3.3) 49.3 (3.7) 36.7 (3.2) 14.0 (2.6)
Georgia 15.2 (2.4) 33.8 (3.1) 50.9 (3.2) 30.5 (2.7) 49.5 (3.0) 20.1 (2.7)
Hong Kong (China) 4.7 (2.4) 37.5 (4.4) 57.8 (4.6) 3.9 (2.0) 75.9 (4.1) 20.2 (4.1)
Indonesia 26.5 (4.2) 63.2 (4.8) 10.3 (2.8) 40.5 (4.6) 53.4 (4.4) 6.2 (1.8)
Jordan 35.8 (3.3) 31.1 (2.9) 33.1 (3.1) 48.0 (3.8) 37.2 (3.5) 14.9 (2.4)
Kazakhstan 20.4 (1.9) 58.8 (2.5) 20.8 (1.9) 66.7 (2.2) 29.1 (2.1) 4.2 (0.9)
Kosovo 27.3 (1.5) 51.7 (1.8) 21.0 (1.5) 60.9 (1.6) 24.1 (1.4) 15.0 (0.8)
Lebanon 25.6 (2.3) 46.1 (2.5) 28.3 (2.4) 28.5 (2.6) 53.4 (2.9) 18.1 (2.1)

Macao (China) 6.6 (0.0) 68.6 (0.0) 24.8 (0.0) 10.4 (0.1) 57.5 (0.1) 32.1 (0.1)

Malaysia 34.2 (3.4) 54.1 (3.8) 11.7 (2.3) 69.7 (3.6) 26.5 (3.5) 3.8 (1.4)
Malta 21.8 (0.1) 56.1 (0.2) 22.1 (0.1) 28.0 (0.1) 35.9 (0.1) 36.1 (0.2)
Moldova 18.5 (2.5) 51.0 (3.5) 30.5 (3.2) 52.3 (3.9) 34.3 (3.2) 13.4 (2.2)
Montenegro 25.5 (0.3) 37.4 (0.5) 37.0 (0.6) 85.9 (0.4) 13.8 (0.4) 0.3 (0.3)
Morocco 14.7 (2.7) 23.9 (3.7) 61.5 (3.9) 45.2 (3.4) 12.3 (2.7) 42.5 (3.5)
North Macedonia 38.9 (0.1) 32.7 (0.1) 28.5 (0.1) 51.0 (0.1) 16.9 (0.1) 32.1 (0.1)
Panama 28.9 (2.6) 38.6 (3.0) 32.6 (2.7) 30.1 (2.8) 48.3 (2.8) 21.6 (2.4)
Peru 10.1 (1.6) 35.4 (2.4) 54.5 (2.9) 30.9 (2.6) 35.9 (2.7) 33.2 (2.8)
Philippines 41.9 (3.3) 55.4 (3.5) 2.7 (1.0) 70.6 (3.6) 26.5 (3.6) 2.9 (1.1)
Qatar 58.6 (0.1) 33.3 (0.1) 8.1 (0.0) 63.7 (0.1) 31.5 (0.1) 4.8 (0.0)
Romania 5.8 (1.7) 40.8 (3.8) 53.4 (3.7) 35.9 (3.9) 41.3 (4.0) 22.8 (3.0)
Russia 20.3 (2.5) 56.2 (3.5) 23.4 (2.8) 74.5 (3.0) 19.8 (2.3) 5.6 (1.8)
Saudi Arabia 33.5 (3.3) 42.5 (3.0) 24.0 (2.6) 54.4 (3.1) 24.7 (2.9) 20.9 (2.8)
Serbia 17.2 (2.9) 44.7 (3.8) 38.1 (3.1) 48.7 (3.7) 23.3 (3.3) 27.9 (3.4)
Singapore 8.1 (0.5) 55.4 (0.7) 36.5 (0.3) 35.8 (0.8) 51.1 (0.9) 13.1 (0.7)
Chinese Taipei 11.9 (2.6) 41.1 (3.4) 47.1 (3.6) 15.4 (2.5) 57.6 (3.4) 27.0 (3.2)

Thailand 21.4 (3.1) 63.8 (3.8) 14.8 (2.4) 53.6 (3.8) 37.2 (3.7) 9.2 (2.2)

Ukraine 31.8 (2.9) 46.4 (3.1) 21.8 (2.4) 59.6 (2.9) 19.8 (2.5) 20.6 (2.8)
United Arab Emirates 30.9 (0.7) 48.8 (1.5) 20.3 (1.1) 41.8 (0.9) 50.0 (1.3) 8.2 (1.1)
Uruguay 6.9 (2.2) 19.4 (3.1) 73.7 (3.6) 14.5 (2.9) 26.4 (3.3) 59.1 (4.0)
Viet Nam 13.6 (2.9) 48.1 (4.6) 38.3 (3.9) 45.4 (4.5) 36.6 (4.6) 18.0 (3.1)

Information on data for Cyprus: https://oe.cd/cyprus-disclaimer
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B2.2.9 [1/4]  Grade repetition
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who had repeated a grade in:

PISA 2018

Primary school Lower secondary school

Never Once Twice or more Never Once Twice or more
% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Belgium
   Flemish community* 83.2 (0.8) 15.7 (0.7) 1.2 (0.1) 95.4 (0.5) 4.3 (0.5) 0.3 (0.1)
   French community 80.9 (0.7) 15.9 (0.8) 3.2 (0.3) 79.8 (0.8) 19.1 (0.8) 1.1 (0.2)
   German-speaking community 87.0 (1.2) 10.7 (1.3) 2.4 (0.5) 87.4 (1.5) 11.7 (1.5) 0.9 (0.5)
Canada
   Alberta 96.4 (0.6) 3.5 (0.6) 0.1 (0.1) 99.4 (0.2) 0.5 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1)
   British Columbia 98.3 (0.3) 1.4 (0.3) 0.3 (0.1) 98.0 (0.3) 1.6 (0.3) 0.5 (0.2)
   Manitoba 97.6 (0.5) 2.2 (0.5) 0.3 (0.1) 98.0 (0.3) 1.5 (0.3) 0.5 (0.2)
   New Brunswick 95.5 (0.5) 4.2 (0.5) 0.3 (0.1) 97.5 (0.6) 2.2 (0.5) 0.4 (0.3)
   Newfoundland and Labrador 99.2 (0.2) 0.6 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1) 99.7 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1)
   Nova Scotia 99.5 (0.2) 0.4 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1) 99.5 (0.2) 0.4 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)
   Ontario 98.7 (0.2) 1.1 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1) 98.9 (0.2) 0.7 (0.2) 0.3 (0.1)
   Prince Edward Island 97.9 (1.7) 2.1 (1.7) 0.0 c 99.6 (0.2) 0.2 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1)
   Quebec 91.2 (0.7) 8.2 (0.7) 0.6 (0.2) 92.4 (0.6) 7.1 (0.5) 0.5 (0.1)
   Saskatchewan 96.4 (0.7) 3.3 (0.6) 0.3 (0.2) 98.9 (0.3) 1.0 (0.3) 0.1 (0.1)
Colombia
   Bogotá 84.0 (1.2) 13.0 (1.2) 3.0 (0.5) 72.3 (1.5) 20.8 (1.2) 6.9 (0.6)
Italy
   Bolzano 98.6 (0.3) 1.2 (0.3) 0.2 (0.1) 95.8 (0.7) 3.8 (0.6) 0.5 (0.2)
   Sardegna 98.4 (0.4) 1.2 (0.3) 0.4 (0.1) 90.4 (1.2) 8.3 (0.9) 1.3 (0.6)
   Toscana 99.0 (0.3) 0.9 (0.3) 0.0 (0.0) 95.0 (0.6) 4.7 (0.6) 0.3 (0.2)
   Trento 98.3 (0.4) 1.6 (0.4) 0.1 (0.1) 95.5 (0.7) 4.3 (0.6) 0.2 (0.1)
Spain
   Andalusia 88.2 (1.2) 11.2 (1.1) 0.6 (0.2) 72.3 (1.4) 25.0 (1.2) 2.7 (0.5)
   Aragon 87.1 (0.9) 12.5 (0.8) 0.4 (0.1) 77.2 (1.7) 21.4 (1.6) 1.4 (0.4)
   Asturias 89.4 (0.9) 10.3 (0.9) 0.3 (0.2) 80.2 (1.3) 19.0 (1.2) 0.8 (0.3)
   Balearic Islands 86.6 (1.1) 12.8 (1.1) 0.6 (0.2) 76.8 (1.9) 21.3 (1.7) 1.8 (0.5)
   Basque Country 90.5 (0.7) 9.2 (0.7) 0.3 (0.1) 85.6 (0.9) 13.4 (0.9) 1.0 (0.2)
   Canary Islands 83.3 (1.2) 16.3 (1.2) 0.3 (0.2) 73.3 (1.2) 25.6 (1.1) 1.1 (0.3)
   Cantabria 90.5 (1.0) 9.5 (1.0) 0.1 (0.1) 79.1 (1.3) 20.3 (1.2) 0.6 (0.2)
   Castile and Leon 87.1 (1.3) 12.4 (1.2) 0.5 (0.2) 76.6 (1.4) 21.9 (1.3) 1.5 (0.4)
   Castile-La Mancha 85.7 (1.2) 13.7 (1.1) 0.6 (0.2) 73.1 (1.6) 24.4 (1.5) 2.5 (0.5)
   Catalonia 94.3 (0.7) 5.4 (0.7) 0.3 (0.2) 89.5 (1.2) 9.9 (1.2) 0.6 (0.2)
   Ceuta 77.7 (2.5) 21.9 (2.5) 0.5 (0.3) 55.9 (2.4) 38.9 (2.4) 5.1 (1.4)
   Comunidad Valenciana 88.5 (1.0) 10.9 (0.9) 0.6 (0.3) 73.1 (1.5) 24.6 (1.4) 2.3 (0.4)
   Extremadura 89.0 (1.3) 10.6 (1.2) 0.4 (0.2) 70.9 (1.5) 27.5 (1.3) 1.6 (0.3)
   Galicia 89.5 (1.0) 9.9 (1.0) 0.6 (0.2) 77.0 (1.5) 20.8 (1.2) 2.1 (0.5)
   La Rioja 90.5 (0.7) 9.0 (0.7) 0.4 (0.2) 70.4 (0.7) 27.9 (0.8) 1.7 (0.4)
   Madrid 86.4 (0.7) 13.2 (0.7) 0.4 (0.1) 77.0 (1.3) 21.5 (1.2) 1.5 (0.2)
   Melilla 84.5 (2.2) 14.6 (2.2) 0.9 (0.6) 58.0 (2.1) 37.4 (2.0) 4.6 (1.5)
   Murcia 83.9 (1.6) 15.6 (1.5) 0.5 (0.2) 72.7 (1.9) 26.3 (1.8) 1.1 (0.3)
   Navarre 90.5 (0.8) 9.3 (0.8) 0.2 (0.1) 81.9 (1.3) 16.9 (1.2) 1.2 (0.3)
United Kingdom
   England 98.2 (0.2) 1.5 (0.2) 0.3 (0.1) 99.2 (0.1) 0.7 (0.1) 0.1 (0.0)
   Northern Ireland 98.7 (0.3) 1.2 (0.3) 0.2 (0.1) 99.2 (0.2) 0.5 (0.2) 0.3 (0.1)
   Scotland* 98.0 (0.3) 1.8 (0.3) 0.1 (0.1) 99.1 (0.2) 0.8 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1)
   Wales 97.2 (0.3) 2.4 (0.3) 0.3 (0.1) 99.3 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Note: see Table V.B1.2.9 for national data.
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Results for regions within countries  Annex B2

Table V.B2.2.9 [2/4]  Grade repetition
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who had repeated a grade in:

PISA 2018

Primary school Lower secondary school

Never Once Twice or more Never Once Twice or more
% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

   CABA* 92.8 (0.8) 6.4 (0.7) 0.8 (0.2) 85.4 (1.2) 13.7 (1.1) 0.9 (0.3)

   Cordoba* 89.3 (1.1) 8.8 (0.9) 2.0 (0.4) 83.1 (1.3) 14.2 (1.1) 2.7 (0.5)

   PBA* 86.7 (1.3) 11.2 (1.0) 2.1 (0.5) 76.9 (2.1) 17.3 (1.6) 5.8 (0.8)

   Tucuman* 91.4 (0.8) 7.1 (0.7) 1.5 (0.3) 78.0 (1.7) 17.0 (1.5) 5.0 (0.5)

Brazil

   North 73.4 (2.6) 18.5 (1.9) 8.2 (1.3) 75.0 (2.8) 17.4 (2.0) 7.5 (1.4)

   Northeast 76.0 (1.5) 16.9 (1.1) 7.1 (0.7) 73.9 (1.4) 17.5 (1.0) 8.6 (0.7)

   South 84.6 (1.9) 12.2 (1.4) 3.2 (0.8) 77.9 (2.3) 14.8 (1.6) 7.3 (1.0)

   Southeast 87.5 (0.8) 9.6 (0.7) 2.9 (0.4) 82.4 (1.1) 12.3 (0.9) 5.2 (0.5)

   Middle-West 84.1 (2.4) 12.3 (1.9) 3.5 (1.1) 81.0 (3.2) 14.8 (2.4) 4.2 (1.3)

Indonesia

   DI Yogyakarta 87.6 (1.7) 10.5 (1.4) 1.8 (0.4) 97.9 (0.3) 1.9 (0.3) 0.2 (0.1)

   DKI Jakarta 92.1 (1.3) 7.2 (1.2) 0.7 (0.2) 96.8 (0.5) 2.8 (0.5) 0.4 (0.2)

Kazakhstan

   Akmola region 95.1 (0.8) 4.3 (0.7) 0.6 (0.2) 97.4 (0.7) 1.9 (0.7) 0.6 (0.2)

   Aktobe region 98.3 (0.3) 1.5 (0.4) 0.2 (0.1) 98.2 (0.4) 1.0 (0.3) 0.8 (0.3)

   Almaty 99.2 (0.3) 0.7 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1) 99.2 (0.3) 0.6 (0.3) 0.2 (0.1)

   Almaty region 97.6 (0.4) 1.9 (0.4) 0.5 (0.2) 97.8 (0.5) 1.6 (0.3) 0.6 (0.2)

   Astana 98.2 (0.2) 1.6 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1) 99.1 (0.2) 0.4 (0.1) 0.5 (0.2)

   Atyrau region 98.0 (0.3) 1.7 (0.2) 0.4 (0.2) 98.2 (0.5) 1.4 (0.4) 0.4 (0.2)

   East-Kazakhstan region 96.7 (0.8) 3.0 (0.7) 0.3 (0.2) 98.7 (0.5) 1.0 (0.4) 0.4 (0.2)

   Karagandy region 97.8 (0.6) 2.2 (0.6) 0.0 (0.0) 99.2 (0.3) 0.8 (0.3) 0.0 (0.0)

   Kostanay region 98.6 (0.5) 1.2 (0.4) 0.2 (0.1) 99.3 (0.3) 0.6 (0.3) 0.1 (0.1)

   Kyzyl-Orda region 98.2 (0.6) 1.7 (0.6) 0.2 (0.1) 98.4 (0.3) 1.1 (0.2) 0.5 (0.2)

   Mangistau region 97.5 (0.8) 2.2 (0.7) 0.3 (0.2) 97.7 (0.5) 1.9 (0.5) 0.4 (0.2)

   North-Kazakhstan region 95.3 (0.7) 3.9 (0.6) 0.7 (0.4) 98.1 (0.5) 1.6 (0.4) 0.3 (0.2)

   Pavlodar region 98.7 (0.4) 1.2 (0.4) 0.1 (0.1) 99.4 (0.2) 0.5 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1)

   South-Kazakhstan region 95.2 (0.7) 4.1 (0.6) 0.6 (0.2) 96.4 (0.7) 2.9 (0.5) 0.8 (0.3)

   West-Kazakhstan region 97.1 (0.7) 2.4 (0.5) 0.5 (0.4) 98.1 (0.6) 1.0 (0.4) 0.9 (0.4)

   Zhambyl region 99.2 (0.3) 0.8 (0.3) 0.0 c 99.5 (0.2) 0.4 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1)

Russia

   Moscow city 99.2 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 99.0 (0.2) 0.7 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1)

   Moscow region* 99.3 (0.2) 0.4 (0.2) 0.3 (0.1) 99.1 (0.2) 0.9 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0)

   Republic of Tatarstan* 99.0 (0.2) 0.7 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 99.2 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Note: see Table V.B1.2.9 for national data.
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Annex B2  Results for regions within countries

Table V.B2.2.9 [3/4]  Grade repetition
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who had repeated a grade in:

PISA 2018

Upper secondary school At least once in primary, lower 
secondary or upper secondary 

schoolNever Once Twice or more
% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Belgium
   Flemish community* 95.9 (0.3) 4.0 (0.3) 0.1 (0.0) 76.8 (1.0)
   French community 87.2 (0.8) 12.7 (0.7) 0.2 (0.1) 58.9 (0.9)
   German-speaking community 94.1 (1.2) 5.9 (1.2) 0.0 c 71.6 (1.3)
Canada
   Alberta 99.6 (0.2) 0.4 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 95.9 (0.6)
   British Columbia 98.9 (0.2) 0.8 (0.2) 0.4 (0.1) 96.4 (0.4)
   Manitoba 98.6 (0.3) 1.0 (0.3) 0.4 (0.1) 95.1 (0.7)
   New Brunswick 99.3 (0.2) 0.4 (0.2) 0.3 (0.1) 92.8 (0.8)
   Newfoundland and Labrador 99.6 (0.2) 0.2 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1) 98.8 (0.3)
   Nova Scotia 100.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 99.1 (0.2)
   Ontario 99.2 (0.2) 0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 97.9 (0.3)
   Prince Edward Island 99.1 (0.6) 0.9 (0.6) 0.0 c 96.9 (1.3)
   Quebec 99.7 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 85.4 (1.0)
   Saskatchewan 99.4 (0.2) 0.5 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 95.1 (0.8)
Colombia
   Bogotá 98.7 (0.3) 1.3 (0.3) 0.0 c 63.5 (1.4)
Italy
   Bolzano 86.0 (0.9) 13.5 (0.8) 0.5 (0.2) 81.7 (0.9)
   Sardegna 87.3 (1.1) 12.0 (1.1) 0.7 (0.2) 79.3 (1.5)

   Toscana 90.1 (1.0) 9.7 (1.0) 0.1 (0.1) 85.2 (1.1)

   Trento 90.4 (0.8) 9.6 (0.8) 0.1 (0.1) 85.3 (0.9)
Spain
   Andalusia m m m m m m 66.7 (1.7)
   Aragon m m m m m m 69.6 (1.7)
   Asturias m m m m m m 73.3 (1.3)
   Balearic Islands m m m m m m 68.3 (1.9)
   Basque Country m m m m m m 80.0 (1.0)
   Canary Islands m m m m m m 64.4 (1.2)
   Cantabria m m m m m m 73.1 (1.4)
   Castile and Leon m m m m m m 70.5 (1.8)
   Castile-La Mancha m m m m m m 65.9 (1.8)
   Catalonia m m m m m m 84.9 (1.3)
   Ceuta m m m m m m 50.9 (2.3)
   Comunidad Valenciana m m m m m m 67.8 (1.8)
   Extremadura m m m m m m 65.3 (1.9)
   Galicia m m m m m m 72.5 (1.7)
   La Rioja m m m m m m 65.9 (0.7)
   Madrid m m m m m m 70.1 (1.3)
   Melilla m m m m m m 54.4 (1.8)
   Murcia m m m m m m 65.4 (1.8)
   Navarre m m m m m m 76.1 (1.5)
United Kingdom
   England 99.3 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1) 0.1 (0.0) 97.5 (0.3)
   Northern Ireland 98.8 (0.2) 1.1 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1) 97.7 (0.3)
   Scotland* 99.2 (0.2) 0.6 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1) 97.1 (0.4)
   Wales 99.3 (0.2) 0.4 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 96.8 (0.4)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Note: see Table V.B1.2.9 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132184

https://doi.org/10.1787/888934132184


PISA 2018 Results (Volume V): Effective Policies, Successful Schools » © OECD 2020 311

Results for regions within countries  Annex B2

Table V.B2.2.9 [4/4]  Grade repetition
Results based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who had repeated a grade in:

PISA 2018

Upper secondary school At least once in primary, lower 
secondary or upper secondary 

schoolNever Once Twice or more
% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

   CABA* 99.1 (0.3) 0.5 (0.2) 0.4 (0.2) 81.7 (1.4)

   Cordoba* 98.7 (0.3) 1.1 (0.3) 0.2 (0.1) 77.4 (1.4)

   PBA* 98.4 (0.3) † 1.4 (0.3) † 0.2 (0.1) † 71.9 (2.2)

   Tucuman* 97.0 (0.4) † 2.4 (0.4) † 0.6 (0.2) † 75.4 (1.4)

Brazil

   North 97.4 (0.8) † 2.6 (0.8) † 0.0 c † 58.8 (3.5)

   Northeast 96.2 (0.4) † 3.8 (0.4) † 0.1 (0.0) † 58.1 (1.7)

   South 96.8 (0.5) 3.1 (0.5) 0.1 (0.1) 66.9 (2.8)

   Southeast 94.6 (0.5) 5.1 (0.4) 0.4 (0.1) 71.6 (1.3)

   Middle-West 94.1 (1.6) 5.7 (1.5) 0.2 (0.2) 68.5 (3.5)

Indonesia

   DI Yogyakarta 99.6 (0.2) 0.4 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1) 86.8 (1.7)

   DKI Jakarta 99.3 (0.2) 0.6 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1) 90.7 (1.3)

Kazakhstan

   Akmola region m m m m m m 94.2 (0.9)

   Aktobe region m m m m m m 97.8 (0.4)

   Almaty m m m m m m 98.8 (0.4)

   Almaty region m m m m m m 96.9 (0.4)

   Astana m m m m m m 98.1 (0.2)

   Atyrau region m m m m m m 97.5 (0.5)

   East-Kazakhstan region m m m m m m 96.3 (0.8)

   Karagandy region m m m m m m 97.5 (0.6)

   Kostanay region m m m m m m 98.5 (0.5)

   Kyzyl-Orda region m m m m m m 97.6 (0.6)

   Mangistau region m m m m m m 96.7 (0.8)

   North-Kazakhstan region m m m m m m 94.7 (0.8)

   Pavlodar region m m m m m m 98.5 (0.5)

   South-Kazakhstan region m m m m m m 94.6 (0.7)

   West-Kazakhstan region m m m m m m 96.4 (0.8)

   Zhambyl region m m m m m m 99.1 (0.4)

Russia

   Moscow city m m m m m m 98.6 (0.2)

   Moscow region* m m m m m m 98.6 (0.3)

   Republic of Tatarstan* m m m m m m 98.7 (0.2)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Note: see Table V.B1.2.9 for national data.
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Table V.B2.5.15 [1/4]  School capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements:

The number of digital 
devices connected 
to the Internet is 

sufficient

The school’s Internet 
bandwidth or speed is 

sufficient

The number of digital 
devices for instruction 

is sufficient

Digital devices at the 
school are sufficiently 
powerful in terms of 
computing capacity

The availability 
of adequate software 

is sufficient

Teachers have 
the necessary 

technical 
and pedagogical skills 

to integrate digital 
devices in instruction

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Belgium
   Flemish community* 86.8 (2.9) 90.3 (2.4) 85.8 (2.7) 85.3 (2.9) 95.6 (1.5) 71.3 (4.0)
   French community 36.2 (4.7) 41.0 (4.3) 32.9 (4.7) 53.6 (5.2) 47.5 (4.9) 33.3 (4.6)
   German-speaking community 100.0 (0.0) 72.1 (0.5) 81.3 (0.6) 75.0 (0.5) 84.6 (0.4) 55.7 (0.7)
Canada
   Alberta 87.7 (3.6) 84.7 (3.8) 88.1 (3.3) 89.1 (2.9) 94.4 (2.2) 86.3 (4.4)
   British Columbia 80.3 (4.2) 83.9 (3.8) 70.8 (5.2) 80.3 (4.1) 87.8 (4.2) 67.6 (6.1)
   Manitoba 85.2 (2.3) 89.5 (1.9) 75.3 (2.5) 86.4 (2.5) 89.8 (1.9) 70.4 (2.9)
   New Brunswick 51.4 (2.2) 88.9 (1.7) 57.4 (1.7) 70.8 (1.4) 65.4 (1.6) 60.8 (1.5)
   Newfoundland and Labrador 80.0 (2.5) 72.1 (3.1) 76.3 (2.6) 88.6 (2.2) 79.3 (2.1) 66.1 (2.9)
   Nova Scotia 81.5 (3.6) 78.4 (3.2) 69.1 (3.4) 82.9 (3.4) 75.5 (3.0) 75.5 (3.8)
   Ontario 86.1 (3.4) 82.7 (3.8) 73.9 (4.5) 87.4 (3.0) 88.0 (2.7) 70.2 (4.6)
   Prince Edward Island 61.6 (2.3) 32.6 (19.9) 62.5 (3.0) 66.4 (4.6) 59.8 (6.6) 38.8 (17.5)
   Quebec 71.8 (4.4) 77.7 (4.1) 73.3 (4.0) 78.2 (3.8) 84.8 (3.4) 57.9 (4.4)
   Saskatchewan 73.6 (2.9) 62.6 (3.7) 67.9 (3.3) 86.2 (2.7) 88.9 (2.1) 66.1 (3.1)
Colombia
   Bogotá 48.3 (6.7) 39.4 (6.5) 48.2 (6.2) 44.4 (5.9) 47.8 (5.3) 67.1 (7.0)
Italy
   Bolzano 61.4 (1.0) 42.6 (0.8) 54.5 (1.0) 50.2 (0.9) 80.3 (0.8) 72.0 (0.9)
   Sardegna 56.0 (5.4) 46.3 (5.1) 45.0 (5.1) 56.0 (4.5) 54.4 (4.9) 46.5 (4.5)
   Toscana 79.2 (5.2) 64.1 (5.9) 71.4 (6.3) 72.8 (5.1) 71.4 (5.7) 31.3 (5.2)
   Trento 85.9 (0.7) 83.7 (1.0) 91.2 (0.5) 95.1 (0.6) 95.2 (0.3) 44.8 (1.4)
Spain
   Andalusia 39.7 (7.1) 52.5 (7.7) 33.4 (6.2) 32.2 (5.6) 43.8 (6.5) 47.4 (7.7)
   Aragon 59.1 (7.6) 52.1 (7.4) 53.2 (7.9) 64.8 (7.0) 61.6 (5.7) 57.3 (6.9)
   Asturias 66.5 (5.4) 54.9 (7.1) 55.9 (6.6) 61.2 (6.4) 60.7 (6.8) 55.9 (6.0)
   Balearic Islands 31.5 (7.3) 44.9 (6.5) 20.8 (6.3) 29.1 (7.4) 60.6 (7.2) 51.3 (7.0)
   Basque Country 65.2 (5.4) 71.3 (4.6) 54.0 (5.9) 55.8 (4.9) 69.1 (4.8) 66.0 (5.4)
   Canary Islands 59.5 (6.2) 48.1 (6.6) 35.8 (5.7) 56.8 (6.5) 48.7 (6.8) 40.9 (6.6)
   Cantabria 58.9 (6.3) 68.7 (5.5) 45.8 (6.4) 62.0 (5.9) 63.1 (5.9) 53.5 (5.9)
   Castile and Leon 48.8 (6.5) 60.8 (6.5) 37.3 (6.4) 50.5 (5.7) 43.1 (6.0) 53.5 (6.6)
   Castile-La Mancha 42.4 (7.5) 47.9 (8.4) 22.0 (6.0) 28.8 (6.0) 40.3 (6.2) 49.3 (7.8)
   Catalonia 64.7 (6.6) 50.3 (6.2) 58.9 (6.6) 61.6 (6.2) 64.0 (7.6) 59.9 (6.5)
   Ceuta 86.7 (0.8) † 86.6 (0.5) † 19.0 (0.9) † 19.0 (0.9) † 53.5 (1.4) † 45.3 (1.5) †
   Comunidad Valenciana 43.2 (7.1) 42.7 (5.3) 38.4 (7.8) 55.0 (6.9) 44.1 (5.9) 58.8 (7.9)
   Extremadura 63.2 (6.6) 55.4 (7.0) 46.6 (7.5) 47.8 (7.5) 58.7 (7.3) 50.2 (6.8)
   Galicia 56.0 (7.3) 59.2 (6.4) 46.3 (7.6) 51.2 (5.5) 67.3 (6.1) 48.4 (6.0)
   La Rioja 72.8 (0.4) 78.8 (0.4) 65.2 (0.4) 34.7 (0.4) 58.0 (0.4) 43.6 (0.4)
   Madrid 63.9 (4.4) 49.2 (3.9) 52.0 (4.5) 57.9 (4.4) 62.0 (4.9) 56.9 (4.3)
   Melilla 45.2 (1.6) 74.4 (1.2) 45.2 (1.6) 63.1 (1.6) 78.9 (1.2) 64.1 (1.5)
   Murcia 51.3 (6.5) 67.8 (7.2) 40.2 (5.9) 39.1 (6.1) 29.6 (6.4) 46.9 (7.6)
   Navarre 63.4 (5.6) 64.7 (4.5) 51.3 (5.7) 69.1 (4.1) 69.7 (5.9) 38.4 (5.8)
United Kingdom
   England 71.7 (4.4) 79.4 (3.2) 69.8 (3.7) 69.5 (3.8) 82.3 (3.0) 73.8 (3.9)
   Northern Ireland 58.7 (5.0) 68.5 (5.6) 42.9 (6.5) 54.3 (5.7) 71.2 (4.9) 63.0 (6.6)
   Scotland* 57.4 (5.8) 47.9 (5.8) 58.3 (6.0) 56.1 (5.1) † 74.5 (5.0) 68.7 (5.1)
   Wales 50.2 (4.6) 50.6 (4.5) 46.0 (4.5) 47.8 (4.6) 72.2 (4.5) 60.0 (4.4)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Notes: see Table V.B1.5.15 for national data.
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B2.5.15 [2/4]  School capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements:

The number of digital 
devices connected 
to the Internet is 

sufficient

The school’s Internet 
bandwidth or speed is 

sufficient

The number of digital 
devices for instruction 

is sufficient

Digital devices at the 
school are sufficiently 
powerful in terms of 
computing capacity

The availability 
of adequate software 

is sufficient

Teachers have 
the necessary 

technical 
and pedagogical skills 

to integrate digital 
devices in instruction

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

   CABA* 43.5 (5.7) 32.4 (5.3) 34.8 (5.7) 48.5 (5.2) 57.4 (6.0) 47.7 (5.4)

   Cordoba* 31.9 (5.2) 29.1 (5.1) 23.2 (4.6) 32.5 (5.0) 33.4 (4.8) 44.0 (5.0)

   PBA* 31.4 (4.7) 26.4 (4.8) 32.1 (5.9) 31.4 (5.1) 33.6 (5.1) 40.2 (5.7)

   Tucuman* 24.9 (5.3) 17.1 (4.0) 20.4 (4.7) 30.2 (5.0) 26.8 (4.5) 55.0 (5.2)

Brazil

   North 19.6 (7.1) 19.5 (7.1) 10.1 (4.7) 16.4 (6.6) 10.2 (4.6) 58.3 (9.0)

   Northeast 19.8 (2.8) 16.4 (2.9) 18.6 (2.7) 20.9 (3.3) 21.0 (3.2) 61.4 (3.9)

   South 35.9 (5.5) 35.4 (5.4) 33.7 (5.8) 37.1 (5.4) 32.5 (5.7) 43.7 (7.1)

   Southeast 31.9 (2.8) 32.5 (2.5) 25.5 (3.4) 30.8 (3.7) 28.6 (3.2) 42.7 (3.7)

   Middle-West 24.6 (6.5) 15.4 (4.2) 21.2 (5.5) 27.2 (3.8) 18.7 (4.7) 60.4 (8.8)

Indonesia

   DI Yogyakarta 87.9 (5.3) 79.4 (6.4) 70.5 (7.4) 82.0 (6.6) 77.0 (6.4) 91.7 (4.1)

   DKI Jakarta 83.9 (5.2) 84.5 (5.8) 83.3 (5.8) 84.9 (5.6) 81.3 (6.3) 84.3 (5.6)

Kazakhstan

   Akmola region 43.0 (7.9) 54.5 (7.4) 43.9 (9.0) 27.8 (7.8) 53.2 (8.8) 95.7 (3.4)

   Aktobe region 44.0 (7.5) 41.3 (6.5) 39.4 (7.8) 35.9 (6.8) 60.0 (7.6) 78.9 (6.4)

   Almaty 68.6 (7.4) 68.4 (9.4) 64.5 (8.0) 64.2 (9.9) 80.4 (8.4) 77.9 (8.6)

   Almaty region 67.7 (10.0) 55.0 (7.6) 56.5 (9.6) 49.2 (7.7) 71.1 (7.0) 91.3 (5.0)

   Astana 62.4 (9.1) 70.3 (8.2) 48.1 (6.7) 46.4 (9.6) 63.8 (7.7) 92.4 (5.4)

   Atyrau region 61.3 (9.1) 51.4 (10.1) 61.3 (10.4) 53.4 (9.9) 72.3 (5.9) 90.8 (5.0)

   East-Kazakhstan region 62.6 (7.4) 64.5 (7.4) 44.1 (8.3) 36.7 (8.0) 66.9 (8.2) 90.2 (4.8)

   Karagandy region 84.3 (6.8) 82.2 (5.9) 73.4 (6.0) 68.9 (8.5) 91.2 (5.2) 95.6 (3.1)

   Kostanay region 53.2 (8.6) 61.3 (6.4) 42.3 (7.8) 36.2 (8.6) 53.4 (7.8) 83.1 (5.7)

   Kyzyl-Orda region 65.5 (7.4) 66.1 (8.8) 56.3 (8.2) 57.1 (8.7) 56.4 (9.4) 86.8 (6.1)

   Mangistau region 78.3 (8.9) 79.1 (9.5) 58.5 (8.3) 49.4 (13.2) 84.7 (7.6) 92.1 (5.6)

   North-Kazakhstan region 67.2 (7.3) 73.3 (7.0) 57.7 (6.5) 49.4 (7.5) 72.7 (6.5) 86.0 (5.7)

   Pavlodar region 77.4 (6.5) 76.8 (5.5) 53.8 (9.7) 65.5 (8.0) 84.0 (7.0) 93.3 (4.4)

   South-Kazakhstan region 51.0 (8.2) 58.9 (7.1) 56.7 (10.0) 59.9 (10.3) 72.6 (8.8) 93.4 (4.5)

   West-Kazakhstan region 58.1 (6.4) 71.4 (5.1) 66.3 (6.5) 50.5 (8.7) 87.5 (4.9) 96.6 (3.1)

   Zhambyl region 76.0 (8.8) 72.5 (7.6) 70.3 (7.6) 55.3 (7.4) 89.5 (5.6) 95.1 (2.8)

Russia

   Moscow city 88.5 (2.6) 94.1 (2.0) 77.3 (3.5) 76.8 (3.4) 89.5 (2.3) 92.8 (2.2)

   Moscow region* 83.0 (4.0) 91.8 (2.4) 62.4 (6.4) 53.8 (6.3) 71.0 (6.1) 97.4 (1.9)

   Republic of Tatarstan* 78.0 (3.0) 75.0 (3.0) 54.6 (3.5) 35.1 (3.6) 55.0 (3.8) 84.8 (2.8)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Notes: see Table V.B1.5.15 for national data.
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B2  Results for regions within countries

Table V.B2.5.15 [3/4]  School capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements:

Teachers have sufficient 
time to prepare lessons 

integrating digital devices

Effective professional 
resources for teachers to 
learn how to use digital 

devices are available

An effective online 
learning support platform 

is available

Teachers are provided with 
incentives to integrate 
digital devices in their 

teaching

The school has sufficient 
qualified technical 

assistant staff
% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Belgium
   Flemish community* 82.0 (3.2) 74.0 (3.6) 69.9 (3.6) 60.8 (4.2) 79.2 (2.9)
   French community 55.8 (5.6) 53.6 (5.1) 16.4 (3.9) 57.5 (5.4) 20.8 (4.7)
   German-speaking community 68.9 (0.7) 84.6 (0.4) 0.0 c 93.3 (0.6) 55.7 (0.7)
Canada
   Alberta 66.9 (5.9) 80.0 (4.1) 79.6 (4.6) 23.3 (4.9) 85.1 (3.6)
   British Columbia 59.6 (5.6) 73.7 (5.3) 63.7 (5.0) 27.9 (4.9) 57.8 (6.3)
   Manitoba 75.9 (2.7) 72.2 (2.9) 57.3 (3.2) 32.7 (2.6) 76.2 (2.3)
   New Brunswick 51.8 (2.0) 52.5 (1.9) 40.0 (1.9) 25.1 (1.1) 31.5 (1.8)
   Newfoundland and Labrador 45.5 (2.7) 51.9 (3.4) 52.8 (3.2) 12.1 (2.9) 36.4 (3.4)
   Nova Scotia 33.5 (3.5) 56.7 (4.6) 52.8 (3.7) 10.3 (1.8) 49.6 (3.1)
   Ontario 76.5 (4.1) 84.2 (3.7) 79.5 (3.4) 29.7 (4.7) 57.1 (5.5)
   Prince Edward Island 55.3 (18.4) 17.1 (14.5) 1.7 (1.7) 23.0 (11.5) 35.3 (3.6)
   Quebec 66.7 (4.3) 75.9 (3.9) 35.3 (4.3) 65.0 (4.2) 65.4 (4.2)
   Saskatchewan 54.1 (3.6) 66.9 (3.4) 61.6 (3.8) 12.9 (1.9) 54.5 (2.4)
Colombia
   Bogotá 66.6 (6.9) 63.4 (6.6) 48.4 (5.8) 27.6 (6.1) 37.4 (5.0)
Italy
   Bolzano 71.8 (0.7) 61.6 (0.9) 52.4 (0.8) 53.8 (0.9) 61.1 (0.8)
   Sardegna 59.6 (5.7) 68.2 (4.5) 30.1 (4.6) 58.4 (4.3) 45.8 (5.2)
   Toscana 58.5 (6.1) 60.7 (6.3) 49.1 (6.2) 32.9 (5.6) 46.8 (6.5)
   Trento 74.7 (1.0) 78.0 (1.2) 67.1 (1.9) 25.8 (1.8) 75.9 (1.3)
Spain
   Andalusia 32.6 (6.6) 45.0 (7.8) 41.1 (8.3) 4.5 (3.3) 30.4 (6.1)
   Aragon 31.1 (6.6) 66.5 (6.7) 35.1 (6.3) 8.3 (4.2) 47.4 (8.1)
   Asturias 25.7 (4.8) 63.3 (6.7) 37.6 (7.5) 12.1 (4.1) 47.3 (6.7)
   Balearic Islands 34.7 (7.3) 67.4 (6.3) 70.1 (6.4) 13.8 (4.2) 39.6 (6.3)
   Basque Country 52.2 (4.8) 68.2 (5.1) 61.6 (4.9) 20.8 (4.4) 60.0 (4.3)
   Canary Islands 28.2 (6.1) 46.5 (6.9) 66.7 (6.9) 10.5 (3.9) 41.5 (7.3)
   Cantabria 36.9 (6.9) 64.0 (6.4) 42.3 (7.0) 5.8 (3.4) 43.1 (5.8)
   Castile and Leon 31.7 (6.3) 55.0 (6.5) 70.7 (6.5) 9.4 (4.3) 34.9 (5.7)
   Castile-La Mancha 23.6 (4.9) 31.8 (5.8) 48.9 (7.0) 7.5 (3.8) 31.7 (6.2)
   Catalonia 34.4 (6.4) 56.8 (4.9) 62.9 (8.2) 20.8 (4.7) 34.9 (6.5)
   Ceuta 19.7 (0.8) † 52.8 (1.3) † 68.4 (1.3) † 5.8 (0.3) † 19.7 (0.8) †
   Comunidad Valenciana 27.7 (7.2) 51.7 (7.0) 40.2 (7.3) 15.2 (5.3) 40.4 (6.2)
   Extremadura 16.0 (5.5) 51.8 (7.9) 39.9 (7.0) 13.5 (4.4) 60.9 (5.9)
   Galicia 55.5 (6.4) 67.3 (6.1) 54.1 (7.0) 11.5 (4.4) 44.1 (7.0)
   La Rioja 37.7 (0.4) 43.4 (0.5) 54.2 (0.4) 8.1 (0.2) 51.2 (0.4)
   Madrid 35.3 (3.3) 69.7 (3.9) 51.1 (4.8) 10.8 (2.8) 38.1 (4.6)
   Melilla 35.9 (1.7) 64.1 (1.5) 49.9 (1.6) 0.0 c 29.2 (2.0)
   Murcia 23.1 (6.1) 52.9 (5.5) 59.0 (8.2) 2.3 (2.2) 33.3 (6.1)
   Navarre 26.6 (4.6) 50.7 (4.6) 44.2 (5.2) 13.7 (3.4) 41.3 (4.9)
United Kingdom
   England 64.4 (4.7) 63.4 (4.1) 66.6 (4.5) 25.5 (4.0) 71.0 (3.9)
   Northern Ireland 50.4 (6.5) 70.3 (5.0) 58.9 (5.6) 32.5 (5.1) 67.8 (5.1)
   Scotland* 62.6 (5.4) 74.7 (5.3) 67.3 (5.6) † 24.2 (4.5) † 54.3 (5.5)
   Wales 49.3 (4.2) 64.1 (4.7) 58.9 (4.6) 32.9 (4.0) 63.0 (5.1)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Notes: see Table V.B1.5.15 for national data.
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for regions within countries  Annex B2

Table V.B2.5.15 [4/4]  School capacity to enhance teaching and learning using digital devices
Results based on principals’ reports

 

Percentage of students in schools whose principal agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements:

Teachers have sufficient 
time to prepare lessons 

integrating digital devices

Effective professional 
resources for teachers to 
learn how to use digital 

devices are available

An effective online 
learning support platform 

is available

Teachers are provided with 
incentives to integrate 
digital devices in their 

teaching

The school has sufficient 
qualified technical 

assistant staff
% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

   CABA* 26.4 (5.2) 47.5 (5.9) 31.9 (4.8) 26.6 (4.2) 46.0 (5.9)

   Cordoba* 52.3 (5.5) 56.9 (6.2) 19.0 (4.0) 32.6 (5.7) 24.3 (4.8)

   PBA* 36.6 (5.9) 47.0 (6.6) 18.0 (4.1) 25.8 (5.2) 31.1 (5.8)

   Tucuman* 56.3 (5.8) 63.3 (5.0) 24.4 (4.8) 32.0 (5.3) 35.5 (5.6)

Brazil

   North 56.3 (8.4) 27.9 (6.8) 30.1 (8.2) 59.0 (8.1) 16.1 (6.0)

   Northeast 63.4 (3.5) 44.6 (4.0) 29.0 (3.7) 54.1 (4.4) 18.8 (3.1)

   South 46.7 (7.6) 45.9 (6.5) 29.5 (4.3) 50.2 (5.8) 26.1 (5.1)

   Southeast 41.6 (3.3) 42.2 (3.8) 43.2 (3.9) 59.1 (3.7) 19.9 (3.4)

   Middle-West 75.1 (6.9) 45.0 (8.8) 28.3 (7.5) 52.4 (8.7) 19.9 (5.8)

Indonesia

   DI Yogyakarta 77.5 (6.6) 68.3 (7.9) 68.9 (6.3) 42.1 (6.6) 78.2 (4.9)

   DKI Jakarta 80.1 (5.8) 70.3 (7.2) 63.6 (7.8) 40.8 (8.4) 72.6 (6.7)

Kazakhstan

   Akmola region 67.4 (7.1) 59.4 (6.6) 56.2 (8.9) 90.4 (5.4) 63.4 (7.4)

   Aktobe region 72.9 (9.0) 63.9 (8.1) 51.9 (9.0) 83.4 (7.0) 65.8 (5.6)

   Almaty 72.5 (8.5) 76.7 (9.2) 68.5 (10.0) 88.0 (6.6) 78.7 (8.7)

   Almaty region 89.0 (6.3) 79.4 (6.5) 76.0 (5.1) 94.5 (4.0) 81.6 (7.1)

   Astana 62.6 (8.7) 73.3 (8.7) 63.3 (9.9) 81.9 (8.1) 89.3 (3.5)

   Atyrau region 83.3 (6.8) 82.3 (8.5) 83.6 (8.3) 93.1 (4.7) 90.5 (2.1)

   East-Kazakhstan region 79.2 (7.8) 76.4 (6.1) 77.9 (6.7) 93.2 (3.9) 79.6 (5.8)

   Karagandy region 81.9 (5.9) 87.4 (5.9) 74.6 (8.6) 90.6 (5.0) 76.2 (8.7)

   Kostanay region 79.1 (6.5) 72.2 (8.5) 62.2 (8.4) 81.8 (6.8) 62.1 (7.6)

   Kyzyl-Orda region 88.5 (4.3) 76.8 (7.5) 60.7 (6.1) 91.3 (5.1) 91.7 (4.3)

   Mangistau region 88.1 (6.8) 77.4 (7.4) 67.6 (10.4) 100.0 (0.0) 82.0 (8.2)

   North-Kazakhstan region 61.6 (7.8) 71.8 (7.3) 67.2 (6.0) 81.4 (5.7) 83.9 (5.1)

   Pavlodar region 67.8 (6.3) 69.4 (8.7) 84.0 (6.6) 85.5 (6.4) 76.1 (8.5)

   South-Kazakhstan region 88.6 (5.6) 85.3 (6.5) 66.9 (8.6) 92.7 (3.2) 88.9 (5.5)

   West-Kazakhstan region 87.3 (6.1) 74.9 (7.6) 69.3 (7.8) 92.7 (3.7) 88.0 (5.2)

   Zhambyl region 83.8 (4.8) 93.4 (0.3) 83.3 (6.6) 91.9 (4.4) 78.5 (7.0)

Russia

   Moscow city 90.1 (2.4) 95.1 (1.7) 92.4 (2.2) 98.7 (0.9) 98.7 (0.9)

   Moscow region* 74.6 (4.5) 86.3 (5.0) 54.0 (6.9) 88.9 (3.3) 90.7 (4.1)

   Republic of Tatarstan* 75.8 (3.3) 78.0 (3.2) 41.2 (3.3) 81.2 (2.8) 76.2 (3.0)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Notes: see Table V.B1.5.15 for national data.
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B2  Results for regions within countries

Table V.B2.6.1 [1/2]  Average student learning time per week in regular school lessons, by subject
Results based on students’ reports; in hours

 
Regular language-of-

instruction lessons 
Regular mathematics 

lessons 
Regular science 

lessons 
Foreign language 

lessons
Total learning time in 

regular lessons

Difference between 
language-of-

instruction lessons 
and foreign language 

lessons
Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

O
EC

D Belgium
   Flemish community* 3.3 (0.0) 3.3 (0.0) 3.0 (0.1) 4.6 (0.1) 27.9 (0.1) -1.4 (0.1)
   French community 4.0 (0.0) 3.7 (0.0) 3.2 (0.1) 4.9 (0.1) 27.6 (0.1) -0.8 (0.1)
   German-speaking community 3.7 (0.1) 3.7 (0.1) 2.5 (0.1) 6.4 (0.1) 30.3 (0.2) -2.7 (0.2)
Canada
   Alberta 5.4 (0.1) 5.7 (0.1) 5.6 (0.1) 2.4 (0.2) 29.7 (0.3) † 3.0 (0.2)
   British Columbia 5.1 (0.2) 4.8 (0.2) 4.9 (0.2) 3.7 (0.1) 29.3 (0.3) † 1.4 (0.1)
   Manitoba 4.7 (0.1) 4.6 (0.1) 4.4 (0.1) 1.9 (0.1) 28.0 (0.3) † 2.8 (0.2)
   New Brunswick 5.4 (0.1) 5.2 (0.1) 4.2 (0.1) 3.6 (0.1) 26.8 (0.2) † 1.8 (0.1)
   Newfoundland and Labrador 4.5 (0.1) 4.6 (0.1) 4.9 (0.1) 2.7 (0.1) † 26.2 (0.2) † 1.8 (0.1) †
   Nova Scotia 5.0 (0.1) 6.0 (0.1) 4.8 (0.1) 2.7 (0.1) 27.5 (0.2) † 2.3 (0.2)
   Ontario 5.5 (0.1) 5.1 (0.1) 5.1 (0.1) 3.0 (0.1) 28.1 (0.2) † 2.5 (0.1)
   Prince Edward Island 5.2 (0.4) 5.1 (0.2) 4.8 (0.3) 3.3 (0.3) 27.3 (0.3) 1.9 (0.3)
   Quebec 5.7 (0.1) 5.3 (0.0) 5.3 (0.1) 3.1 (0.1) 27.3 (0.2) † 2.6 (0.1)
   Saskatchewan 4.9 (0.1) 4.7 (0.1) 3.9 (0.1) 1.3 (0.1) 26.7 (0.2) † 3.6 (0.1)
Colombia
   Bogotá 4.0 (0.1) 4.4 (0.2) 3.8 (0.2) 4.1 (0.2) 27.1 (0.6) † -0.1 (0.2)
Italy
   Bolzano 3.5 (0.0) † 3.1 (0.0) † 2.6 (0.0) † 5.2 (0.1) † 30.8 (0.2) † -1.8 (0.1) †
   Sardegna 4.5 (0.1) † 3.9 (0.1) † 2.2 (0.0) † 3.8 (0.1) † 29.2 (0.2) † 0.7 (0.1) †
   Toscana 4.4 (0.1) † 3.6 (0.1) † 2.3 (0.1) † 4.0 (0.2) † 28.5 (0.3) † 0.4 (0.2) †
   Trento 4.2 (0.0) † 3.4 (0.0) † 2.5 (0.0) † 4.8 (0.1) † 29.0 (0.1) † -0.5 (0.1) †
Spain
   Andalusia 3.5 (0.1) † 4.0 (0.1) † 3.2 (0.1) † 4.6 (0.1) † 29.7 (0.3) ‡ -1.1 (0.1) †
   Aragon 3.7 (0.0) † 3.6 (0.0) † 3.3 (0.1) † 4.0 (0.1) † 26.9 (0.3) † -0.3 (0.1) †
   Asturias 3.9 (0.0) 3.9 (0.0) 3.3 (0.1) 3.6 (0.1) 27.9 (0.2) † 0.3 (0.1)
   Balearic Islands 3.2 (0.0) 3.7 (0.0) 3.3 (0.1) 3.3 (0.1) 29.1 (0.2) † 0.0 (0.0)
   Basque Country 3.3 (0.1) † 3.6 (0.0) † 3.1 (0.1) † 3.9 (0.1) † 29.2 (0.2) ‡ -0.7 (0.1) †
   Canary Islands 3.9 (0.0) 3.9 (0.0) 3.1 (0.1) 3.9 (0.1) 27.7 (0.2) † 0.0 (0.1)
   Cantabria 3.7 (0.0) 3.6 (0.0) 3.0 (0.1) 3.5 (0.1) 28.1 (0.2) † 0.2 (0.1)
   Castile and Leon 3.6 (0.0) 3.6 (0.0) 3.6 (0.1) 3.1 (0.0) 27.2 (0.2) † 0.5 (0.0)
   Castile-La Mancha 4.0 (0.1) † 3.9 (0.1) † 3.4 (0.1) † 3.9 (0.0) † 28.3 (0.2) † 0.1 (0.1) †
   Catalonia 3.2 (0.1) † 3.9 (0.1) † 3.0 (0.1) † 4.0 (0.1) † 30.9 (0.3) † -0.7 (0.1) †
   Ceuta 4.1 (0.2) ‡ 4.1 (0.2) ‡ 3.3 (0.2) ‡ 3.5 (0.2) ‡ 27.3 (1.2) ‡ 0.7 (0.2) ‡
   Comunidad Valenciana 3.1 (0.0) † 3.6 (0.0) † 3.0 (0.1) † 3.3 (0.1) † 29.7 (0.3) ‡ -0.2 (0.1) †
   Extremadura 3.8 (0.0) † 3.8 (0.1) † 3.3 (0.1) † 3.8 (0.1) † 27.7 (0.3) † 0.0 (0.1) †
   Galicia 3.2 (0.1) 3.5 (0.0) 3.2 (0.1) 3.2 (0.0) 27.7 (0.2) † 0.0 (0.1)
   La Rioja 3.6 (0.0) 3.6 (0.0) 3.0 (0.1) 3.8 (0.0) 27.5 (0.2) † -0.2 (0.1)
   Madrid 3.9 (0.0) 3.9 (0.0) 3.5 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 29.2 (0.2) † -0.5 (0.1)
   Melilla 3.9 (0.1) † 3.8 (0.1) † 3.1 (0.2) † 3.5 (0.1) † 29.3 (1.0) ‡ 0.4 (0.1) †
   Murcia 3.9 (0.0) 3.9 (0.1) 3.1 (0.0) 4.0 (0.1) 28.4 (0.2) † -0.2 (0.1)
   Navarre 3.8 (0.1) 3.7 (0.0) 3.9 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 28.3 (0.2) -0.2 (0.1)
United Kingdom
   England 4.4 (0.1) 4.2 (0.0) 5.3 (0.1) 1.8 (0.1) 26.8 (0.1) 2.6 (0.1)
   Northern Ireland 3.8 (0.1) 3.7 (0.1) 4.5 (0.1) 1.6 (0.1) 27.6 (0.2) 2.2 (0.1)
   Scotland* 4.2 (0.0) 4.0 (0.0) 4.3 (0.1) 1.2 (0.1) 27.6 (0.2) 3.0 (0.1)
   Wales 4.0 (0.0) 4.1 (0.0) 5.0 (0.1) 1.7 (0.1) 26.7 (0.1) † 2.3 (0.1)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Notes: see Table V.B1.6.1 for national data.
Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Table V.B2.6.1 [2/2]  Average student learning time per week in regular school lessons, by subject
Results based on students’ reports; in hours

 
Regular language-of-

instruction lessons 
Regular mathematics 

lessons 
Regular science 

lessons 
Foreign language 

lessons
Total learning time in 

regular lessons

Difference between 
language-of-

instruction lessons 
and foreign language 

lessons
Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Hours S.E. x Dif. S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

   CABA* 3.1 (0.1) † 3.3 (0.1) † 3.6 (0.2) † 3.3 (0.2) † 26.0 (0.5) ‡ -0.2 (0.2) †

   Cordoba* 3.3 (0.1) ‡ 3.4 (0.1) ‡ 4.1 (0.3) ‡ 2.5 (0.1) ‡ 27.4 (0.8) ‡ 0.9 (0.1) ‡

   PBA* 2.8 (0.1) ‡ 3.1 (0.1) ‡ 3.6 (0.2) ‡ 2.1 (0.1) ‡ 26.2 (0.6) ‡ 0.7 (0.1) ‡

   Tucuman* 2.9 (0.1) ‡ 3.1 (0.1) ‡ 3.3 (0.2) ‡ 2.6 (0.2) ‡ 23.7 (0.8) ‡ 0.3 (0.2) ‡

Brazil

   North 3.3 (0.2) ‡ 3.4 (0.1) ‡ 2.6 (0.2) ‡ 1.8 (0.1) ‡ 25.4 (0.9) ‡ 1.4 (0.1) ‡

   Northeast 3.7 (0.1) † 3.7 (0.1) † 3.0 (0.1) † 1.8 (0.1) † 25.6 (0.4) ‡ 1.8 (0.1) †

   South 3.1 (0.1) † 3.2 (0.1) † 2.7 (0.2) † 1.7 (0.1) † 23.6 (0.4) ‡ 1.4 (0.1) †

   Southeast 4.1 (0.1) † 4.1 (0.1) † 2.9 (0.1) † 1.8 (0.0) † 26.5 (0.3) ‡ 2.3 (0.1) †

   Middle-West 4.1 (0.2) † 4.2 (0.2) † 3.4 (0.2) † 2.2 (0.1) † 26.3 (0.6) ‡ 1.9 (0.2) †

Indonesia

   DI Yogyakarta 4.1 (0.1) 4.4 (0.1) 4.0 (0.2) 3.5 (0.1) 31.2 (0.3) † 0.5 (0.1)

   DKI Jakarta 3.9 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 3.7 (0.2) 3.2 (0.1) 27.9 (0.6) † 0.6 (0.1)

Kazakhstan

   Akmola region 2.7 (0.1) † 3.4 (0.1) † 2.2 (0.2) † 1.9 (0.1) † 27.5 (0.6) ‡ 0.8 (0.1) †

   Aktobe region 2.7 (0.1) 3.3 (0.1) 2.9 (0.2) 2.0 (0.1) 26.3 (0.3) 0.7 (0.1)

   Almaty 2.8 (0.1) † 3.7 (0.1) † 2.4 (0.1) † 2.3 (0.1) † 27.9 (0.4) † 0.5 (0.1) †

   Almaty region 2.9 (0.1) 3.4 (0.1) 2.9 (0.2) 2.2 (0.1) 26.7 (0.5) † 0.6 (0.1)

   Astana 2.4 (0.0) 3.2 (0.1) 2.2 (0.1) 2.2 (0.1) 27.7 (0.5) † 0.3 (0.2)

   Atyrau region 2.8 (0.1) 3.2 (0.1) 2.6 (0.2) 2.2 (0.1) 25.0 (0.3) † 0.6 (0.1)

   East-Kazakhstan region 2.9 (0.1) † 3.6 (0.2) † 2.7 (0.2) † 2.6 (0.1) † 27.6 (0.4) † 0.3 (0.1) †

   Karagandy region 2.9 (0.1) 3.5 (0.1) 2.7 (0.2) 2.2 (0.1) 28.1 (0.5) † 0.7 (0.1)

   Kostanay region 2.7 (0.1) 3.4 (0.1) 2.6 (0.1) 2.0 (0.1) 27.1 (0.3) † 0.7 (0.1)

   Kyzyl-Orda region 2.8 (0.1) 3.3 (0.1) 3.8 (0.2) 2.1 (0.0) 24.8 (0.2) † 0.7 (0.1)

   Mangistau region 3.0 (0.1) 3.4 (0.2) 2.5 (0.2) 2.4 (0.1) 25.7 (0.4) † 0.6 (0.1)

   North-Kazakhstan region 2.8 (0.1) † 3.3 (0.1) † 1.8 (0.1) † 2.2 (0.1) † 27.6 (0.4) † 0.6 (0.1) †

   Pavlodar region 3.0 (0.1) 3.4 (0.1) 2.4 (0.2) 2.3 (0.1) 28.3 (0.5) † 0.7 (0.1)

   South-Kazakhstan region 3.0 (0.1) † 3.4 (0.1) † 3.0 (0.1) † 2.2 (0.1) † 25.9 (0.3) † 0.7 (0.1) †

   West-Kazakhstan region 2.6 (0.0) 3.2 (0.0) 2.3 (0.2) 2.0 (0.1) 26.4 (0.4) † 0.5 (0.1)

   Zhambyl region 2.9 (0.1) † 3.4 (0.1) † 3.1 (0.2) † 2.0 (0.1) † 26.2 (0.4) ‡ 0.8 (0.1) †

Russia

   Moscow city 2.7 (0.0) † 4.2 (0.0) † 4.6 (0.1) † 2.9 (0.0) † 26.5 (0.1) † -0.3 (0.1) †

   Moscow region* 2.6 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 4.7 (0.1) 2.6 (0.1) 26.7 (0.3) † 0.0 (0.1)

   Republic of Tatarstan* 3.1 (0.1) 4.5 (0.0) 4.4 (0.1) 2.7 (0.0) 28.0 (0.1) † 0.3 (0.1)

* PISA adjudicated region.
Notes: see Table V.B1.6.1 for national data.
Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Annex B2  Results for regions within countries

Table V.B2.7.1 [1/2]  Enrolment in public and private schools
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

O
EC

D Belgium
   Flemish community* m m m m m m m m
   French community m m m m m m m m
   German-speaking community m m m m m m m m
Canada
   Alberta 1.4 (1.5) 1.6 (1.5) 97.0 (0.3) 3.0 (0.3)
   British Columbia 3.8 (2.1) 8.3 (2.4) 87.9 (2.6) 12.1 (2.6)
   Manitoba 1.3 (1.1) 6.0 (1.5) 92.7 (1.0) 7.3 (1.0)
   New Brunswick 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c
   Newfoundland and Labrador 0.0 c 1.4 (1.3) 98.6 (1.3) 1.4 (1.3)
   Nova Scotia 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c
   Ontario 2.8 (0.6) 0.4 (0.4) 96.8 (0.7) 3.2 (0.7)
   Prince Edward Island 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c
   Quebec 14.3 (2.4) 8.1 (1.8) 77.6 (1.9) 22.4 (1.9)
   Saskatchewan 0.9 (0.9) 3.7 (0.3) 95.4 (0.9) 4.6 (0.9)
Colombia
   Bogotá 39.8 (2.1) 0.0 c 60.2 (2.1) 39.8 (2.1)
Italy
   Bolzano 0.3 (0.0) 2.6 (0.2) 97.1 (0.2) 2.9 (0.2)
   Sardegna 1.5 (1.2) 0.0 c 98.5 (1.2) 1.5 (1.2)
   Toscana 0.9 (0.5) 0.0 c 99.1 (0.5) 0.9 (0.5)
   Trento 1.0 (0.1) 24.6 (0.8) 74.4 (0.9) 25.6 (0.9)
Spain
   Andalusia 0.0 c 21.7 (3.0) 78.3 (3.0) 21.7 (3.0)
   Aragon 8.2 (4.1) 27.4 (3.9) 64.4 (1.1) 35.6 (1.1)
   Asturias 1.4 (1.0) 28.7 (2.4) 69.9 (1.9) 30.1 (1.9)
   Balearic Islands 8.1 (2.3) 23.3 (4.1) 68.6 (3.5) 31.4 (3.5)
   Basque Country 0.0 c 51.2 (1.3) 48.8 (1.3) 51.2 (1.3)
   Canary Islands 11.9 (4.0) 12.1 (4.2) 76.0 (1.9) 24.0 (1.9)
   Cantabria 2.0 (1.9) 25.9 (2.5) 72.1 (2.7) 27.9 (2.7)
   Castile and Leon 3.4 (2.4) 31.1 (2.9) 65.5 (1.7) 34.5 (1.7)
   Castile-La Mancha 3.9 (2.8) 17.0 (2.5) 79.1 (0.6) 20.9 (0.6)
   Catalonia 5.3 (3.2) 31.1 (2.5) 63.6 (2.7) 36.4 (2.7)
   Ceuta 0.0 c † 32.5 (1.0) † 67.5 (1.0) † 32.5 (1.0) †
   Comunidad Valenciana 8.4 (3.8) 25.5 (3.5) 66.1 (1.0) 33.9 (1.0)
   Extremadura 0.0 c 22.1 (1.8) 77.9 (1.8) 22.1 (1.8)
   Galicia 5.4 (2.3) 22.6 (1.9) 72.1 (2.0) 27.9 (2.0)
   La Rioja 0.0 c 40.0 (0.3) 60.0 (0.3) 40.0 (0.3)
   Madrid 14.6 (2.9) 31.8 (2.8) 53.7 (1.0) 46.3 (1.0)
   Melilla 0.0 c 10.8 (0.6) 89.2 (0.6) 10.8 (0.6)
   Murcia 0.0 c 26.5 (2.2) 73.5 (2.2) 26.5 (2.2)
   Navarre 0.0 c 39.8 (2.0) 60.2 (2.0) 39.8 (2.0)
United Kingdom
   England 7.0 (1.6) 70.2 (3.0) 22.8 (2.5) 77.2 (2.5)
   Northern Ireland 0.0 (0.0) 10.5 (3.8) 89.5 (3.8) 10.5 (3.8)
   Scotland* 3.5 (2.3) 1.0 (1.1) 95.5 (2.5) 4.5 (2.5)
   Wales 0.9 (0.5) 2.4 (0.6) 96.7 (0.5) 3.3 (0.5)

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
* PISA adjudicated region.
Notes: see Table V.B1.7.1 for national data.
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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Results for regions within countries  Annex B2

Table V.B2.7.1 [2/2]  Enrolment in public and private schools
Results based on principals’ reports about school management and the school’s sources of funding

 

Percentage of students enrolled in:

Government or public schools1

Private schools

Total
Government-dependent private 

schools2
Government-independent private 

schools3

% S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x % S.E. x

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

   CABA* 15.8 (3.8) 32.6 (4.4) 51.6 (3.4) 48.4 (3.4)

   Cordoba* 14.0 (3.7) 31.8 (3.8) 54.3 (2.2) 45.7 (2.2)

   PBA* 6.9 (3.2) 27.9 (3.6) 65.2 (2.2) 34.8 (2.2)

   Tucuman* 4.8 (2.6) 22.5 (4.0) 72.6 (3.2) 27.4 (3.2)

Brazil

   North 13.9 (5.0) 0.0 c 86.1 (5.0) 13.9 (5.0)

   Northeast 10.0 (2.7) 2.0 (0.8) 88.0 (2.3) 12.0 (2.3)

   South 14.5 (1.4) 0.0 c 85.5 (1.4) 14.5 (1.4)

   Southeast 9.7 (2.2) 7.9 (2.2) 82.4 (1.5) 17.6 (1.5)

   Middle-West 10.8 (2.7) 3.1 (2.6) 86.1 (2.2) 13.9 (2.2)

Indonesia

   DI Yogyakarta 11.8 (4.9) 27.9 (6.6) 60.3 (4.8) 39.7 (4.8)

   DKI Jakarta 30.4 (5.9) 21.7 (7.4) 47.9 (4.8) 52.1 (4.8)

Kazakhstan

   Akmola region 3.3 (3.2) 0.0 c 96.7 (3.2) 3.3 (3.2)

   Aktobe region 7.5 (0.8) 0.0 c 92.5 (0.8) 7.5 (0.8)

   Almaty 11.2 (5.7) 8.7 (5.6) 80.1 (4.3) 19.9 (4.3)

   Almaty region 3.8 (3.7) 0.0 c 96.2 (3.7) 3.8 (3.7)

   Astana 14.8 (4.8) 0.0 c 85.2 (4.8) 14.8 (4.8)

   Atyrau region 3.8 (3.8) 3.6 (3.6) 92.7 (5.2) 7.3 (5.2)

   East-Kazakhstan region 3.3 (3.3) 2.6 (1.8) 94.1 (1.4) 5.9 (1.4)

   Karagandy region 6.8 (4.8) 3.4 (3.4) 89.8 (3.4) 10.2 (3.4)

   Kostanay region 3.2 (3.2) 0.0 c 96.8 (3.2) 3.2 (3.2)

   Kyzyl-Orda region 11.2 (6.4) 3.7 (3.7) 85.2 (5.2) 14.8 (5.2)

   Mangistau region 5.9 (1.5) 0.0 c 94.1 (1.5) 5.9 (1.5)

   North-Kazakhstan region 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c

   Pavlodar region 0.0 c 2.4 (2.4) 97.6 (2.4) 2.4 (2.4)

   South-Kazakhstan region 6.6 (4.0) 3.1 (3.1) 90.4 (5.1) 9.6 (5.1)

   West-Kazakhstan region 3.3 (3.3) 0.0 c 96.7 (3.3) 3.3 (3.3)

   Zhambyl region 3.2 (3.2) 0.8 (0.0) 96.0 (3.2) 4.0 (3.2)

Russia

   Moscow city 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c

   Moscow region* 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c

   Republic of Tatarstan* 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c

1. Schools that are directly or indirectly managed by a public education authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by a public authority or elected by 
public franchise.
2. Privately managed schools that receive 50% or more of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
3. Privately managed schools that receive less than 50% of their core funding (i.e. funding that supports the basic educational services of the institution) from government 
agencies.
* PISA adjudicated region.
Notes: see Table V.B1.7.1 for national data.
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. For comparisons across cycles, the coverage information 
corresponds to the cycle with the lowest sample coverage.
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ANNEX B3
PISA 2018 system-level indicators

System-level data that are not derived from the PISA 2018 student or school questionnaire are extracted from the OECD’s annual 
publication Education at a Glance for those countries and economies that participate in that periodic data collection. For other 
countries and economies, a special system-level data collection was conducted in collaboration with PISA Governing Board 
members and National Project Managers. 

For further information see: System-level data collection for PISA 2018: Sources, comments and technical notes.pdf at www.oecd.org/pisa/.

The following tables are available on line at https://doi.org/10.1787/888934029128.

1 Expenditure Table B3.1.1 Cumulative expenditure by educational institutions per student aged 6 to 15 (2015)               
Table B3.1.2 Teachers’ salaries (2017)
Table B3.1.3 Teachers’ salaries (2017)                 
Table B3.1.4 GDP per capita (2015, 2016, 2017, 2018)

2 Time and human 
resources

Table B3.2.1 Teachers’ actual teaching time (2018)
Table B3.2.2 Intended instruction time in compulsory general education, by age (2018) 
Table B3.2.3 School support staff 

3 Education system 
characteristics

Table B3.3.1 Theoretical starting age and theoretical duration (2015)
Table B3.3.2 Cut-off birthdate for eligibility to school enrolment and first day of the school year (2018)
Table B3.3.3 Selecting students for different programmes (2018)

4 Accountability Table B3.4.1 School inspection at the primary level (2018)
Table B3.4.2 School inspection at the lower secondary level (2018)
Table B3.4.3 School inspection at the upper secondary level (2018)
Table B3.4.4 School board

5 Policies and 
curriculum

Table B3.5.1 Bullying policies
Table B3.5.2 Civic education

6 School choice Table B3.6.1 Freedom for parents to choose a public school for their child(ren) (2018)
Table B3.6.2 Financial incentives and disincentives for school choice (2018)
Table B3.6.3 Government regulations that apply to schools at the primary and lower secondary levels (2018)
Table B3.6.4 Criteria used by public and private schools when assigning and selecting students (2018) 
Table B3.6.5 Expansion of school choice within the public school sector over the past 10 years (2018)
Table B3.6.6 Government-dependent private schools and their role in providing compulsory education at 

the primary and lower secondary level (2018)
Table B3.6.7 Independent private schools and their role in providing compulsory education at the primary 

and lower secondary level (2018)
Table B3.6.8 Homeschooling as a legal means of providing compulsory education at the primary and lower 

secondary level (2018)
Table B3.6.9 Use of public resources for transporting students (2018)
Table B3.6.10 Responsibility for informing parents about school choices available to them (2018)
Table B3.6.11 Availability of school vouchers (or scholarships) (2018)
Table B3.6.12 Extent to which public funding follows students when they leave for another public or private 

school (2018)

http://www.oecd.org/pisa/
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The development and implementation of PISA: 
A collaborative effort

PISA is a collaborative effort, bringing together experts from the participating countries, steered jointly by their governments on 
the basis of shared, policy-driven interests.

A PISA Governing Board, on which each country is represented, determines the policy priorities for PISA, in the context of OECD 
objectives, and oversees adherence to these priorities during the implementation of the programme. This includes setting 
priorities for the development of indicators, for establishing the assessment instruments, and for reporting the results.

Experts from participating countries also serve on working groups that are charged with linking policy objectives with the best 
internationally available technical expertise. By participating in these expert groups, countries ensure that the instruments are 
internationally valid and take into account the cultural and educational contexts in OECD member and partner countries and 
economies, that the assessment materials have strong measurement properties, and that the instruments emphasise authenticity 
and educational validity.

Through National Project Managers, participating countries and economies implement PISA at the national level subject to the 
agreed administration procedures. National Project Managers play a vital role in ensuring that the implementation of the survey 
is of high quality, and verify and evaluate the survey results, analyses, reports and publications.

The design and implementation of the surveys, within the framework established by the PISA Governing Board, is the 
responsibility of external contractors. For PISA 2018, the overall management of contractors and implementation was carried 
out by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in the United States as the Core A contractor. Tasks under Core A also included 
instrument development, development of the computer platform, survey operations and meetings, scaling, analysis and data 
products. These tasks were implemented in co-operation with the following subcontractors; i) the University of Luxembourg for 
support with test development; ii) the Unité d’analyse des systèmes et des pratiques d’enseignement (aSPe) at the University 
of Liège in Belgium for test development and coding training for open-response items; iii) the International Association for 
the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) in the Netherlands for the data management software; iv) Westat in the 
United  States for survey operations; v) Deutsches Institut für Internationale Pädagogische Forschung (DIPF) in Germany, 
with co-operation from Statistics Canada, for the development of the questionnaires; and vi) HallStat SPRL in Belgium for the 
translation referee. 

The remaining tasks related to the implementation of PISA 2018 were implemented through three additional contractors – 
Cores B to D. The development of the cognitive assessment frameworks for reading and global competence and of the framework 
for questionnaires was carried out by Pearson in the United Kingdom as the Core B contractor. Core C focused on sampling and 
was the responsibility of Westat in the United States in co-operation with the Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) 
for the sampling software KeyQuest. Linguistic quality control and the development of the French source version for Core D were 
undertaken by cApStAn, who worked in collaboration with BranTra as a subcontractor.  

The OECD Secretariat has overall managerial responsibility for the programme, monitors its implementation daily, acts as the 
secretariat for the PISA Governing Board, builds consensus among countries and serves as the interlocutor between the PISA 
Governing Board and the international Consortium charged with implementing the activities. The OECD Secretariat also produces 
the indicators and analyses and prepares the international reports and publications in co-operation with the PISA Consortium 
and in close consultation with member and partner countries and economies both at the policy level (PISA Governing Board) and 
at the level of implementation (National Project Managers).

ANNEX C
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Annex C  The development and implementation of PISA: A collaborative effort

PISA GOVERNING BOARD
(*Former PGB representative who was involved in PISA 2018)

Chair of the PISA Governing Board: Michele Bruniges

OECD Members and PISA Associates
Australia: Rick Persse, Rhyan Bloor* and Gabrielle Phillips*
Austria: Mark Német 
Belgium: Isabelle Erauw and Geneviève Hindryckx 
Brazil: Alexandre Ribeiro Pereira Lopes, Maria Helena 
Guimarães De Castro*, Maria Inês Fini* and José Francisco 
Soares*
Canada: Gilles Bérubé, Kathryn O’Grady, Pierre Brochu* 
and Tomasz Gluszynski*
Chile: Claudia Matus and Carolina Flores*
Czech Republic: Tomas Zatloukal 
Denmark: Charlotte Rotbøll Sjøgreen, Hjalte Meilvang, 
Eyðun Gaard, Mette Hansen* and Frida Poulsen*
Estonia: Maie Kitsing 
Finland: Tommi Karjalainen and Najat Ouakrim‑Soivio*
France: Ronan Vourc’h, Thierry Rocher* and Bruno Trosseille*
Germany: Jens Fischer‑Kottenstede, Katharina Koufen, 
Elfriede Ohrnberger and Martina Diedrich*
Greece: Ioannis Tsirmpas and Chryssa Sofianopoulou*
Hungary: Sándor Brassói 
Iceland: Stefan Baldursson 
Ireland: Rachel Perkins, Peter Archer* and Caroline 
McKeown*
Israel: Hagit Glickman 
Italy: Roberto Ricci 
Japan: Yu Kameoka and Akiko Ono*
Korea: Jimin Cho, Ji‑Young Park, Dong‑In Bae*, Inn‑Soon 
Jung*, Sungsook Kim*, Myungae Lee*, Bu Ho Nam* 
and Jea Yun Park*
Latvia: Alona Babica and Liga Lejiņa*
Lithuania: Rita Dukynaite
Luxembourg: Amina Afif 
Mexico: Andres Sanchez, Ana María Aceves Estrada*, 
Eduardo Backhoff Escudero* and Otto Granados Roldán*
Netherlands: Marjan Zandbergen 
New Zealand: Craig Jones and Lisa Rodgers*
Norway: Marthe Akselsen and Anne‑Berit Kavli*
Poland: Piotr Mikiewicz, Lidia Olak* and Jerzy Wiśniewski*
Portugal: Luís Pereira Dos Santos and Hélder Manuel Diniz 
De Sousa*
Slovak Republic: Romana Kanovska 
Slovenia: Ksenija Bregar Golobic, Mojca Štraus 
and Andreja Barle Lakota*
Spain: Carmen Tovar Sánchez
Sweden: Ellen Almgren and Eva Lundgren*

Switzerland: Reto Furter, Camil Würgler, Vera Husfeldt* 
and Claudia Zahner Rossier*
Thailand: Sukit Limpijumnong, Nantawan Somsook 
and Supattra Pativisan*
Turkey: Sadri Şensoy and Kemal Bülbül*
United Kingdom: Lorna Bertrand, Keith Dryburgh 
and Jonathan Wright*
United States: Peggy Carr and Dana Kelly*

Observers (Partner economies)
Albania: Zamira Gjini 
Argentina: María Angela Cortelezzi and Elena Duro*
Azerbaijan: Emin Amrullayev 
Belarus: Aliaksandr Yakabchuk 
Bosnia and Herzegovina: Maja Stojkic 
Brunei Darussalam: Shamsiah Zuraini Kanchanawati Tajuddin, 
Hj Azman Bin Ahmad* and Hjh Romaizah Hj Mohd Salleh*
Bulgaria: Neda Oscar Kristanova 
Beijing‑Shanghai‑Jiangsu‑Zhejiang (China): Zhang Jin, 
Xiang Mingcan, Jun Fang*, Yanpin Hu* and Lin Shiliang*
Colombia: María Figueroa Cahnspeyer 
and Ximena Dueñas Herrera*
Costa Rica: Pablo José Mena Castillo, Melania Brenes Monge, 
Edgar Mora Altamirano* and Alicia Vargas Porras*
Croatia: Ines Elezovic and Michelle Bras Roth*
Dominican Republic: Ancell Scheker Mendoza 
Georgia: Sophia Gorgodze, Tamar Bregvadze* and Natia 
Mzahavnadze*
Hong Kong (China): Ho‑Pun Choi, Barry Lau, Fanny 
Yuen‑Fan Wan* and Chun‑Sing Woo*
Indonesia: Suprayitno Totok 
Jordan: Abdalla Yousef Awad Al‑Ababneh 
Kazakhstan: Yerlikzhan Sabyruly, Serik Irsaliyev* 
and Nurgul Shamshieva*
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also examines indicators of student well-being, and how these are related to the school climate.

Volume IV, Are Students Smart about Money?, examines 15-year-old students’ understanding about money 
matters in the 21 countries and economies that participated in this optional assessment. 

Volume V, Effective Policies, Successful Schools, analyses the policies and practices used in schools and school 
systems, and their relationship with education outcomes more generally. 

Volume VI, Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?, explores students’ ability to examine 
local, global and intercultural issues, understand and appreciate different perspectives and world views, interact 
respectfully with others, and take responsible action towards sustainability and collective well-being. 
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