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PISA 2018: Insights and Interpretations

Figure 4 * Mean performance in reading, by international decile of socio-economic status
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Note: Bottom, second, ninth and top deciles correspond fo the average performance of students who are in the corresponding deciles of the distribution of the PISA index of economic,
social and cultural status across all countries and economies; the middle decile corresponds to students whose socio-economic status ranges from the 45th 1o the 55th percentile of this

distribufion.

Only results of countries and economies with at least 3% of students in each international decile are shown.

Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the mean reading performance of students in the international middle decile of socio-economic status.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table I1.B1.2.2; Figure 11.2.2.
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Figure 7  Variation in reading performance between and within schools
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Note: All analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the between-school variation in reading performance, as a percentage of the total variation in performance across OECD
countries.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table 11.B1.4.1; Figure I1.4.1.
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Greater segregation of disadvantaged students

Figure 8 * Segregation of advantaged and disadvantaged students
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Notes: All analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.
The isolation index measures whether students of type A are more concentrated in some schools. The index is related to the likelihood of a representative type A student to be enrolled in
schools that enrol students of another type. It ranges from O to 1, with O corresponding to no segregation and 1 to full segregation.
A socio-economically advantaged student is a student in the top quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in his or her own country,/economy.

A socio-economically disadvantaged student is a student in the bottom quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) in his or her own country/economy.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table 11.B1.4.7; Figure 11.4.5.

Many education systems can do better in aligning
resources with needs and moderate social inequality
amongst schools. When it comes to the allocation
of material resources, much progress has been
achieved. According to PISA, some school systems
succeed in providing sufficient material and staff
resources to all schools, including disadvantaged
schools. In Bulgaria, Denmark, Latvia, Norway and
Poland, instruction appeared not to be hindered by
shortages of educational material or staff, according
to school principals, and there was no significant
difference in these reports between principals of
advantaged schools and those of disadvantaged
schools (Figure 11). Many countries have intfroduced
formula-based approaches to funding whereby the
resources allocated fo a school depend on ifs socio-
economic contfext.

However, aftracting the most qualified teachers to

the most challenging classrooms remains a major
challenge for most countries. For example, PISA results
show that in several countries, more teachers are
allocated to disadvantaged schools than advantaged
schools, but these teachers tend to be less experienced
and hold lower qualifications. On average across

© OECD 2019

OECD countries, 40% of teachers in disadvantaged

schools but 48% of teachers in advantaged schools
had ot least a master's degree; and in 42 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 was hindered by a shortage of education
staff. PISA also found thatin 7 of the 19 countries and
economies that distributed an optional questionnaire
for teachers, the proportion of teachers with less than
five years of experience was larger in disadvantaged
schools than in advantaged schools. Students then

face a double disadvantage: one that comes from their
home background and another that is created by the
school system (Figure 12).

OECD analyses show that it is not as simple as paying
teachers who work in disadvantaged schools more;

it requires holistic approaches in which teachers feel
supported in their professional and personal lives
when they take on additional challenges, and when
they know that additional effort will be valued and
publicly recognised. Some education systems have
been moving in this direction. Singapore sends its best
teachers to work with the students who are having the
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Figure 9 » Reading performance and spending on education

Average performance in reading (in score points)
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables |.B1.4 and Figure; 1.4.4.

greatest difficulty meeting Singapore’s high standards.
InJapan, officials in prefectural offices will transfer
effective feachers to schools with weak faculties to make
sure that all students have equally capable instructors.
Shanghai has established a system of financial transfer
payments to schools serving disadvantaged students
and career structures that incentivise high-performing
teachers o teach in disadvantaged schools. Shanghai
also pairs high-performing districts and schools with
low-performing districts and schools, so that the
authorities in each can exchange and discuss their
development plans with each other, and institutes for

teachers’ professional development can share their
curricula, teaching materials and good practices. The
government commissions “strong” public schools to
take over the administration of “weak” ones by having
the “strong” school appoint one of its experienced
leaders, such as the deputy principal, to be the
principal of the “weak” school, and sending a team
of experienced teachers to lead in teaching. The

Cumulative expenditure per student over the theoretical duration of studies (in US dollars)

underlying expectation is that the ethos, management
style and teaching methods of the high-performing
school can be transferred to the poorer-performing
school.

In the state of Ceard, in Brazil, the highest-performing
schools receive a significant reward in additional
financial resources that allows them to hire more
specialised teachers and experts. They do not use
these additional resources in their own school: but are
required to allocate them to the schools that struggle
most. So everyone wins: the high-performing schools
gain additional prestige and an expanded team, and
the low-performing schools benefit from the expertise
of high-performing schools — which might have been
more valuable to them than additional money.

All this being said, it is often difficult for teachers to
allocate scarce additional time and resources to the
children with the greatest needs. People who laud
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Figure 10 * Reading performance and total learning time per week
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Note: Learning fime is based on reports by 15-year-old students in the same country/economy in response to the PISA 2015 questionnaire.
For Beijing-Shanghai-iangsu-Zhejiang (China) (labelled as B-J-S-Z [China] on the figure), data on leaming fime amongst students from Beijing-Shanghai-liangsu-Guangdong (China) were used.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table 1.B1.4; and OECD, PISA 2015 Database, Figure 11.6.23; and PISA 2018 Figure 1.4.5.

the value of diversity in classrooms are often talking
about the classes other people’s children attend.

Itis challenging to convince socio-economically
advantaged parents whose children go to school with
other privileged children that everyone is better off
when classes are socially diverse. Policy makers, too,
find it hard to allocate resources where the challenges
are greatest and where those resources can have the
biggest impact, often because poor children usually
don't have someone lobbying for them. It is worth
studying how countries that have addressed these
challenges successfully have dealt with the political
economy of these changes.

In sum, all countries have excellent students, but too
few countries have enabled all of their students to
excel and fulfil their potential to do so. The education
that wise parents want for their children is what

© OECD 2019

public policy should strive to achieve for all children.
Achieving greater equity in education is not only

a social justice imperative, it is also a way to use
resources more efficiently, increase the supply of

skills that fuel economic growth, and promote social
cohesion. Not least, how we treat the most vulnerable
students and citizens shows who we are as a society.




Figure 11 ¢ Difference in shortage of educational material and staff, by schools’ socio-economic profile
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Results based on principals’ reports
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Notes: Statistically significant differences are shown in a darker tone.
The socio-economic profile is measured by the school’s average PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.
For this analysis, the sample is restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students.

Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the difference in the mean index of shortage of education staff.
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Figure 12 ¢ Percentage of teachers with at least a master’s degree, by schools’ socio-economic profile

Results based on principals’ reports
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Notes: Statistically significant differences are shown in a darker tone.

Education levels correspond to level 5A master's degree and level 6 of the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED-1997).

The socio-economic profile is measured by the school's average PISA index of economic, social and cultural status.

For this analysis, the sample 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 teachers in disadvantaged schools with at least an ISCED 5A qualification.

OECD average-36 refers to the arithmetic mean across OECD countries (and Colombia), excluding Spain.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table 11.B1.5.4; Figure I1.5.1.
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