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e Naturally, GDP per capita influences educational success,
but this only explains 6% of the differences in average
student performance. The other 94% reflect the potential
for public policy to make a difference.

— While better educational outcomes are a strong predictor of
economic growth, wealth and spending on education alone are no
guarantee for better educational outcomes.

e QOverall, PISA shows that an 1image of a world divided
neatly into rich and well-educated countries and poor and
badly-educated countries 1s out of date.

— It1is a warning to advanced economies that they cannot take for
granted that they will forever have “human capital” superior to that
in other parts of the world.

— At a time they will need to work hard to maintain a knowledge and
skill base that keeps up with changing demands.
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e PISA underlines, in particular, the need for many
advanced countries to tackle educational
underperformance so that as many members of
their future workforces as possible are equipped
with at least the baseline competencies that enable
them to participate in social and economic
development.

e Otherwise, the high social and economic cost of
poor educational performance 1n advanced
economies risks becoming a significant drag on
economic development.
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e The quality of an education system cannot exceed the
quality of its teachers and principals, since student learning
1s ultimately the product of what goes on in classrooms.

e Corporations, professional partnerships and national
governments all know that they have to pay attention to

— how the pool from which they recruit is established;

— how they recruit;

— the kind of initial training their recruits receive before they present
themselves for employment;

— how they mentor new recruits and induct them into their service;

— what kind of continuing training they get;

— how their compensation is structured;

— how they reward their best performers;

— how they improve the performance of those who are struggling; and

— how they provide opportunities for the best performers to acquire more
status and responsibility.
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Chapter 1
Some features shared by high-
performing school systems

How do resources for education, and education policies and practices
relate to reading performance? And what is their relationship with the
socio-economic background of countries, schools and students? This
chapter presents a summary of selected features shared by "successful”
school systems, defined by relatively high-achieving students and greater
equity in learning outcomes, because socio-economic background has
only a moderate impact on performance.
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= Figure IV.1.1 =

How much of the variation in reading performance
lies between countries, schools and students
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Selected characteristics of school systems with
reading performance above the OECD average

Four areas

High vertical differentiation

Low vertical differentiation

High horizontal differentiation at the system level
Medium horizontal differentiation at the system level
Low horizontal differentiation at the system level
Hsc High horizontal differentiation at the school level
hsc Low horizontal differentiation at the school level
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More school autonomy for curriculum and assessment
Less school autonomy for curriculum and assessment
More school competition

Less school competition

2. ﬁekstur skola
(Figure 1V.3.5)

Frequent use of assessment or achievement data for benchmarking and information purposes
Infrequent use of assessment or achievement data for benchmarking and information purposes
Frequent use of assessment or achievement data for decision making

Infrequent use of assessment or achievement data for decision making

3. Namsmat og
abyrgo

::Figure IV.3.6)

High cumulative expenditure by educational institutions per student aged 6 to 15
Low cumulative expenditure by educational institutions per student aged 6 to 15

Large class size and high teachers’ salaries

4. Fjarhagsleg
stada skola

(Figure 1V.3.7)

wo|wa|m (MmO o @] (o |5y |
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 Vertical differentiation

— Age of entry into the school system
— Grade repetition
 Horizontal differentiation at the system level
— Programmes of study
— Age of selection
— School admission policies
 Horizontal differentiation at the school level

— Student transferring policies
— Ability grouping within schools
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Chapter 2

How resources, policies and
practices are related to student
performance

By focusing on selected organisational features of schools and school
systems, this chapter details how resources, policies and practices relate
to student performance, and how far positive relationships at the school
level translate into positive relationships at the level of the education
system. The chapter also discusses how the environment within schools
affects learning outcomes.




= Figure [V.2.1a =

How school systems’ policies for selecting and grouping students
are related to educational outcomes
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= Figure V.22 =

School systems with low transfer rates tend to give more autonomy to schools
to determine curricula and assessments
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= Figure [V.2.3 =

How school policies for selecting and grouping students are related to reading performance

Expressed as a percentage of the average variance in reading performance in OECD countries
(100% is the average total variance in reading performance across OECD countries)
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® Figure IV.2.4a =

How the governance of school systems is related to educational outcomes
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= Figure [V.2.5 =
How the governance of schools is related to reading performance

i Expressed as a percentage of the average variance in reading performance in OECD countries
Thile (100% is the average total variance in reading performance across OECD countries)
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® Figure [V.2.6a =

How school systems’ assessment and accountability policies

are related to educational outcomes
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e The generally weak relationship between resources and performance observed
in past research is also seen in PISA.

e At the level of the education system, accounting for the level of national
income, the only type of resource that PISA shows to be correlated with
student performance is the level of teachers’ salaries relative to national
income (Figure IV.2.8).

e Asshown in Chapter 3, teachers’ salaries are related to class size in that if
spending levels are similar, school systems often make trade-offs between
smaller classes and higher salaries for teachers.

e The findings from PISA suggest that teachers’ salaries are correlated with
overall performance, such that school systems that choose to invest in higher
salaries for teachers show higher-than-average student performance.

e This is consistent with school-effects research that underscores the cost-
effectiveness of investing in teacher quality rather than in reducing class size
(Greenwald, Hedges and Laine, 1996; Rivkin, Hanushek and Kain, 2005).
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® Figure [V.2.8 =

How school systems’ resources are related to educational outcomes
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How the learning environment 1s
related to student performance

 How schools are organised and governed tends to influence learning in
schools and classrooms indirectly. PISA has also looked at aspects of
the learning environment that affect learning more directly.

e This analysis examines how teacher-student relations, disciplinary
climate, student- and teacher-related factors affecting school climate,
teachers’ stimulation of students, school principals’ leadership and
their perceptions of parents’ pressure to raise academic standards and
achievement relate to student performance.

e Most of the measures of the learning environment are based on the
perceptions and opinions of students and school principals.

e Since it 1s difficult to compare perceptions and options across countries
this section examines relationships between these aspects and student
performance within each country.
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How the learning environment at school is related to reading performance
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® Figure [V.2.13 =

How student and school characteristics are related to reading performance
Expressed as a percentage of the average variance in reading performance in OECD countries
(100% is the average total variance in reading performance across OECD countries)

Variance in reading performance:

[ Solely accounted for by students’ reading engagement and approaches to learning,
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B Jointly accounted for by students” and schools’ socio-economic and demographic background
and by students’ reading engagement and approaches to learning, the learning environment,
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[ Unaccounted for by any of the above factors
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e These sections have described how organisational configurations of
schools systems and the learning environment in individual schools
interrelate with socio-economic factors to influence student
performance. These relationships can also be examined in association
with the findings discussed in Volume III, Learning to Learn, which
focus on the association between students’ reading habits, their
approaches to learning and student performance.

e After considering the socio-economic and demographic characteristics
of students, their reading habits and approaches to learning, the
learning environment and school organisation, across OECD countries,
almost 1/3 of the student-level variation and almost 9/10 of the

between-school variation in performance can be explained by aspects
measured by PISA.

11 -
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Chapter 3
How schooling is Organised

This chapter provides detailed descriptions and in-depth analyses of
selected organisational features of schools and systems that affect
student performance. These include how students are sorted into
grades, schools and programmes, school autonomy, school competition,

how schools and school systems use student assessments, and resources
devoted to education.



Age at which students enter school and how they progress

Age of entry into primary school Grade repetition 15-year-olds in different grades and education levels
Percentage
Percentage of students who started at: Percentage of students in: of students in:
Average | Age 5 or below Percentage of B Grade below the modal grade Lower Upper
age | Age G students who E The modal grade secondary | secondary
(years O Age 7 or above repeated one or B Grade above the modal grade education | education
old) maore grades (7) (7]
S Australia 5.2 | . B.4 . j : T B1 19
S Austria 62 | M ' ' : T 126 T . i 7 53
~ Belgium 5.9 | : ' —1 349 I : : I 4 a1
Canada 5.2 | N | 5.4 — | 15 85
Chile 6.0 | : : 1 23.4 ) : . : I 5 a5
Czech Republic .4 I - 4.0 O ' = ; 54 4
O Denmark 0.6 | M ] ; : 4.4 — : : I 99 1
Estonia 0.9 I 5.6 — | ag 2
(O Finland 6.7 —_ - : = 2.8 = 100 0
France 5.9 | I : : i 36.9 1 I 37 63
Germany 6.3 | W : : _— 21.4 —_— —— 97 3
Creece 61 | H ;  To— 5.7 | — : 7 93
Hungary 6.8 | | . i . 11.1 — — : : T 1] a0
|:> lceland 5.6 | : : j I 0.5 i : : : | ag ?
Ireland 45 | | 12.0 T ; : . ; 62 38
lsrael 6.3 | [ : ' — 7.5 — 3 g 14 86
Italy 5.9 | = 16.0 — ' : : I [ 99
Japan 5.0 0.0 i : : 0 100
Korea B.0 0.0 [~ : : : 3 I 4 a6
Luxembourg 6.2 | T : — 36.5 i 3 ] 3 b2 EH
Mexico 6.2 | W : ' L 215 - — : : I 44 56
Netherlands 6.0 | - : : T 26.7 (— — 74 26
New Zealand 5.0 | . T 5.1 [ — : I & 94
(O Horway S.E | —— i 0.0 [ 100 0
Poland 7.0 | | : . i : 5.3 = . ; | 99 [
Portugal 6.0 | I 35.0 | E——] 44 56
Slovak Republic 6.3 | [ : : - 3.8  —— | 39 [
Slovenia 6.7 | [ I 1.5 T : : | 3 a7
Spain 5.0 | | I 35.3 — = 100 i
(O Sweden A — — : 46 5 : : ; I a8 P
Switzerland 6.5 | — T ; 228 = = g T 79 21
Turkey 5.9 | K i : : : 13.0 A : : I 4 96
United Kingdom 5.0 | I | 2.3 [ i : i : | [i] 100
United States 5.9 | |——— ; = 142 [~ ' ' [ 11 59
OECD average 6.1 | | i — T 13.0 = c—] 46 54
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100% -

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

School admittance policies: Residence in a particular area

B Sometimes

School admittance
policies

I Always
B Never
T T T T

Denmark Finland Iceland Norway Sweden| OECD

average

School admittance policies: Students' records of performance

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

Schooladmittance policies: Recommendations of feeder schools

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

= Always

B Sometimes

H Never

Denmark Finland Iceland Norway Sweden

OECD
average

20%
10%
0%

I Always
B Sometimes
B Never

T T T T

Denmark Finland Iceland Norway Sweden | OECD
average
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Schooladmittance policies: Parents' endorsement ofthe

instructional orreligious philosophy ofthe school

School admittance
policies

Schooladmittance policies: Whether the student requires

oris interested in a special programme

Denmark Finland Iceland Norway Sweden

OECD
average

u Always
B Sometimes

B Never

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% - = Always
40% 1 B Sometimes
30% -
20% - B Never
10% -
0% - T T T .
. 100%
Denmark Finland Iceland Norway Sweden| OECD 90%
average
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Schooladmittance policies: Preference given to
family members of current or former students
100% T
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% - I Always
40% 1 B Sometimes
30% -
20% - B Never
10% -
0% T T T T T
Denmark Finland Iceland Norway Sweden| OECD

average
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 Vertical differentiation

— Age of entry into the school system
— Grade repetition

 Horizontal differentiation at the system level
— Programmes of study and age of selection
— School admission policies

e Horizontal differentiation at the school level
— Student transferring policies
— Ability grouping within schools

ll 2. Rekstur skdla




How school systems select and group students for schools, grades and programmes

Low verfical differentiation

Students who repeated one or more grades: 7%
Students out of modal starting ages: 7%

High vertical differentiation
Students who repeated one or more grades: 29%
Students out of modal starting ages: 11%

. Low horizontal High horizontal Low horizontal High horizontal
Country profiles in differentiation differentiation differentiation differentiation
Selectin and rou in at the school level at the school level at the school level at the school level
g g p g Schools that transfier Schools that transfer Schools that transfer Schools that transfer
St“dents students to other schools | students to other schools | students to other schools | students to other schools
due to low achievement, | due to low achievement, | due to low achievement, | due to low achievement,
behavioural problems behavioural problems behavioural problems behavioural problems
or special learning needs: | or special learning needs: | or special leaming needs: | or special learning needs:
15%: 33% 15% 33
Schools that group Schools that group Schools that group Schools that group
students by ability students by ability students by ability students by ability
in all subjects: in all subjects: in all subjects: in all subjects:
8% 8% BY% 38%
Low horirontal Mumber of school types Australia,' Canada ® Jordan Spain, Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Peru
differentiation at | or distinct educational Denmark, Fstonia,? Tunisia, Uruguay
the system level programmes: 1.1 Finland,* Greece,

First age of selection: 15.8
Selective schools: 17%

olind? Mow Fealand,?
Morway,? Poland,’
Sweden, United States,
United Kingdom,
Karakhstan, Latvia,
Lithuania,
Fussian Federation

Medium horizontal
differentiation at
the system level

Mumber of school types
or distinct educational
programmes: 3.0

First age of selection: 14.5
Selective schools: 42%

Ireland, Israel, kaly, Japan,?
Korea,? Slovenia, Albania,
Azerbaijan, Dubai (UAE),
Hong Kong-China,”
Montenegro,
Shanghai-China," Thailand

Indonesia, Kyrgyzstan,
Clatar, Romania,
Chinese Taipei

Mexico, Portugal

Luxembourg,
Macao-China, Panama

igh horizontal
differentiation at
the system level

Number of school types
or distinct educational
programmes: 4.3

First age of selection: 11.2

Selective schools: 619%

Austria, Czech Republic,
Hungary, Slovak Republic,
Croatia, Liechtenstein,
Singaporne’

Turkey, Bulgaria, Serbia

Belgium," Germany,
Trinidad and Tobago

Metherlands,! Switzerland’

Mote: The estimates in the grey cells indicate the average values of the variables used in latent profile analysis im each group. See Annex A5 for technical details.

|. Perform higher than the OECD average in reading.

2. Perform higher than the OFCD average in reading and where the relationship between students’ socio-economic background and reading performance is weaker than the




School autonomy

PISA 2009 asked school principals to report whether the teachers, the
principal, the school’s governing board, the regional or local education
authorities or the national education authority had considerable
responsibility for allocating resources to schools (appointing and
dismissing teachers, establishing teachers’ starting salaries and salary
raises, formulating school budgets and allocating them within the
school) and responsibility for the curriculum and instructional
assessment within the school (establishing student-assessment policies,
choosing textbooks, determining which courses are offered and the
content of those courses).

This information was combined to create two composite indices:
Index of school responsibility for resource allocation,
Index of school responsibility for curriculum and assessment,

Both indices have an average of zero and a standard deviation of one
for OECD countries. Higher values indicate more autonomy for school
principals and teachers.
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School autonomy

= Figure IV.3.3a =
How much autonomy individual schools have over resource allocation

o

Percentage of students in schools whose principals reported that only “principals and/or teachers”, only “regional and/or national education authority
or both “principals and/or teachers” and “regional and/or national education authority” have a considerable responsibility for the following tasks

[ A ] Selecting teachers for hire

M Dismissing teachers

Establishing teachers’ starting salaries

| D | Determining teachers’ salaries increases

B3 rFormulating the school budget

3 Deciding on budget allocations within the school

B Only “principals and/or teachers”
IEM Both “principals and/or teachers” and “regional and/or national education authority”
BEM Only “regional and/or national education authority”
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Selecting teachers for hire

[ A |
M Dismissing teachers
| C_|

Establishing teachers’ starting salaries

MM Determining teachers’ salaries increases
3 rormulating the school budget

I Deciding on budget allocations within the school

mmmm Range between top and bottom quarter

*

Average index

Variability

A B C 2 in the index

7 23 1 12 3 2 3 1 Index of school responsibility for resource allocation (5.D.)

oy Australia 61|20 |19 |43 |12 | 45|12| & al 16| 16| 23 il = (]
% Austria 13|35 |52 | 5|26|68| 1| o|99]| 1 ga [ 11| 9 |an| B4 12| 4 0.3
Belgium 75| 13|12 (63|21 | 17| Of 1|99 99 |56 | 18| 26 | 63|19 | 17 0.3
Canada 54|33 7|17 |35|48| 3| s|az| 4| e|a1|25|30|45| 76|15 5 0.5
Chile 69 a(23 (59| 3|38 (37| 1|62|37| 1|62|55| a|3a| 71| o |20 12
Czech Republic 00| of o|loa| 1| o|77|{15] B|[65|25|11|55]|36| 9| 75({24] 1 . 1.2
Denmark 97| 2| o|ea|1s|16e|20|10|70| 16|14 |70|80 |13 &| 98| 2| O — 0.9
Estonia 98| 2| o|9s| 5| ol F|20|73|12|33|55]|37 |54 9| B5]15 1 0.6
OFinIand 32(43|(2z|18|19|63| 8| 7|B4]| 5| 1= 36 |41 23] 92| 6] 1 0.5
F[ﬂI'IEE W W W W W WA w W W w W W L W w W L w W
Germany 29|36 (34| 714|792 3| o|97| 4|1s|81 |29 4|67| 97| 2| 2 0.5
Groece al 1|99| o| 298| o| ofloo]| o| oflon|34| 7|59 59| 7|34 0.1
Hungary 99| 1| o|97| 2| 1|49 7|44|56| 7|37|73|15|12| 92| 5| 2 12
lceland 94| 6| 0|93 7| o] 7|13 |80 4|16 |80|57 |30 13| 77|22 O 0.5
Ireland 6l|25| 14|36 | 14|50 0| 2|98 1| o|ow|6eD|13|27| 89| 5| & 0.2
Israel 67|30 3|4a|3a|13]| ol 4|ar|13| e|lao|15| 26|59 aaf 24| 11 0.8
Italy alto|az| | a|@4| 3] ofar]| 3| o9 7| 7|8 63 11|21 0.5
Japan 25 2| 73|22 177113 oflaz|1e] 3|ap|28)] 4|6y 82| 3| a 1.0
Korea 32| 6|62 (23| 4|74]| 8| o|92]| 6| o|94|29 12|58 8s| 6| & 07
Luxembourg Ml 3|19 |36|45 | 6| 0|94 6| o943 |57 (12| 75[ 14| & 0.8
Mexico 34| 5|6l |22 4|73 &) O|9z| 6| O|o4|46| 6|48 71| 722 0.8
Metherlands ool o] ofwa| 1| o|72| s|20f55) 123399 1| of|lo0] of O 1.0
Mew Zealand ool o o8| 7| 4| 9| afes| 15|21 |64 |35 4| 1| 93] 1| 0 0.7
MNorway 72121 a|4a|2z2|34| al|l alas| el 13| |ss|za|{17| aaf 12| 1 0.6
Paoland g7l 12| 1|90 |1o| o a|(20|71| 42077 74251 26|43 |31 0.4
Portugal 13|57 (30| 14| Oo]ee| 5| Of|o4| 5| O|og|&3 10|27 B8] 3| & 0.7
Slovak Republic 98| 2| o|9a| 2| o|39|27|34|32|33|35|as |40 15| 7ofl27| 3 1.1
Slovenia aa| 4| 1|10 1] 7108z 1331 | 56264926 7821 1 (1]
Spain 3| 3|es|32| 1|e7| 3| 2|os| 3| 2|os|e3| 4|33 93] 4| 3 0.6
O Sweden 96| 4| o|ed| 17| 20|57 16|27 |en| 22| 9led|zo| e 3] 5| 2 1.1
Switzerland g2 15| 3|60 | 26| 15| 8| S |a4| 8|13 (79|35 (30|35 83|13 4 0.7
Turkey 1] 1]es| 2| 29| 1| oflse| 1| ol |34|19|[47] 56| 16|28 0.2
United Kingdom op| 9| o|70|22| a|52|23|25|67 |17 | 15|57 [29]| 14| 95] 5| 1 1.1
United States pe( 12 of75 |19 6|17 5|7 18| 67554 |29 | 16| B3| 13| 4 , 0.9
OECD average 6l|14| 25 (st | 13|37 |17 7|77 | 17| 10|73 |46 22|32 a1[12] & ; 0.7
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School autonomy

® Figure [V.3.3b =
How much autonomy individual schools have over curricula and assessments

Percentage of students in schools whose principals reported that only “principals and/or teachers”, only “regional and/or national education authority”
or both “principals and/or teachers” and “regional and/or national education authority” have a considerable responsibility for the following tasks

M Establishing student assessment policies

I Choosing which textbooks are used

Determining course content

W Deciding which courses are offerad

B Only “principals and/or teachers”

IEM Both “principals and/or teachers” and “regional and/or national education authority”
BEM Only “regional and/or national education authority”
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Establishing student assessment policies

MM Choosing which textbooks are used
Determining course content
BN Deciding which courses are offered

mmmm Range between top and bottom quarter

& Average index

Variability
A B C D Index of school responsibility in the index
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 13 for curriculum and assessment {5.D.)

Australia [ 65| 33| 2| 92| B| o 46|40 | 14| 75| 24| 1 ! ! ] 0.9
Austria | 57 | 27 | 15| 94| 5| 1|37 |40 23|32 | 40| 29 | i i 0.8
Belgium [ 78 [ 19| 4| 24| 4| 1|32 ]|42[26|40[46]13 0.8
Canada |28 | &2 [ 10| 40|49 (11 (12 |51 | 38| 44 | 54| 3 0.6
Chile | 72 | 21 6| 73|20| 7|43 |22 | 35| 64|20 16 1.0
Czech Republic | 25| 5] of s3{ 1 1183 |1a| 1] 88|11 I 0.8
Denmark [ 61 | 28 |11 [1oo| o o|56 (32 (12| 47 | 39| 14 0.9
Estonia | &3 | 33 3| 66| 32| 2|66 |30 4|79 (20| 2 0.9
@) Finland | 50| 43| 7| 98| 2| o|3z2|s2|1e|55]|39]| & 0.8
Fl'III'I'CE w W W w W w W W w W W W W
Germany | 71| 21| 9| 84|13| 3|21 |47 ]|32| 80 [18] 2 0.7
Greece | 20| 12 | &8 7l a|las| 1] 3|98| &| 5| &8 B 0.3
. Hungary | 94| 6| of 98] 2| o|l49|36|[15]| 43|28 29 0.4
) lceland [ 92| 8| 1| 93] 4| 3|6l |26[13|aa]42] 10 0.9
4 Ireland [ 87 [ 13| o 97| 3| o223z |3a|78 21 ] 1 0.7
lsrael | 80| 20| o) 5343 4|52 [44] 5|44 |50]| & 1.0
taly [91]| &]| 1] 99| 1| o|59|27[14]49|25] 27 0.4
Japan [sa| 2| of &3] B8] 3|93 ]| 6| 1]94| 5] 2 0.7
Korea |92 | & 2| 9a| 4| o|les| a| 2| |17]| 4 0.8
Luxembourg | 9| 33|58 13|80 ] 7| a|72]20| 18] 61| 21 — 0.6
Moxico | 56| 15 |20 | &3 11 | 26| 14 7|l 73| 5 5| a1 = 0.5
MWetherlands (99| 1| oftoo] of olas |1z 1] 8a|10] 1 0.6
Mew Fealand | 81 |17 2| 29| 1| o| 7@ |20 1] 92 B| O 0.8
@) Norway | 38 [ 36 [ 27| 57| 2| 1] 30|40 30|23 ]33] 44 - 0.7
Poland [ 52| & of 92] B| o|=3| 7| of40] 31|29 0.8
Portugal | 35 | 37 |28 | 28] 2| of 5] 3|=92] 10| 5|8 ] 0.4
Slovak Republic [ 76 [ 21| 3] 5639 | 5| 48|47 | 5|52 (48] 1 1.0
Slovenia | 46 | 48 | 5| 7227 1|34 | 59| & 28] 52| 20 0.8
Spain | 44 [ 34 [ 23| 55| 5| o3z |31 |37|30]31]3s - 0.8
() Sweden|6e|30]| 3[ 93] 1| o|les|[26] a|s53|25]22 1.0
Switzerland | 57 | 27 | 16 | 40| 40 | 20| 21 | 41 | 38 | 24 | 50 | 27 0.7
Turkey | 42 [ 29 |30 | 1418 |ea| a]i5]|76] 14|21 | &5 ) 0.4
United Kingdom |88 | 12| o| 98| 2| o| 77|20 2|86]|14]| O 0.8
United States | 46 | 40 [ 13| 2|28 (10| 36 | 46 | 18| 58 | 37 4 0.9
OECD average | 66 | 23 | 11| 78| 15| & |45 |31 | 24| 50| 28| 21 0.4




How school systems are governed

" Figure [V.35 =

Hnw school systems are governed

Less school competition

Schools that complete with other schools
for students in the same area: 73%

Private schools: 8%

More school competition

Schools that complete with other schools
for students in the same area: 89%

Private schools: 52%

Less school autonomy
for curriculum
and assessment

Establish student assessment policies: 61%
Choose which textbooks are used: 55%
Determine course content: 14%

Decide which courses are offered: 18%

Greece, Mexico, Portugal, Turkey, Albania,
Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Croatia, Kazakhstan,
Jordan, Montenegro, Qatar, Serbia,
Tunisia, Uruguay,

More school autonomy
for curriculum
and assessment

Establish student assessment policies: 92%
Choose which texthooks are used: 97%
Determine course content: 85%

Decide which courses are offered: 87%

Austria, Canada,® Czech Republic, Denmark,
Estonia,” Finland,” Germany, Hungary,
lceland ” Israel, Italy, Japan,” Luxembourg,
New Zealand,' Norway,” Poland,’
Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland,' United Kingdom, United States,
Panama, Argentina, Brazil, Colombia,
Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania,
Peru, Romania, Russian Federation,
Shanghai-China,' Singapore,' Thailand,
Trinidad and Tobago

Australia,’ Belgium,' Chile, Ireland,
Korea,> Netherlands,! Dubai (LUAE),
Hong Kong-China,” Indonesia,
Macao-China, Chinese Taipei

Note: The estimates in the grey cells indicate the average values of the variables used in latent profile analysis in each group. See Annex A5 for technical details.

1. Perform higher than the OECD average in reading.
2. Perform higher than the OECD average in reading and where the relationship between students’ socio-economic background and reading performance is weaker than

the QECD average.




Assessment and accountability policies

e Assessment practices and purposes

— An average of 76% of students in OECD countries are
enrolled in schools whose principals reported that they use
standardised tests for 15-year-old students.

— Some 59% of students across OECD countries are in schools
whose principals reported that they use achievement data to
compare their students’ achievement levels either with those
in other schools or to national or regional performance
measures.

— It is more common for schools to use achievement
information to monitor school progress from year to year; on
average some 77% of students in OECD countries attend
schools that do so.

3. Namsmat og
abyrgo




Country profiles in assessment and
accountability policies

® Figure [IV.3.6 =

How school systems use student assessments

it use of assessment

or achievement data for benchmarking
and information purposes

Provide comparative information to parents: 32%
Compare the school with other schools: 38%
Monitor progress over time: 57%

Post achievement data publicly: 20%

Have their progress tracked
by administrative authorities: 46%

use of assessment
or achievement data for benchmarking
and information purposes

Provide comparative information to parents: 64%
Compare the school with other schools: 73%
Monitor progress over time: 89%

Post achievement data publicly: 47%

Have their progress tracked
by administrative authorities: 79%

Infrequent use
of assessment

or achievement data
for decision making

Make curricular decisions: 60%
Allocate resources: 21%

Meonitor teacher practices: 50%

Austria, Belgium,' Finland,” Germany, Greece,
Ireland, Luxembourg, Netherlands,' Switzerland,’
Liechtenstein

Hungary, Norway,” Turkey,
Montenegro, Tunisia, Slovenia

Frequent use
of assessment or

achievement data
for decision making

Making curricular decisions: 88%
Allocating resources: 40%
Meonitor teacher practices: 65%

Denmark, Italy, Japan,” Spain,
Argentina, Macao-China,
Chinese Taipei, Uruguay

Australia,’ Canada,” Chile, Czech Republic,
Estonia,” lceland,.® Israel, Korea,” Mexico,
MNew Zealand,' Poland,' Portugal, Slovak Republic,
Sweden, United Kingdom, United States, Albania,
Azerbaijan, Brazil, Bulgaria, Colombia, Croatia,
Dubai (UAE), Hong Kong-China,” Indonesia,
Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania,
Panama, Peru, Qatar, Romania, Russian Federation,
Shanghai-China,' Singapore,' Thailand,
Trinidad and Tobago, Serbia
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Resources invested in education

e Learning time

— On average across OECD countries, students reported
spending approximately 3 hours and 40 minutes per
week 1n classes on the language of instruction.

o Extra-curricular activities

— Extra-curricular activities take many forms, including
sports activities, academic activities, and courses in the
arts and culture, and they can also improve students’
non-cognitive skills.

1) - .



Student learning time

The data on students’ learning time used in this report are based on 15-
year-old students’ self-reports on their “typical” use of time per week
at the time of the PISA data collection.

The time students spend learning each subject might vary according to
the week. The number of instruction weeks per year may also vary
across education systems, depending on the length of the school year
and vacation time.

System-level data on the number of weeks of instruction time, as part
of the teachers’ working time (OECD, 2009c¢), is used as a proxy for
the number of instruction weeks per year in each education system.
This 1s then multiplied by the number of school lessons per week,
taken from the students’ reports.

A linear relationship between the two indicators confirms that the
number of hours per week spent in regular school lessons is a good
proxy for the number of hours per year spent in regular school lessons.

1) -
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® Figures [V.3.a =

Relationship between learning hours per week and learning hours per year
in the language of instruction

Learning hours per year Learning hours per year

240 240
Denmark

220 ¢ 220

200 = 200

180 ,.-/ 180

Australia

160 Israelgp ™|

160

Jap
140 Cermany, 140

S:E;Ii?]nlﬂ Russian Federation
Czech Republi /é/
120 zec EP“._'& Turkeéy Portugal 120

Slovenia® [ —" @  Creece

. /f Luxembourg
100 7 . 100
Austria ’ Hungary Ireland

80 80
R* =0.94
60 60
2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0 5.5

Learning hours per week




Time studentspentfor learning per week (minutes)

Regular lessons at school in language of instruction

350

S9INUIN




Extra-curricular activities

e In PISA 2009, school principals were asked to report whether the
following extra-curricular activities are offered by the school:

— aband, an orchestra or choir;

— school plays or school musicals;

— aschool yearbook,

— anewspaper or magazine;

— volunteering or service activities;

— abook club;

— adebating club or debating activities;
— aschool club or competition for foreign language, math or science;
— an academic club;

— an art club or art activities;

— asport team or sports activities;

— lectures and/or seminars;

— collaboration with local libraries; and
— collaboration with local newspapers.

11 -



Index of schools’ extra-curricular activities
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Chapter 4
The Learning Environment

Students perform better in orderly classrooms and with the support of
engaged teachers and parents. Using reports fromstudents, school principals
and, for some countries, parents, this chapter describes and analyses six
key aspects of the learning environment: teacher and student behaviours
that affect learning, the disciplinary climate, teacher-student relations, how
teachers stimulate students’ engagement in reading, parents’ involvement
in and expectation of schooling, and school principals’ leadership.



Teacher-student relations

® Figure IV.4.1 =

Students’ views of teacher-student relations
Index of teacher-student relations based on students” reports

I get along well with most of my teachers.

Most of my teachers are interested in my well-being.
Most of my teachers really listen to what | have to say.
If I need extra help, | will receive it from my teachers.

Most of my teachers treat me fairly.

11 -




Percentage of students agreeing
or strongly agreeing mmmm Range between top and bottom quarter
with the following statements )
m & Average index

=~ _Australia 85 78 71 B4 a5 : : ' ; : ]

% Austria 87 59 61 7 7 1.1 0.07
Belgium 83 63 b7 54 B e —— 0.9 (.04
Canada 84 B0 74 B9 88 * 1.0 0.07
Chile 85 74 il Fird 71 . 1.0 0.0
Czech Republic 80 67 57 78 7 e e i I 0.9 0.06
Denmark 89 79 71 79 B5 % 1.0 0.06
Estonia 86 Fl 60 B85 75 I —— ——— 0.5 .04
Finland 87 49 63 54 80 b 0.9 0.03
France 78 53 62 B0 (idi] # 0.9 (.05
Cermany 85 58 69 71 77 P 1.1 0.05
Greece 87 6h 62 63 b5 i 1.0 (.
Hungary 86 i) 79 Fid 74 B e 0.9 0.05
lceland 88 73 74 B2 a0 » 1.1 .04
Ireland 82 7b 63 7 81 | 1.0 0.03
Israel 83 61 Ll 70 80 b 1.1 010
Italy 82 72 62 7 79 o 1.0 0.08
Japan 73 il 63 64 i B R 1.0 0.05
Korea i3 60 57 B3 75 e e 0.8 0.0
Luxembourg B2 59 63 72 7 4 1.1 0.04
Mexico 86 77 77 78 75 * 1.0 .05
Metherlands 87 61 (17 B5 85 4 0.8 0.02
Mew fealand 88 77 73 B7 86 - 1.0 .04

O Norway B4 57 55 74 i » 1.0 0.0
Poland 81 35 60 73 71 T — 0.9 .04
Portugzal a4 59 g2 a0 a2 e = 0.9 0.03
Slovak Republic 85 71 [71) 79 75 # 0.8 0.08
Slovenia RO 10 56 74 7 . 0.9 0.08
Spain 82 70 67 i 79 < 1.0 0.049

O Sweden 89 75 71 82 82 * 1.0 0.07
Switzerland 85 a9 70 B2 83 * 1.1 0.07
Turkey 86 fili] 78 7 Lo * 1.2 (.04
United Kingdom B& 78 69 Ba B3 * 0.9 0.04
United States 9 &1 74 fiti] a9 > 1.1 0.08
OECD average 85 LT 67 Pt 9 . 1.0 0.0




Disciplinary climate

" Figure V.42 =

Students’ views of how conducive classrooms are to learning
Index of disciplinary climate based on students’ reports

Students don't listen to what the teacher says.
BN There is noise and disorder.

The teacher has to wait a long time for the students to quieten down.
BEN Students cannot work well.
B Students don't start working for a long time after the lesson begins.
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Percentage of students reporting that
the following phenomena happen mmm Range between top and bottom quarter
“never or hardly ever” or “in some lessons” .
& Awverage index
A -] C D E
o _Australia 68 61 71 82 76 e e e e
= Austria 73 74 71 77 70 %
2 "Belgium 72 63 68 B5 71 =
Canada 71 [ 72 "2 73 #
Chile 74 61 65 52 70 #
Czech Republic 63 66 68 75 70 o e
() Denmark 72 65 78 88 82 R .
Estonia 70 64 P &0 78 I
() Finland 60 52 [%] 80 68 #
France G4 56 [ Th 63 i
Cermany B85 B4 78 82 81 »
Creece 55 58 62 5 65 e e
Hungary 71 71 60 80 78 4
lceland 74 67 73 54 51 d——
Ireland 64 65 70 Bl 75 o
Israel 78 75 73 77 74 o
Italy 66 68 70 81 74 b
Japan a2 a0 93 57 91 *. .
Korea a0 7 pifs a0 "7 »
Luxembourg G0 65 64 71 64 $
Mexico 79 73 79 a3 77 .- 0.9 0.12
Metherlands [ 59 63 81 55 # 0.3 0.08
Mew Zealand 68 61 68 82 74 * 1.0 0.09
O Norway 67 61 66 77 67 . 0.9 0.17
Poland 67 74 74 79 &0 e 1.0 0.7
Portugal 78 7h B0 Bh 79 % 1.0 0.10
Slovak Republic 67 74 73 51 75 . 09 016
Slovenia 59 6 68 78 70 # 1.1 023
Spain 73 74 73 83 73 = 1.0 0.14
O Sweden 75 67 71 83 76 « 0.9 0.18
Switzerland 72 74 74 81 76 [ 1.0 0.10
Turkey G 77 74 77 78 D e e e 0.3 0.08
LUnited Kingdom 73 68 74 B 81 * 1.0 0.14
United States 76 72 79 57 52 - 1.0 0.14
OECD average Fil | L] i2 81 75 T 1.0 015




How teachers stimulate students’ engagement with reading

® Figure IV.4.3 =

Students’ views of how well teachers motivate them to read
Index of teachers’ stimulation of students’ reacding engagement based on students’ reports

The teacher asks students to explain the meaning of a text.

The teacher asks questions that challenge students to get a better understanding of a text.
The teacher gives students enough time to think about their answers.

The teacher recommends a book or author to read.

The teacher encourages students to express their opinion about a text.

The teacher helps students relate the stories they read to their lives.

The teacher shows students how the information in texts builds on what they already know.
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School

bl
in li'il!lt!r
distribution
of the index
Percentage of students reporting that {(Proportion
the following phenomena occur s Range between top and bottom quarter sabilty of the index
W L i o Vﬂ}'ﬂﬂ varanceg
never or hardly ever” or “in some lessons % Riespe b iz i
Eamanibe EwE e e SD)  schook)
o _Australia 63 67 68 30 63 12 50 e 1.0 0.07
X Austria 19 42 55 10 54 26 18 B e a—-.,.F 1.0 0.07
QO Belgium 43 56 65 24 51 27 34 B e 0.9 0.05
Canada 61 65 68 7 b5 44 53 ' 1.0 0.10
Chile 48 59 59 49 57 43 57 a 1.0 0.09
Czech Republic 46 54 58 43 49 23 33 % 0.9 0.07
O Denmark 76 80 60 10 58 45 50 0.9 0.07
Estonia 49 67 63 45 59 29 40 [ ——— 0.8 0.08
O Finland 35 35 63 18 47 17 24 s 0.8 0.07
France 62 60 69 43 58 27 47 : 0.9 0.06
Germany 50 53 61 19 58 26 44 e 0.9 0.04
Greece 65 75 45 26 B0 13 40 e 0.9 0.07
Hungary 56 [ 71 18 B3 45 52 | — . 0.9 0.10
[> Iceland 30 44 53 25 38 12 36 : 1.0 0.09
Ireland 59 67 63 30 63 29 46 e, — 1.0 0.04
lsrael 41 16 55 26 45 £y 36 * 1.2 0.15
Italy 43 &1 63 47 B0 12 35 — ; 0.9 0.10
Japan 55 [ 61 25 42 30 29 1.1 0.08
Korea 18 45 46 19 26 32 33 e e i o] 1.0 0.05
Luxembourg 58 60 56 16 55 28 42 et 1.0 0.01
Mexico 42 60 44 54 58 17 45 e, 1.0 0.07
Netherlands 35 49 61 29 36 18 15 * 0.9 0.05
New Zealand 62 65 65 14 61 13 500 e L 1.0 0.04
O Norway 45 53 7 28 41 20 28 2 0.9 0.08
Poland 66 73 60 48 67 45 55 1.0 0.06
Portugal [ 49 68 46 B3 17 51 . 0.9 0.03
Slovak Republic 44 60 57 35 52 18 19 S S 0.9 0.09
Slovenia 63 68 62 41 65 46 48 1.0 0.07
Spain 41 49 53 48 53 37 40 e 1.0 0.09
O Sweden 34 41 58 44 56 30 15 0.9 0.07
Switzerland 45 45 61 27 56 12 41 . 0.9 0.05
Turkey 71 75 70 59 7 51 53 e 1.1 0.06
United Kingdom 67 03 68 26 65 30 55 1.0 0.07
United States [ 73 70 43 b 51 59 1.2 0.07
OECD average 52 50 (] 16 55 1n 43 eSS e 1.0 0.07




Student-related factors affecting school climate,
according to school principals

® Figure IV.4.4 =

School principals’ views of how student behaviour affects students’ learning
Index of student-related factors affecting school climate based on school principals” reports

Student absenteeism

B Disruption of classes by students

Students skipping classes

BEN Students lacking respect for teachers

B student use of alcohol or illegal drugs

B students intimidating or bullying other students
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Percentage of students in schools whose principals
reported that the following phenomena hindered | = Range between top and bottom quarter
the learning of students “not at all” or “very little” _
“a e o oo v I
o Awustralia 52 69 77 77 96 Al I
% Austria 44 55 60 70 97 71 e e e
C Belgium 69 72 79 83 a5 B9 e
Canada 31 71 42 B2 70 B5 =t
Chile 43 68 53 B7 86 86 i , : , |
Czech Republic 37 43 75 62 95 o3 ! | egele———
O Denmark 62 58 83 86 | 100 a3 R St m—
Estonia 50 62 37 77 96 &9 R s s i
QO Finland 27 38 57 67 96 71 e |
France W w W w W w : , : : , W
Germany g 55 a4 &2 93 82 ' ; : : ' 0.9
Greece 61 54 72 74 92 87 e e s 1.0
Hungary 48 63 73 A2 96 al : I 1.0
Iceland 74 53 80 77 a0 a2 i nai 0.8
Ireland 39 56 79 7] 89 80 e 0.3
Israel 46 57 58 B1 97 93 e — ——— 0.9
Italy 51 56 51 Bl 95 92 e m—— 0.9
Japan 67 91 89 76 98 93 . ; . 0.9
Korea 79 76 a3 71 92 a7 ' ' ' 0.9
Luxembourg 60 52 84 77 a5 o3 R m—— 0.8
Mexico 60 74 74 90 90 &8 e 0.9
Netherlands 66 B4 77 78 87 75 . 0.7
New Zealand 46 b 67 a0 90 a0 R ——— —— 0.9
QO Norway 63 41 78 65 93 BB I 0.7
Poland 39 69 62 83 97 91 i — 0.8
Portugal 56 54 59 76 97 93 e 1.0
Slovak Republic 32 46 25 79 97 95 | | ———— | 0.7
Slovenia 29 50 36 74 88 ol = e — | 1.0
Spain 67 57 73 72 95 a2 R — L —— 1.0
QO Sweden 40 58 61 78 99 B2 : : 0.7
Switzerland 73 63 82 &3 91 &9 e — L — 0.8
Turkey 14 23 22 29 31 35 + : . 1.4
United Kingdom 62 85 89 B8 97 97 e s il 0.7
United States 44 84 70 79 79 al . 0.8
OECD average 52 60 67 76 91 86 , | ———— 0.9




Teacher-related factors affecting school climate,
according to school principals

® Figure V.45 =

School principals’ views of how teacher behaviour affects students’ learning
Index of teacher-related factors affecting school climate based on school principals’ reports

Teachers’ low expectations of students

BN Poor student-teacher relations

Teachers not meeting individual students” needs

BEN Teacher absenteeism

B staff resisting change

B Teachers being too strict with students

Students not being encouraged to achieve their full potential
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Percentage of students in schools whose principals reported
that the following phenomena hindered leaming mmmm Range between top and bottom quarter
“not at all” or “very little” )
& Average index
A B C D E F G

Australia 68 85 58 86 61 96 78 : | —— | 0.91
Austria 86 94 78 78 76 97 87 e L —— 0.84
Belgium 87 9 76 75 71 96 B84 | | ————— | 0.86
Canada 86 89 75 88 62 94 86 | e —— 0.82
Chile 51 92 62 69 60 86 57 . - 1.00
Czech Republic 83 83 94 96 86 a0 75 o 0.72
Denmark O 95 97 B8 89 a1 98 93 e 0.82
Estonia &2 87 68 89 87 a2 77 o e o m— 0.83
Finland O 94 88 67 80 84 97 86 g e 0.69
France W W W W W W W W

Germany 82 93 77 78 70 96 89 R N 0.75
Greece 64 82 70 86 76 89 76 —— m—— 1.05
Hungary ; 94 96 94 94 a0 89 69 0.86
lceland C) a0 88 7 83 84 97 92 e 0.85
Ireland ] 78 92 76 88 a2 89 84 e — L — 0.87
Israel 73 86 67 71 80 90 80 - el 0.86
Italy 74 73 73 91 48 85 67 - e 0.84
Japan 76 85 7 97 63 a1 3 - e 0.87
Korea 66 90 67 99 66 84 83 e 0.79
Luxembourg 95 8& 64 82 84 89 7 e 0.71
Mexico 65 81 69 78 59 80 B0 : : : 1.01
Netherlands 66 90 44 62 61 86 45 e 0.67
New Zealand 63 83 57 95 73 95 82 | : : 0.79
Norway O 80 50 52 75 79 98 77 el 0.71
Poland a0 98 89 77 85 98 91 ol o« 0.86
Portugal 74 96 77 98 67 | 100 79 e L — 0.90
Slovak Republic 87 94 88 80 79 75 78 . | —— | 0.79
Slovenia a3 90 78 85 68 87 8l ' | ———— | 0.84
Spain 75 91 B5 91 67 97 74 e ot s— 0.92
Sweden O 77 93 64 87 67 99 75 4 0.83
Switzerland 94 91 81 96 74 97 89 — ——— 0.73
Turkey 28 25 39 30 25 32 27 —— | 1.29
United Kingdom 79 97 77 87 a3 98 92 R — —— 0.80
United States 77 90 72 91 68 96 84 : : 0.79
OECD average 78 B8 72 83 71 90 77 R S M — 0.84




Principal leadership

® Figure [V.4.6 =

School principals’ views of their involvement in school matters
Index of school principal’s leadership based on school principals’ reports

I make sure that the professional development activities of teachers are in accordance with the teaching goals of the school.
| ensure that teachers work according to the school’s educational goals.

| observe instruction in classrooms.

| use student performance results to develop the school’s educational goals.

| give teachers suggestions as to how they can improve their teaching.

| monitor students” work.

When a teacher has problems in his/her classroom, | take the initiative to discuss matters.
I inform teachers about possibilities for updating their knowledge and skills.

| check to see whether classroom activities are in keeping with our educational goals.

| take exam results into account in decisions regarding curriculum development.

| ensure that there is clarity concerning the responsibility for co-ordinating the curriculum.
When a teacher brings up a classroom problem, we solve the problem together.

| pay attention to disruptive behaviour in classrooms.

| take over lessons from teachers who are unexpectedly absent.
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Percentage of students in schools whose principals
reported that the following activities and behaviours mmmm Range between top and bottom quarter
occurred “quite often” or “very often” during the last school year )
& Average index
A B C D E F G H 1 J] K L M N

~ Australia 98| 99| w4 | 93| 76| 58 B9 95 [ 81| 81| 97] 93| 94] 32 E | pe—— !

Y Austria Bo| 92 41| 60| 67] 86| 84| 79] 67| 22] 75| 92] 87] 53 i . e : :

O Belgium o5 | 97| 43| 42( 68| 33| 89| 90| 82|46| 74| 98| 96| 4 : el : :
Canada 95| 98| 77| 91| 86| 60| 95]| 95| 86| 63| 87| 99| 98] 19 e
Chile 97 98| 55| 93[ 95| 73[90 96| 82| 84| 94| 97| 97| 62 s
Czech Republic 95| 98| 57| 81| 79[ 93| 86|98 83| 59| 93] 96| 75] 23 | | o —— | i

O Denmark 86| 89| 25| 44[ 53| 39| 94| 91| 76| 25| 76| 99| 95| 29 | e | |
Estonia 2)194|59| 84| 58| 75| 7293|5762 87]| 83| 7924 i ; r ; ;

O Finland 64 75| 9 46| 40[ 61]77] 95| 59] 13] 77] 98] 94] 39 | pp—— | | |
FrﬂﬁCE W W W W L) w W W W W W L L) W : : : : : W
Germany 82| 94| 40| 57| 53| 82| 80| 85| 57|33| 73| 95| 84|42 i . o el i i 0.7
Greece 40| 78] 12 61| 53] 46| 97] 96| 67| 34| o] 98] 96] 63 | ———— ! ! 1.0
Hungary 93| 00| 54| 84| 62| 84| 89| 91| 65| 73| 86| 04| 01| 41 ! . ! ! 0.5
Iceland 88| 89| 39| 78| 77| 69| 87| 96| 54| 58| 87 [100| 75 26 : sl | ! ! 0.7
Ireland 88| 88| 14| 64| 41| 50( 88| 92| 62| 78| 88| 97| 97 39 . 0.9
Israel 94| 99| 46| 67| 85| B1| 94| B9 | 86| 90| 94| 97 [ 98| 26 B B 0.9
Italy 97| 99 30| 86| 75| 67| 96| 98| 88 | 77| 92| 98] 98] 1a i I R | 0.9
Japan 43| 51| 37| 30] 38]| 40| 29] s50]31]37] 29| 61| 60| 17 . | | | 0.9
Korea g0 85| 42| 64|68 56 75| 6o [60] 46 63| 79| 68| 7 | e———— i i 1.2
Luxembourg 87|98 32| 65| 52| 64| 96| 67| 74| 32| 47| 98| 98] 23 D e — i i 1.0
Mexico 95| 97 | 68| 94| 89| 90| 95|91 |92 62| g0[ 97| 96] 43 ; I i 1.0
Netherlands 05|97 (52| 66| 73| 50 76| 82| 79| 75| 80| 86| 71 16 e ! | 0.7
New Zealand 99| 98 | 68| 98| 73| 42| 78| 84| 74| 87| 97| 83| 94] 12 E e p—— E 1.0

O Norway 81| 88| 24| 70| 49| 55| o0 91| 48] 47| 81 o8] 95] 28 N = ! ! 0.6
Poland 94| 97| 93| 95 89| 96| 91 99| 92|71 80| 97| 93] 37 ! | | ! 0.8
Portugal 93| 97| 9|94 65| 49| 91|89 45| g2 97| oa|o7] 7 s — 0.7
Slovak Republic 97| 99| 86| 87| 86| 90| 86| 98| 91| 76| 96] 91| 91] 15 Sl 0.7
Slovenia 99100 | 77| 78| 85 [ 90| 90 95| 85 [ 65| 93| 98] 94] 23 : I A : 0.8
Spain 86| 97| 28| 85[ 55| 45| 86| 86| 66| 71| 92| 99| 99| 63 | —— ; ; 0.9

O Sweden 90| 96| 38| 83 63| 2080 o0[s52]ea] 93] o8] 87| 13 i e — ; ; 0.8
Switzerland 72|82 | 64| 34 60| 61| 85| B80[509]| 17| 54| 92 83| 31 | e—— i ! 0.8
Turkey 85| 95| 70| 93| 85| 90| 75| 90| 87| 78] 93| 97| 99| 38 e e § 0.9
United Kingdom  |100 100 | 93 |100| 92| &8 | 90| 96| 95| 97| 99| 96| 97| 29 ; ; r—— | 0.9
United States 95 | 98| 95| 96| 94| 72| 95| 97| 94| 88| 90| 97| 96] 16 ! P — — i 1.1
OECD average 88| 93 50| 75| 69| 66| 86 89| 72| &1 ] 82] 94| 90| 29 ! . S ! ! 0.9




