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Foreword

The skills that students need to contribute effectively to society are in constant change. Yet, our education systems are not
keeping up with the fast pace of the world around us. Most schools look much the same today as they did a generation
ago, and teachers themselves are often not developing the practices and skills necessary to meet the diverse needs of
today’s learners.

The OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) is broadening the discussion about improving national
education systems beyond government and research institutions. Parents want the best education for their children to
ensure their success later in life. But beyond the influence of parents and other factors outside the school, teachers
provide the most important influence on student learning. Thus, teachers and teaching are facing growing scrutiny due
to a general agreement that improvements in teaching can lead to better learning and more effective education system.

The OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) is the largest international survey of teachers. TALIS began
in 2008 and gives teachers and school leaders around the world a voice to speak about their experiences. The survey
emphasises the themes that research tells us can influence effective teaching. Teachers report on their initial training and
the professional development they receive, the feedback they get on their teaching, the climate in their classrooms and
schools, their own satisfaction with their jobs, and their feelings about their professional abilities.

This report shares findings from the most recent cycle of the survey. TALIS 2013 results show that we need to put teachers
on a path to success immediately. Those professionals whose initial education included content, pedagogy and practice
elements specifically for the subjects that they teach report feeling better prepared for their work than their colleagues
without this kind of training. This is relevant information for systems of initial teacher preparation in all countries.

If teachers are now expected to prepare students to become lifelong learners, TALIS tells us that they themselves need
to learn and develop throughout their careers. Teachers not only need to be able to use the latest tools and technologies
with their students, but they also need to take advantage of the latest research on learning, pedagogies and practices. Part
of making this happen requires access to high-quality professional development. But access alone is not enough. TALIS
shows that teachers report higher participation rates in professional development activities in those countries where they
also report higher levels of both monetary and non-monetary support for this development.

Furthermore, teachers want to improve their skills and receive feedback that will help them improve. According to TALIS,
more than six in ten teachers report that appraisal leads to positive changes in their teaching practices. Also, more than
half of all teachers surveyed report that such feedback leads to positive changes in both their use of student assessments
and their classroom-management practices.

While teaching has often been thought of as an isolating profession, where teachers retreat into their classrooms and simply
close the door, the TALIS data also show that this is no longer the case. The survey illustrates the importance of collaboration
between teachers, to the extent that those who participated in collaborative professional learning activities at least five
times a year also reported being significantly more confident in their own abilities. Teachers’ use of collaborative teaching
practices five times a year or more also increases both their reported levels of self-efficacy and their job satisfaction.
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FOREWORD

We are aware that making substantial changes to develop the teaching profession is not an easy endeavour, but countries,
schools and teachers are not alone in this critical task. Further to this volume, the OECD will produce several additional
reports and policy briefs with new analyses of this rich data on teachers and schools, as well as policy recommendations
based on those findings. Recognising that education is the great equaliser in society, the challenge for all of us is to equip
all teachers with the skills and tools they need to provide effective learning opportunities for their students.

’—ﬁ“ -
s

Angel Gurria
OECD Secretary-General

4’ ‘ © OECD 2014 TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING




Acknowledgements

The OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) is the outcome of a collaboration among the participating
countries, the OECD Secretariat, the European Commission and an international consortium led by the International
Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA). The report was prepared by Olusola O. Adesope,
Bruce Austin, Julie Bélanger, Brian French, Chad Gotch, Maria Luisa Hidalgo Hidalgo, Ben Jensen, Simon Normandeau,
Mathilde Overduin, José Ignacio Garcia Pérez, Heather Price, Charles Ungerleider, Kristen Weatherby and Zohreh Zadeh
with help from Michael Davidson, Francesca Borgonovi, Tracey Burns, DirkVan Damme, Tadakazu Miki, Gabriella Moriconi,
Deborah Nusche, Beatriz Pont, Andreas Schleicher and Pablo Zoido.

Communications assistance was provided by Elizabeth Del Bourgo, Cassandra Davis and Sophie Limoges. Administrative
assistance was provided by Delphine Versini with help from Brigitte Beyeler, Elisa Larrakoetxea, Elizabeth Morgan,
Isabelle Moulherat and Diana Tramantano.

The development of the report was steered by the TALIS Board of Participating Countries, chaired by Anne-Berit Kavli
(Norway). Annex D of this report lists the members of various TALIS bodies as well as the individual experts and
consultants who have contributed to TALIS in general.

TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING  © OECD 2014 ‘ 5







Table of Contents

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

READER’S GUIDE

CHAPTER 1 OVERVIEW OF TALIS

What is TALIS?.

TALIS 2013.........

The aims of TALIS

= The population surveyed........

= Who is a TALIS teacher?........

= TALIS 2013 policy themes....

= Administering TALIS

= Interpretation of the results
= Organisation of the report

CHAPTER 2 TEACHERS AND THEIR SCHOOLS

Highlights

Introduction

Who is teaching in lower secondary schools?.........

= Teachers’ gender and age

= Teachers’ education and professional training

= Work experience of teachers

= Employment status
= Distribution of teachers

A profile of schools where teachers work

= School type and school composition
= School resources

= School climate.......
= School autonomy...

Summary and main policy implications

CHAPTER 3 THE IMPORTANCE OF SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

Highlights.........

Introduction

The Principal’s Work
= Planning school goals, programmes and professional development

= Sharing responsibilities

Who are today’s school leaders?
= Age and gender of principals

= Formal education of school principals

Principals’ work experience

TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING  © OECD 2014

19
23

25
26
26

27
27
28
28
29
29
30

31
32
32

33
33
34
38
39
40

45
45
46
47
49

50

55
56
56

57
61
62

65
66
67

71

7/




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Professional development for principals........ . . . . . . e 73
Principals’ leadership: Providing direction to the school and supporting teachers.................coinsn 75
= Instructional leadership and principals’ engagement in school and teacher development . e 76
= Instructional leadership and SCNOOI CHIMALE........cc...vcrviiririirircssrees st 76
Principals’ job satisfaction.. - - - - - - - - e 77
Summary and main POliCy IMPIICATIONS ... e 79
CHAPTER 4 DEVELOPING AND SUPPORTING TEACHERS...... . . . . e 85
HIBRIIGRIES. ...t e 86
Introduction............ e 86
Induction and MENtOFING PrOZIAMIMES .........ccc..cooririerirrrreesiesessiesessesssesesssss s se s et 88
= Availability of induction programmes......... e 88
= Participation rates in iNAUCHION PIOZIAMMES .......c....vcvevieririesersissesssssessissesessssssesses sttt 91
= Availability of mentoring programmes..... - - - - - - et 93
= Participation rates in mentoring programmes........... : : : : : et 94
Why teachers participate in professional development . . . . . e 97
= Participation rates........... : : : : e 97
= How does participation vary by teacher and school characteristics? .. ..100
How much professional development do teachers get? . . . . . . 101
Teachers’ perceptions about the effectiveness of their professional development : : . ..105
How teachers’ professional development is supported 107
= Scheduled time . . . . . . . . . . ..108
= Financial support: Salary supplements....... ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ..108
= Non-monetary support ..108
Teachers’ professional development needs.... . . . . . . . ..108
= Professional development on using ICT ... ..109
Barriers to participation...... . . . . . . . . . 111
= Conflict with work schedule...... 112
= Lack of incentives for participation e 112
= Participation is too costly 112
= Other barriers . . . . . . . . . . =113
Summary and main policy implications......... 113
CHAPTER 5 IMPROVING TEACHING USING APPRAISAL AND FEEDBACK..... 119
Highlights 120
Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . -.120
Defining teacher appraisal and feedback........ 122
= Organisation of the chapter ... . . . . . . . . 122
= Formal teacher appraisal 123
= Who provides feedback to teachers 126
= Methods for providing teacher feedback.. . . . ; ; ; ; -.130
= Multiple sources of feedback...... 132
= Focus of teacher feedback........ - - - - - - - - 133
Outcomes of teacher appraisal and feedback 136
Perceptions of teacher appraisal and feedback systems in schools.......... -.139
Does school autonomy make a difference to teacher appraisal and feedback? .. 141
Summary and main policy implications....... 143

8

© OECD 2014 TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING




TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER 6 EXAMINING TEACHER PRACTICES AND CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT . S 149
Highlights........... SO 150
Introduction...... SRS 150

= Theoretical background review of ||terature and analytlcal framework 150

= Organisation of the chapter
= Classroom teaching practices
= What accounts for the variance in teaching practices?....
= Teacher characteristics
= Professional development.....
= Classroom context..

Teachers’ use of student assessment

Time spent on various tasks........

Beliefs about the nature of teaching and learning. .
= What accounts for the variance in teachers’ beliefs? ........

Bringing beliefs and practices together-.....

Teacher professional practices: Co-operation among staff..
= Creating a collaborative school climate
= What accounts for the variance in teacher co- operatlon? .......... 169

Classroom environment .
= Country differences in classroom environment.

= What accounts for the variance in classroom CHIMALE? ...........crrrrrirnirrernirsessrsessissessesssssessssesssssssessses e 173
Summary and implications for policy and practice . . . . . S 174
CHAPTER 7 TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY AND JOB SATISFACTION: WHY THEY MATTER...........ccccorrrcessinenes 181
Highlights.......... : : : : : : : : : e 182
Introduction..... . . . . . . . . . e 182

= Analytical model 183

= Organisation of this chapter 184
A profile of teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction....... . . . . e 184

= Individual self-efficacy and job satisfaction items across countries 184
Teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction in relation to teacher demographics.......... . e 188
Teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction in relation to classroom environment........ . S 190
Teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction in relation to school leadership and in-school relations............................. 191

= The role of in-school relationships in accounting for the impact of classroom coOMpPOSItoN ... 193
Teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction in relation to professional development of teachers................ccoccccee 194
Teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction in relation to teacher appraisal and feedback..............ccccocoin 195
Teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction in relation to teachers’ beliefs and practices . et 196

= The role of beliefs and practices in accounting for the impact of classroom COMPOSItION ... 197
Teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction in relation to teachers’ professional collaborative practices........... 198
Summary and main policy implications... . . . . . . R 200
ANNEX A TECHNICAL NOTES ON SAMPLING PROCEDURES AND RESPONSE RATES FORTALIS 2013 ................ 207
ANNEX B TECHNICAL NOTES ON INDICES AND ANALYSIS USED IN TALIS 2013 ... 213
ANNEX C TALIS 2013 DATA .... . . . . . . . e 257
ANNEX D LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS..... e 433

9

TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING  © OECD 2014




TABLE OF CONTENTS

BOXES

Box 1.1 The TALIS Design 27
Box 2.1 Gender and age distribution of primary and upper secondary education teaChers .....................ccccooemrreccrrrrreeeeeemmissssssssseceeressseeeeesasneenes 34
Box 2.2 Comparisons of gender and age distribution with TALIS 2008 data......... . . . e 34
Box 2.3 The educational attainment of primary and upper secondary teachers... . . . e 35
Box 2.4. Comparisons of lower secondary teachers’ educational attainment with TALIS 2008 e 35
Box 2.5 Description of logistic regression analysis . . . . . . SRR 37
Box 2.6 Work experience of primary and upper secondary teachers... . . . . e 38
Box 2.7 Comparing teachers” employment status, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 20713 ........cccoouriimiimnirreiiinceneiiinsceseeesssseeseessisecessessssseesseesssssessseesses 40
Box 2.8 School type and school composition in primary and upper secondary SChOOIS ... 45
Box 2.9 Primary and upper secondary SChOOl @nd Class SIZE.............coouciwiiiriieeic e esesss et 46
Box 2.10 Comparing teacher-student relations in lower secondary education, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 49
Box 3.1 Principal working time in primary and upper secondary schools .. .. .. .. s 57
Box 3.2 Activities in which primary and upper secondary principals engaged in the 12 months prior to the survey ... 60
Box 3.3 Activities related to a school development plan in primary and upper secondary schools...... . e 62
Box 3.4 Description of the principal distributed €adership iNAEX ... esssess s sseeeen 64
Box 3.5 Description of multiple linear regression analysis in TALIS ... ceseissse s esssessseesesssessesseesssesssssssseeees 65
Box 3.6 Gender and age distribution of primary and upper secondary prinCipals.............coreeressse s 67
Box 3.7 Comparing gender and age distribution, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 67
Box 3.8 Educational preparation of principals in primary and upper secondary education 68
Box 3.9 Educational preparation of principals in TALIS 2008 and in TALIS 2013 68
Box 3.10 Elements included in primary and upper secondary principals’ formal education 69
Box 3.11 Construction of the leadership training INAEX ..ot eess s ess st 70
Box 3.12 Characteristics of exemplary 1€adership ProOgramimEs ... eeessee st eees st st 71
Box 3.13 Work experience of primary and upper seCoNdary PrinCiPals ... seeesssseesssesssessessssess st ssssssesennee 72
Box 3.14 Strengthening the role of the principal by developing a national standard: Australia................cccccooerricrrrrrrreeeiinseenecccereeeeeeeeenns 74
Box 3.15 Description of the instructional [€adership INAEX ...........cooociccciiriirieueueimiiiiirseccceereeeeeeisisseaessseee e sesssesessssssesees s ssssesssssse s 75
Box 3.16 Description of the principal job satisfaction indices . . . . . s 77
Box 4.1 Types of professional development 87
Box 4.2 Availability of induction in primary and upper secondary education 90
Box 4.3 Induction programmes in SINGAPOIe ANd FIANCE..........ccirvvuuumirrireiiireee et et ss et 90
Box 4.4 Participation in induction in primary and upper secondary @AUCAtION .............ccooucrvviirrreeiiieesseeisiees e sssesssess s ssseenes 91
Box 4.5 Availability of mentoring programmes in primary and upper secondary €duCation................cccooucrrveererienenrreeessesesssesesssesesenees 94
Box 4.6 Participation in mentoring programmes in primary and upper secondary education . . e 95
Box 4.7 Participation in professional development activities in primary and upper secondary education . e 99
Box 4.8 Comparing lower secondary teachers’ participation in professional development activities, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013........... 100
Box 4.9 Teacher development in Finland . . . . . . . s 102
Box 4.10 Professional development needs among primary and upper secondary teachers ... . . . .. 110
Box 4.11 Comparing professional development needs, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 ... 110
Box 4.12 Indices of professional development needs LT
Box 5.1 The OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Framework for Improving School Outcomes 121
Box 5.2 Finland and Sweden: Working without a nationally regulated framework for teacher evaluation .. 123
Box 5.3 Sources of feedback for primary and upper secondary teachers ... 129

TO ‘ © OECD 2014 TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Box 5.4
Box 5.5
Box 5.6
Box 5.7
Box 5.8
Box 5.9
Box 5.10
Box 5.11
Box 5.12

Methods for providing feedback to primary and upper secondary teachers

Using student feedback to help teachers improve their teaching in Norway and Sweden

Comparing the emphasis of teacher feedback, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 ......

Focus of feedback for primary and upper secondary teachers............

Using appraisal results for professional development in Korea

Singapore: Linking teacher appraisal to career pathways

Outcomes of feedback for primary and upper secondary education teachers ...

Comparing the outcomes of teacher feedback, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013.....

Comparing outcomes of teacher appraisal and feedback, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013....

Box 6.1
Box 6.2
Box 6.3
Box 6.4
Box 6.5
Box 6.6
Box 6.7
Box 6.8
Box 6.9
Box 6.10
Box 6.11
Box 6.12
Box 6.13

Teaching practices used in primary and upper secondary schools...

Analysis of the active teaching practice items in TALIS

Government support for system-wide use of ICT in the classroom: Portugal....

How classroom context is described in TALIS...

Promoting the use of innovative assessments by teachers in Flanders (Belgium) and Mexico

Working hours in primary and upper secondary education

Teacher working time study in Poland

Beliefs about teaching in primary and upper secondary education...

Description of the index of constructivist beliefs

Description of the indices used to measure co-operation

Primary and upper secondary teachers’ engagement in co-operation activities

Description of the index of participation among stakeholders...........

Distribution of class time for primary and upper secondary teachers

Box 7.1
Box 7.2
Box 7.3
Box 7.4

FIGURES
Figure 1.1
Figure 1.2

Teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction indices

Interpretation of the strength of relationships in linear regression analyses.......

Description of in-school relationships examined in this chapter

Appraisal and feedback measures used in this chapter.....

Countries and economies participating in TALIS 2013.......

131
134
135
135
136
137
138
139
140

154
154
155
159
161
163
163
164
165
166
167
168
171

26

Countries and economies participating in TALIS options ..

27

Figure 2.1
Figure 2.2
Figure 2.3
Figure 2.4
Figure 2.5
Figure 2.6

Gender and age distribution of teachers............

33

Teachers’ feelings of preparedness for teaching

36

Work experience of teachers

39

41

Distribution of experienced teachers in more and less challenging schools......

44

Teacher training mismatch and teacher resource allocation

Lack of resources hindering the school’s capacity for quality instruction............

47

Figure 3.1
Figure 3.2
Figure 3.3
Figure 3.4
Figure 3.5
Figure 3.6
Figure 3.7
Figure 3.8

58

Principals’ working time

Principals’ leadership

59

Principals’ participation in a school development plan

62

School decisions and collaborative school culture

64

Gender and age distribution of principals........

66

69

Elements not included in principals’ formal education....

Principals’ formal education, including leadership training

70

Work experience of principals.......

72

TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING  © OECD 2014

11




TABLE OF CONTENTS

73

Figure 3.9 Principals’ recent professional development

Figure 3.10  Barriers to principals’ participation in professional development

Figure 3.11  Principal job satisfaction........

Figure 4.1  Elements of teacher professional development examined in TALIS

.74
.78

Figure 4.2 Access to formal and informal induction programmes or activities

Figure 4.3 New teachers’ access to and participation in formal induction programmes...........

Figure 4.4 Availability of and participation in mentoring activities ..........

Figure 4.5  Predicted effect of formal induction programme participation on acting as a mentor

Figure 4.6 Teachers’ recent participation in professional development, by their personal financial cost..

Figure 4.7 Level of personal payment for teachers’ professional development participation....

Figure 4.8 Professional development recently undertaken by teachers, by type and intensity

Figure 4.9  Professional development recently undertaken by teachers, by intensity of participation in courses and workshops

Figure 4.10  Professional development recently undertaken by teachers in days
Figure 4.11  Predicted effect of formal induction programme participation on professional development participation

Figure 4.12  Content and positive impact of professional development activities.......

Figure 4.13  Professional development participation by level of personal cost and support......

Figure 4.14  Teachers’ needs for professional development ........

Figure 4.15  Barriers to professional development participation

Figure 5.1 Elements of teacher appraisal examined in TALIS..

Figure 5.2 Teachers who never received formal appraisal......

Figure 5.3 Methods of formally appraising teachers

Figure 5.4 Outcomes of formal teacher appraisal....

Figure 5.5 Outcomes of formal teacher appraisal — development plan and mentoring

Figure 5.6  Teachers’ feedback by source of feedback

Figure 5.7 Teachers’ feedback from principals and school management team

Figure 5.8 Sources for teachers’ feedback

Figure 5.9  Teachers’ feedback by source and type.

Figure 5.10  Methods for teachers’ feedback

Figure 5.11  Empbhasis of teacher feedback

Figure 5.12  Outcomes of teacher feedback

Figure 5.13  Impact of teacher appraisal and feedback systems in schools

Figure 6.1  Framework for the analysis of teaching pratices and beliefs...

Figure 6.2 Teaching practices.

Figure 6.3 Teaching practices by country

Figure 6.4  Distribution of variance — small groups, projects, ICT

Figure 6.5  Relationships between teaching practices and professional development activities

Figure 6.6  Teachers’ use of student assessment practices

Figure 6.7 Teachers’ working hours

Figure 6.8  Teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning........

Figure 6.9  Distribution of variance — constructivist beliefs......

Figure 6.10  Teacher co-operation

Figure 6.11  Distribution of variance — teacher co-operation indices: professional collaboration and exchange and co-ordination

Figure 6.12  Distribution of class time during an average lesson

Figure 6.13  Percentiles of time spent on teaching and learning

Figure 6.14  Percentiles of time spent on keeping order in the classroom.

Figure 6.15  Distribution of variance — classroom discipline......

12 ‘ © OECD 2014 TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING

122

124
125
125

.. 126
127

128
129

132
.. 133

134
138

.. 139

L 151

153
155

.. 156
.. 159

161
162

.. 164
.. 165

167
169
170

71
172
173



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Figure 7.1 Framework for the analyses of teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction 183
Figure 7.2 Teachers’ job satisfaction . . . . . . . e 186
Figure 7.3 Teachers’ view of the way society values the teaching profession...... . . . s 187
Figure 7.4 Teachers’ self-efficacy and experience 189
Figure 7.5  Teachers’ job satisfaction and experience 190
Figure 7.6 Teachers’ job satisfaction and class composition . . . . . e 191
Figure 7.7 The influence of class composition on teachers’ attitudes and relationships...... e 193
Figure 7.8 The influence of class composition on teachers’ attitudes, beliefs and practices 198
Figure 7.9 Teachers’ self-efficacy and professional collaboration 199
Figure 7.10  Teachers’ job satisfaction and professional collaboration . . . . e 200
TABLES

Table A.1 Participation and estimated size of teacher population — ISCED 1.... . . . e 210

Table A.2 Participation and estimated size of teacher population — ISCED 2....

Table A.3 Participation and estimated size of teacher population — ISCED 3....

Table A.4 Participation and estimated size of teacher population — TALIS-PISA link 211
Table B.1 List of variables in the Chapter 2 regression analyses........ . . . . e 227
Table B.2 The percentage of missing cases for each country for each variable included in the Chapter 2 regression analyses.................... 228
Table B.3 List of variables in the Chapter 3 regression analyses........ . . . . SR 231
Table B.4 The percentage of missing cases for each country for each variable included in the Chapter 3 regression analyses...................... 232
Table B.5 List of variables in the Chapter 4 regression analyses......... S 238
Table B.6 The percentage of missing cases for each country for each variable included in the Chapter 4 regression analyses...................... 239
Table B.7 List of variables in the Chapter 6 regression analyses........

Table B.8 The percentage of missing cases for each country for each variable included in the Chapter 6 regression analyses....

Table B.9 List of independent variables in the Chapter 7 regression analyses ..

Table B.10  The percentage of missing cases for each country for each variable included in the Chapter 7 regression analyses..................... 249
Table 2.1 Gender and age distribution of teachers............. . . . . . e 258
Table 2.1.a  Gender and age distribution of primary teachers 259
Table 2.1.b  Gender and age distribution of upper secondary teachers . . . . SRR 259
Table 2.1.c  Gender and age distribution of teachers, 2008 and 20T 3 ..o sesees s seeeeen 260
Table 2.2 Teachers’ educational attainment..... . . . . . . e 261
Table 2.2.a  Primary teachers’ educational attainment......... . . . . . e 262
Table 2.2.b  Upper secondary teachers’ educational attainment... 262
Table 2.2.c  Teachers’ educational attainment, 2008 and 2013 ............ . . . . s 263
Table 2.3 Completion and content of teacher education or training programme 264
Table 2.4 Teachers’ feelings of preparedness for teaching e 265
Table 2.5 Analysis of teachers’ feelings of preparedness for teaching 266
Table 2.6 Work experience of teachers............... SN 267
Table 2.6.a  Work experience of primary teachers 267
Table 2.6.b  Work experience of upper secondary teachers. SN 268
Table 2.7 Employment status of teachers, full time or part time........ 268
Table 2.7.c  Employment status of teachers, full time or part time, 2008 and 2013 . . . e 269
Table 2.8 Employment contract status of teacher 270

Table 2.8.c  Employment contract status of teachers, 2008 and 2013. 271

Table 2.9 Teachers working in schools with high or low percentage of students with different first language . 272

Table 2.10  Teachers working in schools with high or low percentage of students with special needs . e 273

12

TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING  © OECD 2014




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Table 2.11
Table 2.12
Table 2.13
Table 2.14
Table 2.15
Table 2.16
Table 2.17
Table 2.17.a
Table 2.17.b
Table 2.18
Table 2.18.a
Table 2.18.b
Table 2.19
Table 2.20
Table 2.21
Table 2.22
Table 2.23
Table 2.23.c
Table 2.24

Teachers working in schools with high or low percentage of students from disadvantaged homes

Analysis of the distribution of teachers in more challenging schools........

Distribution of teachers in urban and rural schools based on teachers’ experience and education

Analysis of the distribution of teachers in urban and rural schools.........

Education and training completed in selected subjects taught

Education and training completed in selected subjects not currently taught

School type and school competition......

Primary school type and school competition..........

Upper secondary school type and school competition

School and class size

Primary school and class size

Upper secondary school and class size

School resources....

School climate — Student-related factors

School climate — Teacher-related factors

Professional climate — Communication, shared beliefs and respect amongst colleagues.........

School climate — Teacher-student relations

School climate — Teacher-student relations, 2008 and 2013 ...

School autonomy..

Table 3.1
Table 3.1.a
Table 3.1.b
Table 3.2
Table 3.2.a
Table 3.2.b
Table 3.3
Table 3.3.a
Table 3.3.b
Table 3.4
Table 3.5
Table 3.6
Table 3.7
Table 3.8
Table 3.8.a
Table 3.8.b
Table 3.8.c
Table 3.9
Table 3.9.a
Table 3.9.b
Table 3.9.c
Table 3.10
Table 3.10.a
Table 3.10.b
Table 3.11
Table 3.12
Table 3.12.a
Table 3.12.b
Table 3.13
Table 3.14

Principals’ working time.........

Principals’ working time in primary education........

Principals’” working time in upper secondary education

Principals’ leadership

Principals’ leadership in primary education

Principals’ leadership in upper secondary education

Principals’ participation in a school development plan....

Primary principals’ participation in a school development plan

Upper secondary principals’ participation in a school development plan

Responsibility for leadership activities ..

Relationship between distributed leadership and principals’ characteristics

Relationship between principals’ distributed leadership and school characteristics

Relationship between principals’ distributed leadership and school climate............

Gender and age of principals

Gender and age of primary principals....

Gender and age of upper secondary principals......

Gender and age of principals, 2008 and 2013........

Principals’ educational attainment..........

Primary education principals’ educational attainment

Upper secondary education principals’ educational attainment

Principals’ educational attainment, 2008 and 2013

Principals’ formal education.

Primary education principals’ formal education.....

Upper secondary education principals’ formal education......

Principals’ formal education including leadership training.....

Work experience of principals

Work experience of primary education principals

Work experience of upper secondary education principals.....

Employment status of principals

Principals’ recent professional development...........

14 ‘ © OECD 2014 TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING

274
275
276

..279

280

..282
..283
..284

284
285

...286
...286

287

...288
..289
..290
..291

292

..293

..294
..295

295
296

..297
..297

298

..299
..299
..300
..302

303

..304
..305

306

..306
..306
..307

308
308

..309
..310

.31
..312
.313
..315

316

.317
..318



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Table 3.15  Barriers to principals’ participation in professional development 319
Table 3.16  Impact of instructional leadership on teacher appraisal and school planning... . . e 320
Table 3.17  Impact of instructional leadership on school climate, job satisfaction and principals’ use of time..............ccccocoucviivnnecriiiiinnccnnicens 322
Table 3.18  Relationship between principals” instructional leadership and school climate..........c.......cooouiiiiirinneeceeeseeneeeens 323
Table 3.19  Relationship between principals’ leadership style and job SatisfaCtion ... seeeees 324
Table 3.20  Relationship between principals’ job satisfaction and principals’ characteristics SR 325
Table 3.21  Relationship between principals’ job satisfaction and school Characteristics.............oo.uriiiriionecrenceeeieeneeeeseessecsseeees 326
Table 3.22  Relationship between principals’ job satisfaction and school climate 327
Table 3.23  Relationship between principals’ job satisfaction and barriers for principals’ effectiveness . e 328
Table 4.1 Access to and participation in induction programmes...... . . . . e 329
Table 4.1.a  Access to and participation in induction programmes in primary education 330
Table 4.1.b  Access to and participation in induction programmes in upper secondary education....... . SN 330
Table 4.2 Teachers’ participation in formal induction programmes, by work status and gender........ . SR 331
Table 4.3 Mentoring programmes in lower secondary education 332
Table 4.3.a  Mentoring programmes in primary education 333
Table 4.3.b  Mentoring programmes in upper secondary education..... . . RN 333
Table 4.4 Teachers having a mentor, by work status, experience and gender 334
Table 4.5 Teachers serving as mentor, by work status, experience and gender 335
Table 4.6 Teachers’ recent professional development and personal cost involved............... SRR 336
Table 4.6.a  Primary teachers’ recent professional development and personal cost involved 337
Table 4.6.b  Upper secondary teachers’ recent professional development and personal cost involved 337
Table 4.6.c  Teachers’ recent professional development and personal cost involved, 2008 and 2013. . SN 338
Table 4.7 Teachers’ recent professional development, by work status, experience and gender ......... . e 339
Table 4.8 Teachers’ recent professional development by school type and location ......... 340
Table 4.9 Type of professional development recently undertaken by teachers . . . SRR 341

Table 4.10  Content and positive impact of professional development activities. 342

Table 4.11  Support received by teachers for professional development 345
Table 4.12  Teachers’ needs for professional development 346
Table 4.12.a Teachers’ needs for professional development in primary education e 348
Table 4.12.b Teachers’ needs for professional development in upper secondary education.. . . e 349
Table 4.12.c Teachers’ needs for professional development, 2008 and 2013 350
Table 4.13  Professional development participation resulting from needs for pedagogy and teaching diversity ... 351
Table 4.14  Barriers to teachers’ participation in professional development........ . . . ST 353
Table 5.1 Teachers who never received formal appraisal 354
Table 5.2 Methods of formally appraising teachers........... . . . . . SRR 355
Table 5.3 Outcomes of formal teacher appraisal . . . . . . SR 356
Table 5.4 Teachers’ feedback by source of feedback 357
Table 5.4.a  Teachers’ feedback by source of feedback in primary education....... . . . e 358
Table 5.4.b  Teachers’ feedback by source of feedback in upper secondary education.......... SR 358
Table 5.5 Methods for providing feedback to teachers.... 359
Table 5.5.a  Methods for providing feedback to teachers in primary education 360
Table 5.5.b  Methods for providing feedback to teachers in upper secondary education....... e 360

Table 5.6 Empbhasis of teacher feedback ... ..361

Table 5.6.a  Emphasis of teacher feedback in primary education 363
..364

Table 5.6.b  Emphasis of teacher feedback in upper secondary education ...

Table 5.6.c  Emphasis of teacher feedback, 2008 and 2013 . . . . . e 365
Table 5.7 Outcomes of teacher feedback 366
Table 5.7.a  Outcomes of teacher feedback in primary education........ . . . . e 368

15

TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING  © OECD 2014




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Table 5.7.b  Outcomes of teacher feedback in upper secondary education ...369
Table 5.7.c  Outcomes of teacher feedback, 2008 and 2013 ... ...370
Table 5.8 Impact of teacher appraisal and feedback systems in schools . . . . et 371
Table 5.8.c  Impact of teacher appraisal and feedback systems in schools, 2008 and 2013....... ..372
Table 5.9 Impact of teacher appraisal and feedback systems in schools ..373
Table 6.1 Teaching practices. . . . . . . . . et 375
Table 6.1.a  Teaching practices in primary education ...376
Table 6.1.b  Teaching practices in upper secondary education. ...376
Table 6.2 Relationships between teachers’ characteristics and small group practice . . . e 377
Table 6.3 Relationships between teachers’ characteristics and use of projects....... ...378
Table 6.4 Relationships between teachers’ characteristics and use of ICT 379
Table 6.5 Relationships between professional development and small group practice . . . . ...380
Table 6.6 Relationships between professional development and use of projects ... . . . s 381
Table 6.7 Relationships between professional development and use of ICT 382
Table 6.8 Relationships between classroom context and small groups practice..... ...383
Table 6.9 Relationships between classroom context and use of projects . . . . et 384
Table 6.10  Relationships between classroom context and use of ICT ..... ...385
Table 6.11  Teachers’ use of student assessment practices ........ ...386
Table 6.12  Teachers’ working hours ......... . . . . . . . S 387
Table 6.12.a Teachers’ working hours in primary education....... ...389
Table 6.12.b Teachers’ working hours in upper secondary education 390
Table 6.13  Teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning......... . . . . . . 391
Table 6.13.a Teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning in primary education....... ...392
Table 6.13.b Teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning in upper secondary education 392
Table 6.14  Relationship between teaching beliefs and practices ...393
Table 6.15  Teacher co-operation . . . . . . . . S 394
Table 6.15.a Teacher co-operation in primary education ...395
Table 6.15.b Teacher co-operation in upper secondary education ...395
Table 6.16  Relationships between teachers’ professional development activities and collaboration......... . s 396
Table 6.17  Relationships between teachers’ professional development activities and co-operation......... ...397
Table 6.18  Correlation between participation among stakeholders in the school and teaching co-ordination 398
Table 6.19  Correlation between participation among stakeholders in the school and teacher professional collaboration..............ccccccceeeeeueecce 399
Table 6.20  Distribution of class time during an average lesson . . . . . . ....400
Table 6.20.a Distribution of class time during an average lesson in primary education 401
Table 6.20.b Distribution of class time during an average lesson in upper secondary education ...401
Table 6.20.c Distribution of class time during an average lesson, 2008 and 2013....... . . . SR 402
Table 6.21  Classroom discipline ...403
Table 6.22  Correlation between actual teaching and learning and classroom discipline ... 404
Table 7.1 Teachers’ self-efficacy . . . . . . . . s 405
Table 7.2 Teachers’ job satisfaction....... ... 407
Table 7.3 Relationship between teacher and school characteristics and societal value of teaching......... ....409
Table 7.4 Relationship between teachers’ characteristics and their self-efficacy ..... . . . e 410
Table 7.5 Relationship between teachers’ characteristics and job satisfaction........ AT
Table 7.6 Relationship between classroom characteristics and teachers’ self-efficacy .. 412
Table 7.7 Relationship between classroom characteristics and teachers’ job satisfaction........ .. 413
Table 7.8 Relationship between school environment and teachers’ self-efficacy ... . . . s 414
Table 7.9 Relationship between school environment and teachers’ job satisfaction ...416
Table 7.10  Relationship between teacher professional development and teachers’ self-efficacy ...418

16 ‘ © OECD 2014 TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Table 7.11  Relationship between teacher professional development and teachers’ job satisfaction 419
Table 7.12  Relationship between teacher feedback and self-efficacy 420
Table 7.13  Relationship between teacher feedback and job satisfaction . . . . e 421
Table 7.14  Relationship between teachers’ working hours, beliefs and practices and self-efficacy..... . i 422
Table 7.15  Relationship between teachers’ working hours, beliefs and practices and job satisfaction 423
Table 7.16  Relationship between teachers’ collaboration and self-efficacy 424
Table 7.17  Relationship between teachers’ collaboration and job satisfaction... . . . SRR 425

This book has...

<< StatlLinkS si=s™

A service that delivers Excel® files
from the printed page!

Look for the StatLinks at the bottom left-hand corner of the tables or graphs in this book.
To download the matching Excel® spreadsheet, just type the link into your Internet browser,
starting with the http://dx.doi.org prefix.

If you’re reading the PDF e-book edition, and your PC is connected to the Internet, simply
click on the link. You’ll find StatLinks appearing in more OECD books.

17

TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING  © OECD 2014







Executive Summary

Our view of teachers is coloured by our own experience as students. This firsthand — and often dated — knowledge
is augmented by the portrayal of teachers and their working conditions in the media. Thus, in many countries, the
traditional view of teaching is one in which teachers work alone in classrooms, behind closed doors, often with larger
numbers of students than they can realistically handle. In some countries, teaching is seen as a job without real career
prospects that young people enter if they cannot get into a better one. The fact that pay tends to be lower than that of
other college graduates is compensated for by the fact that teachers often enjoy more holiday time and are seen as
working fewer hours than their colleagues in other fields.

The OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) asks teachers and school leaders about the conditions that
contribute to the learning environments in their schools. In so doing, it also verifies — and dispels — many of the myths
that exist about teachers today. For example, when teachers are asked about class size and whether it has any detrimental
effects on their job satisfaction or feelings of effectiveness as a teacher, their responses reveal that it is not the number of
students in a class but the type of students (such as students with behavioural issues) that has the strongest association
with the teacher’s job satisfaction and feelings of self-efficacy.

TALIS data also indicate that most teachers are still teaching largely in isolation, as over half of teachers report very
rarely or never team-teaching with colleagues, and two-thirds report the same rates for observing their colleagues teach.
Some 46% of teachers report never receiving feedback on their teaching from their school leader, and 51% have never
received feedback from other members of the school management. Only slightly more than a third of teachers in TALIS
countries report that the feedback they receive on their teaching leads to a moderate or large positive change in the
likelihood of career advancement. Similarly, less than a third of teachers believe that if a teacher is consistently under-
performing, he or she would be dismissed.

Teachers also report that they work an average of 38 hours per week across countries, which could be considered an
average work week for many fields. On average, half of teachers’ time is spent teaching and half is spent on all of the
other daily tasks that are required of teachers.

WHO ARE OUR TEACHERS AND WHERE ARE THEY WORKING?

The majority of lower secondary teachers are women in all countries surveyed, except for Japan. In fact, in 22 countries,
at least two-thirds of teachers are women. While the average age of teachers across countries is 43, several countries may
face significant teacher shortages as large numbers of teachers approach retirement age.

On average, teachers are well-educated, with the majority reporting that they completed university or equivalent education
and a programme to prepare them for becoming a teacher. In addition, teachers whose formal training included the specific
content, pedagogy and classroom practice of the subjects they teach report feeling better prepared for teaching.

Today’s learning environments are, on average, well-resourced and relationships reported amongst the teaching staff
and between teachers and students are generally positive. However, more than a third of teachers work in schools with
significant staffing shortages of qualified teachers, teachers for students with special needs, and support personnel.
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WHO ARE OUR SCHOOL LEADERS AND WHAT DO THEY DO?

In contrast to the population of lower secondary school teachers, half of the school leaders in TALIS schools are men.
Principals are also well-educated, with the majority reporting that they completed tertiary education. At least three-
quarters of principals report that this education included programmes in school administration, teacher preparation or
instructional leadership.

While principals report spending the most time (41%), on average, managing human and material resources, planning,
and reporting, they increasingly distribute leadership and decision-making tasks, which can benefit both the teachers
and the principals themselves. Indeed, principals with heavy workloads who distribute tasks and decision making less
also report lower levels of job satisfaction.

Distributing leadership also saves principals valuable time for what some consider the most important task: instructional
leadership. Principals who report more instructional leadership tend to spend more time on curriculum and teaching-
related tasks and are more likely to observe classroom teaching as part of the formal appraisal of teachers” work. In some
countries, these principals more often report using the results of student performance and evaluations to develop the
school’s educational goals and programmes.

TO WHAT EXTENT DO TEACHERS PARTICIPATE IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITIES?

As with the first cycle of TALIS in 2008, most lower secondary teachers report that they participate in professional
development activities. In TALIS 2013, an average of 88% of teachers in lower secondary education report engaging
in professional development in the previous year. The reasons most often cited by teachers for not participating in
professional development activities are conflicts with work schedules and the absence of incentives for participation.
In general, teachers report higher participation rates in professional development in countries where they also report
higher levels of financial support. In some cases, even when monetary support is not offered, teachers who are offered
non-monetary support, such as scheduled time for activities during the school day, report participating in professional
development.

Formal teacher induction programmes are also shown to be important activities for teachers, although many teachers
aren’t taking advantage of this opportunity. TALIS data show that teachers’ participation in formal induction programmes
is an important predictor of their participation in professional development in later years. In addition, in 17 countries
and economies, teachers who report having participated in a formal induction programme in the past are more likely to
report that they currently act as a mentor for other teachers. However, even though most school principals report that
induction programmes are available, not even half of teachers, on average, report that they participated in one during
their first regular teaching job.

HOW ARE TEACHER APPRAISALS AND FEEDBACK USED?

Formal performance appraisal and feedback on practice help teachers improve. Teachers surveyed in TALIS agree that
appraisals are helpful, as more than six in ten teachers report that appraisals lead to positive changes in their teaching
practices, and more than half report that appraisals lead to positive changes in both their use of student assessments and
their classroom-management practices. More than eight in ten teachers work in schools where formal appraisals at least
sometimes lead to teacher development or training plans.

Yet the outcomes or impact of appraisal seem less apparent to the teachers surveyed in TALIS. Almost half of teachers
report that appraisal and feedback are undertaken simply to fulfil administrative requirements. Annual increments in
teacher pay are awarded regardless of the outcome of formal teacher appraisal in all but about one-fifth of schools.
Some 44% of teachers work in schools whose principal reports that formal teacher appraisal never results in a change
in a teacher’s career advancement.

TALIS teachers receive formal or informal feedback on their practice in a variety of ways, from a variety of sources. Almost
80% of teachers report receiving feedback following classroom observation, and nearly two-thirds report receiving
feedback following an analysis of student test scores. Nearly nine in ten teachers report that student performance,
teachers’ pedagogical competency in their subject, and classroom management are strongly emphasised in the feedback
they receive.
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WHAT HAPPENS BEHIND CLASSROOM DOORS?

It is perhaps reassuring to learn that teachers in TALIS report that the majority of their classroom time is actually spent
teaching. While teachers report spending about 80% of their time on teaching and learning, on average, approximately
one in four teachers in more than half of the participating countries report losing at least 30% of their time to classroom
disruptions and administrative tasks.

In spite of these disruptions, roughly two-thirds of teachers report a positive classroom climate, and these teachers are
more likely to use active teaching practices, such as small group work, projects requiring more than a week for students
to complete, and information and communication technologies. Teachers who report participating in professional
development activities involving individual and collaborative research, observation visits to other schools, or a network
of teachers are also more likely to use these practices.

WHAT GIVES TEACHERS GREATER JOB SATISFACTION?

As might be expected, in most TALIS countries and economies, teachers with more than five years of teaching experience
report a stronger belief in their ability to teach (self-efficacy), as do teachers who work with their colleagues. In almost
all countries, teachers who report participating in collaborative professional learning at least five times a year report
notably greater self-efficacy.

TALIS findings show that, in nearly all countries, when teachers perceive that appraisal and feedback lead to changes
in their teaching practice, they also report greater job satisfaction. When teachers believe that appraisal and feedback
is performed only for administrative purposes they report less job satisfaction. In addition, teachers who report that
they participate in decision making at school also report greater job satisfaction. Indeed, although fewer than a third of
teachers believe that teaching is a valued profession in their country, those teachers who report that they can contribute
to school decisions are more likely to report that teaching is valued in their society.

Teacher-student relations have an exceptionally powerful influence over teachers’ job satisfaction. In almost all countries,
when teachers have more students with behavioural problems, they report significantly less job satisfaction.
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Reader’s Guide

Statistics and analysis

This report presents statistics and analysis derived from the survey responses of teachers of lower secondary
education (level 2 of the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED-97)) and the principals of their
schools.

Classification of levels of education

The classification of the levels of education is based on the revised International Standard Classification of Education
(ISCED-97). ISCED is an instrument for compiling statistics on education internationally and distinguishes among
six levels of education:

= Pre-primary education (ISCED level 0).

= Primary education (ISCED level 1).

= Lower secondary education (ISCED level 2).

= Upper secondary education (ISCED level 3).

= Post-secondary non-tertiary level of education (ISCED level 4).
= Tertiary-type A education (ISCED level 5A).

= Tertiary-type B education (ISCED level 5B).

= Advanced research qualifications (ISCED level 6).

While ISCED 2011 is now available, the first data collection based on the new classification will begin in 2014,
meaning it was not available at the time of the TALIS 2013 data collection.

Data underlying the figures

The data referred to in this volume are presented in Annex C and in greater detail, including some additional tables
on the web. These additional tables either contain more detail than similar tables that are published in the main
report or refer to domains referred to but not examined in the report.

A StatLink URL is provided under each figure and table. Readers using the PDF version of the report can simply
click on the relevant StatLink URL to either open or download a Microsoft Excel® workbook containing the
corresponding figures and tables. Readers of the print version of this report can access the Excel® workbook by
typing the Statlink URL into their internet browser.

Calculation of international average

TALIS averages were calculated for most indicators presented throughout this report. TALIS averages are calculated
as the mean of the data values of the TALIS countries and economies included in the table. TALIS averages therefore
refer to an average of data values at the level of the national systems.

Symbol for missing data
The following symbol is employed in the tables and charts to denote missing data:

a The category does not apply in the country concerned. Data are therefore missing.
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Abbreviations used in this report
The following abbreviations are used in this report:

ISCED International Standard Classification of Education

rxy Correlation coefficient
(S.E.) Standard error

Rounding of figures
Because of rounding, some figures in tables may not exactly add up 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 decimal place. Where the value 0.00 is shown,
this does not imply that the standard error is zero, but that it is smaller than 0.005.

Country Coverage

The TALIS 2013 publications feature data on 34 countries and economies, including 24 OECD countries and
10 partner countries and economies. The complete list of countries that participated in TALIS 2013 is listed in
Chapter 1.

The data from the United States are located below the line in selected tables in this report and are not included
in the calculations for the international average. This is because the United States did not meet the international
standards for participation rates. See Annex A for more information.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of 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.

There are four subnational entities participating in TALIS 2013. They are referred to throughout the report in the
following manner, consistent with other OECD publications:

= The province of Alberta, in Canada, is referred to as Alberta (Canada).

= The Flemish Community of Belgium is referred to as Flanders (Belgium).

= The nation of England is referred to as England (United Kingdom).

= The emirate of Abu Dhabi is referred to as Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates).

Two notes were added to the statistical data related to Cyprus.

1. Note 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”.

2. Note 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.

Further documentation

For further information on TALIS documentation, the instruments and methodology see the TALIS 2013 Technical
Report and the TALIS website (www.oecd.org/edu/school/talis.htm).
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Overview of TALIS

This chapter introduces the Teaching and Learning International Survey
(TALIS) and provides information about the participating countries and
economies and the teachers and schools surveyed. It describes the
objectives of TALIS as well as the main themes covered by the survey
and this report, and provides information to explain why these themes
were chosen as a policy focus for this study. This chapter also provides
an outline of the report to follow.
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OVERVIEW OF TALIS

WHAT IS TALIS?

The OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) is an international, large-scale survey that focuses on
the working conditions of teachers and the learning environment in schools. TALIS aims to provide valid, timely and
comparable information to help countries review and define policies for developing a high-quality teaching profession.
It is an opportunity for teachers and school leaders to provide input into educational policy analysis and development in
key areas and is a collaboration between participating countries, the OECD, an international research consortium, social
partners and the European Commission.

Understanding that recruiting, retaining and developing teachers is a priority in school systems worldwide, TALIS
examines the ways in which teachers’ work is recognised, appraised and rewarded. TALIS assesses the degree to which
teachers’ professional-development needs are being met. The study provides insights into the beliefs and attitudes about
teaching that teachers bring to the classroom and the pedagogical practices that they adopt. Recognising the important
role that school leadership plays in fostering an effective teaching and learning environment, TALIS describes the role of
school leaders and examines the support that they give their teachers. Finally, TALIS examines the extent to which certain
factors may relate to teachers’ feelings of job satisfaction and self-efficacy.

The first cycle of TALIS was conducted in 2008 and surveyed teachers and school leaders of lower secondary education
in 24 countries. The initial report, Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS,
published in 2009, provided valuable findings that are still being used today. Two thematic reports were also written
using the TALIS 2008 data. They were The Experience of New Teachers: Results from TALIS 2008 and Teaching Practices
and Pedagogical Innovation: Evidence from TALIS.

TALIS 2013

TALIS 2013 has expanded to include additional countries (Figure 1.1). While maintaining the focus on lower secondary
education (ISCED level 2, as classified by the International Standard Classification of Education [ISCED 1997], which
identifies comparable levels of education across countries), TALIS 2013 also gave countries the option of surveying
teachers in their primary (ISCED level 1) and upper secondary (ISCED level 3) schools. Some countries chose to gain
additional insights by conducting the survey in schools that participated in the 2012 Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA) through an option that is referred to as the TALIS-PISA link. (Figure 1.2 shows a complete list of
countries and economies participating in all TALIS 2013 options.)

= Figure 1.1 ®
Countries and economies participating in TALIS 2013

Partner Countries and Economies

OECD Countries and Economies

Alberta (Canada) Flanders (Belgium)! Netherlands Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates)
Australia France Norway Brazil
Chile Iceland Poland Bulgaria
Czech Republic Israel! Portugal Croatia
Denmark Italy Slovak Republic Cyprus? 3
England (United Kingdom) Japan' Spain Latvia
Estonia Korea! Sweden Malaysia’
Finland Mexico United States* Romania
Serbia!
Singapore!

Note: Cells shaded in light blue indicate countries and economies that also participated in TALIS 2008.
1. See Annex A for notes about interpreting the data from these countries.
2. Note 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”.

3. Note 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.

4. The data from the United States are located below the line in selected tables in this report and is not included in the calculations for the international
average. This is because the United States did not meet the international standards for participation rates. See Annex A for more information.

26 ‘ © OECD 2014 TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING




OVERVIEW OF TALIS

® Figure 1.2 ®
Countries and economies participating in TALIS options

ISCED 1 ISCED 3 TALIS-PISA link
Denmark Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) Australia
Finland Australia Finland
Flanders (Belgium) Denmark Latvia
Mexico Finland Mexico
Norway Iceland Portugal
Poland Italy Romania

Mexico! Singapore

Norway Spain

Poland

Singapore!

1. See Annex A for notes about interpreting the data from these countries.

THE AIMS OF TALIS

The overall objective of TALIS is to provide robust international indicators and policy-relevant analysis on teachers and
teaching in a timely and cost-effective manner. These indicators help countries review and develop policies in their
efforts to promote conditions for high-quality teaching and learning. Cross-country analyses provide the opportunity to
compare countries facing similar challenges to learn about different policy approaches and their impact on the learning
environment in schools.

The guiding principles underlying the survey strategy are as follows:

= Policy relevance. Clarity about key policy issues and a focus on the questions that are most relevant for participating
countries are both essential.

= Value added. International comparisons should be a significant source of the study’s benefits.

= Indicator-oriented. The results should yield information that can be used to develop indicators.

= Validity, reliability, comparability and rigour. Based on a rigorous review of the knowledge base, the survey should yield
information that is valid, reliable and comparable across participating countries.

= Interpretability. Participating countries should be able to interpret the results in a meaningful way.

= [fficiency and cost-effectiveness. The work should be carried out in a timely and cost-effective way.

The population surveyed

The international sampling guidelines and other operational parameters applied in TALIS for the core (ISCED 2) survey
are shown in Box 1.1. Further details, including teacher and school participation rates by country, are given in Annex A.

Box 1.1. The TALIS Design

International target population: Lower secondary education teachers and leaders of mainstream schools.
Target sample size: 200 schools per country; 20 teachers and 1 school leader in each school.
School samples: Representative samples of schools and teachers within schools.

Target response rates: 75% of the sampled schools, together with a 75% response rate from all sampled teachers
in the country. A school is considered to have responded if 50% of sampled teachers respond.

Questionnaires: Separate questionnaires for teachers and school leaders, each requiring between 45 and 60 minutes
to complete.

Mode of data collection: Questionnaires filled in on paper or on line.

Survey windows: September-December 2012 for Southern Hemisphere countries and February-June 2013 for
Northern Hemisphere countries.

27

TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING  © OECD 2014




OVERVIEW OF TALIS

The sample size for the ISCED 1 and ISCED 3 options is the same as the sample size for ISCED 2: 200 schools per country
and 20 teachers and 1 school leader per school. For the TALIS-PISA link, 150 schools per country were surveyed, with
an oversample of mathematics teachers in each school. The target response rates for all TALIS survey options were the
same as those for the core ISCED 2 sample, delineated in Box 1.1. Further details on the sample for all target populations
can be found in Annex A.

Who is a TALIS teacher?

TALIS defines a teacher as one whose primary or major activity in the school is student instruction, involving the delivery
of lessons to students. Teachers may work with students as a whole class, in small groups or one-to-one inside or outside
regular classrooms. They might also share their teaching time among more than one school.

For the purposes of TALIS, the definition of a teacher does not include the following school-staff categories:
= Teacher aides: Non-professional or paraprofessional staff who might support teachers in providing instruction to students.

= Pedagogical support staff: Those who provide services to students to support the instructional programme, such as
librarians or guidance counsellors.

= Health and social support staff: Health professionals such as doctors, nurses, psychiatrists, psychologists, occupational
therapists and social workers.

The following profiles of teachers are also excluded from the target population of teachers: substitute, emergency or
occasional teachers; teachers teaching adults exclusively; and teachers on long-term leave. However, different from
TALIS 2008, eligible teachers in TALIS 2013 also include teachers in regular schools who instruct students with special
needs.

TALIS 2013 policy themes

The themes selected for study in the second cycle of TALIS were chosen as part of a priority rating exercise by the
countries participating in TALIS 2013. Countries decided to retain some topics that were covered in TALIS 2008 and
added some new questions and indicators as well. The participating countries chose the following policy themes for
TALIS 2013:

= School leadership, including new indicators on distributed or team leadership.
= Teacher training, including professional development and new indicators on initial teacher education.
= Appraisal of and feedback to teachers.

= Teachers’ pedagogical beliefs, attitudes and teaching practices, including new indicators on the profile of student-
assessment practices.

= Teachers’ reported feelings of self-efficacy, their job satisfaction and the climate in the schools and classrooms in
which they work.

A conceptual framework was developed by subject-matter experts, the international research consortium and the OECD
Secretariat and was approved by participating countries. The purposes of the conceptual framework were to steer
development of the TALIS instruments and serve as a guide for future TALIS cycles.

The Teaching and Learning International Survey: Conceptual Framework (OECD, 2013) is based on the concept of
effective teaching and learning conditions. According to the OECD, effectiveness refers to the extent to which the
stated objectives of a given activity are met (OECD, 2007). Thus, the concept of effectiveness is simultaneously broad
and dependent on context. In the case of TALIS, effective teaching and learning environments are environments that
contribute to student learning. The TALIS 2013 themes and the individual items that they comprise represent the elements
that participating countries and economies agree contribute to student learning. These include some elements that have
yet to be proven to be related to positive student outcomes. Of course, effective teaching and learning may include many
other factors that cannot be examined through TALIS or any self-reported instrument.

An Instrument Development Expert Group (IDEG) was established to translate the policy priorities into questionnaires
to address the policy and analytical questions agreed to by the participating countries and economies. Separate
questionnaires for teachers and school leaders were prepared. Considerable effort was devoted to achieving cultural
and linguistic validity of the survey instruments, and stringent quality assurance mechanisms were applied both
for their translation and for the sampling and data collection. (See the TALIS 2013 Technical Report [OECD, 2014]
for more details.)
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Administering TALIS

The development of TALIS has been the result of productive co-operation between the participating member countries of
the OECD and partner countries. A Board of Participating Countries, representing all of the countries and economies taking
part in TALIS, set out the policy objectives for the survey and established the standards for data collection and reporting.
A key partner in both cycles of TALIS has been the European Commission, which has provided not only support for
European Member States participating in TALIS but also expertise and further analyses of the TALIS data in particular
areas. Engagement with bodies representing teachers and regular briefings and exchanges with the Trade Union
Advisory Committee (TUAC) at the OECD have been very important in the development and implementation of TALIS.
In particular, the co-operation of the teachers and school leaders in the participating schools has been crucial in ensuring
the success of TALIS.

Participating countries implemented TALIS at the national level through National Project Managers (NPMs) and National
Data Managers (NDMs), who adhered to rigorous technical and operational procedures. The NPMs played a crucial role
in helping to secure the co-operation of schools, validate the questionnaires, manage the national data collection and
process and verify the results from TALIS. The NDMs co-ordinated the data processing at the national level and aided in
the cleaning of the data.

The co-ordination and management of implementation at the international level was the responsibility of the appointed
contractor, the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA). The study’s implementation
was led by the IEAs Data Processing and Research Center (DPC). The IEA Secretariat was responsible for overseeing
the verification of translations and for quality control of the data collection. Statistics Canada, as a subcontractor of the
IEA, developed the sampling plan, advised countries on its application, acted as the sampling referee, calculated the
sampling weights and advised on the calculation of sampling errors.

The OECD Secretariat had overall responsibility for managing the programme, monitoring its implementation
on a day-to-day basis and serving as the secretariat of the Board of Participating Countries. (See Annex D for a list of
contributors to TALIS.)

Interpretation of the results

TALIS results are based on self-reports from teachers and school leaders and therefore represent their opinions,
perceptions, beliefs and accounts of their activities. This is powerful information because it provides insight into how
teachers perceive the learning environments in which they work, what motivates teachers and how policies that are put
in place are carried out in practice. But, as with any self-reported data, this information is subjective and therefore differs
from objectively collected data. The same is true of school leaders’ reports about school characteristics, which may differ
from descriptions provided by administrative data at a national- or local-government level.

In addition, as a cross-sectional survey, TALIS cannot measure causality. For instance, in examining the relationship
between school climate and teacher co-operation, it is not possible to establish whether a positive school climate
depends on good teacher co-operation or whether good teacher co-operation depends on a positive school climate.
The perspective taken in the analysis —i.e. the choice of predicted and predictor variables — is based purely on theoretical
considerations, as laid out in the analytical framework. When a reference is made to “effects”, the reference should be
understood in a statistical sense — i.e. an effect is a statistical parameter that describes the linear relationship between
a predicted variable (e.g. job satisfaction) and a predictor variable (e.g. participation in professional development
activities) — taking effects of individual and school background as well as other independent variables into account.
Thus, the effects reported are statistical net effects even if they do not imply causality.

Additionally, the cross-cultural validity of the results is an important feature of the analysis, particularly with regard to
the international scales and indices (see Annex B). The analysis indicates the extent to which the scales can be compared
among countries; where there appear to be limitations on the comparability of the scales, this is noted in the text. Full
details of the cross-cultural validity analysis are provided in the TALIS 2013 Technical Report (OECD, 2014).

Finally, even for those countries that participated in the TALIS-PISA link, the intention of TALIS is not to measure the
effects of teaching on student outcomes. Neither the design of PISA nor the design of TALIS is amenable to analyses
of teacher and teaching effectiveness, and the purpose of the TALIS-PISA link is to use school-level data from PISA to
contextualise teachers’ responses in TALIS. Because TALIS cannot measure teaching effectiveness directly, it looks at
themes that are not only policy priorities for participating countries but have also been shown in the research literature
to be associated with high-quality teaching.
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Organisation of the report

The following chapters of this report present the analyses, results and policy recommendations emerging from TALIS 2013.
The report aims to tell a story that begins with the profiles of teachers and school leaders and continues with the reports
of the conditions in which they work and the factors influencing their work, with an aim of providing a more detailed
picture of the learning environments in these countries. While this report focuses mainly on lower secondary teachers,
each chapter also presents some data and analyses for key indicators from primary and upper secondary teachers as well.!

= Chapter 2 presents a description of the characteristics of the lower secondary teacher populations and the schools in
which they work. In doing so, it provides an important context for the later analytical chapters.

Chapter 3 has at its centre the key role played by school leaders in ensuring that teachers receive the support they need
to be as effective as possible. It will look at the profile of leaders in these teachers’ schools and will also set the stage
for the introduction of key factors in supporting teachers in their work.

Chapter 4 looks at the issue of professional development as a tool to improve teaching and studies the data on teachers’
experiences with professional development, whether they still have development needs and how any unsatisfied
needs for professional development might be met.

Chapter 5 examines the importance of the appraisal and feedback that teachers receive on their teaching along with
the impact it has on their practice.

Chapter 6 focuses on the teaching itself by exploring the relationships between various factors and a teacher’s reported
practices. It makes connections between many of the themes in previous chapters and how they influence the way a
teacher teaches. Teachers’ beliefs about student learning and instruction are also investigated.

Chapter 7 returns to the various factors examined in the previous chapters and describes how they can come together
to influence the teaching and learning environment. It looks at the effects of these and other factors on a teacher’s
feelings of self-efficacy and levels of job satisfaction.

Note

1. The TALIS-PISA link survey option will be discussed in a separate report. A full report on the ISCED 1 and 3 options will be released
separately.

A note regarding Israel

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.
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Teachers and their Schools

This chapter provides background information about the teachers surveyed
as part of the OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) and
the schools in which they work. The first part of the chapter focuses on
demographic characteristics such as the age and gender of teachers, their
formal education and their previous work experience. The second section
of the chapter provides a profile of the schools in which teachers work,
with particular emphasis on school background information, resources,
composition of students at the school, the level of autonomy enjoyed at
the school level and school climate. In addition, this chapter begins to look
at issues of equity in education systems by examining the distribution of
teachers across the systems and also provides a basis for analyses conducted
in subsequent chapters of this volume.
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Highlights

= Teachers who benefited from formal education that included content, pedagogy and practical components for
the subjects they teach feel better prepared for their work than their colleagues whose formal education did not
contain these elements.

More than half of lower secondary teachers in all TALIS countries and economies except Japan are women, and
in 22 countries two-thirds or more of teachers are women. Furthermore, several countries may face the prospect
of significant teacher shortages as a result of large numbers of teachers reaching retirement age.

= More than a third of teachers work in schools where the school principal reported a significant shortage of
qualified teachers. Additionally, almost half of teachers work in schools where there is a reported need for teachers
of students with special needs and a need for support personnel.

= Across most TALIS countries and economies, the majority of teachers work in environments with a positive
professional climate among the teaching staff. This positive climate is characterised by a common set of beliefs,
mutual respect for colleagues’ ideas, a culture of sharing success, high levels of co-operation between the school
and the local community and the ability to have open discussions about difficulties.

Most teachers work in schools in which there is little to no authority at the school level for making decisions
related to teacher pay. In almost all countries, however, a large proportion of teachers work in schools that enjoy
a high level of autonomy for establishing student disciplinary procedures or selecting the learning materials used.

INTRODUCTION

Teachers play a crucial role in education systems — they are the front-line workers responsible for engaging students and
promoting their learning. It is now widely accepted that within schools, teacher- and teaching-related factors are the
most important factors that influence student learning (e.g. Darling-Hammond, 2000; Konstantopoulos, 2006; Rivkin,
Hanushek and Kain, 2005; Rockoff, 2004; Scheerens, Vermeulen and Pelgrum, 1989; Scheerens, 1993; Willms, 2000). As
such, countries are especially interested in learning more about their own teaching workforce and making comparisons
with other countries in order to develop more effective policies to improve teaching and learning.This chapter provides
a profile of lower secondary teachers (referred to simply as “teachers” unless otherwise specified), looks at the extent to
which they are distributed equitably across their education system and describes the schools in which they work.

The analyses presented in this chapter and Chapter 3 (on school principals and school leadership) not only provide a
picture of the teaching workforce and the contextual school environment in which teachers work across TALIS countries
and economies, but also set the scene for the analyses in subsequent chapters of this volume.

This chapter is divided into two main sections. The first section focuses on teacher characteristics and provides a profile
of lower secondary teachers (with selected information provided for primary and upper secondary teachers). Analyses in
this section focus on demographic characteristics such as the age and gender of teachers, their employment status, their
formal education and their previous work experience. This chapter also looks at these characteristics in relation to how
teachers are distributed across a system, in rural or urban areas or in schools deemed to be in more or less challenging
environments. Profiles of school principals are examined in Chapter 3.

The second section of this chapter provides a profile of the schools in which teachers work, with particular emphasis
on school background information, human and material resources, the composition of students at the school, school
autonomy and school climate. Because TALIS focuses on teachers and teachers” working conditions, it is important to
note that, as in the first cycle of TALIS, most of the tables and charts in this section and in most of the report are presented
from a teacher perspective. This focus becomes particularly apparent in the second section of this chapter, where the
data represent the proportion of teachers who work in schools with certain characteristics rather than the proportion of
schools with certain characteristics.? In cases where the policy issue is most interesting at the school level in particular
(especially in Chapter 3), analyses were performed accordingly (proportion of schools), and this is clearly noted under
the tables in question.
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WHO IS TEACHING IN LOWER SECONDARY SCHOOLS?

While some countries have staffing surveys or census information that provide a profile of teachers in the school
system, the TALIS survey offers an international comparison of teacher characteristics across the participating countries
and economies. Teachers were asked to provide background information on themselves, their education and work
experience, their current employment status and the kind of training (if any) they received in the process of joining the
teaching profession.

Teachers’ gender and age

The demographic characteristics of teachers are of interest to policy makers and researchers in their own right. The
potential impacts of gender imbalance in the teaching profession on issues such as student achievement, student
motivation, teacher retention and others represent policy concerns in a number of countries where very few males are
attracted to the profession (Drudy, 2008; OECD, 2005, 2009). This gender imbalance seems to be common in many
regions of the world. It is most prominent in pre-primary and primary education, though the differences persist well
into secondary education in many countries (OECD, 2013a; UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2006, 2009). There is
little evidence that a teacher’s gender has an impact on student performance (e.g. Antecol, Eren and Ozbeklik, 2012;
Holmlund and Sund, 2008), although there is some evidence that female teachers’ attitudes towards subjects such as
mathematics can have an impact on their female students’ achievement (Beilock et al., 2009). Finally, some evidence
suggests that male teachers stay in the profession longer (Ingersoll, 2001), while other research conducted in Finland
suggests the opposite (Blomgqvist et al., 2008).

® Figure 2.1 ®
Gender and age distribution of teachers
Percentage of lower secondary education female teachers and age of teachers
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Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of teachers aged 49 or younger.
Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 2.1.
StatLink SwsP™ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041117
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Gaining information about the age distribution of the teaching workforce is also valuable to policy makers. Some
countries face important challenges related to their aging teacher workforce, with a high proportion of teachers nearing
retirement age (OECD, 2009, 2013a). The age of teachers has also been found to be related to teacher attrition in
schools: Attrition rates tend to be higher in the first few years of teaching and decline the longer that teachers are in the
profession (OECD, 2005; Ingersoll, 2001).

Table 2.1 and Figure 2.1 examine gender and age distribution of teachers, and Box 2.1 examines data for primary
and upper secondary education in the countries that implemented the survey for these teacher populations. Box 2.2
compares data from countries that also participated in TALIS 2008.

In all TALIS countries and economies, with the exception of Japan, more than half of the lower secondary education
teaching workforce is made up of women. On average, 68% of all teachers are female. More than eight out of ten
teachers in secondary education are female in Bulgaria (81%), Estonia (84%), Latvia (89%) and the Slovak Republic
(82%). On the other side of the spectrum, fewer than six out of ten teachers are women in Australia (59%), Japan (39%),
Mexico (54%), the Netherlands (55%), Spain (59%) and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (59%).

Given concerns in many countries about an aging teacher population, it is significant that, on average, only 12% of
secondary teachers are younger than 30 years, while 30% are 50 or older. The average age of lower secondary teachers
in TALIS countries and economies is 43 years. Singapore has the youngest teacher workforce with an average age of
36 years while Italy has the oldest teacher population with an average age of 49 years.

Estonia and Norway have the highest proportions of teachers aged 60 or more (16% and 15%, respectively), while in a
number of countries, nearly half of the teachers are 50 years or older (Bulgaria, Estonia and Italy). On the other hand,
Singapore has the largest proportion of teachers aged below 30 years (32%).

Box 2.1. Gender and age distribution of primary and upper secondary education teachers

As shown in Table 2.1.a, the proportion of female teachers tends to be higher in primary education. On average
across the six countries with available data, nearly eight out of every ten primary teachers are female. In contrast,
on average across the ten countries with available data (Table 2.1.b), just over half of teachers in upper secondary
education are female. This pattern is consistent with other data available on the gender distribution of teachers
across different levels of education (OECD, 2013a).

There are no large differences in the average age of teachers across the different levels of education. (Any differences
in the average need to take into account the countries that make up each average since different countries
implemented each survey option.) The average age of teachers in primary education for the six TALIS countries is
43 years, while the average age of teachers in upper secondary education is 45 years.

Box 2.2. Comparisons of gender and age distribution with TALIS 2008 data

Very little difference in the gender distribution of the teacher workforce is evident in all TALIS countries with
comparable data between 2008 and 2013 (Table 2.1.c).

TALIS 2008 showed large variations in the age distribution of teachers between countries. As shown in Table 2.1.c,
these variations remain present in all countries, with very few differences between 2008 and 2013. An exception to
this general trend can be seen in Bulgaria, Korea and Portugal, where the proportion of teachers aged 50 years or
older is at least ten percentage points higher in 2013 than in 2008. This may be an indicator that the aging of the lower
secondary teacher population has not slowed over the past few years. Moreover, in all countries except for Norway,
there is also a smaller proportion of secondary teachers aged 30 years or younger.

Teachers’ education and professional training

Teachers’ pre-service education and training are just the beginning of their professional continuum of learning (European
Commission, 2012; OECD, 2005; Ward et al., 2013). Indeed, the extent, the content and the quality of teachers’
education can influence their future in-service learning needs. The research literature presents inconsistent findings
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regarding the impact of teacher education and experience on student achievement. Some studies have shown limited
or no relationship between teacher educational attainment, teacher qualifications and student outcomes (Buddin and
Zamarro, 2009; Croninger et al., 2007; Harris and Sass, 2011; Larsen, 2010). Other studies and reviews have shown
positive relationships between initial education (either in terms of its level or its content) or the process of obtaining
teacher certification and teaching effectiveness (Clotfelter, Ladd and Vigdor, 2007, 2010; Darling-Hammond et al., 2005;
Monk, 1994; Ronfeldt and Reininger, 2012). For example, Ronfeldt and Reininger (2012) found that the quality (rather
than the duration) of the practical component of teacher education programmes can have positive impacts on select
outcomes of pre-service teachers, such as their perception of preparedness, their efficacy and their career plans.

Table 2.2 summarises the highest level of formal education completed by secondary teachers. This table presents the
percentages of teachers with various levels of education, as defined by the International Standard Classification of
Education (ISCED 1997), which identifies comparable levels of education across countries. ISCED 5 represents the first
stages of tertiary education and is split between ISCED levels 5A and 5B. ISCED level 5B programmes are generally
more practically oriented and shorter than programmes at ISCED level 5A. ISCED level 5A typically includes Bachelor’s
degrees and Master’s degrees from universities or equivalent institutions. ISCED level 6 represents further education at
the tertiary level that leads to an advanced research qualification such as a Doctorate degree.

As shown in Table 2.2, in most countries, the great majority of teachers report having obtained formal education at the
level of ISCED 5A. An exception to this is Flanders (Belgium), where 85% of the teachers have completed ISCED level 5B.
Country differences often reflect the differences in qualification requirements among countries. In Flanders (Belgium), an
ISCED level 5B education is required to be fully certified to teach in secondary education. On average, very few teachers
(2%) have not completed tertiary education, although teachers with less than a tertiary education were most commonly
found in Iceland (10%) and Mexico (9%).

Box 2.3 examines the educational attainment of primary and upper secondary teachers in those countries that have
implemented TALIS for those populations, and Box 2.4 compares findings from TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 for countries
with available data.

Box 2.3. The educational attainment of primary and upper secondary teachers

Tables 2.2.aand 2.2.b show that teachers’ educational attainment levels are similar at the primary and upper secondary
levels; the great majority of teachers in all participating countries completed ISCED level 5A (79% of primary teachers
and 91% of upper secondary teachers on average).

Box 2.4. Comparisons of lower secondary teachers’ educational attainment with TALIS 2008

As Table 2.2.c shows, overall, the proportion of teachers who have completed each level of education and training is
very similar between 2008 and 2013 (less than three percentage points difference at each ISCED level). It is interesting
to point out that some countries, such as Brazil and Bulgaria, have seen a slight decrease in their proportion of
teachers without tertiary education (below ISCED level 5).

Table 2.3 shows that in all TALIS countries and economies, the majority of teachers report having completed a teacher
education or training programme, ranging from 62% in Mexico and 71% in Serbia to at least 98% in Australia, Bulgaria,
Poland, Singapore, Alberta (Canada) and Flanders (Belgium).

The structure, content and emphasis of initial teacher education all vary greatly across countries (Darling-Hammond and
Lieberman, 2012; OECD, 2005), but teacher formal education usually includes opportunities for the development of
practical experience alongside subject-matter training and pedagogical training. Table 2.3 also presents the percentage
of teachers who report that these elements of teaching were included in their formal education for all or for some of the
subjects they teach (see also Figure 2.2).

On average, 72% of teachers report having received formal education that included content for all the subjects they
currently teach. A further 23% of teachers report having received prior content training for at least some of their subjects.
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In Iceland and Alberta (Canada), less than half of the teachers (42% and 44%, respectively) report that their formal
education included content for all the subjects they teach, which indicates a high proportion of teachers who are
teaching subjects for which they may not have been specifically prepared as part of their formal education (Figure 2.2,
right panel).

With respect to pedagogy, on average 70% of secondary teachers report that their formal education included pedagogy
for all the subjects they teach and nearly one-quarter (23%) for some of the subjects they teach. Proportions are similar
for practical components: On average, 67% of teachers report that their formal education included classroom practice
in all of the subjects they teach, while 22% report it included practice in some of the subjects they teach. On one hand,
Italy stands out, with only 35% of its teachers reporting that they had practical components for all the subjects they teach
and an additional 12% for some of the subjects they teach. On the other hand, at least eight in ten teachers in Bulgaria
(84%), Croatia (86%), Latvia (80%), the Netherlands (82%), Poland (88%), Romania (82%), Singapore (83%) and England
(United Kingdom) (81%) report that their formal education included classroom practice for all the subjects they teach.
TALIS data show, then, that overall, a majority of teachers have indeed received formal content and pedagogical training
and a practical component for some or all of the subjects they currently teach (Figure 2.2).

= Figure2.2 ®
Teachers’ feelings of preparedness for teaching

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who feel “very well prepared”, “well prepared”,
“somewhat prepared” or “not at all prepared” for the content and the pedagogy of the subject(s) they teach
and whether these were included in their formal education and training
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Countries are ranked in ascending order, based on the percentage of teachers who feel “not at all prepared” or “somewhat prepared” for the content of
the subject(s) being taught.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Tables 2.3 and 2.4.

StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041136
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In general, teachers find that their formal education prepared them well for their work as teachers (Table 2.4 and
Figure 2.2). On average, 93% of teachers report being well or very well prepared to teach the content of the subjects
they teach, and 89% feel well or very well prepared in terms of the pedagogy and the practical components of the
subjects they teach. However, it is striking that around a quarter or more of teachers in Finland, Japan and Mexico do
not feel prepared or feel only somewhat prepared to teach the content, pedagogy and practical components of the
subjects they teach (Figure 2.2).

What is it about a teacher’s formal education, then, that makes the teacher feel more or less prepared for teaching?
Country-level logistic regression analyses (described in Box 2.5) were performed to examine the relationship
between specific elements included in teachers’ formal education or training and how prepared teachers feel when
encountering those elements in their teaching (Table 2.5). For some countries, the overall percentage of teachers not
feeling prepared is too low to draw conclusions (Table 2.4),? so only those countries in which a minimum of 5% of the
teachers report not feeling prepared for these elements are further elaborated upon here. In all of these countries, the
components of teachers’ education and training seem to matter: Teachers are more likely to report feeling prepared
for the content, pedagogy or classroom practice element of their teaching if this element was included in their formal
training for some or all of the subjects they teach. As one would expect, the upward trend of feeling prepared is even
stronger if teachers received this formal training for all of the subjects they teach (as opposed to only some of the
subjects they teach).

When it comes to content matters, teachers in six countries are at least four times more likely to report feeling
prepared if they received formal training in the content of all of the subjects they teach than if they had not. This effect
is most pronounced for teachers in Bulgaria and France. In 13 countries, teachers trained in pedagogy are also at
least four times more likely to feel prepared for these elements in their teaching. The countries that stand out in this
area are Norway and, again, Bulgaria, where teachers are 9 and 18 times more likely (respectively) to feel prepared
compared with teachers who had not received such training. Finally, in seven countries teachers are again at least
four times as likely to feel prepared for classroom practice if this was included in their formal training. In Bulgaria,
this association is even more dramatic, as teachers there are 15 times more likely to feel prepared for these aspects
if these practical elements were included in the teachers’ education for all of the subjects they teach than if they had
not been included.

What these data show is that not only does a teacher’s formal education (including teacher initial education) help
them feel better prepared for their work as a teacher, but the specific elements included in that training, such as
content and pedagogical training and classroom practice, can make a significant difference as well.

Box 2.5. Description of logistic regression analysis

Logistic regression analysis enables the estimation of the relationship between one or more independent variables
(predictors) on categorical dependent (predicted) variables with two categories (binary logistic regression) or
more than two categories (multinomial logistic regression). (Multinomial logistic regression compares multiple
groups through a combination of binary logistic regressions.) Logistic regression analyses were carried out
for each country separately because prior analysis showed noticeable differences in regression coefficients
between countries. When a logistic regression is calculated, the statistical software (SPSS) output generates first
the regression coefficient (8), which is the estimated increase in the log odds of the outcome per unit increase in
the value of the predictor variable. Additionally, the exponential function of the regression coefficient (exp())
is obtained, which is the odds ratio (OR) associated with a one-unit increase in the predictor variable. The
transformation of log odds (B) into odds ratios (exp(8); OR) makes the data more interpretable in terms of
probability. Three outcomes are possible for the odds ratios:

= OR=1 Predictor variable does not affect odds of outcome
= OR>1 Predictor variable associated with higher odds of outcome

= OR<1 Predictor variable associated with lower odds of outcome
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Box 2.5. Description of logistic regression analysis (cont.)

In the text, the language of odds ratios was made more accessible by reformulating and rounding up in terms of
likelihood and probabilities.

In odds ratios, categories are compared with a predetermined reference category. For example, the combined
“not at all/somewhat” prepared group was chosen as a reference category for the analysis examining the extent
to which teachers feel that the contents of their formal education prepared them for their current work. Odds
ratios can be interpreted in such a way that for a unit change in the predictor variable (e.g. having received formal
training of content components for ALL of the subjects teachers teach, for SOME of the subjects teachers teach,
or for NONE of the subjects teachers teach), the odds ratio of the outcome variable (e.g. feeling “well/very well”
prepared for the content elements in the subjects teachers teach) relative to the reference category (e.g. feeling “not
at all/somewhat” prepared) is expected to change by a factor of the respective parameter estimate, given that the
variables in the model are held constant. In this particular analysis, the background variables included as control
variables were teacher’s gender, years of experience, subjects taught and level of education.

Note that with cross-sectional data such as the TALIS data, no direction of impact can be established. Hence, it
is not possible to distinguish empirically between, for example, a model that describes teachers feeling prepared
for the content of subjects they teach as dependent on teachers’ formal education and a model that describes
teachers’ formal education as dependent on the teachers feeling prepared for the content of subjects they teach.
The perspective taken — i.e. the choice of independent and dependent variables — is entirely based on logic,
experience and theoretical considerations.

Work experience of teachers

Along with teacher educational attainment, teachers’ work experience helps shape their skills and competencies.
A teacher’s tenure may also affect his or her willingness to implement innovative practices or reforms (Goodson, Moore
and Hargreaves, 2006).

The relationship between teacher experience and student achievement has been repeatedly examined in empirical
studies (Clotfelter, Ladd and Vigdor, 2007, 2010; Croninger et al., 2007; Leigh, 2010). In Hanushek and Rivkin’s (2004)
review, 41% of methodologically sound studies showed positive relationships between teacher experience and student
achievement, while in 56% the results were positive but non-significant. Years of experience may especially matter
early in a teacher’s career. Some evidence shows that each additional year of experience is related to higher student
achievement, especially during a teacher’s first five years in the profession (Rockoff, 2004; Rivkin, Hanushek and
Kain, 2005; Harris and Sass, 2011).

Table 2.6 presents the number of years that teachers report working as a teacher, working in other educational roles
and working in other jobs (see also Figure 2.3 and Table 2.6.Web). It shows that across TALIS countries, teachers have
on average 16 years of teaching experience, 3 years of experience in other educational roles and 4 years of experience
in other types of jobs. On average across TALIS countries, one-third of all lower secondary teachers have more than
20 years of teaching experience. This represents a substantial proportion of teachers with considerable experience. In
Bulgaria, Estonia and Latvia, this situation is even more pronounced, as more than 50% of the teachers have more than
20 years of teaching experience, while on the other side of the spectrum, 20% of the teachers in Singapore is in the first
2 years of teaching.

Box 2.6. Work experience of primary and upper secondary teachers

Tables 2.6.a and 2.6.b show teachers’ previous work experience for primary and upper secondary teachers. The
average years of work experience as a teacher, in other educational roles and in other jobs are quite similar to those
of lower secondary school teachers. Very few country differences emerge between the different educational levels,
suggesting that teachers in primary, lower secondary and upper secondary education in all countries with comparable
data have similar levels of previous work experience.
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® Figure2.3 =
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Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the average years of working experience as a teacher in total.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 2.6.
StatLink &= http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041155

Employment status

Employment status can be an indication of job security (through long-term or permanent contracts) but also of job
flexibility (through the possibility of choosing to work part time), and it is therefore an important factor in attracting
teachers to the profession and retaining them (OECD, 2005). TALIS asked teachers whether they are permanently
employed at their current school or whether they are employed on a fixed-term contract basis. The TALIS survey also
asked teachers whether they work full time or part time across all their teaching jobs. Table 2.7 examines the distribution
of lower secondary teachers who work full time and part time (defined as 90% or less of full-time hours), and Table 2.8
examines the proportion of teachers with permanent employment and with fixed-term contracts (of more or less than
one school year).

On average, 83% of teachers across countries are employed permanently* and 82% are employed full time.> Only
12% are on fixed-term contracts of less than one school year. There are large variations between countries in the type
of employment contracts (permanent or not). The lowest proportions of teachers with permanent employment status are
found in Chile (63%), Romania (69%) and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (50%), while all teachers in Malaysia are
permanently employed at their current school.®
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Of the 18% of teachers who work part time, nearly half indicate that they did not have an option to work full time. In
Croatia, Mexico, Poland, Portugal and Serbia, these figures are even higher; between 81% and 96% of part-time teachers
in these countries indicate that their employment status is the result of the absence of full-time opportunities. On the
other hand, in Australia, Denmark, France, the Netherlands, Norway and England (United Kingdom), the vast majority
of part-time teachers (85-90%) have chosen to work part time.

Box 2.7 compares findings on teachers’” employment status from TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 for countries with available
data.

Box 2.7. Comparing teachers’ employment status, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013

Tables 2.7.c and 2.8.c show comparisons of TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 data of the full-time, part-time and
permanent employment status of teachers across countries that participated in both cycles. On average, countries
do not show big differences in the types of full-time and part-time arrangements teachers have. The largest difference
between both cycles is found in Brazil, where 11 percentage points fewer teachers work full time in 2013 compared
with 2008. In contrast, Mexico, which had the lowest proportion of teachers working full time in 2008, at 35%,
shows a 5 percentage points increase in 2013, with 40% of teachers working full time.

With respect to permanent or fixed-term contracts, the proportion of teachers with permanent contracts is at least
10 percentage points lower in Korea and Mexico in 2013 compared with 2008. In these cases, employing teachers on
fixed-term contracts may have been a cost-saving measure during a period of economic downturn. In contrast, during
this same period in Iceland, there was an increase of more than 10 percentage points in the proportion of teachers
with permanent contracts.

Distribution of teachers

An important issue to consider is the distribution of teachers across educational systems. Across countries, schools
vary in terms of their location (rural vs. urban), the kinds of challenging circumstances they face and the particular
subject areas for which they need teachers. Many countries are considering issues of teacher distribution as they try
to find the right teachers to fill the needs in different areas of the system (Schleicher, 2012). Teacher distribution also
becomes relevant in conversations about creating equity across an education system. A number of studies have found
that teachers with weaker qualifications are more likely to teach in disadvantaged schools, which could lead to potential
discrepancies in educational opportunities for the student population of these schools (Jackson, 2009; Bonesronning,
Falch and Strom, 2005; Boyd et al., 2008; Lankford, Loeb and Wyckoff, 2002).

Are teachers equitably distributed across schools with different student composition?

TALIS data enable an examination of the distribution of teachers by their level of educational attainment (categorised as
ISCED level 5A and above and ISCED level 5B and below) and their experience as teachers, separating more experienced
teachers (those with more than five years teaching) from their less-experienced colleagues (five years or less of teaching
experience). The following analyses look at the distribution of these teachers within schools with different types of
student populations. School principals were asked to estimate the proportion of their student population with certain
characteristics. For this analysis, schools are classified as more challenging if the principal indicated that their school was
made up of more than 10% of students with a native language different from the language of instruction; more than 10%
of students with special needs; or more than 30% of students from socioeconomically disadvantaged homes.”

Tables 2.9 to 2.11 present the overall proportion of teachers who work in these more challenging schools, as well as
the distribution of more experienced and more highly educated teachers among these three types of more and less
challenging schools. There is considerable variation between countries in the proportion of teachers who work in
more challenging schools (see the first column in Tables 2.9 to 2.11). It should be noted that the range of countries
participating in TALIS 2013 is quite broad, and within these countries there might exist substantial variation in the
overall populations of students who can be said to have these challenging characteristics. Nonetheless, regardless
of the prevalence of these schools, an important policy consideration is how to ensure that teachers with the most
experience and qualifications are teaching where they are most needed. Figure 2.4 illustrates the extent to which this
happens across countries.
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In countries and economies found at the top of each chart in Figure 2.4 (with positive differences), experienced
teachers are more likely to be working in more challenging schools than in less challenging schools. This is the
case for Brazil (for schools with high proportions of students from socioeconomically disadvantaged homes) and
for Denmark (for schools with higher proportions of students with special needs and with a first language different
from the language of instruction). These graphs show that for a majority of countries, however, the opposite is true.
Negative difference scores on these graphs indicate that a larger proportion of more experienced teachers teach in less
challenging schools compared to more challenging ones. In Flanders (Belgium) this is the case with respect to schools
with larger proportions of students from socioeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds; in Poland this is true with
respect to schools with higher proportions of students with special needs; and in Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates)
this is the case with respect to schools with higher proportions of students whose first language is different from the
language of instruction.

These descriptive distributions of teachers across challenging schools are informative, but are a teacher’s level of
educational qualification and work experience significant predictors of teaching in a more or less challenging school,
when controlling for key variables such as gender and subjects taught? In other words, across countries, are teachers
more likely to work in challenging schools if they have lower levels of education and less teaching experience? Or is
the opposite the case? Country-specific binary logistic regressions were performed (see Box 2.5), with ISCED level 5B
and below for education and less than five years for the work experience variable as reference categories. However, for
some countries the percentage of teachers in each category is too low to draw conclusions (indicated by shaded cells
in Table 2.12). Thus, only those countries with a minimum of 5% of teachers in the categories of interest for the analysis
will be further elaborated upon here.

Most TALIS countries do not show a strong association between teachers’ highest level of education or years of teaching
experience and the distribution of teachers across schools with potentially more challenging student populations. In
other words, in most countries the distribution of more experienced teachers is not different in more or less challenging
schools. Nonetheless, in some countries, some significant and substantial associations are apparent for education level
and for years of teaching experience (Table 2.12).

For example, in Bulgaria, teachers with higher educational attainment are 50% less likely to work in schools where more
than one in ten students speak a mother tongue different from the language of instruction. Teachers from Chile who have
more education are also more than 50% less likely to work in schools with more socioeconomically disadvantaged
students. Similarly, teachers with higher levels of education are 40% less likely to work in schools with higher percentages
of special-needs students in the Czech Republic and Serbia.

Yet the opposite relationship can be seen in other TALIS countries, where teachers with higher levels of education are
more likely to work in schools characterised as more challenging. In Flanders (Belgium), teachers with higher education
levels are 30% more likely to work in schools with a larger population of students with special needs, more than twice as
likely to work in more linguistically diverse schools and nearly twice as likely to work in schools with higher proportions
of students from socioeconomically disadvantaged homes (Table 2.12). In Singapore, these teachers are 60% more likely
to work in more linguistically diverse schools.

Similar patterns can be observed with respect to teaching experience. In some countries, teachers with more than five
years of teaching experience are less likely to teach in schools that could be considered more challenging. For example,
in Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), these teachers are 60% less likely to work in schools with higher proportions of
students from diverse language backgrounds. In Sweden, teachers with more experience are half as likely to work in
schools with larger proportions of students from socioeconomically disadvantaged homes.

In a smaller number of countries, more experienced teachers are actually more likely to work in schools that may be
considered more challenging. Notably, in Denmark, these teachers are 70% more likely to work in schools with higher
proportions of linguistic diversity in the student body, and they are 80% more likely to work in schools with higher
proportions of students with special needs. In Brazil, more experienced teachers are 50% more likely to work in schools
with higher proportions of students from socioeconomically disadvantaged homes.

These results suggest that at least in some TALIS countries, the distribution of teachers is somewhat more equitable than
what is sometimes described in the literature, in that less-experienced teachers are not necessarily being placed in more
challenging circumstances (Akiba and Liang, 2014; Clotfelter et al., 2007; Darling-Hammond, 2004). This isn’t the case
in all locations, however, and evidence from the cycle of the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA)
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in 2012 suggests that socioeconomically disadvantaged schools tend to have great difficulty in attracting qualified and/or
quality teachers (OECD, 2013b). Even in those countries or economies in which teachers are free to choose where they
work and are not placed in particular areas (either for their first assignment or as experienced teachers), there are policy
implications for these findings. Governments can provide incentives to attract highly educated or experienced teachers
to more disadvantaged schools or challenging locations. Strategies that are not tied to salary can also be employed,
such as less class time or smaller class sizes for teachers who are teaching in difficult areas or have larger proportions
of students with special educational needs. In addition, see Chapter 7 for a discussion on how issues of school climate
relate to teacher job satisfaction.

Are teachers equitably distributed across schools located in rural and urban areas?

To ensure equity within an education system, but also to ensure that teachers work in contexts where they can receive
the support they need to be successful, countries are also concerned with the distribution of less-experienced and less-
educated teachers across urban and rural areas (Table 2.13). Following the same procedure as described in Box 2.5,
country-specific regressions were performed to see whether teachers with lower levels of education or less experience
are more or less likely to work in schools located in bigger cities than in small towns. In contrast to the analyses presented
in the previous section, the analyses in this section use ISCED level 5A and above for education and five years or more
for the work experience as reference categories. Again, for some countries the percentage of teachers in each category
is too low to draw conclusions (indicated by shaded cells in Table 2.14). Thus, only those countries with a minimum
of 5% of teachers in the categories of interest for the analyses will be further elaborated upon here. For the purpose of
these analyses, school location was divided into three categories: schools located in areas with less than 15 000 people
(towns), 15 000-100 000 people (small cities) and more than 100 000 people (large cities). In the regression analyses,
small cities and large cities are compared with the reference category “towns”.

The analyses show that in a number of countries, education and/or teaching experience are indeed related to the
likelihood of teaching in more populated areas (see Table 2.14, significant results in bold). In most countries, compared
with teachers with higher levels of education and experience, those with lower levels of education and fewer years of
teaching experience are less likely to work in areas that are more urban (both small and large cities), as opposed to more
rural (towns with 15 000 or fewer inhabitants). For example, in Brazil and Bulgaria, teachers with lower educational
qualifications are roughly 60% less likely to work in large cities as opposed to towns. Similarly, in Australia, Croatia,
Romania, Serbia and Spain, teachers with fewer years of teaching experience are 40% to 70% less likely to teach in
small and/or large cities than in towns. Policy makers in these countries and economies will want to explore the reasons
underlying why less-experienced or less-educated teachers are more likely to teach in more rural areas. It might be that
it is more difficult to attract teachers to these jobs or locations. Governments will also want to ensure that teachers in
more rural areas have access to the same level of support, including development and resources, that they would if they
worked in more urban locations.

Opposite associations appear for Latvia, however, where teachers with less experience are 2.5 times more likely to work
in cities as opposed to towns. Similarly, teachers with lower levels of education and/or more teaching experience are at
least 40% more likely to work in small and/or large cities than in towns in France, Norway, Poland, the Slovak Republic,
Sweden, Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) and Flanders (Belgium).

Are teachers teaching subjects for which they have been well prepared to teach?

Because of shortages of qualified teachers in specific areas, individuals can be assigned to teach subjects for which they
have not been adequately prepared. Alternatively, it is also possible to have a pool of teachers who are not currently
teaching subjects for which they have received formal education or training. One indication of these situations is an
examination of the mismatch between the education and training for teaching specific subjects and the subjects that are
currently taught within countries (Figure 2.5).

Table 2.15 shows the percentages of teachers who currently teach in selected subject categories and indicates
whether they have received formal education or training in these subjects. In general, for subjects such as reading,
writing and literature, mathematics, science, and foreign languages, only small proportions of teachers (11% or
less) seem to be teaching subjects in which they have not received formal education at ISCED level 4 or higher or
at the in-service professional development stage. This overall average, however, hides important variation between
countries and between subjects. A closer examination of Tables 2.15 and 2.15.Web reveals a number of countries
where larger proportions of teachers did not report receiving formal education or training in the subjects they teach.®
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® Figure2.5®
Teacher training mismatch and teacher resource allocation

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report teaching the following subjects without having
received formal education or training for this subject and teachers who report that the following subjects were
included in a subject specialisation as part of their teacher training but who do not currently teach this subject
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Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the sum of teachers teaching “reading, writing and literature”, “mathematics” and “science” without
having received formal education or training for these respective subjects.
Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Tables 2.15 and 2.16.
StatLink Su=P™ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041193

For example, in the Netherlands, approximately one fifth of the teachers who currently teach reading, writing and
literature or mathematics have not received formal education or training to teach these subjects. Approximately one-
fifth of science teachers in Iceland have not received formal science education or training. This type of allocation
issue for science is not apparent in Bulgaria, Chile, Estonia, France, Israel, Mexico, Portugal, Serbia, Singapore and
Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates).

Finally, on average, one in ten foreign-language teachers have not received formal education or training in foreign
languages. This percentage is much higher in Denmark (21%), Iceland (22%) and Malaysia (20%), indicating a potentially
high need in these countries for teachers with specific training to teach foreign languages.
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In some countries, the data show similarly high potential needs for teachers trained to teach subjects from other subject
categories, such as social studies, technology, arts, physical education, religion and/or ethics, and practical and vocational
skills. The overall average of teachers teaching subjects in these categories who have not received formal education or
training at the ISCED level 4 or higher, or at the in-service professional development stage in these subjects, ranges from
9% for physical education to 23% for teaching practical and vocation skills (Table 2.15.Web).

At the same time, there are significant proportions of teachers who do not currently teach in subject categories that
were included in a subject specialisation as part of their teacher training (Tables 2.16 and 2.16.Web). In some cases at
least, these teachers might represent a potential resource that could be used to more efficiently address the apparent
teacher shortages in some subject categories as highlighted previously. The right panel of Figure 2.5 shows this potential
pool of teachers that could alleviate the shortages experienced in some subject categories (as shown on the left panel
of Figure 2.5). Looking at Iceland’s data, for example, nearly 5% of Iceland’s teachers currently teach mathematics but
have not received formal education or training at ISCED level 4 or above or at the professional development stage in this
subject, while nearly 15% of Iceland’s teachers are not currently teaching mathematics but report that this subject was
included in their teacher training. Similar situations are seen for other subject categories in some countries.

A PROFILE OF SCHOOLS WHERE TEACHERS WORK

This section explores the school-level background information provided by principals that describes the schools in
which lower secondary education teachers work. This kind of data can provide important contextual information to
consider both on its own and in relation to teachers’ work and the working conditions that teachers perceive enable
them to function effectively in their roles. This section looks at the size and location of schools, the resources to which
they have access, the quality of the school climate and the level of autonomy they have in decision making.

School type and school composition

Teachers work in schools that can vary greatly in terms of their location (rural or urban environment), their sector
(publicly or privately funded), their size and the characteristics of their student population. All of these factors are
important aspects of teachers’” work environment and can interact with other aspects of teachers’ work.

The ideal school size has also been a topic of debate for over a century. In two recent reviews of empirical studies that
researched the effects of school size on various student and organisational outcomes, smaller schools are concluded
to be favourable. In larger schools, teacher-student relations can be more difficult to develop and socioeconomically
disadvantaged students or students with learning difficulties tend to be overlooked (Leithwood and Jantzi, 2009; Ready,
Lee and Welner, 2004). However, some evidence suggests that larger schools are better in nurturing the achievement
of academically successful senior high school students (Schreiber, 2002). Also, some studies indicate that greater costs
are involved to educate a student in a small school compared with a large school (Barnett et al., 2002; Bowles and
Bosworth, 2002).

Overall, working in a public school appears to be the norm for the average teacher. On average, 82% of TALIS teachers
work in public schools, and 77% of teachers work in schools (public or private) that compete with one or more schools
for students (Table 2.17). Nevertheless, in a number of countries, fewer than half of the teachers work in public schools,
notably Chile (40%), the Netherlands (22%), Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (45%) and Flanders (Belgium) (27%).°

As can be seen in Table 2.18, the average school size across TALIS countries is 546 students.!® Countries with average
student bodies over 1 000 are Malaysia, Portugal and Singapore. While the overall TALIS average number of teachers per
school is 45, the averages for the aforementioned countries are much higher and range from 83 to 110. The average class
size across countries is 24.17 Larger class sizes are seen in Brazil, Chile, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Mexico and Singapore,
each with more than 30 students in the classroom.

Box 2.8. School type and school composition in primary and upper secondary schools

Tables 2.17.a and 2.17.b show the proportion of primary and upper secondary teachers who work in public and
private schools. As was the case for lower secondary, the vast majority of teachers work in public schools (83% for
primary school teachers and 82% for upper secondary school teachers). Notable exceptions to this overall finding
are Flanders (Belgium), where only 39% of primary teachers work in public schools, and Australia and Abu Dhabi
(United Arab Emirates), where only 56% and 43% of upper secondary teachers work in public schools.
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Across all TALIS countries, the average student-teacher ratios vary. 12 In Estonia, Iceland, Norway, Poland and Flanders
(Belgium), the ratio is 8 students for every teacher. The ratio is 19 students per teacher in Brazil and 20 students per teacher
in Chile and Japan (Table 2.18). The ratio of teachers to support personnel also varies significantly across countries. '> On
average, there is one pedagogical support person for every 14 teachers in a school. For Italy and Malaysia, this ratio is
much higher; on average in ltaly there is one support person for every 60 teachers, and in Malaysia there is one for every
53 teachers. For Iceland, Alberta (Canada) and England (United Kingdom), support personnel is provided for every four
teachers. It is noteworthy that ratios of teachers to school administrative or management personnel’* tend to be lower,
perhaps showing a greater emphasis on providing administrative rather than pedagogical support. On average, there is
one administrative or management support person for every six teachers in the school (though the number of teachers is
roughly double for Croatia, Finland, Italy and Sweden).

Box 2.9. Primary and upper secondary school and class size

Tables 2.18.a and 2.18.b show the average school and class sizes in primary and upper secondary in countries with
available data. Unsurprisingly, the average number of students is much lower, with 248 students, in schools where
primary teachers work than in schools where upper secondary teachers work (788 students on average). Similarly,
there are more than three times as many teachers on average in schools where upper secondary teachers work (69)
than in schools where primary teachers work (20).

The average primary school class size (20 students) is somewhat smaller than in lower secondary schools (24 students)
or upper secondary schools (24 students). In some countries, it is possible to compare between ISCED levels. The only
country where the average class size is larger in primary education than in lower secondary education is Flanders
(Belgium), although it is a very small difference of just one student. The average class size is smaller in upper secondary
education than in lower secondary education in Australia (19 vs. 25), Norway (19 vs. 23), Singapore (33 vs. 36) and
Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (24 vs. 25).

The overall average student-to-teacher ratios are very similar between all levels of education. In specific countries,
however, more important differences emerge. For example, in Mexico, the student-to-teacher ratio is much less
favourable in primary education (24 students for each teacher) than in lower secondary education (15 students
per teacher) or upper secondary education (16 students per teacher). In a few countries there are slightly more
favourable ratios in upper secondary education compared with lower secondary education, namely in Finland
(10 vs. 13 students per teacher) and Iceland (8 vs. 12 students per teacher).

In a few countries, there is also evidence of more pedagogical support for teachers in primary than in lower and/or
upper secondary schools. Such a case is found in Finland (5 additional pedagogical support staff for every teacher),
Mexico (6 additional pedagogical support staff) and Flanders (Belgium) (16 additional pedagogical support staff).
In Denmark and Iceland, the teacher-to-pedagogical-support ratios are less favourable in upper secondary schools
than in lower secondary schools (39 vs. 10 and 20 vs. 4, respectively). In contrast, teachers in Italy benefit from
much more pedagogical support in upper secondary (18 teachers per pedagogical support) than in lower secondary
schools (60 teachers per pedagogical support).

School resources

Although there is great policy interest in improving educational outcomes around the world, there remains even greater
uncertainty as to how to achieve this. Countries often enact education policies that look at increasing or making a
more equitable distribution of resources to schools. Resources, as defined by TALIS, could be teaching staff (especially
targeted at specific student or subject needs) or material resources, such as instructional materials, computers or
computer software. A variety of studies suggest that resource-only policies are unlikely to be effective (Hanushek, 2006;
OECD, 2010). Resource policies should have links to specific incentives, for example targeting those schools with many
socioeconomically disadvantaged or special-needs students. PISA also shows that the more school principals perceive
that resource shortages hinder instruction, the lower student performance in that school (OECD, 2007: 263).

Research does show that across different countries, headteachers and principals generally have great concerns over
teacher shortage and inadequacy as well as teacher turnover. These concerns are supported empirically by some
research (Akiba and Liang, 2014; Clotfelter et al., 2007; Darling-Hammond, 2004) and by the analysis of the distribution
of teachers earlier in this chapter, although other research suggests that neither location, school size nor selection
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policies of schools have any noticeable effect on the likelihood of principals reporting problems with either teacher
shortage, inadequacy or turnover (White and Smith, 2005). This section investigates the relationship between school
characteristics and resources issues for the TALIS countries.

Table 2.19 presents the proportion of teachers who work in schools with different types of shortages that principals felt
hindered the provision of quality instruction in their school (see also Figure 2.6). More than a third of lower secondary
teachers work in schools where principals indicate that there is a significant shortage of qualified and/or well-performing
teachers. This figure varies based on the kind of teacher that is needed. On average, less than 20% of teachers work in
schools with a reported shortage of vocational teachers, but nearly half work in schools where there is a need for teachers
of students with special needs or support personnel. In particular, a significant proportion of teachers in Japan (80%),
the Netherlands (71%) and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (60%) work in schools with a shortage of qualified and/or
well-performing teachers. Conversely, this is less of an issue in some countries, where less than one-fifth of teachers work
in schools where the principal reports this issue (Denmark, 15%; Finland, 17%; Iceland, 14%; Poland, 13%).

= Figure 2.6 ®
Lack of resources hindering the school’s capacity for quality instruction

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers whose school principal reports that the following resource issues
hinder the school’s capacity to provide quality instruction in their school

Level to which the principal reported that the shortage of resources is hindering
the school’s capacity to provide quality instruction:

% [ONotatall [ Very littte B To some extent A lot
100
90
80
70 [
60 [
50
40
30
20
10
0
Shortage of Shortage Shortage of Shortage Shortage or Insufficient Shortage or Shortage or Shortage of
teachers with of support qualified orinadequacy  inadequacy internet inadequacy inadequacy of vocational
competences personnel and/or of computers  of computer access of library instructional teachers
in teaching well- for instruction  software for materials materials
students with performing instruction
special needs teachers

Items are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of teachers in lower secondary education whose school principal reported that the shortage
of resources is hindering “a lot” or “to some extent” the school’s capacity to provide quality instruction in their school.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 2.19.

StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041212

As for shortages of materials, between 26% and 38% of teachers across TALIS countries work in schools where principals
report a shortage of or inadequate instructional materials, computers or computer software for instruction, internet
access and library materials (as reported by their principals). Romania and the Slovak Republic are the most under-
resourced in terms of adequate instructional material, with roughly 80% of teachers working in schools where principals
report a deficit in this area. Romania and Mexico show particularly high concerns about the availability and quality of
computers, computer software and internet access (64%-76%). More than half of the teachers in Mexico and Romania
also work in schools where library materials are a concern for principals in providing quality instruction (Table 2.19).

School climate

The concept of school climate is not a new one; its relevance and importance have been recognised for 100 years
(Cohen et al., 2009; Thapa et al., 2013). Over the past three decades, however, researchers and educators alike have
recognised the influence of school climate on other parts of, or players in, the learning environment. School climate
comprises quality of school life and includes factors such as safety issues (bullying or verbal or physical abuse of teachers
or students); late arrivals to school, absenteeism by teachers or students, or cheating; criminal behaviours (vandalism
or drug and alcohol possession or use); and discrimination. But school climate also includes the overall culture of
the school in terms of the quality of the relationships between staff and between staff and students and the levels of
co-operation, respect and sharing that are present.
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Research shows that a positive school climate is a powerful influence on many elements affecting both students and
teachers in a school. Most importantly, perhaps, school climate has been shown to be related to student academic
achievement at all levels of schooling (MacNeil, Prater and Busch, 2009; Sherblom, Marshall and Sherblom, 2006;
Stewart, 2008). Constructive teacher-student relationships associated with a positive school climate not only affect
teaching and learning but have also been shown to influence other student-related factors, such as the prevention of
bullying or violence in a school (Eliot et al., 2010) and the motivation of students to learn (Eccles et al., 1993). A healthy
school climate has been shown to be related to teachers’ confidence that they can influence student learning (Hoy and
Woolfolk, 1993) and to aid in teacher retention (Fulton, Yoon and Lee, 2005; Weiss, 1999).

The TALIS data look at the student and teacher behaviours contributing to school climate separately. Of all factors
included in school climate, weekly absenteeism and late arrival to school by students are by far the most commonly
occurring across TALIS countries (Table 2.20). Fifty-two percent of teachers work in schools where principals report that
students arrive late on a weekly basis, and 39% of teachers work in schools where absenteeism of students occurs every
week across countries. Yet in Chile, Finland, the Netherlands, Sweden and Alberta (Canada), the problem is more severe,
with 70% or more of teachers working in schools where principals report that students arrive late on a weekly basis.
In these countries and economies, absenteeism of students is also reported as significantly higher than the TALIS average.
In particular, in Finland, Sweden and Alberta (Canada), more than 60% of teachers work in schools where school
principals report that this behaviour in students occurs on a weekly basis.

The occurence of the more serious infractions of cheating, vandalism and theft, and intimidation or verbal abuse among
students varies widely across TALIS countries (Table 2.20). Whereas approximately one-third of teachers in Croatia,
Estonia and Latvia work in schools where principals report that cheating occurs at their school, in the Netherlands this
number is 58% and in Poland it is 40%. In contrast, in more than one-third of TALIS countries, 5% or less of teachers
work in schools where principals report that cheating occurs in their schools. Moreover, the most serious infractions of
vandalism and thefts are not reported frequently. Only in Brazil, Malaysia and Mexico did more than 10% of teachers
work in schools where principals report experiencing incidents of vandalism or theft on a weekly basis.

Furthermore, almost a third of teachers in Brazil, Mexico, Sweden and Flanders (Belgium) work in schools with reported
intimidation or verbal abuse occurring among their students on a weekly basis (Table 2.20). This percentage is smaller,
at 5% or less, for teachers in the Czech Republic, Japan, Singapore and the Slovak Republic. Finally, fewer teachers in all
TALIS countries work in schools where physical injury caused by violence among students and use/possession of drugs
and/or alcohol is reported. The same is true for intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or staff in all countries except
Australia, Brazil and Estonia, where 10% or more of the teachers work in schools where their principals declare that
intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or staff occurs at least weekly.

Table 2.21 presents the proportion of teachers who work in schools where the climate is negatively impacted by certain
teacher behaviours (as reported by principals). The degree to which teachers work in schools where teachers arrive late
varies widely across countries. Yet there seem to be fewer teachers who work in schools where teacher absenteeism or
discrimination is a problem. On average across TALIS countries, 11% of teachers work in schools where principals report
that teachers arrive late at least weekly. This type of climate is more widespread in Brazil, Chile, Mexico and Flanders
(Belgium), encompassing a quarter or more of teachers. A significant proportion of teachers in Australia, Brazil, Chile
and Mexico (between 16%-21%) work in schools where principals report problematic teacher absenteeism.

Teachers’” work is also greatly influenced by the professional climate in the school. It is important to consider to what
extent school staff share a common set of beliefs about schooling, the degree to which staff have open discussions
about difficulties, the extent to which there is mutual respect for colleagues’ ideas and whether there is a culture of
sharing success. It seems that in these areas, most teachers across TALIS countries work in environments with a positive
professional climate among the teaching staff. As can be seen in Table 2.22, 87% of teachers across TALIS countries
work in schools where principals report that their school staff share a common set of beliefs, although this is reported by
principals of only 57% of Croatian teachers. A further three-quarters of teachers work in schools where principals report
high levels of co-operation between their school and the local community, though this is less than half for Denmark
(46%), the Netherlands (21%), Norway (41%) and Sweden (33%). Finally, between 90% and 93% of all teachers across
TALIS countries work in schools where principals report that their staff have open discussions about difficulties, mutual
respect for colleagues’ ideas and a culture of sharing success.

A final indicator of school climate in TALIS is the quality of student-teacher relations. Table 2.23 provides an overview
of teachers’ and principals’ views on several important indicators of student-teacher relations. On average, 98% of
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principals across all TALIS countries report good relations between teachers and students, with no notable exceptions.
Furthermore, the vast majority of teachers (between 91% and 96%) report positive teacher and student relations at their
schools. It is only in the area of providing students with extra support that any variation is observed. In Brazil (77%),
Korea (77%), Mexico (72%) and Sweden (74%), fewer than eight in ten teachers report that students get extra support
if they need it.

Box 2.10 compares findings from TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 for countries with available data.

Box 2.10. Comparing teacher-student relations in lower secondary education,
TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013

Table 2.23.c provides a comparison of TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 data on teacher-student relations in education
for those countries that participated in both cycles. It can be seen that across indicators, average scores have not
changed much, though a small difference was observed across countries for teachers and students getting along
better. In 2013, 8 percentage points more teachers in Estonia report that teachers in their schools have an interest
in what students have to say. Conversely, in 2013, teachers in Korea were less likely (76%) than in 2008 (86%) to
report that students in need of extra assistance in their schools are provided with such assistance.

School autonomy

TALIS asks school principals about their level of school autonomy, or the degree to which the responsibility for decision
making in certain areas is held at a school level, as opposed to at a local or national government level. It is possible for
schools to have autonomy in some areas but not others. For example, schools may have the power to appoint or hire
teachers but may not be able to determine their starting salaries or set pay scales. They may be able to determine course
content or choose which learning materials are used, but the decision as to which courses are offered may not be made
at a school level.

Increased school autonomy is being considered in more countries and school systems, and we see charter schools and
other independent school models promising autonomy for schools and further decentralisation of systems (Finnegan,
2007). Indeed, a general reading of the research seems to show that greater levels of autonomy for schools would also
improve learning outcomes. However, upon closer inspection, it is evident that the impact of autonomy on student
achievement varies across countries (Hanushek, Link and Woessmann, 2013). The kinds of decisions that are devolved
to a school level also make a difference; some studies show the importance of curricular and assessment decisions
being made at a school level (OECD, 2010), while others emphasise the benefits of process and personnel decisions
being decentralised (W6Bmann, 2007). There are other possible benefits for autonomy in developing the roles of school
leaders, for example, if their decisions are supported and their responsibilities are well defined (Pont, Nusche and
Moorman, 2008).

Table 2.24 provides a snapshot of the proportions of teachers across countries who work in schools where certain key
responsibilities lie at the school level (as reported by their principal). Tasks that principals reported on were hiring and
dismissal of teachers, teacher pay issues, budgeting within the school, establishing student discipline, assessment and
admission and any curricular issues. There are a few countries where a large proportion of teachers work in schools
where principals report a high level of autonomy across all areas. In the Czech Republic, Estonia, the Netherlands,
the Slovak Republic and England (United Kingdom) almost all teachers work in schools where principals report that
all listed tasks are completely decided upon at the school level. For the remaining countries, teachers tend to work in
schools where the level of autonomy varies per task. Teachers in Malaysia and Mexico seem to work in schools where
principals report consistently low levels of autonomy.

Across countries, almost all lower secondary teachers work in schools where principals report that the schools have
significant responsibility for establishing student disciplinary policies and procedures and choosing which learning
materials are used (Table 2.24). In contrast, less than 40% of teachers, on average, work in schools where principals
report that the school is empowered to make decisions on pay issues (such as establishing teachers’ starting salaries,
setting pay scales and determining teachers’ salary increases). The areas with the most variation between countries
include hiring and dismissing or suspending teachers. In more than half of the TALIS countries, 90% or more of teachers
work in schools where school principals say they have significant autonomy at a school level for hiring or appointing
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teachers. Yet less than a third of teachers in France (31%), Japan (18%), Malaysia (7%), Mexico (31%) and Spain (27%)
work in schools where principals report that the school enjoys this privilege. When it comes to dismissing or suspending
teachers, the school-level authority decreases further, with less than a third of teachers in France (16%), Japan (17%),
Korea (33%), Malaysia (6%), Mexico (29%) and Spain (26%) working in schools having this authority.

SUMMARY AND MAIN POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The background information presented in this chapter about teachers and the schools in which they work offers a basis
for the analyses and policy recommendations in subsequent chapters of this report but is of interest on its own as well.
While there are, of course, variations across countries, the TALIS data provide a picture of the “typical” teacher of lower
secondary education across TALIS countries.

According to TALIS, the typical lower secondary teacher:

= is a woman;

= is 43 years old;

= has completed university or other equivalent higher education (ISCED 5A);
= has completed a teacher education or training programme;

= has 16 years of experience as a teacher; and

= is employed on a full-time basis with a permanent contract.

Likewise, the TALIS data give a description of the school environment in which the typical lower secondary school
teacher works. This is a school that:

= is public;
= competes with other schools for students;
= has 546 students, 45 teachers and an average class size of 24 students;

= employs one pedagogical support personnel for every 14 teachers in the school and 1 administrative or management
personnel for every 6 teachers;

= has adequate material and staffing resources;

experiences students arriving late to school on a weekly basis; and

enjoys good relations between teachers and students.

When presented only with the average situation across countries, the state of lower secondary education looks quite
positive. In a very general sense, teachers seem experienced and educated and have stable employment. Teachers
enjoy positive classroom climate, reasonable class sizes and principals report adequate staffing support and material
resources. However, there are exceptions to each of these averages, both between countries and within countries. It is in
the deviation from these averages that the opportunities for reform lie. Looking across countries at the “typical” teacher
reveals potential challenges and opportunities for governments and school leaders in particular.

Provide extra support to less experienced or more experienced teachers in the workforce, based on their specific needs

The TALIS data note that some countries, such as Italy, may have a more experienced but aging teaching workforce,
while others, such as Singapore, might have a generally younger but somewhat less experienced teaching workforce.
There are impacts on and opportunities for policies to help shape the teaching profession in both of these instances. If
a country has a young teaching force, as is the case in Singapore, initial teacher education will have a greater influence
on the practices occurring in the classroom. (See Chapter 6 for a further discussion of the TALIS data on teaching
practices.) The aging teacher population in Italy and other countries requires more emphasis on continued professional
development to help teachers adapt to changing demands. (See Chapter 4 for further analysis of the TALIS data on
teacher professional development.)

Review the allocation of teachers across the system and develop policies to attract teachers to more challenging schools

When considering the data on the distribution of teachers, it is clear that a number of countries face challenges in
matching their supply of teachers to their needs. Some countries do not have an equitable allocation of more experienced
teachers across the education system, in both more and less challenging schools (Figure 2.4). Some countries have
had a great deal of success in attracting teachers to schools with challenging circumstances. For example, PISA 2012
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data show Portugal, Poland and Finland as the top three OECD countries in terms of allocating a higher proportion of
qualified teachers to socioeconomically disadvantaged schools than to advantaged schools.

The data discussing whether teachers have received training for the subjects they teach are also revealing of a potential
resource allocation issue within some countries (Figure 2.5). In some countries, significant percentages of teachers are
currently teaching subjects for which they have had no formal education or training, while equally important percentages
of teachers are not teaching subjects for which they have received training. In these countries, it would be well worth
looking at the reasons behind this mismatch and perhaps developing policies designed to attract experienced teachers
where they are most needed, whether this is in more challenging locations or where teacher shortages in specific
subjects are more prevalent.

Ensure that schools are given more autonomy in the right areas, for the right reasons

Finally, issues of school autonomy are important to consider as well. While TALIS data identify in which countries
principals report that their school enjoys less autonomy for certain tasks, this does not necessarily indicate that more
autonomy is needed in all of these areas. For example, the individual actors within the system may not have the
capacity for certain kinds of decision-making responsibility. Further, as data from the OECD PISA indicate, schools tend
to perform better when higher levels of autonomy in certain areas are also paired with higher levels of accountability
(OECD, 2010). In other words, policies that grant schools more autonomy without providing support or accountability
mechanisms are not the answer.

Notes

1. For more information on the questions that were asked of teachers and school principals, see the TALIS questionnaires in the
TALIS 2013 Technical Report.

2. To clearly understand the reasoning behind this analytical decision, it is important to remember that the main purpose of TALIS is
to gather data on teachers and their working conditions. If issues are examined on a school-level only, the number of teachers at the
school is not taken into account. A problem of particular policy interest might plague 25% of schools in a country, but these could be
the smallest schools in the country, and thus this problem would affect only a small minority of the teachers in that country. If analyses
are conducted at a teacher level, however, they provide a more accurate picture of the percentage of the country’s teacher population
that is affected by a particular issue, and thus enable policy decisions to be made that more accurately reflect the teacher issues at stake.

3. The reference category is the combination of teachers who answered “not at all prepared” or “somewhat prepared”.

4. The questionnaire asked teachers to refer to their employment in the school that was selected to participate in TALIS 2013 and not
include employment at any other schools in which they may work.

5. The questionnaire asked teachers to refer to all their current teaching jobs combined.
6. Only government-controlled schools were included in the Malaysian sample.

7. To determine the cut-off points for the percentages of students needed to form these categories of more challenging schools, the
overall distribution of teachers in schools with certain proportions of students with each type of characteristic was examined. These
thresholds of more than 10% or more than 30% were chosen because in each one of these cases, fewer than one-fifth of the teachers
overall work in schools characterised as being more challenging.

8. In some countries, teachers who teach mostly or entirely special-needs students may not have received training to teach a particular
subject.

9. In this survey, the school types were defined as either publicly managed or privately managed. Note that in some countries, the
privately-managed-schools category includes schools that receive significant government funding (government-dependent private
schools).

10. The data used for the number of students, number of school staff and ratio presented in this section are reported by principals
and are means of the schools where lower secondary teachers worked. The education provision in these schools may extend across
ISCED levels (e.g. in schools that offer both lower and upper secondary education) and therefore may not apply only to teachers or
students in lower secondary education.

11. Class-size data are reported by teachers and refer to a randomly chosen class they currently teach from their weekly timetable.

12. Based on head counts reported by principals.
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13. Support personnel include teacher aides or other non-teaching professionals who provide instruction or support teachers in
providing instruction, professional curriculum/instructional specialists, educational media specialists, psychologists and nurses.

14. School administrative personnel include receptionists, secretaries and administrative assistants, and school management personnel
include principals, assistant principals and other management staff whose main activity is management.

A note regarding Israel

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.
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The Importance
of School Leadership

Unlike other chapters of this volume, which take the teachers’ perspective
in the analyses, the data in this chapter focus on principals and the
schools in which they work. This chapter provides details about the
increasingly demanding role of school principals; their responsibilities; the
instructional leadership they provide; their demographic characteristics,
formal education, prior work experience, and engagement in professional
development; and their satisfaction with their work. Findings from the
cross-national comparisons are used to draw inferences for policy and
practice.
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Highlights

= Principals in countries and economies taking part in the OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey
(TALIS) have a demanding and far-ranging set of responsibilities. On average, principals spend the most time
(41%) managing human and material resources, planning, reporting and adhering to regulations.

= In some countries, principals who show high levels of instructional leadership are more likely to report using
student performance and student evaluation results to develop the school’s educational goals and programmes
and to report working on a professional development plan for their school.

= Principals with higher levels of instructional leadership tend to spend more time on curriculum and teaching-
related tasks, and in most countries they are more likely to directly observe classroom teaching as part of the
formal appraisal of teachers” work in their school.

= The gender distribution of principals differs from the distribution of teachers. Although the majority of teachers in
all but one country are women, the proportion of female principals is generally lower.

= Across TALIS countries and economies, principals are well educated. The majority of principals have completed
formal education at the tertiary level, which, on average, included participation in school administration or
principal training programmes, teacher preparation programmes or instructional leadership training.

= On average across TALIS countries and economies, school principals have 21 years of teaching experience.

= While principals who report high levels of distributed leadership and instructional leadership also report higher
job satisfaction, heavier workloads and lack of shared work and decision making have a negative relationship
with principals’ job satisfaction.

INTRODUCTION

School principals are often the connection between teachers, students and their parents or guardians, the education
system and the wider community in which a school exists. Although principals have always occupied this intersection,
the profession has become increasingly challenging over time. Some principals say they confront incompatible demands,
referring to the challenge of meeting the demands of teachers, students and parents or guardians on the one hand,
while addressing the expectations placed upon them by the systems in which they work and the communities in which
schools are located on the other. In the contexts in which most decision-making authority has been devolved to the
school level, principals can be especially challenged by the number and variety of demands they face. These demands
can include increasing social diversity, the inclusion of students with special needs, an emphasis on retaining students
until graduation, and ensuring that students have the knowledge necessary to be able to participate in an increasingly
competitive economy. These demands require that principals manage human and material resources, communicate
and interact with individuals who occupy a variety of positions, make evidence-informed decisions and provide the
instructional leadership to teachers necessary for helping students succeed in school.

Thus, school leadership is increasingly a priority for many countries concerned about improving student achievement
results (Pont, Nusche and Moorman, 2008; Robinson, Hohepa and Lloyd, 2009) and in improving schools that are
underperforming or failing (Branch, Hanushek and Rivkin, 2013). Many see principals as contributing to student
achievement through their impact on the school, its organisation and climate and especially upon teachers and
teaching. Hallinger and Heck (1996) observed that the relationship between principal leadership and student
achievement was difficult to establish empirically. One reason for this is that the role of the school principal is
not particularly well understood. Marzano, Waters and McNulty (2005) assert that, contrary to what one might
expect, there is no clear, well-articulated body of research about the role of the principal and school leadership. They
reference the historical line of literature arguing that leadership at the school level is linked to the existence and clarity
of a school’s mission and goals, the climate that prevails in the school as well as in individual classrooms, teachers’
attitudes, the practices that teachers employ in the classroom, the way that curriculum and instruction are organised
and the opportunity that students have to learn.

The principal’s influence on students is often indirect, which can make it difficult to understand ways in which principals’
leadership or decisions might affect student achievement. (see, for example, Ross and Gray, 2006). School leadership
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and a school’s success are linked, mediated by the impact that principals have on the organisation of teachers’ work,
school organisation and relationships between the school and the wider community (Aydin, Sarier and Uysal, 2013;
Lucas et al., 2012; Chin, 2007; Bell, Bolam and Cubillo, 2003; Hallinger, Bickman and Davis, 1996). In other words,
principals influence the climate and organisation of their school and its staff and the conditions under which the staff,
especially teachers, work.

In a number of contexts, principals are being accorded much greater decision-making authority than they have enjoyed
in the past. Sometimes described as the “devolution revolution” (Baker and LeTendre, 2005), this movement has given
schools in some countries more relative autonomy for the management and control of education. While the forms and
names of such entities differ across countries and sometimes even within countries (local educational authorities, charter
schools and local school councils, for example), greater autonomy typically includes increased principal decision-
making authority and increased demands for results. It is not surprising that in almost every country, the demands on
and responsibilities of school principals are greater today than at any time in the past.

The TALIS data add to the collective understanding of principals’ roles and their leadership in the varied policy contexts
represented among the countries taking part in TALIS 2013 and of principals’ potential for improving schools and student
achievement. This chapter begins by discussing the increasingly complex and demanding work in which contemporary
principals engage, including their development of school goals and programmes and professional development plans.
The chapter is then devoted to what many regard as the most important professional responsibility that principals carry
out: instructional leadership.

The chapter’s next section provides a profile of principals in TALIS countries and economies, including information about
gender and age distribution, formal education, leadership training, practical experience and continued professional
development of the principals who responded to the survey. The chapter then describes the relationships between
principals’ leadership styles and a variety of other factors previously discussed in the chapter. These factors include
the impact of instructional leadership on principals’” work setting goals and programmes, their work on professional
development planning, outcomes of teacher appraisals and the time principals spend on curriculum and teaching-
related tasks. The chapter concludes with a discussion of principals’ job satisfaction and implications for policy and
practice that can be drawn from all of the data examined.

THE PRINCIPAL'S WORK

The work of a principal is demanding (see, for example, Day et al., 2008), and the time for meeting the demands is
limited. The TALIS data provide a useful starting point for understanding the work of principals and how they prioritise
their time.

Box 3.1. Principal working time in primary and upper secondary schools

Tables 3.1.a and 3.1.b contain the data on time distribution for principals in primary (ISCED 1) and upper secondary
(ISCED 3) schools. In general, the way that principals distribute their time is similar across education levels. There
are, however, a few notable exceptions.

In Finland and Mexico, primary school principals report spending a smaller proportion of their time on administrative
and leadership tasks and meetings (40% and 32%, respectively) than their lower secondary colleagues (48%
and 38%, respectively). In contrast, primary school principals in Finland report spending more of their time on
curriculum and teaching-related tasks (29%) than lower secondary school principals (18%).

In upper secondary schools, administrative and leadership tasks consume even more time for principals in Finland,
who report spending more than half (55%) of their time on these tasks and meetings. This proportion is similar to
the average in Denmark (51%) and Iceland (50%). Upper secondary principals in Denmark, Finland and Iceland
report spending about half as much time as their colleagues in lower secondary schools interacting with parents
(4-5% versus 10-11%). In contrast, principals tend to report spending more time interacting with local and regional
community, businesses and industry partners in upper secondary as compared with lower secondary education.
This is particularly the case in Finland (10% compared with 5% of their time) and in Norway (18% compared with
12% of their time).
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® Figure 3.1 ®
Principals’ working time
Average proportion of time lower secondary education principals report spending on the following activities
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Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of time principals spend on administrative and leadership tasks and meetings.
Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 3.1.
StatLink 5P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041231

Respondents to the TALIS 2013 survey were asked how they distribute their work time. As Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1
indicate, on average, principals devote 41% of their time to administrative and leadership tasks and meetings; 21% of
their time to curriculum and teaching-related tasks and meetings; 15% to interactions with students; 11% to interactions
with parents or guardians; and 7% to interactions with local and regional community, businesses and industries.
While there is definitely variation between countries for each of these tasks, Figure 3.1 shows that nearly two-thirds of
principals’ time, on average, is spent on administrative and leadership and curriculum and teaching. While this can be
seen as the main business of the school and main responsibility for principals, it leaves very little time for principals to
carry out other tasks. Box 3.1 shares the data on working time for principals of primary and upper secondary schools in
the countries with data for these populations.

The work of principals includes a variety of administrative activities that, if not performed, could impede the effective
operation of the school. The TALIS survey asked principals about the leadership activities in which they engaged during
the preceding 12 months. Table 3.2 and Figure 3.2 present data about the proportion of principals who report having
engaged “frequently” in particular leadership activities.'

Among the most challenging of a teacher’s responsibilities is maintaining a productive and orderly environment in
which teachers can teach and students learn (see, for example, MacNeil and Prater, 1999). Students cannot learn and
teachers cannot teach if students are unruly. Collaboration between principals and teachers to solve classroom discipline
problems varies significantly across countries. Malaysia and Romania are on one end of the spectrum, where more than
90% of principals report high-frequency collaboration with teachers to solve discipline problems. Australia, Estonia,
Iceland, Japan, the Netherlands and England (United Kingdom) are at the other end of the spectrum, where more
than half of principals (58%-72%) report infrequent collaboration with teachers to solve classroom discipline problems
(Table 3.2). It is important to keep in mind that the patterns reported here may reflect differences in disciplinary issues
among countries rather than differences in the attention that principals pay to disciplinary matters. Further investigation
is necessary to determine the significance of these differences.
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® Figure3.2 ®
Principals’ leadership

Percentage of lower secondary education principals who report having engaged in the following leadership activities,
and the frequency in which they engaged, during the 12 months prior to the survey
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Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Tables 3.2 and 3.2.Web.
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In addition to the help principals may provide to teachers in solving disciplinary problems, principals can observe
instruction and provide teachers with feedback based on their observations (OECD, 2013; see also Chapter 5). Veenman,
Visser and Wijkamp (1998) provide evidence from a programme for training Dutch principals in coaching skills, showing,
among other things, that principal coaching helped to strengthen teacher autonomy, enabling teachers to reflect on the
effectiveness of their instruction and to formulate action plans for improving their teaching. Improving instructional
effectiveness and improving teaching should, in turn, help to improve student learning outcomes.

The average proportion of principals who say they frequently observe instruction in the classroom is more evenly divided.
On average, nearly half (49%) of school leaders say they make observations frequently. Frequently observing instruction
in the classrooms is more commonly reported among principals in Bulgaria (89%), Malaysia (88%), Romania (82%) and
Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (88%) and substantially less commonly reported among principals in Estonia (7%),
Finland (11%), France (8%), Iceland (15%) and Portugal (5%).

Another challenge that teachers face is maintaining the currency of their knowledge and practice. By encouraging
teachers to learn from one another, principals help teachers remain current in their practice and may also help to
develop more collaborative practices between teachers in their schools (see Chapter 7). Principals were asked about
taking action to support co-operation among teachers to develop new teaching practices. As Figure 3.2 indicates, on
average 64% of principals report taking such action frequently (ranging from 34% in Japan to 98% in Malaysia) (see
also Table 3.2.Web). In Chile, Malaysia, Romania, Serbia, the Slovak Republic and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates),
principals report the highest incidence (between 80% and 98%) of frequently supporting co-operation among their
teachers around the development of new teaching practices. In Denmark, Estonia, Japan, the Netherlands and Flanders
(Belgium), more than half of principals report never, rarely or only sometimes doing this. It would be interesting to learn
whether this is simply a lack of action on the part of principals in these countries or whether it is simply unnecessary
because teachers in these schools might have cultures of co-operation already.
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Students’” achievement depends on the experience and skills their teachers possess (Jepsen and Rivkin, 2009; Huang
and Moon, 2008; Biniaminov and Glasman, 1983; Veldman and Brophy, 1974). Principals can play an important part
in ensuring that teachers take responsibility for improving their teaching skills. Table 3.2 and Figure 3.2 show that on
average a majority of principals (69%) take this action frequently (ranging from 39% in Japan to 95% in Malaysia).
Bulgaria (88%), Chile (88%), Malaysia (95%), Romania (85%), Serbia (82%), Singapore (84%) and Abu Dhabi (United
Arab Emirates) (93%) are among the high-incidence countries where principals frequently act in this regard. Finland
(60%), Japan (61%), Norway (53%), Sweden (56%) and Flanders (Belgium) (59%) are the countries where more than half
of principals report doing this never or rarely or only sometimes.

Many principals also remind teachers about the importance of taking responsibility for what their students learn. On
average, 76% of principals (ranging from 33% in Japan to 100% in Malaysia) say they frequently take action to ensure
that teachers feel responsible for their students’ learning outcomes. In Bulgaria, Chile, Malaysia, Poland, Romania,
Singapore and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), more than 90% of principals report taking such action frequently. In
contrast, more than half of principals in Denmark, Finland, Japan and Norway report doing so infrequently (Table 3.2).

Student success is enhanced when the efforts of teachers are complemented by support from parents (Jeynes, 2011).
Parents play an important role in expressing support for the school and for the success of their children, a role that
depends upon parents having accurate information from the school. The responsibility for providing parents or guardians
with information about the school and student performance sometimes rests with the principal. As seen in Figure 3.2, this
is a task that two-thirds of principals on average report doing frequently. The five countries with the highest proportion
of principals who engage in this task infrequently are Croatia (62%), Denmark (72%), Finland (75%), Norway (63%)
and Sweden (70%). In these countries, it could be that parents are not being provided with information from the school
very frequently or the responsibility for communicating with parents could lie elsewhere (with teachers, for example).

Box 3.2. Activities in which primary and upper secondary principals
engaged in the 12 months prior to the survey

Table 3.2.a and Table 3.2.b present data on the percentage of principals who report engaging often or very often
in a number of leadership activities for those countries that implemented TALIS in their primary (ISCED 1) or upper
secondary (ISCED 3) schools.

For many of the activities examined, principals across different education levels do not differ greatly. In many of
these cases, this may indicate that these activities are considered important whether a principal works in a primary,
a lower secondary or an upper secondary school. This is the case for activities such as supporting co-operation
among teachers to develop new teaching practices or ensuring that teachers feel responsible for their students’
learning.

There are, however, activities that primary school principals in some countries are less likely than their lower
secondary colleagues to identify as being an important part of their work. This is the case in Norway, where
primary school principals are much less likely to report that they collaborate with teachers to solve classroom
disciplinary problems (48%) than their colleagues in lower secondary schools (78%). Primary school leaders in
Poland, on the other hand, are more likely to say that they collaborate with principals in other schools (79%) as
compared with principals in lower secondary schools (61%).

There is also a divergence in practice between lower secondary and upper secondary school principals. In Denmark,
Finland, Iceland, Norway and Poland, principals in upper secondary schools are much less likely to report that
they collaborate with teachers to solve classroom discipline problems than those in lower secondary schools.
A smaller proportion of upper secondary principals in Mexico and Norway say that they observe instruction in the
classroom (48% and 6%, respectively) compared with their lower secondary peers (64% and 21%, respectively).
In half of the countries with comparable data (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Mexico and Norway, specifically),
principals in upper secondary schools are less likely to provide parents with information on school and student
performance than principals in lower secondary schools. Upper secondary principals in Mexico and Norway are
also less likely to collaborate with principals from other schools (44% and 56%, respectively) than their lower
secondary peers (57% and 71%, respectively).
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Identifying and correcting errors in administrative procedures or reports and resolving problems with the school’s
timetable of lessons are two of the many administrative tasks that principals perform. On average, 61% of principals
say they check frequently for mistakes and errors in school administrative procedures and reports. On average, slightly
less than half of principals (47%) say they frequently resolve problems with the lesson timetable in the school.
In Chile, Finland, Malaysia, Romania and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), 74-84% of principals say they frequently
resolve timetable problems, while in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Japan, Latvia and England (United Kingdom),
between 80% and 91% of school principals say they resolve school timetable problems infrequently. Both of these
administrative tasks are important, yet in some countries principals are much freer from this administrative burden
than in others. It would be interesting to learn how and whether these tasks are distributed to other members of the
staff in these countries.

Collaboration between principals from different schools is one way that principals can learn from and support one
another. The TALIS data in Table 3.2 also provide an indication of the extent to which such collaboration occurs (see also
Table 3.2.Web). On average, 62% of principals indicate that they collaborate with principals in other schools frequently.
Large proportions of the principals in Finland (82%), Malaysia (89%), the Netherlands (86%), Romania (87%) and Serbia
(96%) say they collaborate with principals from other schools frequently. In contrast, significant proportions in Brazil
(10%), Chile (18%), Israel (8%) and Spain (9%) say they never or rarely collaborate with principals in other schools.
Box 3.2 presents the data on the activities that primary and upper secondary principals reported participating in for the
countries with available data.

A strong school leader establishes a climate conducive to teaching and learning and fosters community support for the
efforts of the teaching staff. In many countries, concern about improving student achievement results has made strong
school leadership a priority (Pont, Nusche and Moorman, 2008; Branch, Hanushek and Rivkin, 2013). The literature
devoted to principal leadership is replete with examples of the ways that principals exert leadership (see especially
Chapter 4 in Robinson, Hohepa, Lloyd, 2009), including planning the school’s goals and programme (Grissom,
Loeb and Master, 2013) and its professional development plan (OECD, 2013); collaborating with teachers to solve
classroom discipline problems (MacNeil and Prater, 1999); observing instruction (Veenman, Visser and Wijkamp, 1998);
encouraging teachers to take responsibility for improving their teaching and for student learning; and providing parents
or guardians with information about the school and about student performance (Jeynes, 2011).

Planning school goals, programmes and professional development

As data have become more available to principals over the last quarter century, there has been a transition from reliance
on a principal’s own knowledge in making decisions to making choices informed by the use of more readily available
data. This transition has been accompanied by increased demands for accountability (Vanhoof et al., 2014). Today,
more than at any time in the past, principals are responsible for the development of the school’s educational goals
and programmes and for the use of student performance and student evaluation results to develop those goals and
programmes.

Data about principals’ participation in activities related to a school development plan appear in Table 3.3 and Figure 3.3.
Nearly nine in ten principals on average across TALIS countries report using student performance and student evaluation
results (including national or international assessments) to develop the school’s educational goals and programmes. The
proportions of principals who reported using student performance and student evaluation results to develop the school’s
educational goals and programmes was lowest in Croatia (75%), Finland (74%) and Flanders (Belgium) (58%) and nearly
universal in Malaysia (99%), Norway (98%), Singapore (99%), Alberta (Canada) (97%) and England (United Kingdom)
(99%). It would be interesting to learn whether the actions of school leaders in the latter five locales are influenced by
a national policy in this regard.

In addition to the development of their school’s goals and programmes, principals are increasingly responsible for
working on a professional development plan for their school. Although this plan is an important facet of a principal’s
work, on average the proportion of principals working on such a plan is nearly ten percentage points lower (79%) than
the average proportion of principals who report using student performance and student evaluation results to develop
the school’s educational goals and programmes. Figure 3.3 shows that this pattern is found in most countries. The
proportion of principals who report working on a professional development plan for their school is lowest in Finland and
Spain (40%) and almost comprehensive in Malaysia (97%), Singapore (99%), Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (97%)
and Alberta (Canada) (98%). Box 3.3 presents principals’ reported activities related to school development plans in
primary and upper secondary education for countries with available data.
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® Figure3.3 ®
Principals’ participation in a school development plan

Percentage of lower secondary education principals who report having engaged in the following activities
related to a school development plan in the 12 months prior to the survey

B Used student performance and student evaluation results (including national/international assessments)
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Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of principals who used student performance and student evaluation results (including
national/international assessments) to develop the school’s educational goals and programmes.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 3.3.

StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041269

Box 3.3. Activities related to a school development plan in primary
and upper secondary schools

Tables 3.3.a and 3.3.b show the percentages of principals at the primary (ISCED 1) and upper secondary (ISCED 3)
levels who report engaging in activities related to a school development plan in the 12 months prior to the survey.

Primary school principals in Finland report working on a professional development plan for the school and using
student performance and student evaluation results to develop the school’s educational goals and programmes
at lower rates (32% and 56%, respectively) than the other countries for which data on primary education are
available (overall average of 74% and 82%, respectively). Compared with the average, primary school principals
in Denmark and Flanders (Belgium) are also less likely to say that they use student performance and evaluation
results to develop the school’s educational goals and programmes (75% and 74%, respectively). In contrast, almost
all primary principals in Mexico, Norway and Poland report doing so.

As was the case at the other levels, principals in upper secondary schools in Finland report working on a
professional development plan at a lower rate than do principals in other countries for which these data are
available (54% versus 84%). However, this proportion is higher for upper secondary principals in Finland than for
principals in lower secondary schools in Finland. Although all or almost all upper secondary principals in Norway
and Singapore report using student performance and student evaluation results to develop the school’s educational
goals and programmes, those in Denmark (78%), Finland (76%) and Iceland (79%) report doing so at slightly lower
rates than average (89%).

Sharing responsibilities

Because of its complexity, the work of the school and especially the work of the principal are increasingly recognised
as responsibilities that are or should be more broadly shared. The increased responsibility and accountability demanded
of school principals suggests that to meet their responsibilities, principals would be prudent to share their work among
others inside and outside the school (Schleicher, 2012).
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Chapter 2 examines issues of school autonomy, looking at the percentage of teachers whose school leader reported
that considerable responsibility for certain tasks was held at a school level (see Table 2.24). This chapter looks at those
principals who do have significant responsibility for tasks such as appointing, hiring, suspending and dismissing teachers;
determining the allocation of a school’s resources; approving student admission; establishing the school’s disciplinary
and assessment policies; and determining which courses the school offers, the course content, and the instructional
resources. Table 3.4 displays the percentage of principals who have significant responsibility for such tasks and who also
report a shared responsibility. When a principal reports that the responsibility for a task is shared, this indicates that an
active role is played in decision making by the principal and other members of the school management team, teachers
who are not part of the school management team, a school’s governing board or a local or national authority.

The data reveal a wide variation among countries in the extent to which principals share responsibility for various
tasks (Table 3.4). For example, the percentage of principals in Croatia, Denmark, and the Netherlands reporting shared
responsibility for the appointment of teachers is 75% or more, and for Bulgaria, France, Japan, Korea, Malaysia and
Mexico, it is 20% or less (the overall average being 39%). More than half of the principals in Croatia, Denmark,
the Netherlands, Serbia and England (United Kingdom) report sharing responsibility for dismissing or suspending
teachers from employment. Yet, in many countries (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, France, Japan, Korea, Malaysia,
Mexico, Poland, Spain and Sweden), 20% or less of the principals report sharing this responsibility (the overall average
being 29%). Fewer principals report a shared responsibility for establishing teachers’ salaries and pay scales (14% on
average) or determining teachers’ salary increases (18% on average). In only two countries (Latvia and England [United
Kingdom]) do more than half of the principals indicate that they share responsibility for establishing teacher salaries and
pay scales. Similarly, only in Estonia, Latvia and England (United Kingdom) do more than half of the principals share
responsibility for determining salary increases for teachers.

On average, nearly half of the principals (47%) report a shared responsibility for deciding on budget allocation within
the school. In some countries, however, fewer than one in four principals report this (Chile, Korea, Mexico, Romania and
Abu Dhabi [United Arab Emirates]). In contrast, more than three-quarters of principals report this in Denmark and Latvia.

Overall, more principals report a shared responsibility with regard to the management of student discipline policies
(61% on average) and assessment policies (52% on average). Of the principals in Denmark and Singapore, 80% or more
report sharing responsibility for establishing student disciplinary policies and procedures, whereas less than half of the
principals in Chile, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Mexico, Sweden and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) report doing so.
Again, more than 80% of the principals in Denmark and Singapore report that they share responsibility for establishing
student assessment policies. However, in Korea, Malaysia and Spain, less than 30% say that this responsibility is shared
with others.

Many principals report a shared responsibility for tasks related to choosing which learning materials are used (45%),
determining course content (35%) and deciding which courses are offered (52%). At least eight of ten principals in
Denmark and the Netherlands report sharing responsibility for determining the courses that their schools offer, whereas
less than a quarter of their peers in Croatia, Japan and Korea report sharing this responsibility. In the Czech Republic and
the Slovak Republic, 70% or more of the principals report that they share responsibility for determining the content of
courses, while less than 10% of their counterparts in France, Malaysia and Flanders (Belgium) report doing so.

The variations in the extent to which particular responsibilities are shared are likely a reflection of both the policy
contexts in which principals work and the proclivities of principals regarding the distribution of their responsibility.
As pointed out in Chapter 2, schools may have autonomy in some areas but not in others. For example, teachers may
be appointed by principals in some contexts, but salaries and increases may be determined by collective agreements
negotiated outside the context of the local school.

Finally, more than a third of principals report a shared responsibility for approving students for admission to the school
(37%). This is especially common in the Netherlands, where more than 80% of principals report this, while fewer than
20% of principals report this in Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Poland and Sweden.

Collaborative school culture for decision making: Distributed leadership

In addition to looking at the tasks that a principal may or may not share with colleagues, TALIS 2013 also asked principals
about whether there was a collaborative culture for making decisions in the school. When school decisions involve not
only the principal but others in the school who do not occupy the formal post of principal, including other members
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of the school’s management team, vice-principals, and classroom teachers, this can be referred to as distributed
leadership or distributed decision making (see, for example, Harris, 2008; Harris, 2012; Leithwood, Mascall and Strauss,
2009; Smylie et al., 2007). Figure 3.4 indicates the distribution of responses to five items on school decisions and school
collaborative culture (some of which make up the distributed leadership index). As Figure 3.4 shows, on average across
TALIS countries, the vast majority of principals (more than nine in ten) agree that there is a collaborative school culture in
their schools (which is characterised by mutual support) or that the school provides staff with opportunities to participate
in decisions. Along those same lines, only about a third of principals agree that they make important decisions on
their own. This would indicate that, according to school leaders, most schools in TALIS countries enjoy some level of
distributed leadership for decision making. Box 3.4 details the items that principals responded to regarding who makes
decisions at their schools and describes the index that was constructed from these items.

® Figure3.4 =
School decisions and collaborative school culture

Percentage of lower secondary education principals who “strongly disagree”, “disagree’, “agree” or “strongly agree”
with the following statement about their school
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Items are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of principals who “disagree” or “strongly disagree” with the statement about their school.
Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 3.35.Web.
StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041288

Box 3.4. Description of the principal distributed leadership index

To measure distributed leadership, TALIS asked principals how strongly they agreed or disagreed with these
statements regarding decision-making responsibilities at their school:

= This school provides staff with opportunities to actively participate in school decisions.
= This school provides parents or guardians with opportunities to actively participate in school decisions.

= This school provides students with opportunities to actively participate in school decisions.

See Annex B for more details on the construction and validation of this index.

The relationships of principal and school characteristics to principal distributed leadership (shown in Tables 3.5 and 3.6,
respectively) were explored, though no consistent significant relationships were apparent across countries (see Box 3.5
for a description of multiple linear regression analyses used to examine relationships in this chapter). However, consistent
relationships were found between distributed leadership and school climate. Principals in 23 countries report using higher
levels of distributed leadership when working in schools with a positive school climate characterised by mutual respect,
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openness and sharing among colleagues (Table 3.7). It would make sense, then, that sharing decision making might be
easier in a climate such as this or, conversely, that sharing decision making might help develop a school climate such
as this. (TALIS data do not allow us to report on the direction of the relationship.) Moreover, principals who report higher
levels of distributed leadership also tend to report higher levels of job satisfaction in just over half (17) of TALIS countries
(Table 3.19). If governments — and school principals themselves — are interested in higher levels of principal job satisfaction,
this might provide another reason to encourage more distribution of leadership in schools.

Box 3.5. Description of multiple linear regression analysis in TALIS

In this chapter, multiple linear regression analysis was employed to determine the extent to which various factors
(independent variables) contribute to instructional leadership or distributed leadership (dependent variables).
The technique provides a better understanding of how the value of the dependent variable changes when any one
of the independent variables varies (while all other independent variables are held constant).

A regression coefficient represents the change in the dependent variable that is associated with a change in the
predictor variable when all other variables are held constant. For example, if the regression coefficient for a
dependent variable (for example, a mark on a test) is 0.5, this means that a change of one (1.0) in an independent
variable (for example, hours of study) is associated with a change of 0.5. If two students differed in the amount
of study by one hour, then one could predict that the students would differ in their test marks by (1)(0.5) = 0.5.
If, on the other hand, their study time differed by 30 minutes, one would predict that the students” marks would
differ by (0.5)(0.5) = 0.25.

When interpreting multiple regression coefficients, it is important to keep in mind that each coefficient is influenced
by the other independent variables in a regression model. The influence depends on the extent to which predictor
variables are correlated. Therefore, each regression coefficient does not explain the total effect of independent
variables on dependent variables. Rather, each coefficient represents the additional effect of adding that variable
to the model, if the effects of all other variables in the model are already accounted for.

Readers should keep in mind that no adjustments were made to correct for the multiple analyses, increasing the
likelihood that a relationship will be considered significant simply by chance. It is also important to note that because
cross-sectional survey data were used in these analyses, no causal conclusions can be drawn. The perspective taken —
i.e. the choice of independent and dependent variables — is entirely based on theoretical considerations.

For more details about these analyses as well as about the control variables used in these analyses, see Annex B.

The TALIS data serve to confirm what is already known: The job of the principal encompasses a wide range of complex
tasks and responsibilities. When comparing the TALIS data across countries, the extent of participation in various
administrative and leadership activities by principals is found to differ significantly, either by choice, circumstance
or authority. However, a majority of principals in all countries work to develop their school’s educational goals and
programmes, and in some countries the number of principals doing so approaches 100%. A lower number — but still
sizable in many countries — work to prepare a school’s professional development plan. Principals are aided in both
these endeavours by the increasing availability of student performance and evaluation data. Finally, the extent to which
principals share responsibility for tasks or decisions also varies by country as well as by the nature of the specific task
or decision. The TALIS data in this area serve as an interesting profile of the profession of a principal and could be used
to support the development of standards for the profession as well as to help identify the kinds of initial training or
professional development that might be required for this role.

WHO ARE TODAY'S SCHOOL LEADERS?

As illustrated previously, the TALIS data confirm the extensive responsibilities that principals have in many areas. These
responsibilities include planning for and managing human resources, complying with regulations, reporting, managing
finances, setting school goals and planning the school’s programmes, preparing timetables, developing curriculum,
teaching, making classroom observations, evaluating students, mentoring teachers, encouraging teacher professional
development and the like. TALIS data further help answer important questions about today’s school principals:
Who are the individuals who assume responsibility for such an extensive and significant range of responsibilities?
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What formal preparation and experience have they had for such responsibilities? What do they do to grow or develop their
professional practice? By learning more about the background, skills and experience of school leaders and examining
the tasks that are required of them, countries can better understand where gaps in skills or experience might lie.

Age and gender of principals

The typical lower secondary school leader in the countries participating in TALIS 2013 is approximately 50 years of age
(Table 3.8). Given that principals are often recruited from the ranks of teachers, it is not surprising that the proportion of
principals younger than 40 years of age is small, with some notable exceptions. As shown in Figure 3.5, in Brazil and
Romania, for example, around 30% of school principals are younger than 40. In Italy and Korea, nearly half of the school
leaders are 60 years of age or older.

® Figure 3.5 ®
Gender and age distribution of principals
Percentage of lower secondary education female principals and age of principals

O Female W Under 40 years [ 40-49 years [ 50-59 years [ 60 years or more
Romania ) 1 Romania
Brazil : : ] : : ; ) E— Brazil
Spain f f f = f f f = Spain
Serbia HQ) I Serbia
Israel ’ ; ; ; =@ : : : T Israel
Alberta (Canada) @: I Alberta (Canada)
Flanders (Belgium) I Flanders (Belgium)
Singapore ‘ ; ; ; = : : : : | Singapore
Slovak Republic e I Slovak Republic
Abu Dhabi (UAE) : : : : : ) : —— Abu Dhabi (UAE)
Mexico ; ; ; ) : : : — : Mexico
Croatia @ Croatia
Finland I 1 Finland
Average @ — Average
England (UK) : : : On : : : : : England (UK)
Iceland (@) Iceland
Chile : : : : — — [ : : Chile
Netherlands X1 Netherlands
Poland (@) I Poland
Czech Republic ; ; ; ; = : : : I Czech Republic
Estonia (t) Estonia
Portugal ( ) Portugal
Australia : : : @ : : : : : Australia
Bulgaria ( ) I Bulgaria
Sweden ) 1 Sweden
Latvia ; ; ; : : : : i@ : Latvia
Denmark ) \ Denmark
Norway ( ) \ Norway
France O ; France
laly : : : : —— : : : ialy
Malaysia | ] ] —C ] ] ] ] Malaysia
Japan IO : : : : : : : : : Japan
Korea (@) Korea
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 %

Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of principals who are under 40 years old.
Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 3.8.
StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041307

As was evident in TALIS 2008, the gender distribution of principals in lower secondary schools differs from the distribution
of teachers. In all TALIS countries but Japan, more than half of the lower secondary education teaching workforce is
made up of women (see Chapter 2). On average, 68% of all teachers are female (see Table 2.1). The percentage of
women principals is generally lower: 49% of principals in lower secondary schools in the TALIS countries are female,
although the ratio of males to females is within a 40/60 to 60/40 spectrum. There are a few exceptions to this. In Brazil,
Bulgaria and Latvia, school leadership positions are primarily occupied by women (75%, 71% and 77%, respectively),
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while in Japan and Korea, men predominate (94% and 87%, respectively). Box 3.6 provides data on the gender and age
distribution of principals in primary and upper secondary schools for those countries with data for these populations.
Box 3.7 looks at data on the gender and age of principals for those countries that participated in TALIS 2008 and
TALIS 2013.

Box 3.6. Gender and age distribution of primary and upper secondary principals

Tables 3.8.a and 3.8.b reveal that the percentages of male and female principals in primary (ISCED 1) and upper
secondary (ISCED 3) education are similar to their colleagues in lower secondary schools. In all countries with
data available for both primary and lower secondary education, there are higher proportions of female principals
in primary schools than in lower secondary schools. The difference is particularly large in Flanders (Belgium),
where more than half (59%) of the principals are female in primary education compared with 39% in lower
secondary education.

In Denmark, a slightly higher proportion of upper secondary principals are women (46%) compared with their
peers in primary (37%) and lower secondary (32%) schools. In Norway and Poland, fewer women are principals
in upper secondary schools compared with both primary and lower secondary (however, the percentage of female
principals at both school levels is relatively high in Poland).

In Iceland, Italy and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), there is a higher proportion of female principals in lower
secondary school as compared with upper secondary.

The mean age of principals tends to be similar across all three levels of education. The largest difference is in
Mexico, where principals tend to be younger on average in primary (45 years) and upper secondary (46 years)
education than in lower secondary education (52 years).

Box 3.7. Comparing gender and age distribution, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013

Table 3.8.c compares the gender and age distributions of lower secondary principals for those countries that
participated in both TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013. Overall, the average proportion of principals who are women
reached 50% in 2013 (compared with 47% in 2008). There are some large differences in gender between these
countries, however. In Korea the proportion of female principals is comparatively small (13%), while in Brazil
and Bulgaria the proportion is comparatively large (75% and 71%), and in all three countries there has been little
change from 2008 to 2013.

In comparison with the other countries for which data are available, large proportions of principals in Italy (47%)
and Korea (46%) are 60 years of age or older, which is an increase of 12 and 10 percentage points, respectively,
since 2008. Although it is slightly lower in 2013 compared with 2008, the proportion of principals younger
than 40 remains high in Brazil (30%).

Formal education of school principals

In the same way that the knowledge and skills students obtain from their schooling is influenced by the quality of the
preparation and the conduct of teachers, the quality of a nation’s schools relies heavily upon the preparation and conduct
of its school leaders. Branch, Hanushek and Rivkin (2013) argue that because school leaders affect the achievement of
all the students in a school, improving the quality of school leadership is more important than improving the quality of
a single teacher’s practice.

Given the complexity of the position and the fact that most principals typically begin their careers as teachers, it is not
surprising that the majority (92% on average) of principals have formal education at ISCED level 5A (Table 3.9). (ISCED
level 5A typically includes Bachelor’s degrees and Master’s degrees from universities or equivalent institutions. See
Chapter 2 for a description of the ISCED levels of classification.) In Chile (25%), Croatia (18%), France (13%) and Flanders
(Belgium) (40%), there are relatively large proportions of principals whose highest level of education is at ISCED level
5B. These types of programmes are generally more practically oriented and shorter than programmes at ISCED level 5A.
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Box 3.8 describes the formal education of principals in primary and upper secondary schools in those countries with
available data. Box 3.9 compares data on principals’ educational preparation in 2008 and 2013 for those countries that
participated in both cycles of TALIS.

Box 3.8. Educational preparation of principals in primary and upper secondary education

The educational attainment of principals in primary (ISCED 1) and upper secondary (ISCED 3) schools is similar to
their lower secondary colleagues with a few noteworthy differences (see Tables 3.9.a and 3.9.b).

In Flanders (Belgium), 10% of principals in primary education have achieved ISCED level 5A and 90% have
achieved ISCED level 5B, compared with 59% and 40%, respectively, in lower secondary education. In Mexico,
14% of the principals in primary education have completed education below ISCED level 5 compared with 1%
in lower secondary education.

In Finland, 11% of principals in upper secondary schools reported their level of education at ISCED level 6,2 while
the proportion is lower (5%) in lower secondary education.

Box 3.9. Educational preparation of principals in TALIS 2008 and in TALIS 2013

Table 3.9.c contains data comparing the educational preparation of principals in 2008 and in 2013. Overall, similar
patterns prevailed among countries participating in both cycles, although there were some notable differences.
In Australia, Iceland and Spain, the proportions of principals at ISCED level 5A are noticeably larger in 2013 than
they were in 2008. In Italy and Portugal, the proportions of principals at ISCED level 5A are noticeably smaller,
primarily as a consequence of the larger proportions of principals who report that their highest level of education
is ISCED level 6.3

Further to examining the level of education achieved by school principals, TALIS 2013 inquired about the nature of the
education that school leaders have received, asking about participation in school administration or principal training
programmes or courses, teacher preparation programmes or courses and instructional leadership training or courses
(Table 3.10). Although one might assume that principal preparation would typically include these types of programmes
or courses, one of the most striking findings, as shown in Figure 3.6, is the large proportions of school leaders in some
countries who report that their preparation did not include these experiences.

Looking at participation in a school administration programme or course, on average across TALIS countries, a quarter of
principals report having undertaken such preparation prior to assuming the position, 37% after being appointed to the
position and 22% that they began such preparation prior to taking up the position but continued the preparation after
being assigned as a principal. However, in Croatia, and Serbia, at least half of the school principals say that they have
never participated in a school administration or principal training programme or course.

The data from Table 3.10 indicate that typical preparation of principals includes participation in a teacher training
or education programme. For the majority of principals, participation occurs prior to assuming responsibilities of the
position. A substantial proportion of individuals undertake some formal preparation as teachers after they assume the
principal’s position (8%) or cumulatively before and after assuming that position (18%). However, 32% of the principals
in the Czech Republic and 45% of the principals in Portugal indicate that they have never participated in a teacher
training programme or course.

In a similar fashion, preparation of principals typically includes preparation in instructional leadership. On average,
24% of principals report undertaking such preparation prior to assuming the position, 31% after being appointed to the
position and 23% that they began such preparation prior to taking up the position but continued the preparation after
becoming a principal. However, more than half of the principals in Poland and Serbia indicate they have never had such
preparation.
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® Figure3.6 ®
Elements not included in principals’ formal education

Percentage of lower secondary education principals who report that the following elements
were not included in their formal education
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Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of principals for whom instructional leadership training or course were not included in
their formal education.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 3.10.

StatLink 5= http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041326

Box 3.10 includes data on the elements included in the formal education of primary and upper secondary principals for
those countries with available data.

Box 3.10. Elements included in primary and upper secondary principals’ formal education

Tables 3.10.a and 3.10.b contain data on the formal education of principals in primary (ISCED 1) and upper
secondary (ISCED 3) schools, respectively. On average, only 8% of principals in primary schools have never
undertaken teacher education in any form. But the average is distorted by Denmark and Poland, where 13% and
23% of primary principals, respectively, have never undertaken any kind of teacher education. More than a third
(36%) of the principals in Denmark also report that school administration or principal training programmes or
courses were not included in their formal education. Two-thirds of the principals in Poland have never had formal
education that included instructional leadership training or courses.

Nearly half (46%) of the principals at the upper secondary school level in Mexico and 22% of the principals in
Denmark have never undertaken teacher education in any form, which is substantially above the average of 11%
for all ten countries surveyed. The average of the principals in the participating countries who say they never had
school administration or principal training programmes or courses as part of their formal education (21%) is raised
because of the rates of 61% of the upper secondary principals in Denmark and 34% of the principals in Iceland.
More than half of the principals at the upper secondary level in Poland have never had formal education that
included instructional leadership training or courses.

Comparing principals who did not receive administration training across education levels, in Iceland, the
proportion of principals who report not having administration training is double in upper secondary (34%) than
in lower secondary (17%). As for teacher training, in both Denmark and Norway, the proportion of principals
who did not receive teacher training is approximately ten percentage points higher in upper secondary than in
lower secondary education. With regard to instructional leadership, a higher percentage of principals in primary
education lack the training compared with the lower secondary level in all countries with available data for both
education levels. Differences between lower and upper secondary levels are less consistent across countries, but
slightly higher proportions of upper secondary principals in Denmark, Iceland and Mexico report lacking this
training compared with their peers in lower secondary.
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Principals’ leadership training

In addition to the data about the level and type of formal training principals report having received, TALIS also measures
the level or intensity of the leadership training that principals report was included in their formal education. Table 3.11
and Figure 3.7 show the percentages of principals who report receiving no, weak, average or strong leadership training
as part of their formal education. The level of leadership training is measured using the leadership training index,
explained in Box 3.11.

® Figure 3.7 ®
Principals’ formal education, including leadership training

Percentage of lower secondary education principals who report having received leadership training
in their formal education’
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1. Leadership training index was constructed from the following variables: i) school administration or principal training programme or course, ii) teacher
training/education programme or course, and jii) instructional leadership training or course. Responses indicating “never” were coded as zero (0) and
responses indicating that the training had occurred “before,” “after,” or “before and after” were coded as one (1). Each respondent’s codes were summed
to produce the following categories: 0 (no training), 1 (weak leadership training), 2 (average leadership training) and 3 (strong leadership training).
Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of principals who received a strong leadership training in formal education.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 3.11.

StatLink Si<P™ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041345

Box 3.11. Construction of the leadership training index

The leadership training index presented in Table 3.11 was constructed from the question asking whether a
principal’s formal education included the following elements and whether this was before or after taking up duty
as principal:

= School administration or principal training programme or course

= Teacher training/education programme or course

= Instructional leadership training or course

Responses indicating never were coded as zero (0), and responses indicating that the training had occurred before,
after or before and after were coded as one (1). Each respondent’s codes were summed to produce the following
categories:

= 0 (no training)

= 1 (weak leadership training)

= 2 (average leadership training)
= 3 (strong leadership training)

For further information on the construction of this index, see Annex B.
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More than 80% of principals in Chile, Estonia, Japan, Korea, the Netherlands and Singapore report having had
strong leadership preparation as part of their formal education. The smallest proportions of principals reporting strong
leadership preparation are found in Croatia (32%), Denmark (43%), Poland (41%), Portugal (40%) and Serbia (36%),
including a number that indicated no formal administrative or principal training preparation as part of their formal
education.

While there is merit in fostering different pathways to the goal of achieving excellence in preparation for school principals,
policy makers would find advantages in developing such programmes based upon the characteristics of exemplary
programmes. As Box 3.12 indicates, the Stanford Educational Leadership Institute study of exemplary programmes for
the development of strong leaders identified common characteristics that provide a useful starting point for the conduct
and appraisal of leadership preparation programmes.

Box 3.12. Characteristics of exemplary leadership programmes

Commissioned by the Wallace Foundation, a study by the Stanford Educational Leadership Institute examined
eight exemplary pre-service and in-service programme models that develop strong educational leaders. All of the
programmes of initial preparation that were characterised as exemplary shared the following characteristics:

= A comprehensive and coherent curriculum aligned with professional standards

= A philosophy and curriculum that explicitly focus on instructional leadership and school improvement
= Student-centered instruction that integrates theory and practice and stimulates reflection

= Faculty knowledgeable about their subject areas and experienced in school administration

= Social and professional support in the form of a cohort structure and formalised mentoring and advising by
expert principals

= Vigorous, targeted recruitment and selection to seek out expert teachers with leadership potential

= Well-designed and supervised administrative internships under the guidance of expert veterans.

Source: Darling-Hammond et al. (2007).

PRINCIPALS’ WORK EXPERIENCE

Regardless of the level or type of education that a principal might have, there is sometimes no substitute for experience.
No amount of education can prepare a person for some of the situations that might be encountered in a school, and
these experiences can shape a principal’s behaviour and actions.

Figure 3.8 and Table 3.12 provide evidence about the work experience that principals bring to their responsibilities.
The data indicate that across TALIS countries, school principals have an average of 9 years of experience in the role
(ranging from 3 years in Korea to 13 years in Denmark and Latvia). Comparatively large proportions of the principals
in Korea (47%) and Portugal (39%) have less than 3 years of experience in the role. Bulgaria, Chile, Estonia and Italy
are at the other end of the distribution, with approximately one-fifth of their principals having more than 20 years
of experience.

School principals bring a variety of prior experiences to their roles as principals, including working in other school
management roles, prior work as teachers and experience in other jobs. On average, lower secondary school principals
have spent 6 years in other management roles, with a range from 2 years (Bulgaria and Poland) to 12 years (England
[United Kingdom]). The TALIS data confirm that experience as a principal is typically built upon a foundation of teaching
experience. On average, principals have 21 years teaching experience. The countries with principals who have the
highest average years of teaching experience are Australia (27 years), Japan (30 years) and Korea (29 years). Those with
the fewest years of experience (less than 15 years) are Brazil, France, Iceland, Serbia, Singapore, Sweden and Abu Dhabi
(United Arab Emirates). Box 3.13 details the work experience of school principals in primary and upper secondary
education for those countries with available data.

/1
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® Figure3.8 ®
Work experience of principals
Percentage of lower secondary education principals with the following average years of experience in each role
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Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the years of working experience as a principal.
Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 3.12.
StatLink Si=P™ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041364

Box 3.13. Work experience of primary and upper secondary principals

Tables 3.12.a and 3.12.b present the work experience of principals in primary (ISCED 1) and upper secondary
(ISCED 3) education, respectively. The average years of work experience for primary principals across countries
surveyed is 11 years. For upper secondary principals in these ten countries, it is nine years. In none of the countries
with comparable data between the different education levels are there large differences in the number of years
principals have been in their roles.

In primary education, principals have between two and four years of experience, on average, in other management
roles. Principals in upper secondary education tend to have slightly more experience in other management roles
than those in lower secondary. Upper secondary principals in Australia have the most experience in other school
management roles, with 12 years.

With regard to principals’ teaching experience, principals in primary schools tend to have slightly more years
of teaching experience on average than principals in lower secondary (with the exception of Mexico). In upper
secondary schools, principals tend to have fewer years of teaching experience than in lower secondary (except in
Norway).

Leading and teaching are both demanding responsibilities. Table 3.13 contains data about the teaching obligations of
principals. At one end of the spectrum are nine countries in which more than 90% of the principals are employed full
time (90% of their time) as principals, without the responsibilities of teaching. At the other end are countries in which
90% or more of the principals employed full time must balance their work as principals and as teachers (Bulgaria,
the Czech Republic, Malaysia, and the Slovak Republic). The proportions of principals employed on a part-time basis in
Romania and Spain who must balance their responsibilities as principals with the responsibilities of a teacher are 29%
and 19%, respectively. While it is true that principals who must also carry the workload of a classroom teacher will
undoubtedly have many extra tasks to accomplish, retaining some teaching responsibilities also keeps them closer to
the core job of the school. They are able to maintain a different kind of relationship with students — and possibly with
teaching staff — and can even test some of the policies they are trying to enact at a school level.
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR PRINCIPALS

The application of specialised knowledge is one of the hallmarks of professionalism (Goode, 1969; Larson, 1977;
Epstein and Hundert, 2002; Gerrard, 2012). School leaders, as professionals, acknowledge their need for further
development of their skills or competencies and actively engage in such endeavours. Table 3.14 and Figure 3.9 provide
data about the percentage of principals who participated in a professional network, mentoring or research activity;
courses, conferences or observation visits; or other types of professional development activities in the 12 months prior
to the survey. On average in TALIS countries, principals spent 20 days participating in a professional network, mentoring
or research activity; 13 days in courses, conferences or observation visits; and 10 days in other types of professional
development activities.

® Figure3.9 ®
Principals’ recent professional development

Participation rates and average number of days of professional development reported to be undertaken
by lower secondary education principals in the 12 months prior to the survey

Percentage of principals who participated Average number of days
in the following professional development of participation among

activities in the 12 months prior to the survey = those who participated

Percentage of principals who participated in courses,
conferences or observation visits

Percentage of principals who participated in a professional network,
mentoring or research activity

[ 51% 20

Percentage of principals who participated in other types

of professional development activities P 34% 10

Items are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of principals participating in professional development activities in the 12 months prior to
the survey.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 3.14.

StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041383

As a consequence of school improvement efforts, it is increasingly common for professionals in education to participate
in collaborative professional learning opportunities, the defining characteristic of which is professionals working
together to examine their professional practice and to acquire new knowledge (DuFour, 2004). The percentages of
principals across TALIS countries who have engaged in professional networks, mentoring or research activities during
the preceding 12 months and the average numbers of days spent by those who participated are quite varied. Small
proportions of principals in the Czech Republic (28%), Portugal (11%), Romania (29%), Serbia (21%) and Spain
(28%) report taking part in a professional network, mentoring or research activity during the preceding 12 months,
in contrast to the large proportions of principals in Australia (84%), the Netherlands (87%) and Singapore (93%)
who say they took part in such activities. The amount of time spent on these activities varies as well. For example, in
11 countries principals spent fewer than 10 days on such activities. However, the proportions of principals in these
11 countries who were engaged in these activities — even though for a short amount of time — ranged from 42% in
Sweden to 84% in Australia.

Australia provides an interesting example of developing a standard for the role of the principal that takes into account
the overarching goals held for schooling and the cultural context in which schooling occurs (Box 3.14). The adoption
of such a standard could, over time, help elevate the status of the principal and provide guidance to their preparation,
conduct and professional development.

The percentages of principals who participated in courses, conferences or observation visits ranged from 54% in France
to 99% in Singapore. For other types of professional development activities, percentages ranged from 15% in Bulgaria
to 58% in Malaysia. The range of the average number of days spent in each activity was modest, from an average of
4 days (France) to 37 days (Brazil) in courses, conferences or observation visits, and from 4 days (Australia, Croatia,
Finland, Japan and England [United Kingdom]) to 37 days (Mexico) for other types of professional development. While
participation in professional development is generally supported for school leaders and teachers alike, spending 37 days
away from school each year attending courses or conferences or making observation visits may prove to be excessive
given a principal’s busy schedule.
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Box 3.14. Strengthening the role of the principal by developing
a national standard: Australia

Australia has formally recognised the importance of the role of the principal in raising student achievement,
“promoting equity and excellence, creating and sustaining the conditions under which quality teaching and
learning thrive, influencing, developing and delivering community expectations and government policy,
contributing to the development of a 21st century education system at local, national and international levels”
(Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership, 2011: 2). Australia has adopted a National Professional
Standard for Principals (the Standard). The Standard is intended to “define the role of the principal and unify the
profession nationally, to describe the professional practice of principals in a common language and to make
explicit the role of quality school leadership in improving learning outcomes” (Australian Institute for Teaching
and School Leadership, 2011: 1). The Standard is founded on requirements in three domains — vision and values,
knowledge and understanding, and personal qualities and social and interpersonal skills — and represented in five
areas of professional practice: leading teaching and learning; developing self and others; leading improvement,
innovation and change; leading the management of the school; and engaging and working with the community.

Source: Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (2011).

Participation in professional development depends upon a variety of factors, including the availability of opportunities
that are perceived to be relevant, the availability of time and other resources that would permit someone to take advantage
of professional development, employers who are supportive and the necessary qualifications to be able to benefit from
the opportunities available. These concepts are discussed further in relation to teachers in Chapter 4. Figure 3.10 looks
at the barriers to professional development that principals report experiencing.

® Figure 3.10 =
Barriers to principals’ participation in professional development

” u

Percentage of lower secondary education principals who “strongly disagree’, “disagree’, “agree” or “strongly agree”
that the following items present barriers to their participation in professional development
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Items are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of principals in lower secondary education who “strongly agree” or “agree” that the item
presents a barrier to their participation in professional development.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Tables 3.15 and 3.15.Web.

StatLink 5= http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041402

Table 3.15 indicates that the proportion of principals who stated that there were no relevant opportunities available
for professional development is quite high in some countries, such as Chile (44%), Italy (52%), Mexico (37%), Poland
(37%), Portugal (54%), Serbia (41%) and Spain (53%). While principals in many countries indicated that there were no
incentives for participation in professional development activities, large proportions of school leaders in Bulgaria (54%),
Chile (59%), Italy (73%), Mexico (48%), Portugal (71%), Serbia (55%), Spain (79%) and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates)
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(51%) indicated that there were no incentives for participation in professional development activities. The perception
that employer support for professional development is lacking is evident among a number of countries, with the largest
proportions of school leaders reporting this lack of support in Italy (58%), Mexico (47%), Portugal (82%) and Serbia (40%).

In 13 countries more than half of the school leaders agreed that their work schedule conflicted with opportunities
for professional development, including 5 countries at more than 60% (Australia, Japan, Korea, Sweden and Alberta
[Canadal). For “conflicts with family responsibilities”, the rate is much lower than for “conflicts with work schedule”
(overall average of 13% vs. 43%). More than 20% of the school leaders in Australia, Chile, Iceland, Israel, Spain and
Alberta (Canada) agreed that family responsibilities conflicted with opportunities for participation in professional
development. In Chile, Croatia, Japan, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), 40% or
more of the school leaders perceived that the expense of professional development was a barrier to their participation. In
Chile, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Mexico and Portugal, 10% or more of the school leaders agreed that lacking prerequisites
was a barrier to their participation in professional development.

Principals’ engagement in professional development activities is an indicator of the value placed upon maintenance and
development of professional knowledge by the individual principal and by those who employ the principal. As mentioned
earlier in the chapter, because principals can affect the achievement of all the students in a school, improving the quality
of school leadership is more important than improving the quality of a single teacher’s practice (Branch et. al., 2013).
It is thus important to stimulate interest in and opportunities for continuing professional development for principals as well
as to remove the personal and professional barriers to principal participation in such activities.

Thus the profile of school principals regarding age, educational attainment and gender is relatively consistent across
countries. Although principals are often former teachers, a profession in which, on average across TALIS countries,
68% of all teachers are female, the percentage of women principals is generally lower than the proportion that are men.
It is in the areas of preparation to be a principal and participation in professional development that a wide variability
between countries occurs. In some countries, many principals report being afforded no, little, or weak preparation
for assuming that role. In addition, either through lack of opportunity, interest, time, prerequisites, incentives, or
encouragement, the participation by principals in professional networks, mentoring or research activities is low in many
countries. Time spent in courses, conferences or observation visits is also modest. Given the increasing recognition of
the importance of school leadership, countries may want to place additional emphasis on preparation to be a principal
and on continuing professional development.

PRINCIPALS’ LEADERSHIP: PROVIDING DIRECTION TO THE SCHOOL
AND SUPPORTING TEACHERS

Schools have multiple responsibilities, chief among them equipping students with the knowledge and dispositions they
need to assume the responsibilities that come with adult citizenship. Improving student achievement, while always
an important goal of schooling, has become more prominent as a consequence of increased international economic
competition. The pressure to ensure that students possess an education required for a competitive economy and the
accompanying demand for greater accountability for results have increased the emphasis on the principal’s instructional
leadership. Instructional leadership is evident in much of the work that principals do, including ensuring that the goals
of the school are well articulated, that the school’s environment is one that is safe and conducive to learning and
that teachers’ effort are focused on instruction and their own instructional improvement. This section explores the
impact of instructional leadership on the work principals do setting goals and programmes, their work on professional
development planning and the time they spend on curriculum and teaching-related tasks. Box 3.15 discusses how
instructional leadership is measured in TALIS.

Box 3.15. Description of the instructional leadership index
To measure instructional leadership, TALIS asked principals to indicate how frequently they engaged in the following
activities in their school during the preceding 12 months. Response options ranged from never or rarely to very often.
= | took actions to support co-operation among teachers to develop new teaching practices
= | took actions to ensure that teachers take responsibility for improving their teaching skills

= | took actions to ensure that teachers feel responsible for their students’ learning outcomes

For more information on the construction and validation of this index, see Annex B.
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Instructional leadership and principals’ engagement in school

and teacher development

Important responsibilities that fall on principals include providing educational direction for the school and ensuring
that teachers’ appraisals provide them with tools to be successful. Principals can meet these responsibilities in part
by using student performance and evaluation results to develop educational goals and programmes and by working
on a professional development plan for the school. The former is about establishing the school’s focus and aligning
its programme with those goals. The latter is concerned with ensuring that the school’s staff has the capacity to reach
the goals established by implementing the school’s programmes. Further, principals can ensure that the outcomes of
teachers’ appraisals are meaningful. This section examines whether the extent to which principals engage in these school
and teacher development roles is related to their level of instructional leadership. Box 3.5 describes the technical details
of the analyses used in this section (see also Annex B).

As Table 3.16 indicates, in six countries, principals who show high levels of instructional leadership tend to be more
likely to say that they use student performance and student evaluation results to develop the school’s educational goals
and programmes. Similarly, in 13 countries, principals with higher levels of instructional leadership are more likely
to report working on a professional development plan for their school. In addition, in six TALIS countries (Australia,
Denmark, Israel, the Netherlands, Sweden and Flanders [Belgium]), principals with higher levels of instructional
leadership tend to spend more time on curriculum and teaching-related tasks (Table 3.17). Moreover, in 20 countries,
principals with higher levels of instructional leadership are more likely to directly observe classroom teaching as part of
the formal appraisal of teachers’ work in their school (Table 3.16). What this shows is that principals who report higher
levels of instructional leadership also report that they spend more time on tasks directly related to teaching, learning and
development of their teachers’ practices.

TALIS data also indicate that instructional leadership is related to some of the actions taken following teacher appraisal.
Principals have a range of actions they can take following an appraisal of a teacher’s performance, including the
development of plan for further development, appointing a mentor or imposing negative sanctions.

In nine countries, principals who exhibit higher levels of instructional leadership more frequently report that a
development or training plan is created for their teachers following their appraisal (Table 3.16). Similarly, the
association between instructional leadership and the appointment of a mentor to help the teacher improve is positive
in ten countries.

Higher levels of instructional leadership do not appear to be related to the likelihood of imposing material sanctions
such as reductions in a teacher’s salary after teacher appraisals, and only in five countries is instructional leadership
related to the likelihood of making a change in teachers’ work responsibilities after teacher appraisal (Table 3.16).

In six countries higher levels of instructional leadership are associated with reports that changes in the likelihood of
a teacher’s career advancement occur after teacher appraisals. The dismissal or non-renewal of a contract following
teacher appraisal is more likely to be reported by principals with higher levels of instructional leadership only in Bulgaria,
Malaysia and Spain, while the opposite is the case in Chile (Table 3.16).

Chapter 5 discusses the impact and outcome of teacher appraisals from teachers’ points of view, which provides an
interesting comparison with the data from principals presented in this section. What the data described here show is that
while the relationship between instructional leadership and appraisal outcomes is not positive in all countries, in certain
countries principals who exhibit higher levels of instructional leadership are more likely to follow up a teacher’s formal
appraisal with an action that can seriously impact a teacher’s job and career. Given that, as Chapter 5 indicates, teachers
value the appraisal they receive but often find it to be merely an administrative exercise, increasing the skills of principals
in instructional leadership may help appraisals to become more meaningful for teachers as well.

Instructional leadership and school climate

Chapter 2 showed that in most TALIS countries the majority of teachers work in environments with a positive professional
climate among the teaching staff. Data from the principal questionnaire indicate that principals share this feeling of a
positive climate. Table 3.18 examines the relationship between instructional leadership and principals’ reports on the
factors that contribute to school climate, such as shortages of school resources (materials and personnel), delinquency in
the school, the degree of mutual respect and an indication of the ratio of administrative and support staff in the school.
(See Box 3.5 and Annex B for details about the analyses performed in this section.)
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In 17 countries, principals with higher levels of instructional leadership tend to work in schools that are reported to
have more positive school climates characterised by high levels of mutual respect. As was seen earlier in the discussion
of distributed leadership, this could mean either that the climate of mutual respect already existing in a school makes
instructional leadership easier or that the instructional leadership exerted by the principals promotes a school climate
of mutual respect. Either way, the school benefits. The other school climate variables examined do not appear to have
consistent relationships with principals’ instructional leadership.

PRINCIPALS’ JOB SATISFACTION

Two aspects related to principals’ job satisfaction were measured in TALIS: One is their satisfaction with their current
work environment, and the other is their satisfaction with the profession. Because the two were highly correlated,
analyses were performed using the overall measure of principal job satisfaction, which combined these two aspects.
Box 3.16 describes the measures of job satisfaction in TALIS.

Box 3.16. Description of the principal job satisfaction indices

Two aspects of principal job satisfaction were measured in TALIS: Satisfaction with current work environment
and satisfaction with the profession. Specifically, principals were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed or
disagreed with the following statements as applied to their job. Response options raged from strongly disagree to
strongly agree.

The first aspect (satisfaction with current work environment) was measured with the following items:
= | enjoy working at this school

= | would recommend my school as a good place to work

= | am satisfied with my performance in this school

= All'in all, I am satisfied with my job

The second aspect (satisfaction with the profession) was measured with the following items:

= The advantages of this profession clearly outweigh the disadvantages

= If | could decide again, | would still choose this job/position

= | regret that | decided to become a principal

Note that because these two aspects of job satisfaction are highly related to each other and perhaps overlap

(see Table 3.37.Web), the overall job satisfaction scores are used in the analyses rather than the scores for each
construct separately. See Annex B for more details about the construction and validation of this scale.

Figure 3.11 looks at principals’ reported levels of job satisfaction by country and, as indicated in Box 3.16, divides the
responses in terms of principals’ satisfaction with the profession as compared with their satisfaction with their current
work environment (see also Table 3.26.Web). It is interesting to note that across countries, there is more variation in
principals’ feelings about their profession than in their reported satisfaction with their schools. Across countries, close to
nine in ten or more principals are satisfied with their jobs overall and generally feel positive about their school working
environment. Moreover, when questioned about the profession of principal overall, more than 80% of principals in all
countries feel confident in their choice of career and do not regret becoming a principal. Although more than eight
principals in ten report that the advantages of the position clearly outweigh the disadvantages, in Bulgaria, Italy, Japan,
Romania, Serbia and the Slovak Republic, only between 60% and 70% of school leaders report this. Similarly, although
nearly nine principals in ten report that they would still choose to become a principal if they could decide today, only
between 60% and 70% of school leaders feel this way in Japan and Serbia.

The TALIS data were analysed to determine the relationship between instructional leadership and distributed leadership
and principals’ job satisfaction. Table 3.19 contains data about the relationship between both aspects of leadership and
principal job satisfaction. Principals exhibiting higher levels of instructional leadership tend to be more satisfied with
their job in 20 countries, and principals exhibiting higher levels of distributed leadership tend to be more satisfied with
their jobs in 17 countries.
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® Figure 3.11 =
Principal job satisfaction

Percentage of lower secondary education principals who “agree” or “strongly agree”

with the following statements

Satisfaction with the profession Satisfaction with current work environment
[ I regret that | decided to become a principal’ O All'in all, I am satisfied with my job
@ The advantages of the profession clearly ® | enjoy working at this school
outweigh the disadvantages @ | would recommend my school
O If I could decide again, | would still choose as a good place to work
this job/position O I am satisfied with my performance
in this school
Mexico | Ot o8 Mexico
Romania i O ® (| Romania
Singapore | @ EQO O | Singapore
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Finland | me—O —® O @| Finland
Flanders (Belgium) [ (@) [ ] O @| Flanders (Belgium)
Serbia Lo O @1 O | Serbia
Brazil @) ) 1 O @®| Brazil
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France =0 [ ) : : : : oo e France
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1. For the item “I regret that | decided to become a principal”, the percentage represents the principals who answered “strongly disagree” or “disagree”
because of the nature of the question.
Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of principals who “agree” or “strongly agree” that all in all, they are satisfied with

their job.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 3.26.Web.
StatLink SW=P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041421

Additional factors affecting principals’ job satisfaction were explored using multiple regression analyses with principal
job satisfaction as the dependent variable and demographic background (Table 3.20) and school background (Table 3.21)
as independent variables.

Table 3.20 examines the relationship between job satisfaction and principal characteristics, including gender, age and

years of experience as a principal and as a teacher. For most countries, these variables were not related to principals’
job satisfaction. A few exceptions include Italy, Poland, the Slovak Republic, Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) and
Alberta (Canada), where female principals are more likely to have higher levels of job satisfaction. Conversely, in France

and Malaysia, male principals report higher levels of job satisfaction. In Croatia, Italy, the Slovak Republic and Spain,

principals with more experience as a principal have higher levels of job satisfaction. In the Netherlands, Romania
and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), those principals with more years of experience as teachers have higher job
satisfaction, while the opposite relationship was found in Japan.
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Table 3.21 examines the relationship between job satisfaction and school characteristics such as school locality, school
type (public/private, source of funding), school size (number of staff and number of students) and student composition
(percentage of students whose first language is different from the language of instruction, percentage of students with
special needs and percentage of students from socio-economically disadvantaged homes). Again, while in most countries
these variables were not related to job satisfaction, in a few countries some relationships emerged. For example, in Estonia,
Alberta (Canada) and England (United Kingdom), principals working in schools with higher proportions of students with
special needs tended to have lower levels of job satisfaction. The reverse is true in Australia and the Czech Republic.
Furthermore, in Australia, principals working in schools with higher proportions of students from socio-economically
disadvantaged homes showed lower levels of job satisfaction. Policy makers in these countries might want to consider
the support that they are providing to principals in schools with these more challenging circumstances, with the objective
of helping to improve the job satisfaction of the leadership and the staff as a whole.

Analyses were also performed to examine the relationship between job satisfaction and principals’ reports of shortages
of school resources (materials and personnel), principals’ reports of delinquency in the school, the degree to which
the school climate is characterised by mutual respect and an indication of the ratio of administrative and support staff
in the school (Table 3.22). The most pronounced relationship found was between having a school climate of mutual
respect and principals’ job satisfaction. Mutual respect is positively associated with principal job satisfaction in all
TALIS countries except Iceland, Latvia and Sweden. This means principals tend to be satisfied with their job when there
is a high level of mutual respect in school.

Given that between one in five and one in two principals reported resource needs in the schools in which they work
(see Chapter 2), it was surprising that resources do not seem to matter in many countries when it comes to principals’
job satisfaction. Only in Bulgaria, Latvia, Serbia and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) do principals who report that a
lack of material resources in their schools is a bit of a problem also report lower levels of job satisfaction. Perhaps not
surprisingly, in a number of countries (Brazil, Denmark, Finland, France, Japan and Abu Dhabi [United Arab Emirates]),
principals who report higher levels of delinquency in their schools also report lower levels of job satisfaction.

The data in Table 3.23 allow a further examination of the relationship between principals’ job satisfaction and nine
potential barriers to a principal’s effectiveness. These barriers include inadequate school budget and resources,
government regulations and policy, teachers” absences, lack of parent involvement, teachers’ career-based wage system,
a lack of opportunities and support for principals’ professional development, a lack of opportunities and support for
teachers’ professional development, a heavy workload and high level of responsibility, and a lack of shared leadership
with other school staff members.

The one factor most commonly related to principals’ job satisfaction is a heavy workload and high level of responsibility.
In 14 countries, principals who identified higher workloads as a barrier to their effectiveness also showed lower levels
of job satisfaction. Furthermore, a lack of distributed leadership with other school staff members and principals’ job
satisfaction are negatively related in nine countries. The relationship between principals’ job satisfaction and their
perception of other barriers were inconsistent and affected fewer countries.

Few factors consistently relate to job satisfaction for principals across countries. One that does is an atmosphere of
mutual respect within the school. The most common cause of job dissatisfaction is, not surprisingly, a heavy workload.
It is difficult to point with confidence to other factors consistently leading to principal job satisfaction when, for instance,
higher proportions of students from socio-economically disadvantaged homes or many students with special needs
correlates with job satisfaction for some and job dissatisfaction for others. Further investigation into the reasons for
these inconsistent attitudes might reveal important differences in the measure of support principals receive in more
challenging circumstances.

SUMMARY AND MAIN POLICY IMPLICATIONS

As the literature and the data presented in this chapter indicate, the demands upon school leaders are many and diverse,
requiring considerable administrative acumen and knowledge of teaching and learning. It is difficult to imagine that
one person could have the expertise in all areas needed to successfully run a school, especially as some school systems
continue to devolve and schools become more independent. School leaders must be visionary leaders who can inspire,
motivate and develop their staff; experts in the latest teaching, learning and assessment practices; and sensitive and adept
human resource managers who are able to provide feedback to staff that encourages them to grow. In addition to this,
today’s school principal must be able to bring together parents, community stakeholders, students, teachers and support
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staff into a community dedicated to the well-being of the school’s students and may, in some systems, even be required
to be a savvy businessperson, able to creatively use the school’s funds for the most efficient and effective outcomes.
Countries must consider how to train and develop people to be successful in such a challenging role, and school leaders
themselves must endeavour to find balance between their various responsibilities. The TALIS data in this chapter reveal
findings that can aid in policy or programme development in these areas.

Develop formal programmes to prepare school leaders to enter the profession

There is wide variability within countries with regard to participation in school administration or principal training
programmes or courses, teacher preparation programmes or courses and instructional leadership training or courses.
Many principals report that their preparation did not include these experiences. On average, a quarter of principals
participate in a school administration or principal training programme prior to becoming a principal. An additional 37%
participate after being appointed to the position, and 22% indicate that they began such preparation prior to taking up
the position but continued the preparation after being assigned as a principal.

Over time, countries are likely to reap benefits in terms of school improvement and student achievement from the
development of quality professional preparation programmes for their school principals. The responsibilities of
principals are many and complex. Attention to the principals’ participation in teacher preparation programmes, school
administration or principal training programmes and instructional leadership training should produce tangible benefits
for students and increased professionalism for principals.

Provide opportunities and remove barriers for continuing professional development for principals

Maintaining the currency and applicability of one’s professional knowledge is affected by many different factors, including
the opportunities that are available, having the time and qualifications necessary to take advantage of the opportunities
and so on. The percentages of principals who have engaged in collaborative professional development activities during the
preceding 12 months and the average numbers of days spent by those who participated are quite varied. Large proportions
of the principals in many countries say there were no relevant opportunities available for professional development and
no incentives for participation. In more than a dozen countries, principals said their work schedules conflicted with
opportunities for professional development. Countries should strive to minimise obstacles to professional development
for principals, align state-supported opportunities with the country’s long-term educational goals (OECD, 2013) and
set standards for high-quality professional learning. Because what they do affects the achievement of all the students
in a school, principals must make improving the quality of their practice a priority and must take advantage of the
opportunities afforded.

There are several high-priority areas for professional development. For example, principal instructional leadership can
improve student achievement by:

= Establishing what school outcomes are essential for all students

= Ensuring that these outcomes are expressed clearly in the curriculum and are supported with appropriate instructional
material

= Holding students, parents and teachers accountable for those outcomes
= Encouraging and coaching teachers’ use of teaching strategies that increase learning outcomes for all students

= Assessing student progress in the areas of importance at different times over their school careers (Ungerleider, 2006;
Ungerleider, 2003; Willms, 2000; Willms, 1998; Woessman 2001).

Encourage the use of distributed leadership among school principals

Given a principal’s importance to the school’s operations and a principal’s impact on instruction, it is important that
being a principal be, and remain, a satisfying position. Principals who feel their schools have climates of mutual respect
also exhibit higher levels of job satisfaction. Principals, through the work they do and the relationships they establish
with teachers, staff and students, help to create a positive, mutually supportive climate that, in turn, contributes to their
satisfaction. This is likely why personal qualities and social and interpersonal skills are one of the important areas upon
which successful professional practice is based. But, as Australia’s standard for principals appreciates (Box 3.13), personal
qualities and social and interpersonal skills must be complemented by vision and values as well as by knowledge and
understanding and be realised in leading learning and teaching, the development of one’s self and others, improving and
innovating, managing the school, and engaging and working with the community.
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The TALIS data confirm that the position of principal is very demanding both in terms of the breadth of its responsibilities
and the time that those responsibilities consume. As the connection between teachers, students, their parents or
guardians, the educational system and the wider community in which the school exists, principals often feel pulled in
different directions by demands that they see as incompatible. One strategy for addressing those demands is to share the
work and decision-making authority with others (Schleicher, 2012). Principals who do so enjoy the climate of mutual
respect they perceive in their schools and greater job satisfaction.

Ensure that principals receive training in and have opportunities to employ instructional leadership

It could be said that instructional leadership — focusing on the teaching and learning that takes place in the school — is
the most important of all of the principal’s tasks. In addition, the TALIS data demonstrate that when principals exhibit
higher levels of instructional leadership, they are also more likely to develop a professional development plan for their
school (13 countries), observe teaching as part of a teacher’s formal appraisal (20 countries) and report there is high level
of mutual respect among colleagues at the school (17 countries). Principals with higher levels of instructional leadership
tend to spend more time on curriculum and teaching-related tasks and exhibit higher levels of job satisfaction.

Thus it is obvious that instructional leadership is important in a variety of ways. Yet of all the elements that principals
reported as being included in their formal education, fewer principals report taking part in instructional leadership
training than in any other. More than one in five (22%) principals report never having participated in instructional
training, and 31% have had this training only after they became a principal.

Countries need to review the training that is provided to principals on instructional leadership and how that leadership
is actually enacted at a school level. As recommended previously, there is an opportunity for additional professional
development to be provided on instructional leadership, but principals need to be made aware of its importance and be
familiar with its practices during their initial principal training as well.

Notes

1. In the analyses, the categories “often” and “very often” were collapsed into one category, called “frequently”. The categories “never
or rarely” and “sometimes” were combined into one category, called “infrequently”.

2. ISCED level 6 represents further education at the tertiary level that leads to an advanced research qualification such as a Doctorate

degree.

3. In Portugal, the principals with a “Pre-Bologna Master’s degree” are counted as ISCED level 6. The way the question is presented
prevents the disaggregation between “Pre-Bologna Master’s degree” and “Doctorate degree”.

A note regarding Israel

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.
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Developing
and Supporting Teachers

This chapter focuses on the professional development experiences of
teachers. Professional development refers to activities that aim to advance
teachers’ skills and knowledge, with the ultimate aim of improving
their teaching practice. The chapter looks at what studies say about
the importance of professional development and then discusses reports
from teachers about the different types of development opportunities
they receive (including induction and mentoring programmes). It also
examines the range of variables related to teachers and schools that
might influence the amount of professional development that a teacher
undertakes. The discussion then moves to the development needs that
teachers identify and the barriers that prevent teachers from getting the
professional development they desire. It concludes with recommendations
for policy makers, school leaders and teachers.
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Highlights

= In the participating countries and economies, an average of 88% of teachers in lower secondary education report
engaging in professional development in the past year. Slightly lower participation rates are found among males
and especially among non-permanent teachers. Having taken part in formal induction programmes in the past
appears to be an important predictor of teachers’ participation in professional development in later years.

Although school principals report that induction programmes are currently available at their schools, on average,
not even half of teachers report taking part in some induction practice in their first regular employment.

The level and intensity of participation in professional development activities are influenced by the types of support
that teachers receive to undertake them. In general, teachers report higher participation rates in professional
development activities in countries where they also report higher levels of financial support. However, in some
cases participation rates in professional development activities is high even though monetary support is not
offered. In these cases, non-monetary support for teacher development is provided through scheduled time for
activities that take place during regular working hours at the school.

Teachers report that the areas of most critical need for professional development are in teaching students with
special needs and developing information and communication technology (ICT) skills for teaching. One in five
lower secondary teachers identified the former to be especially important for them, which implies that teachers
do not feel fully prepared to cope with this challenge.

Across the participating countries and economies, teachers’” most commonly reported reasons for not participating
in professional development activities are conflicts with work schedules and the absence of incentives for
participation.

INTRODUCTION

Ensuring that millions of teachers around the world have the essential competencies they require to be effective in the
classroom is one of the keys to raising levels of student achievement. Education systems, therefore, seek to provide
teachers with opportunities for developing and extending their competencies in order to achieve or maintain a high
standard of teaching and to develop or retain a high-quality teacher workforce.!

Since the time when many of today’s more-experienced teachers undertook their initial teacher education or training,
knowledge about learning and teaching has deepened and expanded (see European Commission, 2012b). As noted
at the International Summit on the Teaching Profession (Schleicher, 2012), teachers’ tasks need to be expanded to
include providing students with both cognitive and non-cognitive skills. These skills include ways of thinking and
working (creativity, critical thinking, communication and collaboration), tools for working (including information and
communications technologies) and skills related to citizenship and personal and social responsibility for succeeding in
today’s societies.

In-service professional development programmes aim to introduce new tools or skills or update those that teachers
already possess. The professional development of teachers is defined in the relevant literature in many different ways.
However, at the core of such definitions is the understanding that professional development is about teachers learning
procedures, learning how to learn and transforming their knowledge into practices that benefit their students’ growth
(Avalos, 2011). The OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) adopts a broad definition of professional
development (see the TALIS framework, 2013). Specifically, professional development is defined as activities that aim to
develop an individual’s skills, knowledge, expertise and other characteristics as a teacher.

This definition recognises that development can be provided in many ways, ranging from the most formal (such as courses
or workshops) to more informal approaches (such as collaboration with other teachers or participation in extracurricular
activities).? Professional development can be provided through external expertise in the form of courses, workshops or
formal qualification programmes or through collaboration between schools or teachers across schools (in the form of
observational visits to other schools) or within schools where teachers work. Professional development within schools
can be provided through coaching or mentoring, collaborative planning and teaching and sharing good practices.
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Indeed, according to recent evidence (Jackson and Bruegmann, 2009), the teachers whose students experience larger
achievement gains are precisely those who have more effective colleagues (based on estimated value-added results).
Box 4.1 summarises the types of professional development activities considered by TALIS.

Box 4.1. Types of professional development

The TALIS questionnaire asked teachers about the professional development they participated in during the
12 months prior to the survey. Teachers were asked to indicate whether they had participated in any of the
following activities:

= Courses/workshops (on subject matter or methods and/or other education-related topics).

= Education conferences or seminars (where teachers and/or researchers present their research results and discuss
education problems).

= Observation visits to other schools.

= Observation visits to business premises, public organisations, or non-governmental organisations.

= In-service training courses in business premises, public organisations or non-governmental organisations.
= Qualification programmes (e.g. a degree programme).

= Participation in a network of teachers formed specifically for the professional development of teachers.

= Individual or collaborative research on a topic of professional interest.

= Mentoring and/or peer observation and coaching as part of a formal school arrangement.

In addition to asking teachers about their professional development activities during the 12 months prior to the survey,
TALIS also asked teachers about the support they received for undertaking these activities, their effect, the areas of
their work that they found most in need of further development and the barriers they felt had prevented them from
undertaking additional development activities. Teachers were also asked about their participation in induction and
mentoring activities. For the purposes of TALIS, induction activities refer to activities completed during the teacher’s
first regular employment. In addition, TALIS asked school principals about the availability of induction and mentoring
programmes in their schools. Figure 4.1 presents the elements of teacher professional development examined in TALIS.

= Figure 4.1 ®
Elements of teacher professional development examined in TALIS

. . Continuous

= Formal = Acting as mentor = Participation

= |nformal = Receiving mentorship = Types/format/content

= General/administrative = Perceived impact
introduction = Support provided

= Perceived needs
= Perceived barriers

It is crucial to keep in mind two important limitations of the present analyses while interpreting the results. First,
because TALIS is a cross-sectional survey, it does not show how individual professional development participation
evolves or how it adapts or responds to policy changes. Second, because of the self-reporting nature of TALIS, teachers’
responses regarding their participation in induction, mentoring and professional development activities are subject to
the limitations of memory and perception. Nevertheless, these responses might be considered good proxies for the
registered participation rates. The proposed measure of the degree of effectiveness of professional development activities
is again a subjective one. However, teachers’ perceptions are important as well and can be expected to influence their
behaviour (see, among others, Rockoff and Speroni [2011] for recent evidence on the positive impact of subjective
evaluations of teacher effectiveness on the achievement gains made by teachers’ future students).
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Following the structure highlighted in Figure 4.1, this chapter begins by looking at the profile and degree of teachers’
participation in induction and mentoring programmes and the variation within and between countries. The objective in
this section is to identify characteristics that may explain a teacher’s participation in these programmes so as to provide
some insight into the distribution of development opportunities.

The chapter continues by looking at the range of individual and/or school variables that may explain the intensity
and diversity of teachers’ participation in professional development. The diversity of professional development refers
to the different types of activities that a teacher undertakes, and the intensity reflects the duration of the professional
development activities. The focus is on understanding what factors may influence teachers’ decisions about diversity of
participation in certain professional development activities.

The third part of the chapter discusses teachers’ professional development needs. It compares the extent of unsatisfied
demand within and between countries and identifies the areas of teachers’ work for which they report the greatest
development need. This section concludes by considering how levels of unsatisfied demand relate to the professional
development that teachers have received.

The last part of the chapter considers the main barriers that teachers report for not participating in professional
development. This analysis is based on teachers’ reports of the factors that prevent them from engaging in more
professional development than they did. The final section discusses the policy implications arising from the analysis.

INDUCTION AND MENTORING PROGRAMMES

No matter how good initial teacher education is, it cannot be expected to prepare teachers for all the challenges they
face during their first regular employment as a teacher. As the European Commission noted in its recent handbook for
policy makers on induction (European Commission, 2010, pp.13-16):

Effective induction programmes can avoid some of these problems (“praxis-shock” by newly-qualified teachers
and consequent early drop-out from the profession) by providing all new teachers with systematic personal, social
and professional support in the early years of their career. They can therefore also help improve school and teacher
performance. Induction provides a vital link in the continuum of teacher education that runs from Initial Teacher
Education through induction to career-long continuing professional development.

TALIS defines induction programmes for teachers as a range of structured activities at a school to support teachers’
introduction into the school (or into the teaching profession for new teachers). These activities could include peer work or
mentoring. This chapter first examines the policies and practices at the school level that are intended to support teachers
who are either new to the profession or new to the school. Induction and mentoring programmes may help new teachers
cope with initial difficulties and challenges associated with teaching. Ingersoll and Strong (2011) reviewed empirical
studies on the effects of support, guidance and orientation programmes (that is, induction programmes) for beginning
teachers. They found that most of the studies provide empirical evidence for the claim that support and assistance for
beginning teachers have a positive influence on several outcomes, such as teachers’ commitment and retention and
students’” achievement (Fuller, 2003; Cohen and Fuller, 2006; Fletcher, Strong and Villar, 2008).3 In particular, empirical
evidence shows that students taught by teachers who receive comprehensive induction support demonstrate learning
gains that are larger than those experienced by students taught by teachers who do not receive such support (see, for
instance, Glazerman et al., 2010).

TALIS 2013 sought to learn through two channels the extent to which induction and mentoring programmes for new
teachers exist in lower secondary schools. First, school principals were asked whether induction and mentoring were
available for teachers new to the school or new to teaching. Second, teachers were asked about their participation
in induction programmes in their first regular employment as a teacher and their current participation in mentoring
activities (either as a mentor or a recipient of mentoring). The following section examines what percentage of teachers
has access to induction programmes in their schools in a variety of formats.

Availability of induction programmes

Figure 4.2 and the first columns of Table 4.1 show country-level availability of induction programmes for the lower secondary
teacher population. On average across participating countries, 44% of teachers work in schools where principals report the
availability of formal induction programmes for all new teachers to the school, and 22% work in schools where induction
programmes are available only for teachers new to teaching. In total, more than three-quarters of teachers (76%) work in
schools with informal induction programmes. Finally, some 86% of teachers work in schools where school principals report
the availability of general and/or administrative introduction programmes. However, there is great variation among countries.
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As shown in Figure 4.2, in general, those countries with a greater number of formal induction programmes are also those

with more informal ones. A possible explanation for this pattern (which, unfortunately, cannot be addressed with TALIS
data) could be that schools in these countries consider these programmes to be complementary instead of substitutes
for one another. This could be the case if, for example, formal induction programmes are offered during a limited time
period, whereas informal induction activities are not. However, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Iceland, Latvia,
Poland and Portugal show quite large differences between both types of induction programmes. In particular, the informal
induction activities in these countries are much more frequent than formal induction programmes. Finally, there are also
large differences in Japan, but in contrast to the previous case, the formal induction programmes in Japan are much more
frequent than informal induction activities.

In some countries, most teachers work in schools that don’t have a formal induction programme. This is the case
in Brazil, Mexico, Poland, Portugal and Spain, where between 70% and 80% of teachers work in schools that do
not have an induction programme. The situation in these countries contrasts sharply to that in Australia, Malaysia,
the Netherlands, Singapore, England (United Kingdom) and Flanders (Belgium), where formal induction programmes are
virtually universal for all new teachers to the school. In Singapore and England (United Kingdom), only a small fraction
of teachers (less than 1%) are in schools that lack any formal induction programme.

® Figure 4.2 =
Access to formal and informal induction programmes or activities

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers whose school principal reports
the existence of formal and informal inductions
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As with formal induction, informal induction activities are also available for most new teachers in Australia (90%),
Flanders (Belgium) (91%), Finland (93%), Iceland (95%), Malaysia (92%) and Singapore (99%). However, informal
induction activities are less frequent in Japan and Mexico, where only 37% and 39% of teachers, respectively, are in
schools where these are available.

Finally, general and/or administrative introductions for new teachers are very common in most countries: On average,
86% of teachers are in schools where these activities are in place. Only in Mexico do no more than 50% of teachers
work in schools in which any particular one of the three types of induction activities are offered.

Box 4.2 examines the availability of induction programmes for primary and upper secondary teachers in those countries
that have implemented TALIS for those populations.

Box 4.2. Availability of induction in primary and upper secondary education

Tables 4.1.a and 4.1.b show the country-level availability of induction programmes for the primary (ISCED 1) and
upper secondary (ISCED 3) teacher populations, respectively, in those countries with available data.

Table 4.1.a shows that, in general, primary teachers report slightly less access to induction programmes than their
lower secondary colleagues. More primary teachers are in schools with no induction programmes in Finland,
Mexico and Flanders (Belgium). In addition, in Mexico and Flanders (Belgium), the percentage of primary teachers
who are in schools where principals report the availability of informal induction activities or general introduction
programmes is lower than the corresponding figure for lower secondary teachers. In other words, in the countries
listed here, teachers in primary education are more likely than teachers in lower secondary education to work in
schools with no induction programmes (either formal or informal) or without general introduction programmes.

For upper secondary teachers, Table 4.1.b shows that, as for lower secondary teachers, formal induction practices
are virtually universally available for all new teachers in schools in Singapore. In Denmark, Finland, Mexico
and Norway, for example, there is greater availability of formal induction programmes for upper secondary
teachers than for lower secondary teachers. In most countries with comparable data, the availability of general or
administrative introduction programmes is greater for upper secondary teachers than for lower secondary ones.

Box 4.3 describes details of the education system in Singapore that can help explain the broad availability of induction
programmes for new teachers there, and provides information on the continuous approach to initial teacher training and
induction in France.

Box 4.3. Induction programmes in Singapore and France

The central role of induction in Singapore

Upon completion of preservice teacher education, beginning teachers in Singapore undergo induction at both the
national and school levels.

At the national level, they attend a three-day induction programme, called the Beginning Teachers’ Orientation
Programme, conducted by the Singapore Ministry of Education. This programme emphasises the importance of the
role of teachers in nurturing the whole child and enables beginning teachers to consolidate their learning at the
teacher institute. By presenting the roles and expectations of teachers, this programme also inducts new teachers
into Singapore’s teaching fraternity in the areas of professional beliefs, values and behaviours.

During the first two years of teaching, further guidance is provided to beginning teachers via the Structured
Mentoring Programme. This programme enables them to learn practical knowledge and skills from assigned
mentors who are experienced or senior teachers at the school. The school has the autonomy to customise the
programme according to the learning needs of the new teachers. Besides practical skills, the programme helps to
deepen the understanding of new teachers about the values and ethos of the teaching profession.
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Box 4.3. Induction programmes in Singapore and France (cont.)

Induction as part of a consecutive model of teacher education in France

From the early 1990s to 2010, France had a consecutive model of teacher education. Training in academic subjects
was largely predominant, which led to a high level of specialisation in secondary education teaching. After a
bachelor degree or more, students had a competitive examination for recruitment. Successful candidates received
one year of training and were assigned a tutor. Since the early 2000s, new teachers have been mostly enrolled
in formal induction programmes during their first year of regular employment, with scheduled time for activities.
These specific programmes take place outside the schools, and they are based especially on classroom practices
to help new teachers manage a full-time job.

Launched in 2010, the reform called “mastérisation” made access to the teaching profession conditional upon
completing a master’s degree. A new structure of initial teacher education has been elaborated under the education
act of July 2013 and is effective since the start of the 2013/14 school year. Within graduate schools of professorship
and education (Ecoles supérieures du Professorat et de I’Enseignement, ESPE), which are integral parts of the
universities, the study programmes combine academic subject studies, theoretical pedagogy and practical teaching
experience to ensure a progressive start to the teaching profession. Induction programmes still exist, but they are
now reduced and included in other in-service teacher training activities. If available, they are often focused on
classroom management in order to respond to new teachers’ needs, especially those assigned to difficult areas.

Sources: Ministry of Education, Singapore; Ministry of Education, France.

Participation rates in induction programmes

The previous section explored the availability of induction programmes in schools across TALIS countries and economies.
This section examines TALIS data about teachers’ reported participation in such programmes. The last columns in
Table 4.1 show country-level participation for lower secondary school teachers in formal induction, informal induction
and general introduction activities, as reported by teachers. For each of the activities, almost 50% of teachers on average
report participation. Hence, important differences exist between the availability of induction programmes or activities
and participation rates. Even though participation rates in some countries exceed availability (for example, in Mexico
this occurs for both formal and informal induction programmes), Table 4.1 shows that in most countries, teachers’
participation rates are generally lower than the reported availability levels. This last finding might be an indication of low
engagement of teachers in these activities, in spite of their availability, but it might also reflect that teachers are asked
about their participation in these activities in their first employment as a teacher, whereas principals report on the current
availability of such activities in their school (i.e. the reference period for these responses may or may not overlap).

When participation rates are compared across countries, some notable differences are evident. In Japan, Malaysia and
Singapore, participation in induction programmes is extensive, with 80% or more of teachers reporting participation in
a formal induction programme. This contrasts with Finland, Norway and Sweden, where only 10% to 16% of teachers
report having participated in a formal induction programme. With respect to informal induction activities, the largest
participation rates are in Bulgaria, Korea, Malaysia, Poland, Romania and Singapore (around 60% in each country).

Box 4.4. Participation in induction in primary and upper secondary education

Table 4.1.a and Table 4.1.b show country-level participation in induction programmes for primary (ISCED 1)
and upper secondary (ISCED 3) school teachers. The largest difference between participation rates for primary
and lower secondary teachers in any type of induction programme occurs in Flanders (Belgium). On average,
among all primary education teachers in the participating countries, only 30% participated in formal induction
programmes, while 42% report having participated in informal induction and 35% report having engaged in
general introduction activities.

On average for countries with data for lower and upper secondary education, the reported participation rates in each
type of activity are very similar for these levels of education (averages are about half of the teachers). In Denmark,
upper secondary teachers report much greater participation than their lower secondary colleagues in each of the
two induction programmes (formal and informal) and also in general/administrative introduction activities. A similar
pattern is observed in Mexico even though the difference between both types of teachers is not as important.
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Similarly, in Bulgaria, Malaysia and Singapore, a large majority (more than 80%) of teachers report taking part in
general or administrative introduction activities. This is different from the situation in Norway, Portugal, Spain and
Sweden, where less than a quarter of teachers say they participated in general or administrative inductions. As explained
previously, some countries offer their teachers more informal induction activities than formal induction programmes.
However, in the majority of countries in which teachers indicate a high participation in formal programmes, there is also
high participation reported in informal activities.

Box 4.4 examines participation rates in induction programmes for primary and upper secondary teachers in those
countries with available data.

Table 4.2 shows the characteristics of teachers who report having participated in formal induction programmes in their
first regular employment as a teacher. There are no important differences in participation between male and female
teachers. Similarly, differences in participation rates between permanent and fixed-term teachers are not very large,
on average. There are, however, some countries where these differences are more important. First, in France, Japan
and Serbia, approximately twice as many permanent teachers as fixed-term teachers report having participated in
induction programmes. In Italy, permanent teachers are more than six times more likely than teachers with fixed-term
contracts to report having participated in formal induction. The reverse occurs in the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and
Flanders (Belgium). For example, among permanent teachers in Sweden, only 10% report participating in induction
programmes, compared with 19% among fixed-term teachers. (The percentages are 37%, 42% and 9% for permanent
teachers and 68%, 64% and 19% for fixed-term teachers, respectively, in Flanders (Belgium), the Netherlands and
Norway.) Although in some countries, years of teaching experience seems to be an important factor in teachers’ reports
of having participated in induction programmes, more experienced teachers on average are only slightly less likely
to report having participated (about 5 percentage points, on average) in these types of programmes. This difference is
more pronounced in Israel, Singapore and Flanders (Belgium), although the proportion of more-experienced teachers
in Singapore who report participating in induction (69%) is relatively high compared with other countries. This might
indicate a trend toward required participation or just greater availability of formal induction programmes in recent
years. Again, some countries present the opposite behaviour: Less-experienced teachers seem to participate less than
experienced teachers in Italy and Japan, even though in Japan, participation rates are still not that low. In particular, the
participation rates in Italy and Japan for teachers with more than five years of teaching experience are 52% and 88%,
respectively, whereas the participation rates in these countries of teachers with less than five years of teaching experience
are 19% and 66%. Since different participation patterns emerge in different countries, it seems important to study the
country-specific profile of teachers who report undertaking induction to better understand those who do not participate
in these programmes.

As noted earlier, the current availability of induction programmes as reported by school principals is larger than past
participation in induction programmes reported by teachers. Empirical evidence shows that students taught by teachers
who receive comprehensive induction support demonstrate learning gains that are greater than those experienced by
students taught by teachers who did not receive such support (Glazerman et al., 2010).

Figure 4.3 depicts new teachers’ access to and participation in induction programmes. Note that to accurately examine
the association between the availability of and participation in induction programmes, the participation rate of teachers
who have access to induction programmes at the time they are eligible for such programmes (i.e. at the beginning of
their career or when they join a new school) is needed. Unfortunately, TALIS did not gather such data, and thus an
approximation approach has been taken. In particular, the analysis focuses on teachers who have less than three years
of experience as a teacher and who have been working in their current school for less than three years. Restricting
the sample to these less-experienced teachers reduces the time period that may have elapsed since their eligibility for
induction programmes and increases the chances that these teachers are still working in their first school (for which data
about principals’ reports on the availability of induction programmes are available).

As shown in Figure 4.3, whereas on average 70% of these less-experienced teachers work in schools where principals
report that induction programmes are available, only slightly more than half of these teachers report having taken part in
such programmes. This means that some teachers who have access to such programmes may not be taking advantage of
them. Teachers’ reported participation in induction programmes appears to match principals’ reports on their availability
in schools in the Czech Republic, Malaysia, Romania, Singapore and England (United Kingdom), suggesting that most
teachers are taking advantage of the available induction programmes.
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® Figure 4.3 =
New teachers’ access to and participation in formal induction programmes
Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who have less than three years of experience at their school
and less than three years of experience as a teacher who are working in schools where the principal reports
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1. Data on access to induction programmes are derived from the principal questionnaire, while data on participation are derived from the teacher
questionnaire. Teachers were asked about their participation in an induction programme in their first regular employment as a teacher.

2. Data presented in this graph are for formal induction programmes only, meaning they do not consider participation in or access to informal induction
activities not part of an induction programme or a general and/or administrative introduction to the school.

Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the gap between access to and participation in induction programmes. Countries are not presented in this
graph if the percentage of teachers with less than three years of experience at their school and less than three years of experience as a teacher is below 5%.
Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 4.28.Web.
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Availability of mentoring programmes

Another often-discussed method of professional development is mentoring, which in TALIS is defined as a support
structure in schools where more-experienced teachers support less-experienced teachers. This structure might involve
all teachers in the school or only new teachers.

The literature similarly defines mentoring as personal guidance, usually provided by more- experienced teachers to
beginning teachers. Recently, mentoring programmes have become a dominant form of teacher induction (Strong, 2009).
Indeed, as Hobson et al. (2009) recognise, many countries have seen a massive increase in the number of formal
programmes of school-based mentoring for beginning teachers. The overall objective of teacher-mentoring programmes
is to give newcomers a local guide, but the character and content of these programmes varies widely. In addition,
evidence shows that teachers who receive more hours of mentoring have higher student achievement gains than those
who had fewer hours of mentoring (Rockoff, 2008).

Across TALIS countries, one-quarter of teachers on average work in schools where principals report that no mentoring
programme is available (Table 4.3). Yet for the other three-quarters of teachers, a huge heterogeneity exists in the access
to mentoring programmes across countries (that is, whether such access is offered only to teachers new to the school,
only to those new to teaching or to all new teachers). In general, there are important differences in availability rates
across countries. Some countries have a large percentage of teachers with no access to such programmes (Chile, Finland,
Mexico, Portugal and Spain), whereas others (Australia, Croatia, England [United Kingdom], the Netherlands, Serbia and
Singapore) offer these programmes to almost all teachers.
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The target teacher population for mentoring programmes also differs across countries. For example, in Croatia, France
and Serbia, more than two-thirds of teachers work in schools where principals report that mentoring programmes are
directed only at teachers who are new to teaching. On the contrary, in Flanders (Belgium) nearly two-thirds of teachers
work in schools where the principals report that these programmes are available for all teachers who are new to the
school. Finally, in Brazil, the Netherlands, Romania, and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), more than half of teachers
work in schools where the principals report that mentoring programmes are available for all teachers in the school.

Evidence supports the idea that the quality of the mentor also influences the impact of these programmes on outcomes
such as teachers’ classroom practices. For example, Evertson et al. (2000) found that teachers with trained mentors
had better classroom organisation and students were more engaged. A characteristic of mentoring programmes that
might capture their quality to some extent is whether the subject field of the mentor is the same as that of the teacher
being mentored. This alignment between the subject field expertise of the mentor and the teacher being mentored has
been shown to influence the impact of teachers on students (Dee, 2005). That congruence is shown in the middle part
of Table 4.3. On average, 68% of teachers who work in schools with a mentoring system work in schools where the
principal claims that most of the time, the subject field of the mentor was the same as that of the teacher being mentored.

In Croatia, the Czech Republic, France, Israel, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Serbia, Singapore and the Slovak Republic, the
subject field of the mentor is mostly the same as that of the teacher being mentored (in particular, the percentage of
teachers who work in schools with a mentoring system and where the principal claims that the subject field of the
mentor and the mentee is the same most of the time is above 80%). This is not the case in the Netherlands and Flanders
(Belgium), where about one-third of teachers who work in schools with a mentoring system also work in schools where
the subject field of the mentor is rarely or never the same as that of the teacher being mentored.

Box 4.5 examines the reported availability of mentoring programmes for primary and upper secondary teachers in those
countries that have implemented TALIS for those populations.

Box 4.5. Availability of mentoring programmes in primary and upper secondary education

Tables 4.3.a and 4.3.b show country-level availability of mentoring programmes for primary (ISCED 1) and upper
secondary (ISCED 3) teacher populations. This availability is lower on average for primary teachers than for lower
secondary teachers (when comparing those countries with data for both populations). In Flanders (Belgium)
and Mexico, the rate of teachers working in schools whose school principals report no availability of mentoring
programmes is much larger for primary than for lower secondary teachers. However, the concordance between
subject fields of mentor and mentored teachers is larger for primary teachers than for lower secondary teachers in
Norway and Flanders (Belgium). The reverse is true for Denmark.

The availability of mentoring programmes for upper secondary teachers is similar to that for lower secondary
teachers. In countries such as Denmark and Norway, there is a larger percentage of schools where mentoring
programmes are available for upper secondary teachers than for the lower secondary ones. Finally, the concordance
between mentor and mentoring subject field(s) among upper secondary teachers is also much greater in these two
countries.

Participation rates in mentoring programmes

As with the discussion of induction programmes, now that the availability of mentoring programmes has been
examined, the following sections turn to teachers’ participation rates in these programmes. Table 4.3 also shows
teachers’ participation in mentoring programmes as either mentor or mentee. On average across TALIS countries,
14% of teachers report serving as mentors for other teachers. This rate is much higher in Korea (34%), Singapore
(39%) and England (United Kingdom) (31%). Participation in mentoring programmes as mentees varies significantly
across countries. In 19 countries, less than 10% of teachers report that they currently have an assigned mentor to
support them. This contrasts with countries such as Brazil (34%), Japan (33%), Malaysia (27%), Singapore (40%) and
Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (52%), where these figures are above 25%.

Box 4.6 examines participation rates in mentoring programmes for primary and upper secondary teachers in those
countries that have implemented TALIS for those populations.
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Box 4.6. Participation in mentoring programmes in primary and upper secondary education

Tables 4.3.a and 4.3.b show country-level participation in mentoring programmes for primary (ISCED 1) and upper
secondary (ISCED 3) school teachers. Again, participation rates in mentoring programmes (either as a mentor or
as a mentee) among primary teachers are only slightly lower, on average, than among lower secondary teachers.

On average, 8% of teachers report having a mentor assigned to them in lower secondary schools versus 15%
in upper secondary schools. In addition, a higher percentage of teachers reports acting as a mentor in upper
secondary schools (19%) compared with lower secondary schools (9%). In particular, the proportion is almost
three times as large for upper secondary (25%) than for lower secondary (9%) teachers in Denmark.

® Figure 4.4 =
Availability of and participation in mentoring activities

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers whose school principal
reports that mentoring is available for all teachers in the school and the percentage of teachers
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Tables 4.4 and 4.5 show the characteristics of teachers who report receiving mentoring and of those who report serving
as mentors. First, with a few exceptions (namely, Brazil, Japan, Korea, Poland and Abu Dhabi [United Arab Emirates]),
no notable differences exist between the percentages of male and female teachers who report either serving as a mentor
or receiving mentoring. However, and quite reasonably, teachers with more experience tend to report acting as mentors
more and tend to report receiving mentoring less. Likewise, permanent teachers are more likely to report serving as
mentors, whereas fixed-term teachers tend to report receiving less mentoring.
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Figure 4.4 presents the availability of mentoring programmes for all teachers in the school for each country, along with
the percentage of teachers who report having an assigned mentor. This figure shows a clear positive correlation between
the reported availability of mentoring for all teachers in schools and the percentage of teachers who report having an
assigned mentor. In most countries, a larger proportion of teachers work in schools where the principal reports the
availability of mentoring programmes for all teachers than do teachers who report having a mentor (indicated by the
shaded area in Figure 4.4). This suggests that not all teachers in schools with mentoring programmes for all teachers
report having mentors. This result may not be surprising given that we should not expect all teachers in these schools
to have mentors (at the very least, some teachers in these schools act as mentors). In some countries, however, there
is a very large difference between the proportion of teachers who work in schools with mentoring programmes for all
teachers and the proportion of teachers who report having a mentor. In the Netherlands, although 71% of teachers work
in schools where the principal reports the availability of mentoring programmes, only 17% of teachers report having
a mentor. In Romania, these percentages are 53% and 8%, respectively. As previously noted, mentoring programmes
can have an important impact on teachers’ classroom practices and students’ outcomes (Rockoff, 2008). Thus, it is
important to identify these countries — or schools within a country — where in spite of the high availability of mentoring
programmes, participation rates among teachers are not high. School leaders need to highlight the benefits of such
programmes for teachers and remove any barriers to access to ensure that teachers can actively engage in these activities
and reap the positive outcomes that will ensue.*

Teachers’ past participation in induction programmes improves their performance and thus might better prepare them to
serve as mentors. Based on empirical evidence that shows the importance of the quality of the mentor on modulating the
positive effects of mentoring (Evertson et al., 2000), this section examines the effect of having participated in induction
activities in the past on the likelihood of a teacher acting as mentor in the present.

Analyses examined the factors associated with teachers’ reported engagement in mentoring activities.> Of particular
interest here is the association of a teacher having participated in a formal induction programme in the past with the
teacher’s current probability of acting as a mentor.® Figure 4.5 illustrates the predicted change in the probability of acting
as a mentor for those teachers who participated in a formal induction programme in the past, compared with those who
did not, while controlling for a number of other teacher and school characteristics that might influence this relationship
(see also Table 4.29.Web). The results show that in 17 countries, teachers who report having participated in a formal
induction programme in the past are more likely to report that they currently act as a mentor than those who report not
having participated in such programmes (for the rest of the countries, this relationship is not statistically significant.)”
This effect is, however, highly varied across countries. Whereas the effect of formal induction programmes is quite large
in Chile, Latvia and Portugal, where these teachers are more than three times as likely to report being a mentor, the
relationship is not significant in 11 countries (Table 4.29.Web). In some countries, therefore, these results suggest that
early policy interventions, as, for example, participating in an induction programme during the first employment, might
have a long-term impact on teachers’ later willingness to help other teachers to improve their teaching capacities.

® Figure 4.5 ®
Predicted effect of formal induction programme participation on acting as a mentor

Probability for lower secondary education teachers who report having participated in a formal induction programme
to report acting as a mentor versus teachers who report not having participated such programmes’
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1. Countries for which the odds ratio is not statistically significant at 5% or where data are representing less than 5% of the cases are not presented in this figure.
Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the predicted effect of participating in any induction programme on the probability of receiving mentoring.
Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 4.29.Web.

StatlLink Si=P¥ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041497
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In sum, the TALIS data show that while various types of induction programmes are spread across participating countries,
there are important differences between the reported availability and participation rates. Regarding mentoring programmes,
data indicate that even though the availability of these programmes is a source of concern in some countries, availability
is greater than participation rates in many countries. Hence, this suggests a need not only to support schools to ensure the
availability of both programmes but for policy makers and school leaders to ensure that teachers engage in these supporting
programmes.

WHY TEACHERS PARTICIPATE IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

As previously noted, the role of education and teaching is expanding in today’s societies. Therefore, teachers today need
to be able to constantly reflect on and evaluate their work and to innovate and adapt accordingly. These skills will give
them the flexibility to modify classroom practices to respond to students’ needs. As emphasised in European Commission
(2012b: 8-9):

Teaching competences are thus complex combinations of knowledge, skills, understanding, values and attitudes,
leading to effective action in situation. [...] The range and complexity of competencies required for teaching in
actual societies is so great that any one individual is unlikely to have them all, nor to have developed them all
to the same high degree. [...] Teachers’ continuous professional development is, thus, highly relevant both for
improving educational performance and effectiveness and for enhancing teachers’ commitment”.

Meanwhile, empirical evidence increasingly shows the positive impact of teachers’ professional development on
students’ scores. Yoon et al. (2007) provide a review of several research studies on this issue. They conclude that
professional development that includes a substantial number of hours spread out over 6 to 12 months shows positive
and significant effects on student achievement gains. Hill, Beisiegel and Jacob (2013) also provide a review of evidence
based on key questions in the literature of professional development, providing similar results to the ones commented
on above. All these findings, together with additional evidence regarding the impact of teachers’ competences on
students’ achievement,® have led policy makers around the world to support the relevance and quality of career-long
opportunities for professional development.

Participation rates

This section analyses teachers’ participation rates in various professional development activities. Participation rates are
measured in terms of the percentage of teachers who participated in any of the activities described in Box 4.1 during the
12-month period prior to the survey.

Table 4.6 shows country-level participation rates in professional development for lower secondary teachers. On average
across participating countries, about 88% of teachers report engaging in some professional development (defined as
having taken part in at least one activity in the previous 12 months) over the survey period. This finding reinforces the
similar finding in TALIS 2008 (which showed an average participation rate of 89%) and thus suggests that participation
in professional development is a fairly common feature in the professional careers of most teachers in the participating
countries (OECD, 2009).

Nevertheless, notable differences are found among participation rates across countries. Participation rates are greater
than 95% in Australia, Croatia, Latvia, Malaysia, Mexico, Singapore and Alberta (Canada), but this rate is below 75% in
Chile (72%) and the Slovak Republic (73%). The relatively high rates of non-participation in these countries could be a
source of concern for all agents participating in their educational system, from teachers and school leaders to education
policy makers.

The second column in Table 4.6 shows the proportion of teachers who did not receive any type of support for their
participation in professional development. On average across participating countries, less than 6% of teachers
undertook professional development activities without receiving any type of support. Nevertheless, in some countries
this proportion is well above average, as is the case in Portugal (29%) and Romania (21%). This fact might reflect a
high commitment of teachers in these countries to improving their effectiveness and performance, which leads them to
undertake professional development activities without any kind of support.

The last three columns of Table 4.6 represent the financial commitments associated with those professional development
activities. On average, about two-thirds of teachers who participated in professional development during the 12 months
prior to the survey reported that they did not have to pay personally for the professional development activities they
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participated in. There are, of course, differences among countries. On the one hand, most of these activities are basically
costless for teachers in Singapore and England (United Kingdom). On the other hand, some countries have a higher
proportion of teachers (compared with the overall average of 9%) who claimed that they had to pay all the costs —
Brazil (20%), Chile (17%), Portugal (33%) and Romania (28%).

Figure 4.6 illustrates the positive correlation between the percentage of teachers who reported not having to pay for
any of the professional development they engaged in and teachers’ reported participation in professional development.
Countries in the bottom-left quadrant of the figure (Chile, Japan, Romania, the Slovak Republic and Spain) show both
lower-than-average proportions of teachers who say they did not have to pay for any of their development activities
and below-average participation rates in professional development. The figure clearly shows that teachers are willing
to assume at least some of the cost of their professional development. Eleven countries can be found in the lower-right
quadrant in the figure. In these countries, although fewer teachers than average report that they had to pay for none of
their development activities, there are higher-than-average participation rates in professional development.

Box 4.7 examines participation rates in professional development programmes for primary and upper secondary teachers
in those countries that have implemented TALIS for those populations.

= Figure 4.6 ®
Teachers’ recent participation in professional development, by their personal financial cost

Participation rates and reported personal financial cost of professional development activities undertaken
by lower secondary education teachers in the 12 months prior to the survey
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Box 4.7. Participation in professional development activities
in primary and upper secondary education

Tables 4.6.a and 4.6.b show country-level participation in professional development activities for primary (ISCED 1)
and upper secondary (ISCED 3) teachers. There are no large differences between primary and lower secondary
teachers’ participation rates. However, in Finland, Mexico and Norway, a higher percentage of primary teachers than
lower secondary teachers report that they did not have to pay. In general, participation rates among upper secondary
teachers are slightly greater than among lower secondary teachers, with the exception of Iceland. Regarding the
personal payment for these activities, there are no important differences between the proportions of primary and
upper secondary teachers who report paying for all or none of their activities and their lower secondary teacher
counterparts.

Different types of professional development activities require different levels of investment. Figure 4.7 represents the
levels of personal payment among teachers in relation to the type of professional development in which they participated.
In general, more than half of the teachers who participated in professional development activities said that they paid
nothing regardless of the type of programme (with the exception of qualification programmes), and 10% or less of
teachers said that they paid the full cost. Qualification programmes tend to require more involvement (both in terms
of time and money) and tend to be organised outside the confines of the school (i.e. at a university or college). It is not
surprising, therefore, that these programmes are also those for which teachers are more likely to pay some or all of the
cost. A very similar result was found in TALIS 2008 (see Box 4.8).

= Figure 4.7 ®
Level of personal payment for teachers’ professional development participation
Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report having participated in the following professional

" u

development activities and who “paid no cost’, “paid some cost” or “paid all cost” for the activities they participated in’
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specifically for the professional development of teachers
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and/or researchers present their research results
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1. Teachers can participate in more than one professional development activity at the same time. Teachers were not asked about the level of personal
payment for each activity but rather for their general level of personal payment for all the professional development activities they participated in.
Therefore, the percentages presented in this figure should be interpreted as the level of general personal payment reported by the teachers who participated
in each type of professional development activity.

Professional development activities are ranked in descending order, based on the average percentage of teachers who reported paying no cost.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Tables 4.6 and 4.9.

StatLink SiSP¥ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041535
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Box 4.8. Comparing lower secondary teachers’ participation in professional
development activities, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013

The first two columns of Table 4.6.c list the participation rates in professional development activities of lower
secondary teachers across the countries that participated in both TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013.° The results shown
in this table indicate that the average participation rate is very similar for both cycles. However, some differences
emerge across countries. For example, participation in professional development activities is lower in 2013
in Spain (100% vs. 84%) and Italy (85% vs. 75%). This contrasts with higher participation rates observed in 2013 in
Denmark (76% vs. 86%) and Iceland (77% vs. 91%).

Finally, the remaining columns in Table 4.6.c show the differences in the financial aspects of those professional
development activities. There is no clear pattern in the differences between both cycles of the survey in the
percentage of teachers who report paying for these professional activities. For example, looking at those countries
whose participation rates in professional development activities are higher in 2013 than in 2008 (Denmark and
Iceland), it can be observed that whereas in Denmark the percentage of teachers who report not paying is higher
by 8 percentage points in 2013, in Iceland the percentage of teachers who report paying none of the full cost is
lower in 2013 (61%) than in 2008 (68%).

How does participation vary by teacher and school characteristics?

To better understand the differences in participation rates in professional development activities, this section provides
an analysis of the characteristics of teachers who participate in professional development activities and of the schools
in which they work.'0 The results shown in Tables 4.7 and 4.8 are related to lower secondary teachers who took some
professional development in the survey period. The teacher and school characteristics chosen for the comparison are
those that were the most significant in the country regression analyses shown in Table 4.21.Web.

Gender differences

On average across participating countries, reported participation rates in professional development are slightly greater
among women than men (89% on average for female teachers compared with 87% for male teachers; this difference being
the same when holding all other variables constant).’’ In some countries, the reported participation rates were nearly
equal for both genders. The largest differences in favor of female teachers were found in Italy and the Slovak Republic
(on average, nine and eight percentage points more, respectively). In a few countries, male teachers report higher
participation rates, the largest difference being Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (5 percentage points). (Table 4.7.)

Teaching Experience

On average, reported participation rates in professional development activities do not vary much with teaching
experience: 89% of teachers with more than five years of experience report participating in professional development
versus 87% of less-experienced teachers (Table 4.7). However, some countries and economies, such as Iceland or
Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), show larger differences, with more-experienced teachers participating in professional
development activities much more often than less-experienced ones (a difference of 13 percentage points). In contrast, it
is interesting that in Norway and Spain, the difference in participation rates is in favor of less-experienced teachers, who
seem to be more active in professional development activities than are more-experienced teachers.

Work status differences

On average across participating countries, reported participation rates in professional development activities are lower
among non-permanent teachers (Table 4.7). In general, permanent teachers claimed that they participated more in
professional development activities than did fixed-term teachers (89% compared with 85% respectively, on average).
The country with the largest difference between these two groups of teachers is Iceland, where the participation rate
among teachers on fixed-term contracts is 15 percentage points lower than their permanent counterparts. There might
be several explanations for the pattern found for permanent and non-permanent teachers. For instance, these two types
of teachers might also differ in other characteristics, such as initiative and commitment to the profession, that affect
both their employment status and professional development participation. Unfortunately, as TALIS data cannot provide
information in this regard, further conclusions must be approached with caution. Nevertheless, countries and schools
may want to consider ensuring that professional development is also made available to non-permanent teachers.

100

© OECD 2014 TALIS 2013 RESULTS: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING




DEVELOPING AND SUPPORTING TEACHERS

Teachers who work more than 30 hours per week report participating in professional development activities more than
teachers who work less than 30 hours per week. The largest difference in favor of teachers working more than 30 hours
per week is in Japan (16%).

Differences between public and private schools

Table 4.8 shows the main characteristics of the schools in which teachers who undertake professional development
activities work. On average for all countries considered, participation rates in professional development activities are
slightly greater among teachers working in public schools than in private ones. (See Chapter 2 for a complete definition
of both types of schools.) The largest differences in favour of public school teachers are in Japan (17 percentage points)
and France (9 percentage points). There are also some differences in favour of private school teachers in Portugal,
the Slovak Republic and Spain (between 4 and 6 percentage points). In the case of Portugal, the difference could be
related to the fact that more teachers say they have to pay for their professional development activities there. But it could
also be that the supply of activities differs among public and private schools in some countries. (See further discussion
in the subsection about barriers to participation.)

School location differences

As with the findings in TALIS 2008 (see OECD, 2009), on average the participation rate of teachers in professional
development activities is very similar regardless of whether the schools in which they work are located in a village, town
or city. Even though some variation occurs across countries, differences are not large (Table 4.8).

For example, in Chile and Romania, teachers in less urban areas (with 15 000 or fewer inhabitants) took part in slightly
fewer professional development activities compared with their counterparts in other types of communities (a participation
rate of about 10 percentage points more). In these two countries, participation rates increase with the size of the
population in the school’s locality. The reverse occurs in Brazil, Italy and Japan. On average, however, the geographic
location of the school does not have a significant impact on lower secondary teacher’s participation in professional
development activities. (See Table 4.21.Web for the estimated effect of this variable on the probability of participating
in professional development activities.)

HOW MUCH PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT DO TEACHERS GET?

This section analyses the intensity and diversity of participation in professional development activities across the lower
secondary teacher population. In other words, it looks at how much professional development teachers are actually
receiving. Diversity of participation is measured in the number of different types of professional development activities
undertaken during the 12-month period prior to the survey (see Box 4.1). Intensity of participation is measured by the
average number of teachers’ days during the 12-month period prior to the survey. Some empirical evidence shows a
positive relationship between the total number of hours of professional development and students’ achievement gains
(see Yoon et al., 2007). Nevertheless, it must be emphasised here that intensity of participation is not equivalent to
quality of professional development.

To better understand factors related to the intensity of participation in professional development activities and gain
insight into potential policy making, TALIS 2013 expands on the reporting done in the first cycle of TALIS, in 2008, on the
intensity of professional development participation. TALIS 2013 starts by asking teachers about various activities, ranging
from more organised and structured to more informal and self-directed learning, all of which are listed in Box 4.1 and
Table 4.9. The type of professional development activity most often mentioned was attending courses or workshops, with
71% of teachers on average reporting that they participated in this activity during the survey period. Indeed, in virtually
all countries, this development activity was most frequently reported, with a participation rate around 80% in several
countries and greater than 90% in Malaysia, Mexico and Singapore.

After courses and workshops, the most frequently reported activities on average are attending education conferences
or seminars (44%) and participation in a teacher network (37%). The least common types of professional development
activities were observation visits to businesses or other organisations (13%) and in-service training courses at these same
organisations (14%).'> However, there are some interesting patterns emerging across countries:

= Courses and workshops: Participation rates in general are quite common, except for the cases of Italy (51%),
Romania (52%) and particularly the Slovak Republic (39%).
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= Education conferences and seminars: More than two-thirds of teachers report participating in this activity in Croatia
and Alberta (Canada) (79% and 74%, respectively). However, participation was 25% or less in the Czech Republic
(22%), France (20%), the Slovak Republic (25%), Spain (24%) and Flanders (Belgium) (23%).

= Observation visits to other schools: Participation rates are less than 20% on average. However, more than half of
the teachers in Iceland, Japan and Latvia report undertaking observation visits to other schools. This contrasts with
reported participation rates in Denmark (6%) and the Slovak Republic (4%).

= Observation visits to business premises: Fewer teachers report participation in observation visits to businesses
(13% on average). The country in which the most teachers report participation is Portugal (39%).

= In-service training courses in business premises, public organisations and non-governmental organisations: Brazil has
the highest participation rate, 38%, in contrast to countries such as France or Italy, where participation is around 3%.

= Qualification programmes: Bulgaria has the greatest participation rate (almost one-half), but this area was much less a
feature of teachers’ professional development in Croatia, France and Japan (6% in all three countries).

= Participation in a network: Nearly two-thirds of teachers report engaging in this activity in Croatia and Alberta
(Canada) (63% in both), but it was much less common in the Czech Republic (17%), France (18%) and Portugal (19%).

= Individual or collaborative research: Almost one-half of teachers (49%) participated in this activity in Mexico,
Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) and Alberta (Canada). This contrasts with Finland, where only 8% of teachers report
engaging in this kind of professional development.

= Mentoring and peer observation as part of a formal school arrangement: More than half of teachers in Singapore
(65%), Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) (61%), England (United Kingdom) (57%) and Korea (53%) report having
participated in this activity. The country with the lowest reported participation was Finland, where only 5% of teachers
said they engaged in this activity in the past 12 months.™3

Box 4.9 presents more information about the development of teachers in Finland.

Box 4.9. Teacher development in Finland

In Finland, professional development of teachers is seen as a comprehensive process, which begins with initial
teacher education. Teacher education has been available in universities since 1971, and a Master’s degree is a
requirement, including a Master’s thesis. This kind of teacher education leads to teachers becoming reflective
professionals who actively develop their own work and professional skills and methods, as researchers do, having
had this research-based initial education.

Finland does not have a nationally organised induction system. Education providers and individual schools have
autonomy over arranging support for new teachers, and therefore there are notable differences between schools in
ways of implementing induction. However, there is awareness of the increasing need for support for new teachers,
and already many different applications of mentoring practices are in place. A specific model of peer-group
mentoring has been developed and is being disseminated by the Finnish Network for Teacher Induction (“Osaava
Verme”), which is part of a seven-year national Osaava programme (2010-16) funded by the Ministry of Education
and Culture. The objective of the programme is to motivate education providers and individual institutions to
take greater responsibility and a proactive approach to their own staff development activities with the help of
networking activities and mutual co-operation.

Source: Ministry of Education, Finland, 2014.

Figure 4.8 shows both the type and the intensity of participation for all types of professional development activities.
On average, of all the types of professional development, teachers report spending the greatest number of days in courses
and workshops (eight days). There is wide variation both between countries and, in some cases, within countries in the
number of days spent on this type of activity, as shown in Figure 4.9. This figure shows the number of days reported by
teachers in the 25th to 75th percentile. There is much wider variation in the reported number of days in Korea, Mexico,
Romania and Spain than in other countries.
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® Figure 4.8 ®
Professional development recently undertaken by teachers, by type and intensity

Participation rates and average number of days for each type of professional development reported
to be undertaken by lower secondary education teachers in the 12 months prior to the survey

Percentage of teachers who participated Average number of days
in the following professional development of participation among
activities in the 12 months prior to the survey | those who participated

Courses/workshops 71% 8

Education conferences or seminars where teachers and/or
: . L 44% 4

researchers present their research results and discuss educational issues
Observation visits to other schools _ 19% 3

In-service training courses in business premises, public organisations _ 14% 7
o b

or non-governmental organisations

Observation visits to business premises, public organisations h 13%
‘o

or non-governmental organisations

Participation in a network of teachers formed specifically o
. 37%
for the professional development of teachers
Individual or collaborative research 319
on a topic of interest to the teacher ’

Mentoring and/or peer observation and coaching,
as part of a formal school arrangement

Qualification programme (e.g. a degree programme) _ 18%

Items are ranked in descending order for each block, based on the percentage of teachers who report having participated in professional development
activities in the 12 months prior to the survey.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Tables 4.9 and 4.9.Web.

StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041554

= Figure 4.9 =

Professional development recently undertaken by teachers,
by intensity of participation in courses and workshops

Percentiles of lower secondary education teachers who report having participated in courses/workshops
based on the number of days of participation in the 12 months prior to the survey!
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1. Percentiles presented in this figure are only for teachers who participated in courses/workshops in the 12 months prior to the survey. For example, in
Romania 25% of teachers who participated in courses/workshops in the 12 months prior to the survey reported spending between 10 to 30 days on this
type of professional development activity. Another quarter of teachers reported spending between 4 to 10 days on this activity over the same period.
Countries are ranked in ascending order, based on the 25th percentile of number of reported days of participation among teachers who participated in
courses/workshops.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 4.9.Web.

StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041573
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Figure 4.10 shows the system-level relationship between the level and intensity of participation in courses and workshops,
the professional development activity with the highest participation rates on average. Some interesting contrasts become
apparent. First, countries found in the top-right quadrant in the figure are those countries where both the intensity and
the level of participation are above the TALIS average. As in TALIS 2008, Mexico particularly stands out in this respect,
with about 90% of Mexican teachers reporting that they have used this professional development activity for an average
of 19 days in the past 12 months. At the other extreme, countries in the lower-left quadrant of the figure are those
countries where teachers report lower participation rates and fewer days of professional development. In particular,
teachers in France, Italy, the Slovak Republic and Sweden report using this activity in a less-intensive way (reported
participation below 60% and average number of days below the average of nine). Finally, in countries such as Brazil,
Chile and Romania, the participation is low, but the intensity of those participating is particularly high, with 20 days or
more of reported participation. In contrast, countries in the upper-left quadrant show higher reported participation rates
than average but a lower number of days of professional development.

® Figure 4.10 =
Professional development recently undertaken by teachers in days

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report having participated in courses/workshops
in the 12 months prior to the survey and the number of reported days they participated
in courses/workshops over the same period
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Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 4.9.Web.
StatLink Sa=P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041592

To better understand factors related to the diversity of participation in professional development activities and provide
insight for potential policy development, a logistic model for each country was estimated. In this analysis, the diversity
of participation is measured by examining the variety of activities teachers report having participated in. This variety
is defined as teachers participating in three or more different professional development activities, among the nine
activities identified in Box 4.1.1* This participation is related to teachers’ past participation in formal induction activities.
Figure 4.11 shows the country-level predicted effect of teachers’ reported past participation in induction programmes on
their probability of reporting that they participated in three or more different types of professional development activities
over the past 12 months (compared with those teachers who report having participated in two types of activities or less).!>
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For the 26 countries and economies illustrated, teachers who report having participated in induction programmes are
more likely to report participating in three or more different types of professional development activities. This is especially
apparent in Brazil, Chile, Mexico, the Slovak Republic and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), where teachers who
participated in induction programmes are at least twice as likely to report this.

Although the results should be viewed with caution,® the significant positive relationships shown in Figure 4.11 could
be an indication that promoting induction programmes is an instrument to encourage teachers’ future participation in
professional development activities. Similarly, and from the teachers’ perspective, being involved in induction activities
might spark teachers’ interest in remaining up to date through further learning opportunities.

® Figure 4.11 =
Predicted effect of formal induction programme participation
on professional development participation
Probability of participation in three or more professional development activities
for lower secondary education teachers who report having participated in a formal induction programme
versus teachers who report not having participated in such programmes’
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professional development activities.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 4.30.Web.
StatLink Sa=P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041611

Thus, the TALIS data highlight the importance of teachers’ participation in formal induction programmes not only for
its potential impact on teachers’ decision to act as mentors to new teachers (see previously) but also for its potential
influence on teachers’ future participation in a wider variety of professional development activities. The effects vary
between countries, suggesting that the ways in which induction and professional development policies are structured
within each country and the kinds of support provided for these programmes are important factors to consider. Moreover,
a number of other factors that are not measured by TALIS are likely playing an important role in these relationships, such
as teachers’ motivation and interest in participating in these types of activities.!”

TALIS 2008 found that there was not a strong relationship between the presence of induction programmes in schools and
the extent of teachers’ professional development (OECD, 2009). The results presented in this chapter do not contradict
that finding because the present analysis is focused on participation in formal induction rather than on the availability
of formal induction programmes as a predictor of participation in professional development. This variable, measured at
the individual level, better captures individual decisions of teachers. Furthermore, it could also be the case that teachers
participated in a formal induction programme in a different school than the one where they are currently working, so the
effect of availability of induction programmes cannot be properly evaluated here.

TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THEIR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Data on teachers’ perceptions about the positive impact of their professional development are presented in Table 4.10
and Figure 4.12 (see also Table 4.10.Web). TALIS asked teachers whether their professional development covered each
of 14 specific topics (such as pedagogical competencies in teaching the subject field, student evaluation and assessment
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practices, approaches to individual learning and teaching students with special needs) and if so whether it had a positive
impact on their teaching. This self-reported measure of effectiveness is important because teachers’ perception of the
effectiveness of certain professional development activities may affect their future participation in such activities.

Although the reported participation rates in professional development vary widely across the different areas of focus
(between 16% to 73% of teachers on average report having participated in professional development covering any
one of these areas), teachers generally indicate that their professional development has a moderate or large positive
impact on their teaching, regardless of the area covered (between 76% and 91% of teachers on average report that their
professional development in these areas had a positive impact on their teaching).

® Figure 4.12 =
Content and positive impact of professional development activities

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report having participated in professional development
with the following content in the 12 months prior to the survey and who report a moderate
or large positive impact of this professional development on their teaching’
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1. The percentages presented in this graph do not have the same denominator. The percentages presented on the perceived impact are based on answers
from teachers who indicate that the topic was covered in their professional development activities, while the percentages of teachers reporting that the
topic was covered in their professional development activities are based on answers from all the teachers who report having participated in professional
development activities.

2. Special needs students are not well defined internationally but usually cover those for whom a special learning need has been formally identified
because they are mentally, physically or emotionally disadvantaged. Often special needs students will be those for whom additional public or private
resources (personnel, material or financial) have been provided to support their education. “Gifted students” are not considered to have special needs under
the definition used here and in other OECD work. Some teachers perceive all students as unique learners and thus having some special learning needs.
For the purpose of this survey, it is important to ensure a more objective judgment of who is a special needs student and who is not. That is why a formal
identification is stressed above.

Items are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report having participated in this professional
development activity.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Tables 4.10 and 4.10.Web.

StatLink %Sm=P¥ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041630
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Specifically, Figure 4.12 shows that larger proportions of teachers on average report having undertaken professional
development that focused on their knowledge and understanding of their subject field (73%) and on their pedagogical
competencies in teaching their subject field (68%). In contrast, fewer teachers report having taken part in professional
development that focused on approaches to developing cross-occupational competencies for future work or studies
(21% on average), on teaching in a multicultural setting (16% on average) or on school management (18% on average).
In almost all participating countries, of the various contents of professional development, teachers are most likely to
report that content that focuses on their knowledge and understanding of their subject field and on their pedagogical
competencies for teaching their subject field has a moderate or large positive impact on their teaching (on average,
91% and 87% of teachers who participate in such professional development report this, respectively). The professional
development activities that lower proportions of teachers (albeit still more than three-quarters of teachers on average)
identified as having a positive impact on their teaching are those related to school management (76%), teaching students
with special needs (77%) and teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting (77%).

These results highlight that although most teachers view their professional development in all these areas to be helpful in
improving their teaching, professional development that focuses on content and pedagogical knowledge in the teachers’
subject field — the content focus of the professional development in which they participate the most — seems to be
particularly helpful to teachers, and teachers are actively seeking these types of development opportunities.

HOW TEACHERS' PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IS SUPPORTED

The level and intensity of participation in professional development activities are in part a function of the types of support
that teachers receive to undertake them (Avalos, 2011; Jurasaite-Harbison and Rex, 2010). Support can take many forms,
and the TALIS questionnaire asked teachers about forms of support ranging from scheduled time for activities to a salary
supplement to other non-monetary support. TALIS distinguished between financial support (mentioned previously) or salary
supplements for undertaking these activities and non-monetary support for activities outside working hours (reduced teaching
time, days off, study leave, etc.).!® Figure 4.13 presents data on how teachers report that their professional development
is supported. In most participating countries, financial measures are the most common forms of support given to teachers
for professional development, followed by scheduled time for activities taking place at the school during working hours.

= Figure 4.13 =
Professional development participation by level of personal cost and support

Percentage of teachers who report paying for none of the professional development activities undertaken
and level of support received for the three following elements in lower secondary education

[ Percentage of teachers who paid for none of the professional development activities undertaken

O Percentage of teachers who received scheduled time for professional development activities that took place
during regular working hours at their school

@ Percentage of teachers who received non-monetary support for professional development activities outside working hours
(reduced teaching time, days off, study leave, etc.)

% @ Percentage of teachers who received salary supplement for professional development activities outside working hours
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Indeed, in most countries, the percentage of teachers who claimed that they paid for none of the professional activities
they undertook is above 50%. When teachers engage in professional development without bearing the burden of paying
for it, this might reflect the monetary support they enjoy from various sources (e.g. the ministry, schools, external
organisations, etc.). There are some countries and economies — Estonia, Iceland, Malaysia and Alberta (Canada) in
particular — that focus more on an alternative method of support, such as scheduling time for activities to take place
during regular working hours at the school.

The following sections examine the different types of support based on the data shown in Table 4.11. The first important
message from these data, when examined in relation to the level of participation in professional development activities
shown in Table 4.6, is that those countries or economies with higher participation rates also exhibit high levels of both
monetary and non-monetary support. The best examples are Alberta (Canada) and Singapore, where more than 97%
of teachers report participating in professional development activities, and, at the same time, more than 70% indicate
having access to support in the form of scheduled time and more than 17% say they have access to other forms of
non-monetary support.

Scheduled time

More than half of teachers on average received scheduled time to take part in development activities. However, the
percentage varies substantially across countries, from well over three-quarters in Australia (79%), Estonia (82%) and
Malaysia (88%), to less than 20% in Portugal (15%) and Romania (18%).

Financial support: Salary supplements

Salary supplements are not a common means of support for professional development, with only 8% of teachers on
average receiving them for activities they had taken part in during the survey period. This is a somewhat more common
means of support in Bulgaria (26%) and Korea (23%), but in a lot of countries this policy is practically unused: It is less
than 2% in Portugal, Romania, Serbia and Flanders (Belgium).

Non-monetary support

In addition to formal non-monetary support of professional development in the form of scheduling time for activities
to take place during regular working hours at school, TALIS also asked teachers whether they received non-monetary
support (such as reduced teaching, days off, study leave, etc.) for activities outside working hours. Table 4.11 indicates
that this is not a common practice, although it is generally more widespread than providing salary supplements. On
average across participating countries, 14% of teachers who participated in professional development over the 12 months
prior to the survey claim to have received this type of support. These results are very similar across countries, with the
exceptions of Estonia and Sweden, which have approximately double the average percentage of all other countries (27%
and 31%, respectively). In contrast, only 4% of teachers in Portugal and 3% of teachers in Flanders (Belgium) received
this type of non-monetary support.

Table 4.11 also shows that some countries have relatively high levels of all three forms of support (teachers in Estonia,
Malaysia and Alberta [Canada] report above average support in all three measures). In contrast, the level of support that
teachers report receiving in Portugal, Romania and Spain is well below average on all three measures. It is important
for policy makers from all countries, but these countries in particular, to consider a variety of support and incentives
(including non-monetary ones) that teachers receive to help them improve their practice throughout their career.

TEACHERS’ PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS

The professional development that teachers report receiving in TALIS does not always meet the needs of teachers. Teachers
were asked to rate their development needs for various aspects of their work, and many teachers report needs in specific
areas. Table 4.12 presents the percentage of teachers who report a high level of need in various aspects of their work.

Consistent with findings from TALIS 2008 (OECD, 2009), across all participating countries, the aspect most frequently cited
by teachers as an area of high development need is related to teaching students with special needs.’ As highlighted in
Figure 4.14, about 22% of teachers on average report that they need more professional development for this specific aspect
of teaching, with 60% of teachers in Brazil and 47% in Mexico indicating needs here. As discussed in the previous section,
only 32% of teachers identify having taken part in professional development that focused on teaching students with special
needs (Table 4.10). Moreover, of the 14 areas of focus of professional development examined earlier, teaching students with
special needs was one of the least likely on average to be identified by teachers as having a positive impact on their teaching
(Figure 4.12). These findings may point to some problems with the adequacy of support provided.
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= Figure 4.14 =
Teachers’ needs for professional development

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers indicating they have a high level of need
for professional development in the following areas
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1. Special needs students are not well defined internationally but usually cover those for whom a special learning need has been formally identified
because they are mentally, physically or emotionally disadvantaged. Often, special needs students will be those for whom additional public or private
resources (personnel, material or financial) have been provided to support their education. “Gifted students” are not considered to have special needs
under the definition used here and in other OECD work. Some teachers perceive all students as unique learners and thus having some special learning
needs. For the purpose of this survey, it is important to ensure a more objective judgment of who is a special needs student and who is not. That is why a
formal identification is stressed above.

Items are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of teachers indicating they have a high level of need for professional development.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 4.12.

StatLink &P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041668

Professional development on using ICT

On average, the second and third most important professional development needs teachers report are related to
teaching with information and communication technology (ICT) skills (19% of teachers) and to using new technologies
in the workplace (18% of teachers), two items closely related to each other. Teachers from all TALIS countries identify
these two needs to be especially important for them, and the need is even stronger for teachers in Brazil (27% and
37%, respectively), Italy (36% and 32%, respectively) and Malaysia (38% and 31%, respectively). Given that these
technologies are continuously evolving and changing, the identification of this specific need by teachers may be
signaling the increasing challenge for teachers and schools to fully exploit them for the benefit of teaching and learning
(Drent and Meelissen, 2008).

The other needs shown in Table 4.12 are less important on average, but they nonetheless represent specific and important
areas of needs in some countries. For example, in Japan and Korea, more than 40% of teachers report a high level of
need for professional development on student career guidance and counseling. Furthermore, the data notably show that
teachers in Japan indicate a high level of need in areas including knowledge and understanding of the subject field(s)
(51%), pedagogical competencies in teaching subject field(s) (57%), student behaviour and classroom management (43%),
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student evaluation (40%) and how to approach individualised learning (40%). Finally, teaching in a multicultural or
multilingual setting seems not to be an important issue in European countries, but it is a significant concern for Latin
American countries and ltaly, where more teachers consider this an important need for professional development (46% of
Brazilian teachers, 24% of Chilean teachers, 27% of Italian teachers and 33% of Mexican teachers).

Box 4.10 presents the reported needs for professional development for teachers in primary and upper secondary schools.
Box 4.11 compares the needs of lower secondary teachers in 2008 and 2013 for the countries that participated in both
cycles.

Box 4.10. Professional development needs among primary and upper secondary teachers

Table 4.12.a shows that compared with their lower secondary colleagues, primary (ISCED 1) teachers have a
higher need for ICT skills, particularly in Denmark (23%), Mexico (24%) and Norway (25%). In addition, high
percentages of teachers report a professional development need regarding teaching students with special needs in
Denmark (34%) and Mexico (42%). In Mexico, the percentage of teachers with this specific need is a bit smaller
among primary teachers than it is for lower secondary ones.

Table 4.12.b shows that in Denmark, Iceland, Mexico and Norway, upper secondary (ISCED 3) teachers report
lower needs for ICT skills than do lower secondary teachers. It also shows fewer needs for lower secondary
teachers in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Italy, Mexico and Singapore in terms of teaching students with special
needs. This difference is especially important in Denmark (17 percentage points), Italy and Mexico. Finally, in
Italy, more upper secondary teachers than lower secondary teachers have indicated a demand for professional
development in the area of new technologies in the workplace, while in Denmark, Iceland and Mexico, fewer
upper secondary teachers have indicated so.

Box 4.11. Comparing professional development needs, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013

The differences between teachers’ needs in 2008 and 2013 can be examined for the countries that participated in
TALIS in both years (Table 4.12.c).

In general, and for countries participating in both studies, the two major areas of needs highlighted earlier (teaching
students with special needs and ICT skills) seem to be less important among lower secondary teachers in 2013 than
they were in 2008. Indeed, on average, the percentage of teachers identifying a need for skills to teach students with
special needs is 30% in 2008 compared with 24% in 2013.2° The difference is much larger in Malaysia, Norway,
Poland, Portugal and Spain, where it is more than 14 percentage points. On the contrary, more secondary teachers in
Denmark, Korea and Mexico identified this need in 2013 in comparison with their counterparts in 2008. The same
pattern can be seen for the need for ICT teaching skills. There are, however, some exceptions, as in Iceland, Italy,
Korea and the Slovak Republic. On average in participating countries, the need for professional development for
knowledge and understanding of the subject field is identified less in 2013 than in 2008. The difference in the
identification of this need is especially large in Italy (-18 percentage points), Malaysia (-28 percentage points), Poland
(-15 percentage points) and Flanders (Belgium), where the difference is -14 percentage points.

Finally, on average for countries participating in both studies, the need for skills in teaching in a multicultural
setting is about the same in terms of importance for lower secondary teachers in 2008 and 2013. However, for
Brazil, Korea and Mexico, this specific need is more important in 2013 than it was in 2008 by more than eight
percentage points, and this specific need is less important in 2013 than in was in 2008 in Malaysia (20 percentage
points fewer teachers report this as a high level of need).

Table 4.13 presents results of the effect of two indices of professional development needs (described in Box 4.12) on
participation in different professional development activities. One index measures the need for professional development
for teaching for diversity (index of need for teaching for diversity, from here on), and one index measures the need for
professional development in subject matter and pedagogy (index for pedagogical needs, from here on).
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Box 4.12. Indices of professional development needs

To assess the level of professional development needs identified by teachers in the areas of teaching for diversity
and pedagogical aspects of teaching, TALIS asked teachers to rate their level of need in the following areas:

Need for teaching for diversity

= Approaches to individualised learning

= Teaching students with special needs

= Teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting

= Teaching cross-curricular skills

= Approaches to developing cross-occupational competencies for future work or future studies
= Student career guidance and counselling

Pedagogical needs

= Knowledge and understanding of my subject field(s)

= Pedagogical competencies in the specific teacher field(s)
= Knowledge of the curriculum

= Student evaluation and assessment practice

= Student behaviour and classroom management

See Annex B for more information about the construction and validation of these indices.

Table 4.13 shows the significant relationships between these two indices and participation in seven different professional
development activities per country.?! The first column presents the significant effects of these two indices on an individual
teacher’s decision to participate in courses, workshops and conferences. A plus (+) sign indicates an increase in the
likelihood of participating in courses, workshops and conferences. In 23 countries, pedagogical needs show a significant
and positive relationship with this decision. In other words, in these countries, teachers are more likely to participate
in courses, workshops and conferences if they have reported a high level of professional development need (on the
pedagogical scale). The reported need for professional development for teaching for diversity is also associated with this
decision in 17 countries.

The second column in Table 4.13 captures professional development participation in observation visits to other schools,
business premises, public organisations and non-governmental organisations. For this specific activity, the importance
of the reported need for professional development for teaching for diversity seems to be large: In 17 countries this need
is related to higher participation rates related to observational visits. (See Table 4.13.Web for detailed results.) The index
for pedagogical needs seems to be less important in affecting participation decisions for this professional development
activity.

The same result is obtained when analysing the effect of these two indices on the probability of participating in training
courses, mentoring and/or peer observation and coaching: The effect of the reported need for teaching for diversity is
more important as a determinant for choosing these professional development activities, as shown in Table 4.13.Web.
The same can be seen with the probability of participating in a network of teachers and in engaging in individual or
collaborative research. Finally, it is interesting to note that the index of need for teaching for diversity shows a small but
significant negative effect for Brazil and Mexico in some of the activities analysed, which means that in these cases, a
high level of need is associated with lower participation rates.

BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION

To better understand participation in professional development and provide insight into potential policy implications,
TALIS asked teachers to indicate barriers to their participation. The average responses from this question are presented
in Table 4.14 and Figure 4.15. Across participating countries, the reasons that teachers cited most commonly as barriers
to professional development are a conflict with the work schedule (51% of teachers) and a lack of incentives for
participating in professional development (48%).
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® Figure 4.15 =
Barriers to professional development participation

”

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who “strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree” or “strongly agree”
that the following elements represent barriers to their participation in professional development activities
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Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Tables 4.14 and 4.14.Web.
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Conflict with work schedule

As mentioned above, the most commonly reported barrier to participation in professional development activities is a
conflict with work schedules. As the data in Table 4.14 show, this is reported by three quarters or more of the teachers
in Japan (86%), Korea (83%) and Portugal (75%). On the contrary, fewer teachers in Croatia (22%), Latvia (29%) and
Serbia (27%) indicate that conflicts with work schedules are barriers to participation in professional development.
This might be explained, at least for teachers from the last two countries, by the high percentage of teachers receiving
support through scheduled time during regular working hours: 73% in Croatia and 64% in Latvia (Table 4.11).
However, across all countries there is no distinct relation between these two variables. For instance, about 58%
of teachers in Australia report that a conflict with their work schedule is a barrier for participating in professional
development, yet 79% report that they received scheduled time for professional development. This situation might
indicate only that the scheduled time was insufficient or not very well aligned with the types of professional
development that teachers wanted.

Lack of incentives for participation

TALIS data suggest that the problem of not receiving enough incentives for participating in professional development is
a substantial issue for teachers in Italy (83%), Portugal (85%) and Spain (80%) (Table 4.14). This is important because
participation rates in professional development are below average in Spain and at average in Portugal (Table 4.6).
Given that a higher percentage of teachers in these two countries reported paying for at least some of their professional
development activities, this could help explain their low participation rates (Figure 4.6). This should be of special concern
from a policy perspective in these countries.

Participation is too costly

A substantial proportion of teachers consider professional development activities to be too expensive (44% on average),
which is also very relevant from a policy perspective. As mentioned previously, there is a positive relationship between
the percentage of teachers who pay for none of their professional development activities and their participation rate
(Figure 4.6). This is especially relevant for teachers in Chile (73%) and Portugal (81%). In contrast, this seems to be much
less important in Singapore (20%) and Flanders (Belgium) (17%).
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Other barriers

Finally, teachers not having access to a relevant supply of professional development activities in their country is also a
barrier that deserves more attention from a policy perspective. Although on average fewer teachers (by 12 percentage
points) report this as a barrier compared with work schedule conflicts, this issue is important in Chile (64%), Italy (67%),
Portugal (68%) and Spain (61%). These are countries where lower secondary teachers, especially in public schools
(Table 4.8), actually participated in professional development activities less often than average during the survey period.
This might be interpreted as evidence of the association between the perceived lack of suitable professional development
activities and the participation rates of teachers.

SUMMARY AND MAIN POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This chapter has reviewed current patterns of availability and participation in induction, mentoring and professional
development activities for lower secondary education teachers. Teachers’ continuous professional development is at the
core of most education policy debates because it has been found to be highly relevant both for improving educational
performance and effectiveness and for enhancing teachers’ commitment to their work (Angrist and Lavy, 2001). This
study and other references cited earlier in this chapter may be inspiring many policy makers who support the relevance
of career-long opportunities for professional development.

As shown in Chapter 2, new teachers often report feeling unprepared for various aspects of their work, even after
completion of an initial teacher preparation programme. Professional development and support is necessary not only to
fill in the gaps in the skill sets of new teachers, but also to continue to develop the expertise of teachers throughout their
career. Teachers are meant to develop students as lifelong learners. To achieve this lofty goal in today’s rapidly changing
world, teachers must be continuously learning themselves. Professional development at all points in a teacher’s career
is necessary to keep the teacher up to date with the changing research, tools, practices and student needs that teachers
face with every passing year.

The TALIS data provide findings that have implications for policies related to professional development at all stages of a
teacher’s career.

Encourage schools to offer formal induction programmes for new teachers and urge teachers to attend

Induction programmes for new teachers have a stronger influence on teachers’ future behaviour than previously realised.
TALIS data show that in many countries, teachers who report participating in a formal induction programme in the past are
more likely to have a higher level of participation in professional development, to the extent that they participate in three
more professional development activities than teachers who did not attend formal induction programmes. In other words,
those teachers who start their first teaching roles with access to development in the form of induction move on to take
advantage of a variety of induction opportunities. Further, participation in an induction programme during a teacher’s first
employment is also positively related to a teacher’s decision to help other teachers by acting as a mentor.

TALIS data also indicate that in many countries, induction programmes are readily available and yet teachers are not
participating.?? It is clear that it is important not only for schools to offer formal induction programmes to their teachers
but for teachers to attend. Policy makers and school leaders should seek to understand what is preventing teachers
from attending such programmes, when they are available, and should ensure that programmes are offered for all new
teachers. Some additional examination is needed into what content is most effective in such programmes, since, as
this chapter indicates, early support activities for teachers may have significant long-term influence over their future
professional development activities. Indeed, participation in an induction programme during a teacher’s first employment
is positively related not only to the later decision to help other teachers by acting as a mentor but also to more intensively
undertake professional development activities.

Support teachers’ participation in mentoring programmes at all levels of their careers

Clear evidence shows that teachers with mentoring support have higher student achievement gains (Rockoff, 2008).
However, TALIS 2013 shows that, on average for all countries, one-quarter of teachers work in schools where
principals report that there is no mentoring programme, with some countries showing larger percentages of no access.
Further, TALIS findings suggest that even when mentoring is available at schools, not all teachers take part is these
opportunities. Mentoring provides teachers with a way to build relationships with colleagues (further discussed in
Chapter 7) and to collaborate to improve their teaching practice. It is an inexpensive form of professional development
that is ongoing and can take place anytime within the teacher’s own school context. Policy makers should provide
schools with support to develop mentoring programmes, which might include the latest research on best practices
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for successful implementation. School leaders should provide teachers with time and arrange for successful pairings
of teachers who have common subject areas. And teachers should participate, both as mentors and as recipients,
regardless of their level of work experience (it might be that a young teacher could mentor a more-experienced
teacher in the use of ICT, for example).

Ensure availability of and participation in professional development for all teachers

TALIS looks at teachers’ participation in a broad range of professional development activities, and the data show that
on average across participating countries almost 90% of teachers report taking part in some sort of activity. However,
in some countries as many as a quarter of teachers report not participating in any professional development activities
in the past year.

The level and intensity of teachers’ participation in professional development activities are influenced by, among other
factors, the types of support that teachers receive to undertake them. Some countries provide relatively high levels of
support for teachers, including paying any necessary fees, scheduling time for training during a teacher’s school day and
other types of non-monetary support. In other countries, this kind of support is not available to teachers.

The solution to these issues seems simple: If it is a priority to policy makers and school leaders that teachers take part in
professional development in order to improve their teaching, then support (both financial and otherwise) that enables
all teachers to do this needs to be provided. However, this is not as easy as it sounds. Because a school leader will
have a full staff of teachers who all need development in a given year, the budget and time away from class required to
pursue these development opportunities may be stretched thin. In addition, while in some areas there might be a surplus
of professional development offerings available, teachers might not always be able to identify the most appropriate,
highest-quality activity that fits both their needs and their schedule.

This might be a further opportunity for schools to develop and use mentoring programmes or other within-school or
between-school development opportunities for teachers. Creating a professional development plan that is tied to a
teacher’s individual needs for development might also help teachers pinpoint the best offerings for them (see Chapter 5).
Encouraging participation in professional development activities that boost collaboration among teachers might not
only provide teachers with new skills, but could also help build relationships between teachers in or outside the school
(see Chapter 7).

Remove barriers to teachers’ participation in professional development

Finally, the main reasons that teachers report for not participating in professional development activities are a conflict
with their work schedule and the absence of any incentives for participating in such activities. In many countries, a
significant number of teachers also report that they simply do not have access to professional development offerings
relevant to their needs. Any one of these barriers could explain lower participation rates of professional development
in specific countries. If teachers do not have the time or flexibility in their work schedule or if there are no offerings
available, it will be very difficult for them to participate. The absence of incentives for participation, such as monetary or
non-monetary rewards, is equally serious. Incentives could also include recognition in front of colleagues or a connection
to a teacher’s development plan that might further motivate them to seek professional development. Teachers’ time is
valuable, especially when it takes them away from their most important role, teaching their students. Teachers may need
extra encouragement to understand and identify professional development activities that can provide the most benefit
to their work.
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Notes

1. See Chetty, Friedman and Rockoff (2011) for a brief review of the debate about the best way to measure and improve teacher quality.
2. See Broad and Evans (2006) for a large set of examples of both formal and informal professional development activities.
3. See also Helms-Lorenz, Slof and van de Girift (2012) for a more recent study with similar findings.

4. Reasons other than teacher interest or willingness or lack of understanding of the benefits of mentoring may be underlying low
participation rates. For example, in some cases, mentoring programmes may be available only for teachers newly appointed on
permanent contracts. It is possible, for example, that low teacher turnover (perhaps due to economic downturn) has led to fewer
permanent contract appointments in recent years, thus explaining low availability and low participation in mentoring.

5. Individual logistic models have been estimated for each country to identify the basic determinants of the teacher’s probability of
acting as a mentor. See Box 2.5 in Chapter 2 for a basic explanation of these discrete choice models and Annex B for more technical
information about these analyses.

6. A more general analysis of the main variables associated with teachers acting as mentee found that past participation in induction
programmes was an important factor. This type of analysis might open a possible further avenue of research.

7. There might be other factors, such as teachers’ motivation and interest in participating in activities aimed at further learning and
development of their profession, that might also influence both induction participation and acting as a mentee. Unfortunately, TALIS data
do not provide these types of additional control variables. Therefore, results presented here must be interpreted within these limitations.

8. For example, Rivkin, Hanushek and Kain (2005) found that up to three-quarters of school effects on student outcomes can be
explained by teacher effects.

9. In TALIS 2008, the reference period for participation in professional development activities was 18 months. However, during the
TALIS 2013 field trial phase, information on participation was collected from teachers in two segments: for the last 12 months and for
the previous 6 months. These data showed no significant difference in overall participation rates over the last 12 months and over the
wider 18-month window. It was determined that the results for participation in professional development would be comparable despite
the different reference periods. The reference period used in the main survey was therefore changed to the “last 12 months” in the
TALIS 2013 teacher questionnaire.

10. Variables other than teacher and school characteristics, such as the existence of compulsory participation policies at country
level, might affect teachers’ participation in professional development activities. Unfortunately, TALIS data do not provide these types of
variables. Therefore, results in this section must be interpreted with this limitation in mind.

11. This difference as it is shown in Table 4.21.Web is statistically significant for most of the countries analysed.

12. A possible explanation for this pattern may be related to which type of activities teachers consider to be most useful. See later
sections for analyses on this issue.

13. Some discrepancies might arise between the participation rates in mentoring shown in Tables 4.9 and 4.3. These differences might
be due to the period of time to which each of them refer: Participation rates shown in Table 4.3 refer to current mentoring activities that
teachers are involved in, whereas those presented in Table 4.9 refer to mentoring activities teachers participated in during the 12-month
period prior to the survey. In addition, Table 4.9 includes “peer observation and coaching” together with mentoring activities.

14.The median in the distribution across teachers in all countries participating in TALIS 2013 is three, that is, 50% of teachers participated
in three or more professional development activities during the 12-month period prior to the survey. Furthermore, additional models
have been estimated to analyse the number of activities teachers participate in. The results from these models show that the basic
difference, in terms of the differential effects of most of the explanatory variables used, is between one to two and three or more
activities. This is the main reason why three was chosen as the cut-off point defining variety in participation.

15. As in Figure 4.5, this figure shows the odd ratios of the probability of participating in three or more professional development
activities, comparing those teachers who have participated in a formal induction programme in the past with those with no participation
in such programmes. The estimated coefficient for this variable is presented in Table 4.31.Web.

16. As noted in several places in the chapter, no causality can be established with cross-sectional data such as that provided by TALIS
(see Box 2.5 in Chapter 2 for further explanation).

17. The results remain qualitatively similar for the relationship highlighted in Figure 4.11 when some proxies for teachers’ motivation
(individual job satisfaction and a measure of intensive involvement in planning or preparing lessons) are also included in the estimated
model.

18. There might be other types of non-monetary support, such as providing recognition, appreciation, new challenges, and access to
mentors. Unfortunately, TALIS data do not provide this information.
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19. As described in Table 4.12, special needs students are not well defined internationally but usually cover those for whom a special
learning need has been formally identified because they are mentally, physically or emotionally disadvantaged.

20. This might be an especially surprising result considering that teachers teaching only special needs students in sampled schools were
excluded from TALIS in 2008 but not in 2013.

21. These participation decisions are estimated by means of a logit model (see Table 4.13.Web for the regression coefficients). These
models are controlling for the individual and school characteristics described in Table B2.5 in Annex B. The results are almost unchanged
when teacher’s motivation, support and perceived barriers to participation are also taken into account with proxy measures.

22. This imbalance between availability and participation may also be due to the gap between the present day and the time at which
some teachers, especially older ones, participated in this type of programme.

A note regarding Israel

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.
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Improving Teaching
Using Appraisal and Feedback

Teacher appraisal and feedback are important components of teachers’
careers and development. The primary purpose is to provide teachers
with valuable input to better understand and improve their teaching
practice. However, teacher appraisal and feedback can also be used to
identify professional development or career opportunities for teachers.
This chapter looks at teachers’ access to both formal appraisal and
formal and informal feedback from sources internal and external to their
schools. The chapter explores the focus and content of the appraisal and
feedback that teachers receive, as well as any consequences that result.
Finally, the chapter discusses whether other factors, such as increased
school autonomy, have an influence on the nature and occurrence of
teacher appraisal and feedback.
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Highlights

= Teachers receive feedback from multiple sources. On average across countries and economies participating in
the OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS), nearly 80% of teachers report getting feedback
following classroom observation, and nearly two-thirds report receiving feedback following analysis of student
test scores. These are encouraging reports given that classroom observation and data-based feedback and decision
making have been shown to be important levers for improving teaching.

Teachers report that the feedback they receive in their schools focuses on several aspects of their teaching. Nearly
nine in ten teachers on average report that student performance, teachers’ pedagogical competency in their
subject field and classroom management are strongly emphasised in the feedback they receive. Feedback from
students and parents is somewhat less frequently reported to be considered with moderate or high importance.

Teachers feel that the appraisals they receive lead to positive changes in their work. More than six in ten teachers
report that appraisals lead to positive changes in their teaching practices, and more than half report that appraisals
lead to positive changes in both their use of student assessments and their classroom-management practices.

The formal appraisal of teachers has little to do with giving financial recognition to high-performing teachers or
advancing the careers of high performers over low performers. Annual increments in teacher pay are awarded
regardless of the outcome of the formal teacher appraisal in all but about one-fifth of teachers’ schools. Moreover,
44% of teachers work in schools where the school principal reports that formal teacher appraisal never results in
a change in a teacher’s likelihood of career advancement.

Formal teacher appraisal does appear to have a developmental focus in most schools where teachers work. More
than eight in ten teachers work in schools where formal appraisals at least sometimes lead to teacher development
or training plans.

= While most teachers receive various forms of feedback (many of which are connected to classroom teaching),
comprehensive systems of teacher appraisal and feedback that are effectively connected to improving teaching
practices and student learning in schools are much less common. Indeed, on average across TALIS countries,
nearly half of teachers report that teacher appraisal and feedback systems in their school are largely undertaken
simply to fulfil administrative requirements.

INTRODUCTION

Research suggests that high-performing school systems make it a priority to develop effective teachers and put systems
in place to ensure that all children are able to benefit from good teaching practices (Barber and Mourshed, 2007).
Teacher appraisal and feedback are important components of teachers’ careers and development. They can significantly
improve teachers’ understanding of their teaching methods, teaching practices and student learning (Santiago and
Benavides, 2009). In addition to being used to enhance professional development opportunities for teachers, appraisal
and feedback systems can also be used to recognise performance.

Statistically, it can be difficult to prove a direct correlation between teacher appraisal and student achievement
(Isore, 2009; Figlio and Kenny, 2006; OECD, 2013a). But when teachers receive continuous feedback on their teaching,
it creates opportunities for them to improve teaching practices, which, in turn, can have a powerful impact on student
learning and outcomes (Fuchs and Fuchs, 1985, 1986; Hattie, 2009; Gates Foundation, 2010).

Meaningful appraisal and feedback are geared to teacher development and improvements in learning (Jacob and
Lefgren, 2008; OECD, 2013a). They help teachers improve their teaching skills by identifying and developing specific
aspects of their teaching and can improve the way teachers relate to students (Gates Foundation, 2010). Much of this
improvement depends on the extent to which appraisal and feedback are formative and can therefore play an important role
in teacher development (OECD, 2005, 2013a; Isore, 2009). Yet for such feedback to affect teaching practices, links between
performance assessments and professional learning should be actively developed and cultivated. Information gleaned
from appraisal and feedback also provides an opportunity to spread effective practices across schools. The OECD Review
Synergies for Better Learning: An International Perspective on Evaluation and Assessment examined various components
of evaluation and assessment frameworks used to bring about better outcomes across school systems (OECD, 2013a).
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One of the key components examined was teacher evaluation. Box 5.1 presents the main challenges and policy directions
regarding teacher appraisal identified by the OECD review. A number of the challenges identified by the review are also
identified by teachers and principals in TALIS and discussed in this chapter.

Box 5.1. The OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Framework
for Improving School Outcomes

The OECD Review Synergies for Better Learning: An International Perspective on Evaluation and Assessment
examined policies across 25 school systems in 24 countries. In all countries, there is widespread recognition
that evaluation and assessment frameworks are key to building stronger and fairer school systems. Countries
also emphasise the importance of seeing evaluation and assessment not as ends in themselves, but instead
as important tools for achieving improved student outcomes. However, there are a range of challenges in
ensuring that evaluation and assessment reach this ultimate objective. Although each country context is unique,
some common policy challenges emerge for this work. The following challenges relating specifically to teacher
appraisal were identified:

= Developing a shared understanding of high-quality teaching

= Balancing the developmental and accountability functions of teacher appraisal

= Accounting for student results in the appraisal of teachers

= Developing adequate skills for teacher appraisal

= Using teacher appraisal results to shape incentives for teachers

To meet these challenges, a number of policy options regarding teacher appraisal and enhancing teacher
professionalism are suggested:

= Resolve tensions between the developmental and accountability functions of teacher appraisal

= Consolidate regular developmental appraisal at the school level

= Establish periodic career-progression appraisal involving external evaluators

= Establish teaching standards to guide teacher appraisal and professional development

= Prepare teachers for appraisal processes and strengthen the capacity of school leaders for teacher appraisal

= Ensure that teacher appraisal feeds into professional development and school development

Establish links between teacher appraisal and career-advancement decisions

Source: OECD, 2013a.

Recognising teachers’ performance is also an important consequence of effective appraisal and feedback (Jensen and
Reichl, 2011). Teacher appraisal and feedback can recognise (in various ways) and celebrate great teaching while
simultaneously challenging teachers to address weaknesses in their pedagogical practices (Santiago and Benavides, 2009).

Teacher appraisal and feedback have been shown to have a positive effect on teachers’ level of job satisfaction,
making it a vital element of effective educational environments (Michaelowa, 2002). TALIS data reinforce this,
indicating that teacher appraisal and feedback are related not only to job satisfaction but also to teachers’ feelings of
self-efficacy (see Chapter 7). Teachers, particularly those new to the profession, can be reassured by the feedback they
receive (Kyriacou, 1995). They are able to test innovations, address problems and develop their teaching with greater
certainty. Such appraisal and feedback can increase collaboration in schools, particularly through mechanisms such
as observation, which can encourage sharing of teaching and learning experiences across the school. Collaboration
is important not only for teachers’ job satisfaction (see Chapter 7) but for improving teaching and learning in schools
(Bolam et al., 2005).

Increased collaboration among teachers is important. Teachers who exchange ideas and coordinate practices report higher
levels of job satisfaction and self-efficacy (see Chapter 7 and Vieluf et al., 2012) and better teacher-student relationships,
all of which are significant predictors of student achievement (Caprara et al., 2006; Clement and Vandenberghe, 2000).
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People are more likely to make fundamental shifts in teaching when they are exposed to new ideas, practice new
behaviours and observe others practising those behaviours, and when they are being observed and want to be seen
as successful (Elmore, 2004; Berry, Johnson and Montgomery, 2005; Andrews and Lewis, 2002 cited in Sargent and
Hannum, 2009). Collaboration can also enhance professionalism and prevent stress and burnout (Rosenholtz, 1989;
Clement and Vandenberghe, 2000).

Since the objective of teaching is to promote student learning, the manner in which students learn and the interactions
between teaching and learning should be a key component of appraisal and feedback (Jensen et al., 2012). Such
appraisal and feedback can take many forms and be provided by different people within schools. It can encompass
various forms of classroom observation, feedback from students and assessments of teachers’ performance and student
learning (Gates Foundation, 2013).

Figure 5.1 is adapted from the conceptual framework used in the OECD Review Synergies for Better Learning: An
International Perspective on Evaluation and Assessment (OECD, 2013a) and illustrates the elements of teacher appraisal
and feedback examined by TALIS in this chapter.

® Figure 5.1 ®
Elements of teacher appraisal examined in TALIS

Teacher appraisal

= Sources = Formal = Changes in = Teachers’ professional
= Emphasis = Informal the classroom learning
= Methods = School-wide = |mpact on teacher = Effective t'eaching .
development and learning practices
= Impact on teacher’s = Improved student
career outcomes
y y y y

DEFINING TEACHER APPRAISAL AND FEEDBACK

Teacher appraisal and feedback can encompass a number of activities. TALIS distinguishes between formal teacher
appraisal, feedback to individual teachers and teacher appraisal and feedback systems in the school overall. They are
defined here as:

= Formal teacher appraisal: This occurs when a teacher’s work is reviewed by the principal, an external inspector
or by the teacher’s colleagues. Formal teacher appraisal is part of a formalised performance-management system,
often involving set procedures and criteria, rather than a more informal approach (e.g. through informal discussions).
In TALIS, information about formal teacher appraisal was provided by principals.

Teacher feedback: This is broadly defined and includes any communication teachers receive about their teaching,
based on some form of interaction with their work (e.g. observing classrooms and the teaching of students, discussing
teachers’ curriculum or the results of their students). This feedback can be provided through informal discussions or
as part of a more formal and structured arrangement. In TALIS, teachers were asked specifically about the teacher
feedback they personally receive in their school.

Teacher appraisal and feedback provided in the school more generally: This is defined as reviews of teachers” work,
which can be conducted in a range of ways, from a more formal approach (e.g. as part of a formal performance-
management system, involving set procedures and criteria) to a more informal approach (e.g. through informal
discussions). In TALIS, teachers were asked about this type of teacher appraisal and feedback provided in the school
as a whole, rather than to themselves specifically.

Organisation of the chapter

This chapter begins by examining the formal appraisal of teachers. The discussion then moves to feedback provided to
individual teachers, beginning with a look at who provides feedback to teachers and the number of people (e.g. school
principals, mentors, other teachers) who provide this feedback. The methods used to develop feedback to teachers
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(e.g. classroom observation, student surveys, self-assessment) are then examined. The next section describes the
outcomes of teacher appraisal (formal and informal) and feedback. This includes the effects of outcomes on teachers and
their careers and the impact on classroom teaching (as reported by teachers).

Teachers’ perceptions of appraisal and feedback systems in their schools are then considered in order to paint a picture of
how these systems operate in schools. Finally, some exploratory analyses examine how teacher appraisal and feedback
differ between schools with different levels of autonomy. In analysing this issue, it is important to note that the structure
of teachers’ employment can impact appraisal and feedback alongside governance issues such as the level of school
autonomy. For example, in some systems teachers are employed as civil servants. Specific regulatory and procedural
requirements for civil servants can affect teacher appraisal and feedback in these systems. This analysis is preliminary in
the sense that it looks at a single aspect of school autonomy but highlights the potential for further analysis.

Formal teacher appraisal

From a policy perspective, formal teacher appraisal may encompass greater involvement and regulation from government
or a central administrative body. If so, formal teacher appraisal can offer a policy lever to policy makers to influence
teaching and learning in schools. But not all systems have regulated frameworks for teacher appraisal and feedback
systems. Box 5.2 provides examples from Finland and Sweden, where there are no nationally regulated frameworks for
teacher evaluation, but where teachers receive feedback through more informal pathways.

Box 5.2. Finland and Sweden:
Working without a nationally regulated framework for teacher evaluation

Finland’s Ministry of Education and Culture has no role in teacher appraisal. Guidelines are set in the contract
between the local government employer and the teachers’ trade union. School principals are seen as the pedagogical
leaders of the school, responsible for the teachers in their school and for the implementation of measures needed
to enhance teaching quality. Teachers are appraised against the goals and contents of the national core curriculum
and, to some extent, against their school’s development plan for the year. As a result of a fairly low organisational
structure, school leaders can have a significant number of teachers directly under them with whom they conduct
face-to-face dialogue.

Teacher appraisal in Sweden is similarly not regulated by law and there are no formal procedures for evaluating
the performance of fully qualified teachers. While teachers may be evaluated collectively as part of school self-
evaluation and school inspection, there is no official method to appraise individual teachers.

As with Finland, the main form of feedback for permanent teachers is through dialogue with the school leader.
School leaders and teachers may hold “individual development dialogues” that focus on teachers’ work, working
conditions and training. There is little guidance provided by central authorities on how to appraise teacher
performance. Each municipality, in collaboration with local stakeholders, defines its own appraisal criteria linked
to local objectives. Most municipalities have established some teacher-appraisal procedures with the expectation
that schools further refine and develop the procedures to suit their needs.

Sources: Finnish government response to OECD survey; Nusche et al., 2011a.

TALIS 2013 asked school principals about formal teacher appraisal in their school, obtaining information on its frequency,
methods and outcomes.

As shown in Table 5.1, 93% of teachers on average across TALIS countries and economies work in schools where
principals report some form of formal appraisal. In Italy, the situation is somewhat different, where 70% of teachers
work in schools where the principal reports that there is generally no formal teacher appraisal. The same is true for
approximately one-third of teachers in Spain and one-quarter of teachers in Finland.

Most teachers are likely to have their work formally appraised by their school leaders: On average across TALIS countries,
only 14% of teachers work in schools where the school principal reports that he or she never formally appraises teachers
(Figure 5.2). Just under one-third of teachers work in schools where the school principal reports that teachers are never
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formally appraised by other members of the school management team. In contrast, just less than half of teachers, on
average across TALIS countries, work in schools in which teachers are formally appraised by other teachers. (See also
Table 5.1.Web.)

® Figure 5.2 ®
Teachers who never received formal appraisal

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers whose school principal reports that
their teachers were never appraised by the following bodies

B Never formally appraised by other teachers
O Never formally appraised by other members of the school management team
@ Never formally appraised by the school principal
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Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of lower secondary education teachers whose school principal reports that their teachers
were never formally appraised by other teachers.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.1.

StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041706

The most commonly reported methods of formally appraising teachers’ work are based on collecting evidence of good
practice, and thus they focus on classroom observation and analysis of student results (Figure 5.3). On average across
TALIS countries, of those teachers who work in schools with formal teacher appraisal systems, 95% work in schools
where formal teacher appraisal includes direct observations of their classroom teaching and 95% work in schools where
formal teacher appraisal includes an analysis of student test scores (Table 5.2).

One of the findings from TALIS 2008 that is confirmed with TALIS 2013 data (Figure 5.4) is that formal appraisal often does
not result in financial recognition for high-performing teachers or in differentiating them from underperforming teachers
(OECD, 2009). This may be because school principals are reticent to take such actions or they may be constrained by
legal or regulatory requirements. As shown in Table 5.3, on average across TALIS countries, 34% of teachers work in
schools where the school principal reports that formal teacher appraisal leads to a change in teachers’ salary or payment
of a financial bonus. This means that, as illustrated in Figure 5.4, two-thirds of teachers work in schools where formal
teacher appraisal never leads to a change in teachers’ salary or payment of a financial bonus. In addition, 78% of
teachers work in schools where the school principal reports that material sanctions such as reduced annual increases in
pay are never imposed on poor-performing teachers following formal teacher appraisal.

Moreover, 44% of teachers work in schools where the school principal reports that formal teacher appraisal never leads
to a change in the likelihood of a teacher’s career advancement. In a number of countries the figure is much higher. In
Italy, Japan, Norway and Spain, 70% or more of teachers work in schools where the school principal reports that teacher
appraisal never leads to a change in the likelihood of a teacher’s career advancement. This contrasts with Singapore,
where only 3% of teachers work in schools where the school principal reports that formal teacher appraisal never results
in a change in the likelihood of career advancement, and where 28% work in schools where the school principal reports
this connection happens most of the time or always (Table 5.3.Web).
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® Figure 5.3 ®
Methods of formally appraising teachers

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers whose school principal reports that
teachers are formally appraised with the following methods'2

Percentage
of teachers

I
Assessment of teachers’ content knowledge — 76%

79%

Student surveys about teaching

Il

Discussion of teachers’ self-assessments of their work 81%

Discussion about feedback received from parents or guardians 89%

Direct observation of classroom teaching 95%

Analysis of student test scores 95%

1. Percentage of teachers working in schools where the principal reports that teachers are appraised with the following methods by at least one body,
including: external individuals or bodies, principal, member(s) of school management team, assigned mentors or other teachers.

2. Data derived from the principal questionnaire (question 28). Please note that schools that are not using formal teacher appraisal were filtered in question 27,
meaning that these schools are not covered in question 28.

Items are ranked in ascending order, based on the percentage of lower secondary education teachers whose principal reports that teachers are formally
appraised with this specific method.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.2.

StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041725

= Figure 5.4 =
Outcomes of formal teacher appraisal

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers whose school principal reports that the following outcomes
occured “sometimes’, “most of the time” or “always” after formal teacher appraisal’

’

Percentage
of teachers
|

l
22%

Material sanctions (e.g. reduced annual increases in pay)
are imposed on poor performers

T

A change in teacher's salary or a payment of a financial bonus 34%

|

A change in the likelihood of career advancement 56%

Dismissal or non-renewal of contract 56%

I

1. Data derived from the principal questionnaire (question 29). Please note that schools that are not using formal teacher appraisal were filtered in question 27,
meaning that these schools are not covered in question 29.

Items are ranked in ascending order, based on the percentage of teachers who work in schools whose school principal reports that the outcome occured
“sometimes”, “most of the time” or “always” after formal teacher appraisal.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.3.
StatLink Sy=P™ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041744

However, formal teacher appraisal is sometimes used as an intervention of last resort. On average across TALIS countries,
56% of teachers work in schools where teacher appraisal at least sometimes helps school principals make the decision
whether to dismiss teachers or not renew their contract.

But, as shown in Figure 5.5, it appears that overall, formal teacher appraisal has more of a developmental focus. Most
teachers work in schools where formal teacher appraisal is used to create teacher development or training plans and
assign mentors to help teachers improve their teaching. On average across TALIS countries, 84% of teachers work in
schools where the school principal uses formal teacher appraisal to aid in the creation of teacher development plans.
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In addition, on average across TALIS countries, 73% of teachers work in schools where the school principal uses formal
teacher appraisal to assign mentors to teachers in need of development. However, these outcomes appear to be much less
common in Spain, where fewer than half of the teachers work in schools where the principal reports that a development
plan is created for teachers and approximately one in four teachers work in a school where the principal reports that a
mentor is appointed to help the teacher improve their teaching (Figure 5.5).

= Figure 5.5 ®
Outcomes of formal teacher appraisal - development plan and mentoring
Percentage of lower secondary education teachers whose school principal reports that the following outcomes
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occured “sometimes”, “most of the time” or “always” after formal teacher appraisal’
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1. Data derived from the principal questionnaire (question 29). Please note that schools that are not using formal teacher appraisal were filtered in
question 27, meaning that these schools are not covered in question 29.
Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of teachers who work in schools whose principal reports that a development or training

s

plan is developed for each teacher “sometimes”, “most of the time” or “always” after formal teacher appraisal.
Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.3.
StatLink =P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041763

It should be noted that the authority of school principals differs across (and sometimes within) countries. For example,
some school principals have the power to influence the career progression of teachers while others do not. This may
influence the extent to which appraisal is likely to affect teachers’ career advancement. Further, any discussion of
changing the intended outcomes of teacher appraisal and feedback should take into consideration the influence of
different government arrangements on schools and school systems. The findings presented here should not be interpreted
as indicative of whether school leaders act on — or prefer to ignore — the results of teacher appraisal. A more nuanced
understanding is required that reflects differences in governance, context and institutional settings.

Who provides feedback to teachers

Teacher appraisal should have a greater impact if it is accompanied by feedback that improves teaching and learning.
It is therefore important to analyse how teacher feedback operates within schools and different school systems.
TALIS 2013 asked teachers directly about the feedback they receive regarding their work in their school. This differs from
the discussion above, which distinguishes formal appraisal from teacher feedback. This section reports on the multiple
possible sources of feedback and distinguishes between feedback from peers, teacher mentors, principals and, in some
cases, external evaluators or agencies (Figure 5.6 and Table 5.4).

In all TALIS countries, the majority of teachers report receiving feedback on their teaching. On average, 88% of teachers
say that they receive feedback in their school. However, in some countries, a significant percentage of teachers report not
receiving feedback on their teaching in their school. For example, in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Italy, Spain and Sweden,
between 22% and 45% of teachers say that they have never received feedback in their current school (Table 5.4).
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= Figure 5.6 ®
Teachers' feedback by source of feedback
Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report receiving feedback from various sources’

Percentage
of teachers

Assigned mentors 19%

1

External individuals or bodies 29%

I

Other teachers 42%

T

Members of school management team 49%

T

School principal 54%

I

1. Feedback is defined broadly as any communication of the results of a review of an individual’s work, often with the purpose of noting good performance
or identifying areas for development. The feedback may be provided formally or informally.

Items are ranked in ascending order, based on the source teachers report receiving feedback from.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.4.

StatLink &= http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041782

Peer feedback from other teachers can improve learning and teaching in classrooms and promote collaboration among
staff (Kumrow and Dahlen, 2002; MacBeath and McGlynn, 2002). Some studies show that feedback from mentors has
a positive impact (Smith and Ingersoll, 2004; Rockoff, 2008).

School leaders have been found to have a good understanding of teachers’ effectiveness and are often in a good position
to provide effective feedback to improve learning and teaching (Jacob and Lefgren, 2008). More than half of teachers
report receiving feedback from their school principal (54% of teachers on average across TALIS countries) or members
of the school management team (49% of teachers).

Peer feedback is somewhat less common. On average across TALIS countries, 42% of teachers report that they received
feedback on their teaching from other teachers. Feedback from individuals or bodies external to teachers’ schools is even
less frequently reported by teachers (29% on average).

Feedback from mentors is also not common: On average across TALIS countries, 19% of teachers report that they receive
feedback from assigned mentors in their school. However, there is wide variation among the countries. Less than 5% of
teachers in Finland, Iceland, Italy, Norway and Sweden report receiving feedback from an assigned mentor compared
with more than 40% of teachers in Portugal, Romania and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates). Of course, the percentage
of teachers who receive feedback from their mentor is a product of both the nature of the mentor relationship and
whether teachers have mentors in the first place (see Chapter 4).

Differences in who provides feedback to teachers within schools may provide an indication of the distribution of
responsibilities in schools or, at least, of how the responsibility of providing feedback to teachers is delegated within
schools. Some countries have introduced programmes aimed at easing the leadership burden of principals (by disseminating
responsibility for appraisal to teachers) and to take advantage of better informed peer appraisals. Programmes of this
nature in the United States have also been successful in assessing teacher effectiveness (Goldstein 2004, 2007).

Figure 5.7 (top-left quadrant) shows a group of seven countries (Australia, Chile, Estonia, Malaysia, the Netherlands,
Singapore and England [United Kingdom]) where teachers are more likely than average to report receiving feedback from
members of the school management team, but less likely than average to report receiving feedback specifically from their
school principals (see also Table 5.4). Conversely, in five school systems — Bulgaria, Poland, Serbia, Alberta (Canada)
and Flanders (Belgium) — more teachers than average report that they receive feedback from their school principal, but
fewer than average report receiving feedback from members of the school management team (see bottom-right quadrant
of Figure 5.7). For example, in Bulgaria, 94% of teachers report they received feedback from their school principal,
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but only 31% report that they received it from members of the school management team. Differences between these
groups may reflect differences in distributed leadership within schools and how the responsibility for providing feedback
for teachers is delegated across staff. It may also reflect differences in collaboration between different groups of educators
and staff within schools. Further analysis may shed light on these issues and also on how the above differences may be the
result of legal or regulatory requirements in countries.

® Figure 5.7 ®
Teachers’ feedback from principals and school management team

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report receiving feedback
from members of the school management team and the school principal
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Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.4.
StatLink SW=P™ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041801

Multiple sources of teacher feedback

Clearly, teachers receive feedback from different people, but most receive feedback from more than one person.
Figure 5.8 shows the number of sources of teacher feedback. The TALIS survey asked teachers whether they received
feedback on their teaching from external individuals and bodies, their school principal, other members of the school
management team, assigned mentors, or other teachers. Teachers who reported receiving feedback from all of these
sources are represented in Figure 5.8 as having received feedback from five different sources.

On average across TALIS countries, more than half of teachers (56%) report that they receive feedback from one or two
sources. Twenty percent report receiving feedback from three sources, 9% report receiving feedback from four sources
and only 2% report receiving feedback from all five sources.
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® Figure 5.8
Sources for teachers’ feedback

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report receiving feedback
from zero, one, two, three, four or all of the five bodies that could provide feedback to teachers’?
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1. Croatia is not presented in this graph because the question on “feedback following assessment of teachers’ content knowledge” was excluded as not
applicable for this country.

2. The five bodies included in the survey are: external individuals or bodies, school principal, member(s) of the school management team, assigned
mentors and other teachers (not a part of the management team).

Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of teachers who report not having received any feedback.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.10.Web.

StatLink SEP¥ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041820

In Finland, Iceland, ltaly, Sweden and Spain, more than 30% of teachers report that they did not receive feedback on
their teaching in their school from any of the five sources identified in the TALIS survey. In contrast, at least 20% of
teachers in Japan, Latvia and Romania report receiving feedback from at least four sources.

Box 5.3 presents the reported sources of feedback by teachers in primary and upper secondary schools for those countries
that implemented TALIS at these levels.

Box 5.3. Sources of feedback for primary and upper secondary teachers

Tables 5.4.a and 5.4.b present teachers’ reports of the sources of the feedback they receive in their school in
primary (ISCED 1) and upper secondary (ISCED 3) education, respectively. There are some interesting differences
in the feedback that teachers at different levels of school education report receiving.

On average across the six countries with available data, primary school teachers are more likely to report receiving
feedback from their principal than their colleagues in lower secondary schools (67% compared with 58% for these
six countries). The difference between lower secondary teachers and upper secondary teachers is much smaller:
On average across the 10 countries with available data, 44% of upper secondary school teachers report the same,
compared with 48% on average for these countries in lower secondary schools.

Although there is not much difference in terms of the percentages of teachers in primary schools compared
with lower secondary schools who report having received feedback from members of the school management
team (29% and 31%, respectively), teachers in upper secondary schools are more likely than teachers in lower
secondary schools to report the same in the ten countries with available data (49% compared with 42%). This may
reflect the larger size of upper secondary schools (see Chapter 2), which may have a larger school management
team. This may have consequences for the workloads of school principals at different levels of education and also
for the structure of teacher feedback.
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More sources of feedback does not automatically equate to better feedback. More information about the precise
feedback received by teachers would be needed to make such an assertion. However, multiple sources of feedback
could be an indicator of some types of teacher collaboration or distributed leadership within schools (Boston Consulting
Group, 2003).

Methods for providing teacher feedback

Feedback to teachers has the greatest impact on classroom learning and teaching when it is based on a comprehensive
appraisal of teachers’ work (Jacob and Lefgren, 2008). A survey such as TALIS cannot provide complete data on the extent
to which a comprehensive appraisal of teachers’ work in school is undertaken before providing feedback. However,
various inferences can be drawn by analysing the methods of providing feedback to teachers.

TALIS asked teachers about the methods used to provide feedback to them. These methods included feedback following
classroom observation, student surveys, assessments of teachers” content knowledge, analysis of student test scores, self-
assessments of their work and feedback from parents (including parent surveys).

Classroom observation-based feedback

Classroom observation can act as a quality-assurance mechanism, as people monitor teaching practices and ensure
consistency in the quality of teaching across a school (Goldstein, 2004, 2007). Classroom observations that provide
constructive and immediate feedback for teachers to improve their teaching can have a significant impact on student
learning (Zwart et al., 2007). While observation is possibly perceived as threatening or confrontational for some, teachers
say that this method improves teaching and learning and collegiality in schools (Kumrow and Dahlen, 2002). In time, it
can help create a culture of sharing and for exchanging ideas across and between schools (Blackwell and McLean, 1996;
Munson, 1998).

Table 5.5 shows that on average across TALIS countries, nearly 80% of teachers report that they receive feedback
following some sort of classroom observation. In 12 countries (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Korea, Latvia, Malaysia,
Poland, Romania, Singapore, the Slovak Republic, Abu Dhabi [United Arab Emirates] and England [United Kingdom]),
at least 90% of teachers receive feedback following a classroom observation. Given the evidence showing positive links
between observation and feedback and improvements in teaching and learning, this should be a positive indicator of
teacher development and school improvement. In contrast, less than half of teachers in Finland, Iceland, Italy and Spain
report receiving feedback following a classroom observation. As mentioned, these countries have comparatively low
percentages of teachers who report receiving feedback in their school.

Student test scores as feedback

TALIS data show that the analysis of student test scores is the next most common practice on which feedback to teachers is
based. On average across TALIS countries, 64% of teachers report that they receive feedback on their teaching following
analysis of their students’ test scores. Again, this is a positive finding given the evidence showing the positive impact
of data-based feedback on school improvement and system performance (Barber and Mourshed, 2007). But there is
substantial variation across countries. In Brazil, Bulgaria, Korea, Latvia, Malaysia, Mexico, Poland, Romania, Singapore
and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), at least eight in ten teachers report that they received feedback on their teaching
following analysis of their students’ test scores. In contrast, in Finland, Iceland, and Sweden, less than a third of teachers
report receiving feedback in this way.

Content knowledge assessments

Just over half of teachers, on average across TALIS countries, report that the feedback they received was based on an
assessment of their content knowledge (55% of teachers on average across TALIS countries). This is particularly common
in Latvia, Malaysia, Romania and Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates), where more than 80% of teachers report that
assessments of their content knowledge are used as a basis for feedback on how to improve their teaching. In some
countries, this is uncommon. Less than one-quarter of teachers in Iceland, Spain and Sweden report receiving feedback
based on an assessment of their content knowledge. This should not be interpreted as conclusive evidence that these
countries do not recognise the importance of content knowledge in effective instruction. There are many reasons why
content knowledge may not be emphasised in teacher feedback. For example, teachers’ content knowledge may be
emphasised in other aspects of teacher training and development. Further analysis of countries’ policies and field work
in schools would reveal the nuances of how content knowledge is developed and assessed in countries and the interplay
of various aspects of education systems.
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Using student surveys to provide feedback

Students can be a vital source of feedback for teachers about their individual needs, ways of responding to distinct
aspects of teaching, their progress, attitudes and learning habits. Student surveys have been important in the development
of teaching in some Australian schools and in programmes in the United States and Canada (Peterson et al., 2003;
Wilkerson et al., 2000; Bouchamma, 2005; Jensen and Reichl, 2011).

On average across TALIS countries, 53% of teachers report that the feedback they received is based on student surveys.
But this varies widely across countries. Less than one-third of teachers in Finland, Iceland and Sweden report that student
surveys are used as a basis for feedback on their teaching. On the other hand, more than three-quarters of teachers in
Korea, Latvia, Malaysia and Romania report that student surveys are used in the feedback they receive at their school.
Further field work could provide interesting information about the content of student surveys and how they are used to
improve school culture and instruction in classrooms.

Feedback from parents

A similar percentage of teachers (53% on average across TALIS countries) report surveys or discussions with parents as
a source of feedback in their school. Again, there is wide variation among countries that largely reflects patterns of the
use of student surveys for teacher feedback.

One-third or fewer teachers in Iceland, Israel and Sweden report that parent surveys or discussions with parents are used
as a basis for the feedback they receive in their school. Again, some other countries are much more likely to use feedback
from parents in assessing teachers. For example, more than three-quarters of teachers in Latvia, Malaysia, Romania and Abu
Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) report that surveys of and discussions with parents are used as a basis for the feedback they
receive on their teaching in their school. Similar patterns are evident with feedback following teachers’ self-assessment.
On average across TALIS countries, 53% of teachers report receiving feedback following a self-assessment.

Box 5.4 presents the main findings regarding the reported methods of providing feedback to primary and upper secondary
teachers for those countries with available data.

Box 5.4. Methods for providing feedback to primary and upper secondary teachers

Tables 5.5.a and 5.5.b present data about the methods for providing feedback to primary school (ISCED 1) teachers
and upper secondary school (ISCED 3) teachers, respectively. Overall, the methods of providing feedback to
teachers are similar across different levels of school education, athough some differences are apparent.

On average, primary school teachers are more likely than teachers at other levels to receive feedback based on
surveys of or discussions with parents. Across the six countries with available data, 58% of primary school teachers
report receiving feedback based on parent interactions, compared with 50% on average for these same countries
in lower secondary schools. On average, 41% of upper secondary school teachers across the ten countries with
available data report the same (compared with 51% on average for these same countries in lower secondary schools).

Conversely, feedback based on student surveys was more common in upper secondary schools. On average across
the ten countries with available data, 59% of upper secondary school teachers report the use of feedback from
student surveys. This compares with 48% for these same countries in lower secondary education. On average
across the six countries with available data in primary schools, 46% of teachers report receiving feedback based
on student surveys. Presumably, this reflects the challenges associated with surveying students in the earlier years
of school education. But in upper secondary schools, student surveys may be preferred to parent feedback because
the connection between schools and parents can lessen as students get older.

To provide an overall picture of the nature of teacher feedback in schools, Figure 5.9 presents the percentage of teachers,
on average across TALIS countries, who receive feedback from different people based on various mechanisms for providing
feedback. For example, the top-left corner of the figure shows that 16% of teachers on average receive feedback from an
individual or body external to the school following an observation of the teacher’s classroom. The figure highlights that the
majority of feedback comes from teachers’ school principals and other members of the school management team. Teachers
report that these school leaders most frequently use classroom observation as the basis for the feedback they provide
to them. On average across TALIS countries, 39% of teachers report receiving feedback at their school in this manner.
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In addition, on average across TALIS countries, 32% of teachers report receiving feedback, again based on classroom
observations, from other members of the school management team.

= Figure 5.9 =
Teachers' feedback by source and type

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report having received the following feedback
from different bodies and the percentage of teachers who report not having received the following feedback’

Feedback Feedback
following Feedback following Feedback
Feedback Feedback | assessment | following self- from
following from of teachers’ | analysis of | assessment | surveys or
classroom student content student test | of teachers’ | discussion
observation surveys knowledge scores work with parents
% % % % % %
External individuals or bodies 16 8 11 9 6 8
School principal 39 19 20 24 24 23
Member(s) of school management team 32 22 20 27 22 22
Assigned mentors 12 6 9 7 7 5
Other teachers (not a part of the management team) 24 15 15 18 12 14
I have never received this type of feedback in this school 21 45 44 35 46 45

1. Teachers can receive feedback from more than one body at the same time, meaning that percentages will not add up to 100%.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Tables 5.5.Web.1, 5.5.Web.2, 5.5.Web.3, 5.5.Web.4, 5.5.Web.5 and 5.5.Web.6.
StatLink Sa=P http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041839

Peer feedback

Peer feedback can increase collaboration, which, in turn, helps improve student learning as teachers jointly reflect on
diagnosing student learning, lesson design and teaching approaches (Richards and Lockhart, 1992). Teachers discuss
alternative teaching approaches, observe each other’s classes, re-examine content and identify and solve problems in
teaching the content (Kennedy, 2005).

Across countries, peer feedback is less commonly reported by teachers than feedback from school leaders, but it is still
an important avenue of feedback for a number of teachers (Table 5.4). On average, nearly one-quarter of teachers (24%)
report receiving feedback from peers following an observation of their classroom teaching. In the Netherlands and
Norway, however, this number is 40%, and in Korea 73% of teachers report receiving feedback from their colleagues
after an observation. Between 12-18% of teachers, on average across TALIS countries, report receiving feedback from
peers based on other sources of information, such as an analysis of student test scores, an assessment of teachers’ content
knowledge or discussions with parents.

Muiltiple sources of feedback

Given the complexity of teachers’ roles and responsibilities, it may be most accurate and instructive to gather multiple
sources of evidence about teacher practices (Danielson, 2007; Peterson, Wahlquist and Bone, 2000; Marshall, 2005).
However, this doesn’t necessarily mean that more methods of providing feedback result in higher-quality feedback.
For example, multiple sources of feedback may increase the likelihood of conflicting messages. The quality of the
feedback provided is paramount, but TALIS does not collect the information required to make detailed assessments of
the quality of feedback.

However, TALIS does ask teachers about the number of methods used to provide feedback on their teaching (Figure 5.10).
Specifically, teachers are asked whether they receive any of six specific methods of feedback: feedback following
classroom observation, student surveys, assessment of teachers’ content knowledge, analysis of student test scores,
self-assessment of teachers’” work and surveys of or discussion with parents. Teachers receiving feedback based on
all six methods, as indicated in Figure 5.10, may be receiving more comprehensive feedback on their teaching than
teachers receiving it from a single source.

There is a relatively even distribution across the number of sources of feedback for teachers. On average across
TALIS countries, 13% of teachers report receiving no feedback on their teaching, and between 10%-13% of teachers
report receiving feedback from either one (10% of teachers), two (12% of teachers), three (13% of teachers), four (12%
of teachers) or five (11% of teachers) different sources. However, 30% of teachers report receiving feedback from all
six sources identified in the TALIS survey. In addition, at least half of teachers in Korea, Latvia, Malaysia, Romania and
Abu Dhabi (United Arab Emirates) report receiving feedback on their teaching from all six sources.
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® Figure 5.10 =
Methods for teachers’ feedback
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1. Croatia is not presented in this graph because the question on “feedback following assessment of teachers’ content knowledge” was excluded as not
applicable for this country.

2. Surveyed items are: “feedback following direct observation of your classroom teaching”, “feedback from student surveys about your teaching”,
“feedback following an assessment of your content knowledge”, “feedback following an analysis of your students’ test scores”, “feedback following your
self-assessment of your work (e.g. presentation of a portfolio assessment)” and “feedback following surveys or discussions with parents or guardians”.
Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of teachers who report not receiving any feedback.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.11.Web.
Statlink S http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041858

Teachers receiving feedback from all six sources may be working in schools with well-functioning systems of teacher
feedback. Yet caution should be applied in interpreting the data in this way. TALIS does not have data on the frequency
of teacher feedback. Hence, even though 30% of teachers report that they receive feedback in their school from all six
sources identified in the TALIS survey, there may be substantial variation in the frequency of feedback received by this
percentage of teachers. And, as mentioned previously, TALIS does not measure the quality of such feedback.

Focus of teacher feedback

What the data cited in the previous section do show is that on average across TALIS countries, a sizable proportion
of teachers is getting feedback from multiple sources based on a number of different methods for appraising teaching
(e.g. classroom observation). But what is the focus of such feedback? Table 5.6 and Figure 5.11 present teachers’ reports
of the different areas that have been emphasised in the feedback they receive at their school. It distinguishes between
eleven aspects of school education and teaching and learning in classrooms: student performance, knowledge and
understanding of subject fields, pedagogy, student assessment, student behaviour and classroom management, teaching
students with special learning needs, teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting, feedback that is developmental,
feedback from parents, feedback from students and professional collaboration. (For the exact wording of the questions
posed to teachers in these areas, see the questionnaires in the TALIS Technical Report [OECD, 2014]).

On average across TALIS countries, most teachers report that virtually all of the 11 aspects of teachers’ work are emphasised
(with moderate or high importance) in the feedback they receive in their school. Nearly nine in ten teachers, on average
across TALIS countries, report that student performance, teachers’ pedagogical competency in their subject field, and
student behaviour and classroom management are strongly emphasised in the feedback they receive in their school.
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® Figure 5.11 =
Emphasis of teacher feedback

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report that the feedback they received
emphasised the following issues with a “moderate” or “high” importance

Percentage
of teachers

Teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting — 4:1%
Feedback provided to other teachers to help their teaching — 57%
Teaching of students with special learning needs — 69%
Feedback from parents or guardians — 71%
Student feedback — 79%
Collaboration or working with other teachers — 81%
Student assessment practices — 83%
Knowledge and understanding of the subject field(s) — 83%
Pedagogical competencies in teaching the subject field(s) — 87%
Student behaviour and classroom management — 87%
Student performance — 88%

Items are ranked in ascending order, based on the percentage of teachers who report that the feedback they received emphasised the issue with a “moderate
or “high” importance.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.6.

StatLink W= http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041877

”

Feedback from students is reported as having a moderate or high emphasis in the feedback teachers receive for
79% of teachers, on average across TALIS countries. Fewer teachers (71%) report that parent surveys are emphasised with
moderate or high importance in the feedback teachers receive about their work. Box 5.5 provides concrete examples
from Norway and Sweden of how student feedback has been used to help teachers improve their teaching.

Box 5.5. Using student feedback to help teachers improve their teaching
in Norway and Sweden

In Norway, principles and guidelines have been developed for teacher appraisal by students. Student surveys are
provided for teachers who want to use them and focus on teaching practices that are relevant for student learning,
such as adapted education and feedback to students, as well as questions on the general context of teaching, such
as materials and physical conditions. Students’ self-assessment and assessment of peers also permits analysis of
how student effort and motivation influences the learning environment.

The teacher and a group of students prepare a report on their analysis of results and changes they have agreed
to make. This report, together with relevant data, is submitted to the teachers’ closest supervisor. While not all
stakeholders agree with the recommendations that have emerged from this project, most have accepted the general
idea that student views are an important source of feedback that teachers can use to improve their practice.

Reflecting the student-centred approach to education in Sweden, teachers often conduct surveys among their
students with the aim of obtaining feedback on their teaching practices. These surveys are organised at the teachers’
own initiative and results are used exclusively by the teacher concerned, often in interaction with the students.

Sources: Nusche et al., 2011a; Nusche et al., 2011b.

Box 5.6 presents comparisons of the emphasis of teacher feedback between TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 data for those
countries that participated in both cycles.
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Box 5.6. Comparing the emphasis of teacher feedback, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013

Table 5.6.c provides a comparison between the percentage of teachers in 2008 and 2013 who report receiving
feedback that focuses, with moderate or high importance, on student performance, knowledge and understanding of
their subject field(s), teaching students with special learning needs, teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting,
and student feedback. On average for countries that participated in both cycles, a larger number of teachers in 2013
than in 2008 report an emphasis placed on student performance in the feedback. However, on average for countries
that participated in both cycles, there is very little difference in the percentage of teachers reporting a strong focus
on most of the other areas in the feedback they receive, although more data are needed to identify long-term trends.

The only clear exception is the emphasis on student performance in the feedback teachers report receiving. On
average across TALIS countries that participated in both TALIS cycles, 67% of teachers reported a strong emphasis
on student performance in TALIS 2008. This percentage reaches 87% in TALIS 2013. This difference is particularly
evident in the following countries:

= Australia: 51% of teachers reported a moderate or high importance placed on student performance in the
feedback they received in TALIS 2008 compared with 88% of teachers in TALIS 2013

= Denmark: 29% of teachers in TALIS 2008 compared with 72% of teachers in TALIS 2013

Iceland: 45% of teachers in TALIS 2008 compared with 78% of teachers in TALIS 2013

Italy: 62% of teachers in TALIS 2008 compared with 95% of teachers in TALIS 2013
= Norway: 47% of teachers in TALIS 2008 compared with 73% of teachers in TALIS 2013
= Portugal: 64% of teachers in TALIS 2008 compared with 95% of teachers in TALIS 2013

This may reflect the greater emphasis placed on student performance by governments and administrators in many
countries over this period. For example, in Australia, national student assessments were introduced in 2008 and
have played a significant role in education reform and school improvement debates across the country (Zanderigo,
Dowd and Turner, 2012). A natural consequence is for this to have an impact on the feedback teachers receive.
If the feedback is constructive and implemented as part of an effective programme, it might be possible to trace
the links between reforms to introduce student assessments, a greater emphasis in teacher feedback and an
improvement in teaching that lifts student performance. TALIS does not collect data on teaching effectiveness but
does highlight potential links between policy reforms and teacher feedback and development.

In most countries, there is also a higher reported emphasis placed on teaching students with special learning
needs in teachers’ feedback. On average across TALIS countries, 68% of teachers reported that teaching students
with special learning needs is given a strong emphasis in the feedback they receive in their school. This compares
with 58% in TALIS 2008. This finding is also interesting given the needs that teachers expressed for professional
development in this area in both cycles of TALIS. (See Chapter 4.)

Box 5.7 examines the focus of teacher feedback as reported by teachers in primary and upper secondary schools for
those countries that implemented TALIS at these levels of education and highlights the main differences found between
levels of education.

Box 5.7. Focus of feedback for primary and upper secondary teachers

Tables 5.6.a and 5.6.b present data on the focus of feedback for teachers in primary (ISCED 1) and upper secondary
(ISCED 3) education, respectively. Again, the data reinforce that the structure of teacher feedback is similar across
different levels of education. However, there are some noteworthy differences.

On average, upper secondary school teachers report that the feedback they receive has considerably less emphasis
on teaching students with special learning needs compared with primary school teachers and lower-secondary
school teachers. On average across the six countries with available data, 74% of primary school teachers report
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Box 5.7. Focus of feedback for primary and upper secondary teachers (cont.)

receiving feedback on their teaching with a moderate or high importance placed on teaching students with special
learning needs. This compares with 61% on average for these same countries for lower secondary teachers. In the
ten countries with available data in upper secondary schools, only 49% of teachers on average report the same
(compared with 62% for these same countries in lower secondary schools).

Again, the emphasis on parents’ feedback is lower for upper seconadary school teachers. On average across
the ten countries with available data, 54% of upper secondary school teachers report receiving feedback at their
school based on feedback from parents or guardians. This compares with an average of 70% for their colleagues in
lower secondary schools in these same countries. Across the six countries with available data in primary schools,
74% of primary school teachers on average report the same (compared with 65% for the same countries in lower
secondary schools).

OUTCOMES OF TEACHER APPRAISAL AND FEEDBACK

It is interesting to learn that teachers across countries are receiving appraisal and feedback, in many instances from a
variety of sources and using several methods. But an equally important discussion concerns the outcomes of teacher
appraisal and feedback. In other words, where does all of this lead? Research shows that feedback to teachers can have a
number of positive impacts, ranging from a personal impact on teachers to an impact on their career, their development
and their teaching. Each of these areas highlights the benefits of feedback in school education (Hattie, 2009).

First, feedback to teachers plays a positive role in recognising the work of teachers and in improving the enjoyment of
their jobs. As shown in Table 5.7, on average across TALIS countries, 61% of teachers report moderate or large change
in public recognition after the feedback they receive in their schools. Between countries, this ranges from at least three-
quarters of teachers in Bulgaria, Japan, Malaysia and Romania, to less than half of teachers in Australia, Iceland, Portugal,
Singapore, Alberta (Canada) and England (United Kingdom).

Slightly more teachers (63% on average across TALIS countries) report an increase in job satisfaction and job motivation
(65% on average across TALIS countries). This is particularly pronounced in Bulgaria, Chile, Italy, Japan, Malaysia,
Mexico and Romania, where more than three-quarters of teachers report an increase in job satisfaction and motivation.
In addition, on average across TALIS countries, 71% of teachers report that the confidence they have in their teaching
abilities increases after receiving feedback on their work in their school.

Nearly three-quarters of teachers, on average across TALIS countries, report a moderate or large increase in their
confidence as a teacher after receiving feedback on their work. This outcome was common across all TALIS countries,
with only Australia, Iceland, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and England (United Kingdom) having less than 60% of
teachers report such an increase in confidence following feedback on their work.

Box 5.8. Using appraisal results for professional development in Korea

In Korea’s Teacher Appraisal for Professional Development programme, a report collates teacher evaluation sheets.
This includes the results of peer reviews conducted within each school. Using the evaluation sheets, each teacher
writes a “plan for professional development (including training attendance plans)” and submits it to the appraisal
management committee, which then compiles a report for the principal and vice-principal.

Based on appraisal results, local education authorities grant those teachers considered to be excellent a “study
and research year” (similar to the sabbatical year given to university faculty) as an opportunity to participate
in professional development activities. Underperforming teachers are obliged to participate in short- to long-
term training programmes according to their appraisal results. Regardless of appraisal outcomes, local education
offices support teachers with customised self-training programmes, fostering an atmosphere of self-study and self-
improvement among teachers.

Source: Kim et al., 2010.
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Some of the main policy recommendations regarding teacher appraisal stemming from the OECD Review Synergies
for Better Learning: An International Perspective on Evaluation and Assessment include ensuring that teacher appraisal
feeds into professional development and school development and establishing links between teacher appraisal and
career-advancement decisions (OECD, 2013a). TALIS data show that these policy directions are not in place in all
participating countries. Just under half of teachers on average report that their feedback has directly led to a positive
change in the amount of professional development they undertake. This positive outcome is less common in Australia,
the Czech Republic, Finland, France, Iceland, Norway, Sweden and England (United Kingdom), where less than one-third
of teachers report this as a positive outcome of their feedback. Box 5.8 presents an example of how appraisal results are
used for teachers’ professional development in Korea.

Teacher feedback is also linked to teachers’ careers and their jobs. On average across TALIS countries, just over one-third
of teachers report that the feedback they receive is linked to the likelihood of their career advancement.

More than half of teachers (55% on average across TALIS countries) report that the feedback they receive in their school
has an impact on their job responsibilities. This is especially encouraging for school improvement if feedback is based
on a comprehensive appraisal of teachers’” work, and then, after feedback is provided, teachers’ job responsibilities are
altered to better match their skills to specific jobs in schools. This would, in theory, increase school effectiveness.

While teacher feedback is related to changes in job responsibilities for most teachers, and career advancement for
just over one-third of teachers on average, fewer teachers report that it is linked to their salary. On average across
TALIS countries, 25% of teachers report that the feedback they receive has had a moderate or large positive impact on
their salary (or they have received a financial bonus).

Box 5.9 provides an example of how teacher appraisal can be directly linked not only to financial bonuses but to specific
career pathways that reflect teachers’ strengths and interests.

Box 5.9. Singapore: Linking teacher appraisal to career pathways

Singapore’s Enhanced Performance Management System (EPMS) is a developmental tool to help teachers achieve
their aspirations in the Education Service. It was established after an extensive and comprehensive process of
consultation with teachers from all levels. It is a structured process for setting work targets, appraising performance
based on expected competencies and helping teachers identify areas for growth and plan for development
accordingly. Regular discussions between teachers and their supervisors using the EPMS ensure that teachers who
have done well are recognised and rewarded, while those who need to improve their performance are coached.
This process thus helps teachers progress along their career track.

The Ministry of Education provides teachers with three career tracks to meet different professional aspirations
and interests:

= The Teaching Track provides advancement opportunities for teachers who are keen to pursue a career in
classroom teaching through progression to senior teacher, lead teacher, master teacher or principal master
teacher. These senior teachers will take on mentoring roles as they impart their expertise and experience to their
colleagues and develop new pedagogies to meet learning needs.

= The Leadership Track presents teachers with opportunities to take on management and leadership positions in
schools or at the Ministry of Education.

= The Senior Specialist Track is for teachers who are more inclined towards more specialised areas where deep
knowledge and skills are essential for breaking new ground in educational developments.

Source: Ministry of Education, Singapore.

The impact of teacher feedback on classroom teaching is the most important part of this analysis given the influence of
effective teaching on student learning. It is encouraging that most teachers report that the feedback they receive results
in changes in classroom teaching (Figure 5.12). On average across TALIS countries, 62% of teachers report that the
feedback they receive in their school led to a moderate or large positive change in their teaching practices (Table 5.7).
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® Figure 5.12 =
Outcomes of teacher feedback

Percentage of lower secondary education teachers who report a “moderate” or “large” positive change
in the following practices after they received feedback on their work at their school

B Teaching practices
O Student assessments to improve student learning
® Methods for teaching students with special needs
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Countries are ranked in descending order, based on the percentage of teachers who report a “moderate” or “large” positive change in their teaching practices
after they received feedback on their work at their school.

Source: OECD, TALIS 2013 Database, Table 5.7.

StatLink Sm=P¥ http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933041896

Looking at the details of specific teaching practices, more than half of teachers report that the feedback they received
in their school led to moderate or large positive changes in their use of student assessments to improve student learning
(59% of teachers) and classroom-management practices (56% of teachers). Moreover, 45% of teachers on average report
that the feedback they receive leads to moderate or large positive changes in their methods for teaching students with
special needs.

These findings emphasise the developmental nature of feedback and how it can have a direct impact on classroom
teaching. This doesn’t mean that all feedback has a direct impact on teaching. Some feedback will be particularly
beneficial to teachers and some may have little impact. For example, on average across TALIS countries, 69% of
teachers report receiving feedback that emphasised teaching students with special learning needs. However, only
45% report that the feedback they receive resulted in a moderate or large change in their teaching of students with
special learning needs.

Box 5.10 presents the positive outcomes of the feedback reported by teachers in primary and upper secondary schools
for those countries with available data.

Box 5.10. Outcomes of feedback for primary and upper secondary education teachers

Tables 5.7.a and 5.7.b present teachers’ reports of the outcomes of the feedback they receive in their school in
primary (ISCED 1) and upper secondary (ISCED 2) education, respectively. Both largely reflect the findings of lower
seccondary teachers, with one clear exception.

On average across the six countries with available data, a larger proportion of primary school teachers report that
the feedback they receive leads to a moderate or large change in the methods they use to teach students with special
learning needs (52%), compared with the average in those same countries for lower secondary schools (41%). In the
ten countries with available data in upper secondary schools, even fewer teachers report this outome following the
feedback they receive (35% compared with 43% for these same countries in lower secondary schools). This aligns
with the data presented in Tables 5.6.a and 5.6.b, which show, on average, that the feedback that upper secondary
school teachers receive has less of an emphasis on teaching students with special learning needs.
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Box 5.11 presents comparisons of teachers’ reports of the outcomes of the feedback they received in 2008 during the first
cycle of TALIS and the responses obtained from teachers in 2013 for those countries that participated in both surveys.

Box 5.11. Comparing the outcomes of teacher feedback, TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013

Table 5.7.c compares teachers’ reports in TALIS 2008 and TALIS 2013 on the likelihood that the appraisal and
feedback they receive in their school leads to a moderate or large change in the likelihood of their career
advancement. Comparing countries that participated in both TALIS cycles, in 2008, just 17% of teachers reported
that appraisal and feedback was linked to their career advancement, compared with 35% of teachers in TALIS 2013.
While two data points are too few to identify a trend, it can be seen as encouraging that in a relatively short time,
the percentage of teachers who receive feedback linked to their career advancement has more than doubled.

Similar findings are evident in the outcomes of formal teacher appraisal as reported by school leaders and presented
earlier in this chapter (Table 5.3). For example, on average across TALIS countries, one-third of teachers work in schools
where their school principal reports that formal teacher appraisal at least sometimes results in a change in teachers’
salary or pay. In addition, 70% of teachers work in schools where their school principal reports that formal teacher
appraisal is linked to changes in teachers’ job responsibilities. At least when it comes to outcomes, there are strong
similarities in teachers’ reports of the feedback they receive in their school and what school principals report about
formal appraisal in their school.

PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHER APPRAISAL AND FEEDBACK SYSTEMS IN SCHOOLS

A number of teachers perceive that systems of teacher appraisal and feedback in their school are more generally often
disconnected from both the development of teachi