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Average math performance dropped by 
three quarters of a school since 2018 across the OECD
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Disparities in minimum achievement in mathematics 
(parity index), by gender and socio-economic background Figure I.3.7
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Average performance in mathematics and variation in performance
Figure I.2.3
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Money is necessary but not sufficient
Figure I.4.15

Serbia

Netherlands*

Moldova

Palestinian Authority

Germany

Finland

Brunei Darussalam

Hong Kong (China)*

Indonesia

United States*
Slovak Republic

El Salvador

Latvia*

Japan

Georgia

Uruguay

Türkiye

North Macedonia

Chinese Taipei

Philippines

Morocco

Albania

Cambodia

New Zealand* United Kingdom*

Croatia

Czech Republic

Colombia

Belgium

Macao (China)

Viet Nam

Peru

Denmark*

Paraguay

Mongolia Kazakhstan

Slovenia

Singapore

Iceland

Panama*

Italy

Argentina

Sweden

Australia*

Baku (Azerbaijan)

Greece

Dominican Republic

Mexico

Chile

NorwayLithuania

Malaysia

Israel
Ukrainian regions (18 of 27)

Ireland*

Hungary

Qatar

Uzbekistan

Romania

Austria
Poland

Jamaica*

Bulgaria

Malta

Portugal

Canada*

Jordan

France

Spain

Korea

R² = 0.54

320

340

360

380

400

420

440

460

480

500

520

540

560

580

600

0 20000 40000 60000 80000 100000 120000 140000 160000 180000 200000 220000

M
e

an
 s

co
re

 in
 m

at
h

e
m

at
ic

s

Cumulative expenditure per student over the theoretical duration of studies (in US Dollars, ppp) 

OECD average: 472 points

OECD average: USD 102 612



Restricted Use - À usage restreint

Learning time ≠ learning outcomes
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HoursBased on students' reports

Figure II.5.11

Hours learning in school

Hours learning out of school

Productivity
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9

Putting AI to the test: chatGPT and student performance on PISA

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Reading Math

Share of questions correctly answered by…

15-year-olds GPT-3.5 (Nov'22) GPT-4 (Mar'23) GPT-4V (Sep'23)

1
5

-y
e

ar
-o

ld
s

1
5

-y
e

ar
-o

ld
s

C
h

at
 G

P
T

C
h

at
 G

P
T

G
P

T 
4

G
P

T 
4

G
P

T 
4

V

G
P

T 
4

V



Restricted Use - À usage restreint

Past
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Preparing students for the future
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15-year-olds tend to report lower creativity and curiosity 

Standardised differences between 10- and 15-year-olds, average across sites
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Time spent on digital devices at school and mathematics performance

Based on students' reports; OECD average

Figure II.5.14
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Agency: empowering students to make a difference
Percentage of students who agree or strongly agree

14
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“Looking after the global environment is important to 

me”
“I can do something about the problems of the world”

PISA 2018, Table VI.B1.5.1



Concentration of students in schools and generalised social trust
Figure II.4.12
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In a world of fast-paced changes and uncertainty, how can we make schools 
more resilient?

Past Future
Student inclusion

Some students learn at high levels (sorting) All students need to learn at high levels

Curriculum, instruction and assessment

Routine cognitive skills Agency, Complex ways of thinking, 
complex ways of doing

Teacher Education

Standarisation and compliance High-level professional knowledge workers

Work organisation

'Tayloristic,' hierarchical Flat, collegial

Accountability

Primarily to authorities Primarily to peers and stakeholders
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Why is teaching so complex?



Classrooms are complex



Radical innovation or improvement in teaching?
Distribution of classrooms, by the mean instruction sub-domain scores
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How can we understand what outperforming schools are doing?

Data aggregated at the school level; OECD countries

Figure II.6.7
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The potential of complementing professional insights with evidence
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Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database, Tables 3.A.6
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Unpacking the complexity of teaching

22

Teaching has for a long-time been characterised 

by harmful pedagogical dichotomies.

Research shows that there is no single best 

approach to teaching. The question is what 

pedagogies are better for what, where, why, for 

whom, and when. 

However, is there an underlying set of basic 

teaching practices that all teachers should 

master? 
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Cognitive 
Engagement

Formative 
Assessment 

and 
Feedback

Quality 
Subject 
Content

Social-
Emotional 
Support

Classroom 
Interaction

The Schools+ Taxonomy focuses on the basics 
of teaching

23

The Taxonomy breaks teaching down into five dimensions 

and 20 practices. Its key design features are:

➢ Focus on the underlying core practices of different 

pedagogies, looking beyond their different beliefs, values 

and emphases.

➢ Clear and  precise descriptors to facilitate a deeper 

understanding on the complex nature of teaching.

➢ Relevant across grades, subjects and contexts.

➢ Look specifically at the intentional practices in the 

classroom, whether led by the teacher or students.

➢ Informed by the latest research evidence, and specifically 

rigorous causal studies and syntheses where possible.

Learning 
Outcomes
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The ‘basic’ teaching practices

Crafting 
explanations and 
expositions

Nature of the 
subject

Making connections

Clarity, accuracy 
and sequencing

Quality Subject 
Content

Classroom 
Interaction

Student 
collaboration

Whole-class 
discussion

Questioning and 
responding

Learning goals

Diagnosing student 
learning

Feedback

Aligning to student 
thinking

Formative 
Assessment and 

Feedback

Ensuring an 
appropriate level of 
challenge

Metacognition

Working with 
multiple 
approaches and 
representations

First-hand 
experiences 

Meaningful context 
and real-world 
connections

Cognitive 
Engagement

Nurturing a 
supportive 
classroom climate

Building 
relationships 
(student-student)

Building 
relationships 
(teacher-student)

Explicitly teaching 
and actively 
practising skills

Social-Emotional 
Support
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These practices cut across different pedagogical approaches
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Restricted Use - À usage restreintLevel of expert consensus

HighLow Medium

The strength of research evidence varies
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Whole-class discussion
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➢ ‘Thinly slice’ complex challenges into multiple 
smaller steps that provide incremental 
challenge, so students experience a sense of 
success, rather than frustration, early on.

➢ Tasks can include routes to quickly increase the 
level of challenge by investigating answers or 
open-ended aspects..

➢ Starting work in small groups can help 
students use each other as learning resources..

Leverage professional knowledge on their implementation

Cognitive Engagement
Ensuring appropriate 

levels of challenge

Structuring: How to pitch the right level 
of challenge?

Students: Are students engaged in 
justifying their thinking with evidence? 

Teachers: What is the right amount of 
teacher guidance to ensure a degree of 
student struggle and persistence?

Key decision points Insights from schools

Signals from students
Inspiring examples

Knowledge Skills Values and attitudes

Students demonstrate new 
knowledge that is well-reasoned 
with evidence.

Students self-sustain their focus 
even in the face of setbacks.

Students are engaged in their 
work and motivated to go 
beyond what they are expected 
to do.

“That means I will therefore need to 
adjust the learning goals for different 
students?” 

“Expectations need to remain high for 
all students, and rather it is a case of 
combining these high expectations 
with appropriate supports that allow 
all students to reach them. For 
instance, how can having multiple 
entry points be a way of ensuring 
that everyone takes the first step 
towards the final goal?”

Concerns and 
misconceptions



Supporting teachers to improve 
practice
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Percentage of novice teachers, by school characteristics (OECD average-31)

Fig I.4.9

Novice teachers are more likely to work in more challenging schools
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Forging a culture of professional collaboration and sharing

0 20 40 60 80 100

Work with other teachers in this school to ensure common standards in
evaluations for assessing student progress

Attend team conferences

Exchange teaching materials with colleagues

Engage in discussions about the learning development of specific students

Observe other teachers' classes and provide feedback

Engage in joint activities across different classes and age groups

Participate in collaborative professional learning

Teach jointly as a team in the same class

At least once a month Less than once a month Never

Professional collaboration

Exchange and co-ordination for teaching
Source: OECD, TALIS 2018 Database, Table II.4.1.

Percentage of lower secondary teachers who report engaging in the following collaborative activities in their school with the following 

frequency (OECD average-31)

%



0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

To support less experienced teachers in their teaching

To improve teachers' pedagogical competence

To improve teachers' collaboration with colleagues

To strengthen teachers' professional identity

To improve students' general performance

To expand teachers' main subject(s) knowledge

School leaders consider that mentoring opportunities are important…

Percentage of principals reporting that the following outcomes of mentoring are of "high" importance 
(OECD average-30)

%

Fig I.4.13

77%



… but few teachers have a mentor
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Trends in monitoring teacher practice

Percentage of students in schools where, during the previous academic year, the following methods were used to 
monitor the practice of teachers (based on principals' reports); OECD average

Figure II.6.12
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Tests or assessments of student achievement

Teacher peer review

Principal or senior staff observations of lessons

Observation of classes by inspectors or other persons external to the school

Percentage of students in schools 

2015 2022



Quality assurance and improvement actions at school

Based on principals' reports; OECD average

Figure II.6.13
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What does the teachers’ room look 

like in your school?



The benefits of building a strong and open professional culture
The relationship between overall teacher professionalism and teacher outcomes
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Fig II.3.3



Teaching

Marking/correcting of student work

Individual planning or preparation of lessons

General administrative work
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The importance of reducing unnecessary administrative work
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Preparing, developing and growing 
school leaders
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Is leadership a lonely job?
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This school provides staff with
opportunities to actively

participate in school decisions
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culture that is characterised by

mutual support
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actively participate in school
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This school provides students
with opportunities to actively
participate in school decisions

I make important decisions on my
own

Strongly disagree
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Strongly agree

Percentage of lower secondary principals who "strongly disagree", "disagree", "agree" or "strongly agree" 
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Preparing school leaders for the role
Percentage of principals for whom received training before taking up their role as a principal
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Fig I.4.8



Instructional leadership is important to quality education
Percentage of principals reporting that the following shortages of resources hinder the 

school's capacity to provide quality instruction  "quite a bit" or "a lot"
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Shortage of support personnel

Shortage of teachers with competence in special needs students

Shortage or inadequacy of time for instructional leadership

Shortage or inadequacy of physical infrastructure

Shortage or inadequacy of time with students
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Shortage or inadequacy of digital technology for instruction

Shortage of qualified teachers

Shortage of teachers with competence in a multicultural setting

Insufficient Internet access

Shortage or inadequacy of necessary materials to train vocational skills

Shortage of teachers with competence in disadvantaged students

Shortage or inadequacy of library materials

Shortage of vocational teachers

Shortage or inadequacy of instructional materials

OECD average-30

%

Figure I.3.15



..but instructional leadership is often relegated
Average proportion of time principals report spending on curriculum and teaching-

related tasks and meetings
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Further reading


	Slide 1: The ‘basics’ of teaching
	Slide 2: The future will always surprise us
	Slide 3
	Slide 4
	Slide 5: Disparities in minimum achievement in mathematics  (parity index), by gender and socio-economic background
	Slide 6: Average performance in mathematics and variation in performance
	Slide 7: Money is necessary but not sufficient
	Slide 8: Learning time ≠ learning outcomes
	Slide 9: Putting AI to the test: chatGPT and student performance on PISA
	Slide 10
	Slide 11
	Slide 12: 15-year-olds tend to report lower creativity and curiosity 
	Slide 13: Time spent on digital devices at school and mathematics performance
	Slide 14: Agency: empowering students to make a difference Percentage of students who agree or strongly agree
	Slide 15: Concentration of students in schools and generalised social trust
	Slide 16: In a world of fast-paced changes and uncertainty, how can we make schools more resilient?
	Slide 17
	Slide 18: Classrooms are complex
	Slide 19: Radical innovation or improvement in teaching? Distribution of classrooms, by the mean instruction sub-domain scores
	Slide 20: How can we understand what outperforming schools are doing?
	Slide 21: The potential of complementing professional insights with evidence 
	Slide 22: Unpacking the complexity of teaching
	Slide 23: The Schools+ Taxonomy focuses on the basics of teaching
	Slide 24: The ‘basic’ teaching practices
	Slide 25: These practices cut across different pedagogical approaches
	Slide 26
	Slide 27: Leverage professional knowledge on their implementation
	Slide 28
	Slide 29: Novice teachers are more likely to work in more challenging  schools
	Slide 30: Forging a culture of professional collaboration and sharing
	Slide 31: School leaders consider that mentoring opportunities are important…
	Slide 32: … but few teachers have a mentor
	Slide 33: Prevalence of deeper forms of professional collaboration Percentage of lower secondary teachers who report engaging in the following collaborative activities in their school at least once a month 
	Slide 34: Trends in monitoring teacher practice
	Slide 35: Quality assurance and improvement actions at school
	Slide 36: What does the teachers’ room look like in your school?
	Slide 37
	Slide 38: The importance of reducing unnecessary administrative work
	Slide 39
	Slide 40: How does your identity shows up in your leadership?
	Slide 41: Is leadership a lonely job?
	Slide 42: Preparing school leaders for the role Percentage of principals for whom received training before taking up their role as a principal 
	Slide 43: Instructional leadership is important to quality education Percentage of principals reporting that the following shortages of resources hinder the school's capacity to provide quality instruction  "quite a bit" or "a lot" 
	Slide 44: ..but instructional leadership is often relegated Average proportion of time principals report spending on curriculum and teaching-related tasks and meetings 
	Slide 45: Principals’ collaboration with other principals
	Slide 46
	Slide 47: Further reading

