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Preface

In 2022, as countries were still dealing with the lingering impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, nearly 700 000 students
from 81 OECD Member and partner economies, representing 29 million across the world, took the Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA) test.

It makes 2022 PISA the first large-scale study to collect data on student performance, well-being, and equity before
and after the COVID-19 disruptions. The report finds that in spite of the challenging circumstances, 31 countries and
economies managed to at least maintain their performance in mathematics since PISA 2018. Among these,
Australia*, Japan, Korea, Singapore, and Switzerland maintained or further raised already high levels of student
performance, with scores ranging from 487 to 575 points (OECD average 472). These systems showed common
features including shorter school closures, fewer obstacles to remote learning, and continuing teachers’ and parental
support, which can further offer insights and indications of broader best practices to address future crises.

Many countries also made significant progress towards universal secondary education, key to enabling equality of
opportunity and full participation in the economy. Among them, Cambodia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Indonesia,
Morocco, Paraguay and Romania have rapidly expanded education to previously marginalised populations over the
past decade.

Ten countries and economies saw a large share of all 15-year-olds with basic proficiency in maths, reading and
science and achieve high levels of socio-economic fairness: Canada*, Denmark*, Finland, Hong Kong (China)*,
Ireland*, Japan, Korea, Latvia*, Macao (China) and the United Kingdom*. While socioeconomic status remains a
significant predictor of performance in these and other OECD countries and economies, education in these countries
can be considered highly equitable.

At the same time, on average, the PISA 2022 assessment saw an unprecedented drop in performance across the
OECD. Compared to 2018, mean performance fell by ten score points in reading and by almost 15 score points in
mathematics, which is equivalent to three-quarters of a year's worth of learning. The decline in mathematics
performance is three times greater than any previous consecutive change. In fact, one in four 15-year-old is now
considered a low performer in mathematics, reading, and science on average across OECD countries. This means
they can struggle to do tasks such as use basic algorithms or interpret simple texts. This trend is more pronounced
in 18 countries and economies, where more than 60% of 15-year-olds are falling behind.

Yet the decline can only partially be attributed to the COVID-19 pandemic. Scores in reading and science had already
been falling prior to the pandemic. For example, negative trends in maths performance were already apparent prior
to 2018 in Belgium, Canada*, Czechia, Finland, France, Hungary, Iceland, the Netherlands*, New Zealand*, and the
Slovak Republic.

The relationship between pandemic-induced school closures, often cited as the main cause of performance decline
is not so direct. Across the OECD, around half of the students experienced closures for more than three months.
However, PISA results show no clear difference in performance trends between education systems with limited
school closures such as Iceland, Sweden and Chinese Taipei and systems that experienced longer school closures,
such as Brazil, Ireland* and Jamaica*.
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School closures also drove a global conversion to digitally enabled remote learning, adding to long-term challenges
that had already emerged, such as the use of technology in classrooms. How education systems grapple with
technological change and whether policymakers find the right balance between risks and opportunities, will be a
defining feature of effective education systems.

According to our results, on average across OECD countries, around three quarters of students reported being
confident using various technologies, including learning-management systems, school learning platforms and video
communication programs. Students who spent up to one hour per day on digital devices for learning activities in
school scored 14 points higher in mathematics than students who spent no time, even after accounting for students’
and schools’ socio-economic profile, and this positive relationship is observed in over half (45 countries and
economies) of all systems with available data. Yet technology used for leisure rather than instruction, such as mobile
phones, often seems to be associated with poorer results. Students who reported that they become distracted by
other students who are using digital devices in at least some mathematics lessons scored 15 points lower than
students who reported that this never or almost never happens, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-
economic profile.

PISA data shows that teachers’ support is particularly important in times of disruption, including by providing extra
pedagogical and motivational support to students. The availability of teachers to help students in need had the
strongest relationship to mathematics performance across the OECD, compared to other experiences linked to
COVID-19 school closure. Mathematics score were 15 points higher on average in places where students agreed
they had good access to teacher help. These students were also more confident than their peers to learn
autonomously and remotely. Despite this, one in five students overall reported that they only received extra help from
teachers in some mathematics lessons in 2022. Around eight percent never or almost never received additional
support.

Overall, education systems with positive trends in parental engagement in student learning between 2018 and 2022
showed greater stability or improvement in mathematics performance. This was particularly true for disadvantaged
students. These figures show that the level of active support that parents offer their children might have a decisive
effect. Yet parental involvement in students’ learning at school decreased substantially between 2018 and 2022. On
average across OECD countries, the share of students in schools where most parents initiated discussions about
their child’s progress with a teacher dropped by ten percentage points.

Finally, we see a positive relationship between investment in education and average performance up to a threshold
of USD 75 000 (PPP) in cumulative spending per student from age 6 to 15. For many OECD countries that spend
more per student, there is no relationship between extra investment and student performance. Countries like Korea
and Singapore have demonstrated that it is possible to establish a top-tier education system even when starting from
a relatively low-income level, by prioritising the quality of teaching over the size of classes and funding mechanisms
that align resources with needs.

To strengthen the role of education in empowering young people to succeed and ensuring merit-based equality of
opportunity, the resilience of our education systems will be critical not only to improve learning outcomes measured
through PISA, but to their long-term effectiveness. I'm pleased to share the PISA 2022 report with you, to provide
policymakers across OECD Members and partner economies with evidence-based policy advice to design resilient
and effective education systems that will help give our children and adolescents the best possible future.

Mathias Cormann,

OECD Secretary-General
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Foreword

Up to the end of the 1990s, the OECD’s comparisons of education outcomes were mainly based on measures of
years of schooling, which don’t necessarily reflect what people actually know and can do. The Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA) changed this. The idea behind PISA lay in testing the knowledge and skills
of students directly, through a metric that was internationally agreed upon; linking that with data from students,
teachers, schools and systems to understand performance differences; and then harnessing the power of
collaboration to act on the data, both by creating shared points of reference and by leveraging peer pressure.

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

The OECD countries that initiated PISA tried to make PISA different from traditional assessments in other ways too.
In a world that rewards individuals increasingly not just for what they know, but for what they can do with what they
know, PISA goes beyond assessing whether students can reproduce what they have learned in school. To do well
in PISA, students have to be able to extrapolate from what they know, think across the boundaries of subject-matter
disciplines, apply their knowledge creatively in novel situations and demonstrate effective learning strategies. For
example, in the PISA mathematics assessment, students don'’t just have to demonstrate mathematical content
knowledge, but also that they can think like a mathematician, translate real-world problems into the world of
mathematics, reason mathematically, and interpret mathematical solutions in the original problem context. If all we
do is teach our children what we know, they might remember enough to follow in our footsteps; but if they learn how
to learn, and are able to think for themselves, and work with others, they can go anywhere they want.

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

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

In a nutshell, PISA owes its success to a collaborative effort between the participating countries, the national and
international experts and institutions working within the framework of the PISA Consortium, and the OECD. Subject-
matter experts, practitioners and policy makers from the participating countries worked tirelessly to build agreement
on which learning outcomes are important to measure and how to measure them best; to design and validate
assessment tasks that can reflect those measures adequately and accurately across countries and cultures; and to
find ways to compare the results meaningfully and reliably. The OECD co-ordinated this effort and worked with
countries to make sense of the results and compile the reports.
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PISA 2022 was the eighth round of the international assessment since the programme was launched in 2000, with
an unprecedented number of countries taking part. Every PISA test assesses students’ knowledge and skills in
mathematics, science and reading; each assessment focuses on one of these subjects and provides a summary
assessment of the other two. PISA 2022 also captures a wider range of cognitive, social and emotional student
outcomes, captured in the new PISA Happy Life Dashboard.

Over the past two decades, PISA has become the world’s premier yardstick for comparing quality, equity and
efficiency in learning outcomes across countries, and an influential force for education reform. It has helped policy
makers lower the cost of political action by backing difficult decisions with evidence — but it has also raised the political
cost of inaction by exposing areas where policy and practice have been unsatisfactory.

These latest PISA results show that education systems can provide both high-quality instruction and equitable
learning opportunities for all, and that they can support academic excellence not at the expense of student’s well-
being, but through students’ well-being. At the same time, the results also show that many education systems are
not up to this task. This publication provides many pointers as to what we can do to change this. Countries and
economies that take part in PISA are culturally diverse and have attained different levels of economic development.
Nevertheless, they face a common challenge--to support children and young people so they can reach their full
potential as learners and human beings. PISA provides the evidence and the policy insights that countries need to
address these matters. There is an urgent need to take action. The task for governments is to help education systems
rise to this challenge.

AV‘C (~eGe gl:'lf-;c (e

Andreas Schleicher
Director for Education and Skills

Special Advisor on Education Policy to the Secretary-General
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Reader’s Guide

PISA in the pandemic

This edition of PISA includes data from 81 countries and economies. The test was originally planned to take place in
2021 but was delayed by one year due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The exceptional circumstances throughout this
period, including lockdowns and school closures in many places, led to occasional difficulties in collecting some data.
While the vast majority of countries and economies met PISA’s technical standards (available on line), a small number
did not. In prior PISA rounds, countries and economies that failed to comply with the standards, and which the PISA
Adjudication Group judged to be consequential, could face exclusion from the main part of reporting. However, given
the unprecedented situation caused by the pandemic, PISA 2022 results includes data from all participating education
systems, including those where there were issues such as low response rates (see Annexes A2 and A4). The next
section explains the potential limitations of data from countries not meeting specific technical standards. Readers are
alerted to these limitations throughout the volume wherever appropriate.

It is important to note that the limitations and implications were assessed by the PISA Adjudication Group in June
2023. There may be a need for subsequent adjustments as new evidence on the quality and comparability of the
data emerges. PISA will return to the standard ways of reporting for the 2025 assessment.

Adjudicated entities not meeting the sampling standards

The results of 13 adjudicated entities (i.e. countries, economies and regions within countries), listed below, will be
reported with annotations. Caution is required when interpreting estimates for these countries/economies because
one or more PISA sampling standards listed below were not met.

e Overall exclusion rate. Standard 1.7: The PISA Defined Target Population covers 95% or more of the PISA
Desired Target Population. That is, school-level exclusions and within-school exclusions combined do not
exceed 5%.

¢ School response rate. Standard 1.11: The final weighted school response rate is at least 85% of sampled
schools. If a response rate is below 85% then an acceptable response rate can still be achieved through
agreed upon use of replacement schools.

e Student response rate. Standard 1.12: The student response rate is at least 80% of all sampled students
across responding schools.

The 13 entities can be grouped into two:

0] Entities that submitted technically strong analyses, which indicated that more than minimal bias was
most likely introduced in the estimates due to low response rates (falling below PISA standards):
Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and Scotland.

(ii) Entities that did not meet one or more PISA sampling standards and it is not possible to exclude the
possibility of more than minimal bias based on the information available at the time of data
adjudication: Australia, Denmark, Hong Kong (China), Jamaica, Latvia, the Netherlands, Panama and
the United States.
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The Adjudication Group also noted that the bias associated with trend and cross-country comparisons might be
smaller, if past data or data for other countries are biased in the same direction. Therefore, the deviations from the
standards in PISA 2022 are compared with those in PISA 2018 where necessary.

(i) Entities that submitted technically strong analyses, which indicated that more than minimal
bias was most likely introduced in the estimates due to low response rates (falling below PISA
standards)

Canada

Overall exclusion rate: 5.8%. Exclusions exceeded the acceptable rate by less than one percentage point;
at the same time, the exclusion rates observed in 2022 remained relatively close to exclusion rates observed
in 2018 (6.9%).

Student response rate: 77%. School response rates: 81% before replacement, 86% after replacement.
Student response rates decreased from 84% with respect to PISA 2018, and fell short of the target in 7 out
of 10 provinces (all but New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island and Saskatchewan). A thorough non-response
bias analysis was submitted, with analyses conducted separately for each province, using students' academic
achievement data as auxiliary information. School response rates also fell short of the target, driven by low
participation rates in two provinces (Alberta and Quebec). For these provinces, non-response bias was also
examined at the school level. The analyses clearly indicate that school nonresponse has not led to any
appreciable bias, but student nonresponse has given rise to a small upwards bias.

Ireland

Student response rate: 77%. Student response rates decreased from 86% with respect to PISA 2018. A
thorough non-response bias analysis was submitted, using external achievement data at student level as
auxiliary information. The analysis provided evidence to suggest a residual upwards bias of about 0.1
standard deviations, after non-response adjustments are taken into account. On the PISA scale, considering
that the standard deviation in Ireland ranged (in 2018) from 78 score points in mathematics to 91 score points
in reading, this could translate in an estimated upwards bias of approximately 8 or 9 points.

New Zealand

Overall exclusion rate: 5.8%. Exclusions exceeded the acceptable rate by less than one percentage point;
at the same time, the exclusion rates observed in 2022 remained relatively close to exclusion rates observed
in 2018 (6.8%).

Student response rate: 72%. School response rate: 61% before replacement, 72% after replacement.
Student response rates decreased from 83% with respect to PISA 2018. School response rates also fell short
of the target. A thorough and detailed non-response bias analysis was submitted, using external achievement
data at student level, but also information on chronic absenteeism, as auxiliary information, along with
demographic characteristics. The analysis provided evidence to suggest a residual upwards bias of about
0.1 standard deviations, after non-response adjustments are taken into account, driven entirely by student
non-response (school non-participation did not result in significant bias, in contrast). The analysis also
suggested that chronically absent students are over-represented among non-respondents in PISA. On the
PISA scale, considering that the standard deviation in New Zealand ranged (in 2018) from 93 score points in
mathematics to 106 score points in reading, this could translate in an estimated upwards bias of
approximately 10 points. The Adjudication Group also noted that the bias associated with trend and cross-
country comparisons might be smaller, if past data or data for other countries are biased in the same direction.
For more information, see educationcounts.govt.nz website.
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The United Kingdom

The United Kingdom (excluding Scotland)

Student response rate: 75%. School response rates: 66% before replacement, 80% after replacement.
Student response rates decreased from 83% with respect to PISA 2018. School response rates also fell short
of the target. An informative non-response bias analysis was submitted, using external achievement data at
student level as auxiliary information, along with demographic characteristics; the analysis was limited to
England as the largest subnational entity within the United Kingdom (excluding Scotland), and thus covered
over 90% of the intended sample. The analysis provided evidence to suggest a small residual upwards bias
of about 0.07 standard deviations for reading and 0.09 standard deviations for mathematics, after non-
response adjustments are taken into account, driven entirely by student non-response (school non-
participation did not result in significant bias, in contrast). On the PISA scale, considering that the standard
deviation in England (in 2018) was about 101 score points in reading and 93 score points in mathematics,
this could translate in an estimated upwards bias of approximately 7 or 8 points.

Scotland

Overall exclusion rate: 6.6%. Exclusions exceeded the acceptable rate by a small margin; at the same time,
the exclusion rates observed in 2022 remained relatively close to exclusion rates observed in 2018 (5.4%).

Student response rate: 79%. Student response rates missed the standard by a small margin, but were
otherwise similar to response rates in PISA 2018 (81%). A thorough non-response bias analysis was
submitted, using several external achievement variables at student level as auxiliary information, along with
demographic characteristics. The analysis provided evidence to suggest a residual upwards bias of about
0.1 standard deviations, after non-response adjustments are taken into account. On the PISA scale,
considering that the standard deviation in Scotland (in 2018) was about 95 score points in reading and
mathematics, this could translate in an estimated upwards bias of approximately 9 or 10 points. Given the
similarity of response rates between 2018 and 2022, it cannot be excluded that a similar bias might be present
in 2018 as well, and in many PISA 2022 participants whose response rates were similarly close to the target.
For this reason, data were deemed to be comparable to previous cycles.

(ii) Entities that did not meet one or more PISA sampling standards and it is not possible to
exclude the possibility of more than minimal bias based on the information available at the time
of data adjudication.

Australia

Overall exclusion rate: 6.9%. Exclusions exceeded the acceptable rate by a small margin; at the same time,
the exclusion rates observed in 2022 remained relatively close to exclusion rates observed in 2018 (5.7%).

Student response rate: 76%. Student response rates decreased from 85% with respect to PISA 2018. A
technically sound non-response bias analysis was submitted; however, the strength of the evidence was
limited by the fact that no external student-level achievement variables could be used in the analysis. Based
on the available evidence, and on the experience of other countries participating in PISA, the Adjudication
Group considered that while non-response adjustments likely limited the severity of non-response biases, a
small residual upward bias could not be excluded.

Denmark

Overall exclusion rate: 11.6%. Exclusions exceeded the acceptable rate by a large margin and showed a
marked increase, with respect to 2018 (5.7%). The Adjudication Group noted that high levels of student
exclusions may bias performance results upwards. In Denmark, a major cause behind the rise appears to be
the increased share of students with diagnosed dyslexia, and the fact that more of these students are using
electronic assistive devices to help them read on the screen, including during exams. The lack of such an
accommodation for students with diagnosed dyslexia in the PISA assessment led schools to exclude many
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of these students. In order to reduce exclusion rates in the future, PISA may need to further accommodate
dyslexic students, allowing the use of assistive devices.

Hong Kong (China)

e Student response rate: 75%. School response rates: 60% before replacement, 80% after replacement.
Student response rates decreased from 85% with respect to PISA 2018. School response rates also fell short
of the target (as they did in 2018). At the school level, the fact that a raw, but direct measure of school
performance is used to assign schools to sampling strata (and therefore, differential non-response across
strata is unlikely to cause bias), limits the risk of bias due to non-response. A non-response bias analysis was
submitted; however, the strength of the evidence was limited by the fact that no external student-level
achievement variables could be used in the analysis (only student grade information, already used in non-
response adjustments, was available). The proxies for school and student achievement (school size and
student grade) that were used in the analyses showed no or very limited relationship with participation rates.
Nevertheless, based on the available evidence, and on the experience of other countries participating in
PISA, the Adjudication Group considered that while non-response adjustments likely limited the severity of
non-response biases, a small residual upward bias could not be excluded.

Jamaica

e Student response rate: 68%. Student response rates were substantially below the standard. A simple non-
response bias analysis was submitted, analysing student response rates by school characteristics: this
showed in particular lower response rates in rural schools and regions. A limited non-response bias analysis
was also prepared by the Core C contractor, to compare respondent characteristics (both before and after
nonresponse adjustment) to characteristics of the full eligible sample of students. This suggested that non-
response was also related to students’ grade level and gender (both variables are used in non-response
adjustments). Based on the available information, it is not possible to exclude the possibility of bias;
considering the analyses on student non-response conducted in other countries, the residual bias after non-
response adjustments are taken into account is likely to correspond to an upward bias. The Adjudication
Group also noted that a number of issues encountered during the main survey data collection could have
been prevented, had Jamaica been able to do a full field trial. This was not possible because of COVID-
related disruptions to schooling in 2021. In particular, enrolment information available to the national centre
for school-level sampling often turned out to be imprecise; and low student participation rates could have
been anticipated, had a regular field trial been conducted. As a result of inaccurate sampling frames and low
student response rates, the achieved sample size for the main survey was well below target, and sampling
errors for Jamaica are larger than desired. The Adjudication Group noted that apart from the challenges
around sampling operations, the quality of the data met expectations for reporting.

Latvia

e Overall exclusion rate: 7.9%. Exclusions exceeded the acceptable rate by a large margin and showed a
marked increase, with respect to 2018 (4.3%). Most of these students were excluded because they were
attending school in remote or virtual mode. The Adjudication Group noted that high levels of student
exclusions may bias performance results upwards.

The Netherlands

e Overall exclusion rate: 8.4%. Exclusions exceeded the acceptable rate by a large margin and showed a
marked increase, with respect to 2018 (6.2%). Most of these students were excluded because they had a
physical or intellectual disability and no adaptation was available for them. The Adjudication Group noted that
high levels of student exclusions may bias performance results upwards.

e School response rates: 66% before replacement, 90% after replacement. A non-response bias analysis
was submitted, analysing differences in performance and in other characteristics between responding
schools and the total population of schools, as well as differences between replacement schools and originally
sampled, but non-responding schools. This supported the case that no large bias would result from non-
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response; furthermore, given the available evidence, there is no clear indication about the direction of any
residual bias.

Panama

e Student response rate: 77%. In the challenging circumstances surrounding schooling in Panama in 2022
(teacher strikes, road blockades, and student absenteeism), student response rates decreased from 90%
with respect to PISA 2018. No non-response bias analysis was submitted; the PISA national centre explained
that non-response was potentially related to the agitated school climate the students found themselves when
returning to their schools after the strikes. A limited non-response bias analysis was prepared by the Core C
contractor, to compare respondent characteristics (both before and after nonresponse adjustment) to
characteristics of the full eligible sample of students. This analysis suggested that (before non-response
adjustments were taken into account), non-response was related to students’ grade level, and to special
needs status. Based on the available information, it is not possible to exclude the possibility of bias;
considering the analyses on student non-response conducted in other countries, the residual bias after non-
response adjustments are taken into account is likely to correspond to an upward bias.

The United States

¢ Exclusion rates: 6.1%. Exclusions exceeded the acceptable rate by a small margin but showed a marked
increase, with respect to 2018 (3.8%), in exclusion rates for students with functional or intellectual disabilities.
The Adjudication Group invited the national centres to investigate the reasons for this increase in exclusion
rates and take remedial action for future cycles. It is expected that exclusion rates will fall again in the future,
as a result.

e School response rates: 51% before replacement, 63% after replacement. School participation rates
missed the standard by a substantial margin, and participation rates were particularly low among private
schools (representing about 7% of the student population). A non-response bias analysis was submitted,
indicating that, after replacement schools and non-response adjustments are taken into account, a number
of characteristics (not including direct measures of school performance) are balanced across respondents
and non-respondents. The Adjudication Group also noted that the response rate for students was only slightly
above the target (80%). Based on the available information, it is not possible to exclude the possibility of bias,
nor to determine its most likely direction.

Adjudication entity not reaching a strong level of comparability

The ability to compare PISA results with those of other countries, and over time, depends on the use of common test
items and of standardised test-administration procedures. In addition, the common items must consistently indicate
high, medium, or low proficiency, regardless of the country/economy or of the language of the test. When this
condition is met, a common set of (international) parameters is used to convert students’ correct, partially correct or
incorrect responses into an estimated score on the PISA scale.

The PISA Technical Advisory Group issued a memo in December 2021 stating that, in each country and economy,
over two-thirds of items are expected to use the international item parameters to ensure strong comparability of PISA
scores across countries and economies. Where the proportion is lower, greater uncertainty (beyond the uncertainty
of estimates reflected in standard errors) is associated with cross-country comparisons.

During the review of PISA 2022 results, invariance of item parameters with respect to the international ones was
examined for each major language of assessment within a participating country/economy. For Viet Nam, 40% of the
items were assigned unique parameters in reading (35 of 87). Viet Nam’s reading results are, therefore, reported in
this volume with an annotation indicating that a strong linkage to the international PISA scale could not be established.
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Data underlying the figures

The data referred to in this volume are presented in Annex B and, in greater detail, including additional tables, on the
PISA website (www.oecd.org/pisa). Five symbols are used to denote missing data:

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

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

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

e w Results were withdrawn at the request of the country or economy concerned.

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

Coverage

This publication features data from 81 countries and economies, including all OECD Member countries except
Luxembourg and 44 non-OECD Member countries and economies (see map of PISA countries and economies in
“What is PISA?”). Specific territorial disclaimers and footnotes applicable to this publication are included in the
copyright page (p.2).

The designation “Ukrainian regions (18 of 27)” refers to the 18 PISA-participating jurisdictions of Ukraine: Cherkasy
Oblast, Kirovohrad Oblast, Poltava Oblast, Vinnytsia Oblast, Chernihiv Oblast, Kyiv Oblast, Sumy Oblast, the City of
Kyiv, Zhytomyr Oblast, Odesa Oblast, Chernivtsi Oblast, Ivano-Frankivsk Oblast, Khmelnytskyi Oblast, Lviv Oblast,
Rivne Oblast, Ternopil Oblast, Volyn Oblast and Zakarpattia Oblast. Due to Russia’s large-scale aggression against
Ukraine, the following nine jurisdictions were not covered: Dnipropetrovsk Oblast, Donetsk Oblast, Kharkiv Oblast,
Luhansk Oblast, Zaporizhzhia Oblast, Kherson Oblast, Mykolaiv Oblast, the Autonomous Republic of Crimea and
the city of Sevastopol.

Following OECD data regulations, a visual separation between countries and territories has been used in all charts
to reduce the risk of data misinterpretation.

International averages

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

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

In analyses involving data from multiple years, the OECD average is always reported on consistent sets of OECD
Member countries, and several averages may be reported in the same table. For instance, the “OECD average-35”
includes only 35 OECD Member countries that have non-missing values across all the assessments for which this
average itself is non-missing. This restriction allows for valid comparisons of the OECD average over time.

The number in the label used in figures and tables indicates the number of countries included in the average:
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e OECD average: Arithmetic mean across all OECD Member countries except Luxembourg.

e OECD average-35: Arithmetic mean across all OECD Member countries excluding Costa Rica, Luxembourg
and Spain.

e OECD average-26: Arithmetic mean across all OECD Member countries excluding Australia, Canada,
Denmark, Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, Spain, the United Kingdom
and the United States.

e OECD average-23: Arithmetic mean across all OECD Member countries excluding Austria, Chile, Colombia,
Costa Rica, Estonia, Israel, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain,
Tarkiye, the United Kingdom and the United States.

Rounding figures

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

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

Reporting student data

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

Reporting school data
The principals of the schools in which students were assessed provided information on their schools’ characteristics

by completing a school questionnaire. Where responses from school principals are presented in this publication, they
are weighted so that they are proportionate to the number of 15-year-olds enrolled in the school.

Focusing on statistically significant differences
This volume discusses only statistically significant differences or changes. These are denoted in darker colours in

figures and in bold font in tables. Unless otherwise specified, the significance level is set to 5%. See Annex A3 for
further information.
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Abbreviations used in this report

ESCS PISA index of economic, social, and cultural status
GDP Gross domestic product

ICT Information and communications technology
ISCED International Standard Classification of Education
ISCO International Standard Classification of Occupations
PPP Purchasing power parity

Score dif. Score-point difference

S.D. Standard deviation

SDGs Sustainable Development Goals

S.E. Standard error

% dif. Percentage-point difference

Box 1. Interpreting differences in PISA scores

PISA scores do not have a substantive meaning as they are not physical units such as metres or grams. Instead, they are set
in relation to the variation in results observed across all test participants. There is, theoretically, no minimum or maximum
score in PISA; rather, the results are scaled to fit approximately normal distributions (i.e. means around 500 score points,
standard deviations around 100 score points). In statistical terms, a one-point difference on the PISA scale therefore
corresponds to an effect size (Cohen’s d) of 0.01; and a 10-point difference to an effect size of 0.10.

Interpreting large differences in scores: proficiency levels

PISA scales are divided into proficiency levels. For example, for PISA 2022, the range of difficulty of mathematics items is
represented by eight levels of mathematics proficiency: the simplest items correspond to Level 1c; Levels 1b, 1a, 2, 3, 4, 5
and 6 correspond to increasingly difficult items. Individuals who are proficient within the range of Level 1c are likely to be able
to complete Level 1c items but are unlikely to be able to complete items at higher levels. See Chapter 3, Volume | — PISA
2022 Results, for a detailed description of proficiency levels in mathematics, reading, and science.

In mathematics, each proficiency level corresponds to a range of about 62 score points; in reading the difference between the
cut points for each proficiency level is about 73 score points, and in science is about 75 score points. Hence, score-point
differences of that magnitude can be interpreted as the difference in described skills and knowledge between successive
proficiency levels.

Interpreting small differences in scores: statistical significance

Smaller differences in PISA scores cannot be expressed in terms of the difference in skills and knowledge between proficiency
levels. However, they can still be compared with each other by means of verifying their “statistical significance”.
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A difference is called “statistically significant” if it is unlikely that such a difference can be observed in the estimates based on
samples when, in fact, no true difference exists in the populations from which the samples are drawn. The results of the PISA
assessments are “estimates” because they are obtained from samples of students rather than from a census of all students
(i.e. which introduces a “sampling error”), and because they are obtained using a limited set of assessment tasks rather than
the universe of all possible assessment tasks (i.e. which introduces a “measurement error”).

It is possible to determine the magnitude of the uncertainty associated with the estimate and to represent it as a “confidence
interval”, i.e. a range defined in such a way that if the true value lies above its upper bound or below its lower bound, an
estimate different from the reported estimate would be observed only with a small probability (typically less than 5%). The
confidence interval needs to be taken into account when making comparisons between estimates so that differences that may
arise simply due to the sampling error and measurement error are not interpreted as real differences.

Interpreting differences in scores across PISA assessments

To ensure the comparability of PISA results across different assessment years, “link errors” must be used. The link error
represents uncertainty around scale values (“is a score of 432 in PISA 2022 the same as 432 in PISA 20187?”) and is therefore
independent of the size of the student sample. For comparisons between mathematics results in PISA 2022 and mathematics
results in 2018, the link error corresponds to 2.24 score points. For detailed information, see Box 1.5.3 in Chapter 5 and Annex
A7 of Volume | — PISA 2022 Results.

Interpreting differences in scores in terms of learning gains over a year of schooling

Knowing the typical learning gain that students make as they progress from one grade-level to the next can be useful for
interpreting differences in PISA results. 20 points represents the average annual pace of learning of 15-year-olds in countries
that participate in PISA. Box 1.5.1 in Chapter 5 of Volume | — PISA 2022 Results explores this topic.

Further documentation

For further information on the PISA assessment instruments and the methods used in PISA, see the PISA 2022
Assessment and Analytical Framework (OECD, 2023(1)) and PISA 2022 Technical Report (OECD, forthcomingyz)).

StatLink

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

The COVID-19 pandemic was a stress test for education systems. It revealed whether schools and students around
the globe were able to adapt to sudden and profound changes in how instruction is provided and how students learn.
Now that the crisis phase has passed, policy makers and schools need to know where students stand in their learning
and well-being to be able to provide remedial measures for those students who fell behind in their learning or suffered
emotionally or physically from the pandemic. Updated information on the resources available and the general climate
in schools after the pandemic can also help education systems prepare for the future.

Results from PISA 2022 show that some education systems coped better than others during and after pandemic-
related school closures — and even learned from the experience. These resilient education systems have a few
policies in common: they kept schools open for longer for more students; students encountered fewer obstacles to
remote learning; and they worked to strengthen parent-school partnerships, among others.

Insights drawn from PISA 2022 data can help education systems bolster their resilience to disruption, and rethink
learning and teaching. Given that it is all but inevitable that education will continue to be affected by natural and man-
made shocks and disturbances, both global, such as pandemics and climate change, and local, including
earthquakes, floods and war, education systems need to build their capacity to withstand adversity.

Resilient education systems

e Four education systems, namely Japan, Korea, Lithuania and Chinese Taipei, could be considered “resilient”
with regard to mathematics performance, equity and well-being. Twenty-one other education systems were
resilient in one or two of the three aspects considered.

e Between 2018 and 2022 trends in students’ sense of belonging at school were mixed, with equal proportions
of countries/economies showing stable, improving or deteriorating trends. Of the 47 education systems with
improving or stable trends, only 20 maintained or attained a level of students’ sense of belonging at school
that was at or above the OECD average.

¢ Disadvantaged students in 2022 were more likely than their advantaged peers to report feeling that they have
fewer opportunities to form close bonds at and with school. However, PISA 2022 results suggest that systems
offering greater fairness in learning opportunities also offer greater fairness in social opportunities.

e Education systems that were resilient in mathematics performance differed in certain policies, practices and
characteristics compared to other countries/economies, including in their response to COVID-19, in parental
support and school climate, and in their approaches to selecting and grouping students, and to governing
and allocating resources to schools.

How learning continued when schools were closed
e Two out of three countries/economies closed their schools for longer than three months for a majority of their

students during the COVID-19 pandemic. Students in systems that spared more students from longer
closures scored higher in mathematics and reported a greater sense of belonging at school.
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Almost one in two students indicated that, when learning at home, they frequently had difficulty motivating
themselves to do schoolwork, and one in three students frequently did not fully understand school
assignments, on average across OECD countries.

Students in education systems whose schools provided more activities to maintain learning and well-being
during school closures reported feeling more confident in their ability to learn autonomously and remotely if
their school has to close again in the future.

Life at school and support from home

On average across OECD countries, almost 40% of students reported that, in most lessons, the teacher does
not show an interest in every student’s learning or does not continue teaching until students understand the
material.

Some 30% of students, on average across OECD countries, reported that, in most or every mathematics
lesson, they get distracted using digital devices; 25% of students reported that they get distracted by other
students using these devices in class.

On average across OECD countries, students who reported feeling safe and were not exposed to bullying or
risks at school have a stronger sense of belonging at school, feel more confident about their capacity for self-
directed learning and are overall more satisfied with life.

In all countries/economies with available data, students who enjoy more support from their families reported
a greater sense of belonging at school and life satisfaction, and more confidence in their capacity for self-
directed learning. In most countries/economies, these students also reported feeling less anxiety towards
mathematics.

Selecting and grouping students

On average across OECD countries and in a majority of education systems, students who had attended pre-
primary education for at least one year were considerably less likely to have repeated a grade than students
who had never attended pre-primary education or who had attended for less than one year, even after
accounting for socio-economic factors.

In equitable and high-performing education systems, almost all students had attended pre-primary school;
few students had repeated a grade; socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged students were not
heavily concentrated in certain schools; students were tracked into different curricular programmes relatively
late; and comparatively few students were grouped by ability between classes.

Educational resources

In more than half of all education systems with available data, and on average across OECD countries, more
students in 2022 than in 2018 attended a school whose principal reported that instruction is hindered by a
shortage of education staff. In 58 countries/economies, the share of students in schools whose principal
reported that instruction is hindered by a lack of teaching staff increased between 2018 and 2022.

On average across OECD countries and in 41 education systems, socio-economically disadvantaged schools
were more likely than advantaged schools to suffer from a lack of or poor-quality digital resources.

Some 29% of students in schools where the use of cell phones is banned reported using a smartphone
several times a day, on average across OECD countries, illustrating that cell phone bans are not always
effectively enforced.

In those education systems where more students in 2022 than in 2018 attended schools that offer peer-to-
peer tutoring, students’ sense of belonging at school strengthened during the period.
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School governance

e The top three quality-assurance mechanisms that appear to ensure that greater school autonomy is
associated with better academic performance in mathematics are: teacher mentoring; monitoring teacher
practice by having inspectors observe classes; and systematic recording of students’ test results and
graduation rates.

e Strong-performing school systems entrust principals and teachers with more responsibility.

e Principals of private schools were more likely than their counterparts in public schools to report that their
school is prepared for remote learning — even after all the efforts public schools made to improve digital
learning during the COVID-19 pandemic.
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Table I1.1. Snapshot of the resilience of education systems [1/2]

[ ] Countries/economies with values above the OECD average

Countries/economies with values not significantly differentfrom the OECD average

[ ] Countries/economies with values belowthe OECD average

Socio-economic

Change in mathematics performance

Mathematics Change in mathematics fairness Disadvantaged Advantaged Index of sense Change in sense
performance performance’' in mathematics? students’ students’ of belonging of belonging'

Mean score Score dif. % Score dif. Score dif. Mean index Dif.
OECD average 472 -15 84.5 17 -10 -0.02 -0.02
Singapore 575 6 83.0 -6 16 -0.22 -0.06
Japan 536 9 88.1 5 18 0.25 0.23
Korea 527 1 874 -4 5 0.26 -0.02
Estonia 510 -13 86.6 -23 6 -0.14 0.00
Switzerland 508 -7 79.2 -15 2 0.36 0.06
Canada* 497 -15 89.8 -18 -1 -0.16 0.02
Netherlands* 493 =27 84.9 -34 -18 0.10 -0.10
Ireland* 492 -8 87.0 -10 -3 -0.13 0.02
Belgium 489 -19 782 -19 -18 0.02 -0.04
Denmark* 489 -20 87.8 -23 -19 0.1 -0.10
United Kingdom* 489 -13 89.0 -7 -5 -0.21 -0.02
Poland 489 -27 837 -29 -24 -0.31 -0.07
Austria 487 -12 80.6 -20 -5 0.44 0.05
Australia* 487 -4 85.4 -13 7 -0.23 -0.04
Czech Republic 487 -12 78.0 -18 -9 -0.28 0.00
Slovenia 485 -24 84.3 -30 -25 0.04 0.14
Finland 484 -23 87.6 -26 -16 0.10 0.09
Latvia* 483 -13 86.8 -16 -10 -0.25 0.01
Sweden 482 -21 85.0 -24 -9 0.09 0.06
New Zealand* 479 -15 84.2 -23 9 -0.29 -0.08
Lithuania 475 -6 835 -4 -2 -0.02 0.11
Germany 475 -25 81.3 -26 -18 0.27 -0.01
France 474 -21 785 -22 -16 -0.03 0.05
Spain 473 m 85.8 m m 0.27 -0.19
Hungary 473 -8 749 -12 -5 0.14 0.06
Portugal 472 -21 81.8 17 -20 0.08 -0.04
Italy 471 -15 86.5 -15 -1 -0.06 -0.11
Viet Nam 469 m 86.2 m m -0.28 0.05
Norway 468 -33 90.4 -3 -19 0.23 -0.14
Malta 466 -6 90.0 -1 -10 -0.24 0.00
United States* 465 -13 85.1 -12 -7 -0.26 -0.03
Slovak Republic 464 -22 743 -32 -15 -0.20 0.08
Croatia 463 -1 87.0 -10 2 0.13 0.08
Iceland 459 -36 90.7 -36 -34 0.16 0.06
Israel 458 -5 80.4 -1 7 m m
Tiirkiye 453 0 874 -8 0 -0.30 -0.16
Brunei Darussalam 442 12 84.0 13 14 -0.50 -0.07
Serbia 440 -8 86.6 -15 -10 0.18 0.15
UnitedArab Emirates 431 -4 94.2 7 -28 -0.20 -0.10

* Caution is required when interpreting estimates because one or more PISA sampling standards were not met (see Reader’s Guide, Annexes A2 and A4). 1. Change from PISA
2018 to PISA 2022 2. Socio-economic faimess is measured by the percentage of variation in student performance that is not accounted for by differences in student socio-
economic status. Higher percentages indicate higher levels of fairess by student socio-economic status. 3. A socio-economically advantaged (disadvantaged) student is a
student in the top (bottom) quarter of ESCS in his or her own country/economy. Notes: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold (see Annex A3). The OECD
average does not include Costa Rica and Spain for change in performance. Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the students performance in Mathematics.

Source: OECD, PISA 2022 Database, Annex B1, Chapter 1; and Volume |, Annex B1.
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Table II.1. Snapshot of the resilience of education systems [2/2]

[ ] Countries/economies with values above the OECD average
Countries/economies with values not significantly different from the OECD average
[ TCountries/economies with values below the OECD average

Changein Socio-economic Change in mathematics performance!
Mathematics mathematics fairness Disadvantaged Advantaged Index of sense Change in sense
performance performance! in mathematics? students students® of belonging of belonging!
Mean score Score dif. % Score dif. Score dif. Mean index Dif.
Greece 430 -21 88.2 -16 21 -0.06 -0.08
Romania 428 -2 74.2 -1 13 -0.02 0.01
Kazakhstan 425 2 96.1 0 7 -0.14 0.07
Mongolia 425 m 81.9 m m -0.15 m
Bulgaria 417 -19 82.8 -21 -16 -0.19 0.11
Moldova 414 -6 84.4 3 -12 -0.06 0.01
Qatar 414 0 88.3 4 -5 -0.16 0.04
Chile 412 -6 87.5 7 -14 -0.22 -0.12
Uruguay 409 -9 821 -3 -4 -0.08 -0.05
Malaysia 409 -32 81.9 -26 -3 -0.27 -0.09
Montenegro 406 -24 90.5 -29 -19 0.14 0.24
Mexico 395 -14 89.6 -9 -17 -0.18 -0.16
Thailand 394 -25 89.9 -22 -32 -0.34 0.05
Peru 391 -9 82.7 -2 -13 -0.20 -0.09
Georgia 390 -8 92.2 -1 -13 -0.05 0.06
Saudi Arabia 389 16 93.6 27 7 0.00 -0.03
North Macedonia 389 -6 87.5 -5 -12 0.12 m
CostaRica 385 -18 m m m -0.09 -0.15
Colombia 383 -8 83.8 -7 -5 -0.16 0.02
Brazil 379 -5 85.2 0 -13 -0.21 -0.02
Argentina 378 -2 84.6 12 -9 -0.20 -0.09
Jamaica* 377 m 93.9 m m -0.34 m
Albania 368 -69 95.5 -68 -57 0.25 -0.14
Indonesia 366 -13 94.5 -6 -23 -0.13 0.00
Morocco 365 -3 91.5 1 -7 -0.29 0.02
Uzbekistan 364 m 98.0 m m 0.08 m
Jordan 361 -39 94.8 -32 -47 -0.21 -0.04
Panama* 357 4 80.0 7 2 -0.19 0.02
Philippines 355 2 95.2 20 -18 -0.38 -0.12
Guatemala 344 10 87.9 m m -0.18 -0.31
El Salvador 343 m 85.6 m m -0.27 m
Dominican Republic 339 14 89.9 17 6 -0.23 0.03
Paraguay 338 11 88.8 m m -0.24 -0.39
Cambodia 336 12 98.1 m m -0.43 -0.29
Macao (China) 552 -6 95.0 -14 6 -0.31 0.09
Chinese Taipei 547 16 84.3 3 30 0.01 0.06
Hong Kong (China)* 540 -1 94.2 -13 -5 -0.39 0.00
Ukrainian regions (18 of 27) 441 m 86.2 m m -0.08 0.16
Cyprus 418 -32 89.1 -35 -18 -0.10 -0.04
Baku (Azerbaijan) 397 -23 94.8 -25 -25 -0.17 0.04
Palestinian Authority 366 m 92.6 m m -017 m
Kosovo 355 -1 94.3 -8 -12 m m

* Caution is required when interpreting estimates because one or more PISA sampling standards were not met (see Reader’s Guide, Annexes A2 and A4).

1. Change from PISA 2018 to PISA 2022

2. Socio-economic fairess is measured by the percentage of variation in student performance that is not accounted for by differences in student socio-economic status. Higher
percentages indicate higher levels of fairess by student socio-economic status.

3. A socio-economically advantaged (disadvantaged) student is a student in the top (bottom) quarter of ESCS in his or her own country/economy.

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold (see Annex A3).

The OECD average does not include Costa Rica and Spain for change in performance.

Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the students performance in Mathematics.

Source: OECD, PISA 2022 Database, Annex B1, Chapter 1; and Volume I, Annex B1.
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Table I.2. Snapshot of performance in mathematics, reading and science [1/2]

] Countries/economies with values above the OECD average
]:| Countries/economies with values not significantly different from the OECD average
[ ] Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Percentage of students who reported

Someone from their school
They feel confident They agree or strongly agree They never or only a few checked in with them to ask
Their school building or very confident that that their teacher s times had problems finding how they were feeling
was closed for they can motivate themselves were available when someone who could help every day or
three months or less to do school work they needed help them with their school work almost every day
% % % % %
OECD average 49.5 58.1 67.1 75.8 13.3
Iceland 88.9 738 62.2 82.0 7.0
Sweden 85.4 59.8 74.6 776 6.6
Japan 84.5 339 39.2 804 279
Korea 79.2 57.0 70.0 81.0 72
Switzerland 76.5 64.8 73.0 83.1 131
Croatia 70.3 724 70.0 75.2 16.0
Finland 68.8 63.5 731 80.6 16.8
Serbia 68.5 54.1 62.7 69.9 18.4
Lithuania 66.8 62.8 71.6 77.0 15.6
Uzbekistan 64.9 68.5 62.7 58.5 38.2
France 64.2 65.1 63.2 785 9.5
Moldova 62.9 65.1 69.2 732 314
Viet Nam 60.1 65.7 85.7 7.3 236
Thailand 59.1 55.1 719 722 213
New Zealand* 58.1 513 726 721 12.0
Portugal 58.0 65.6 7541 833 11.9
Bulgaria 542 65.8 64.5 65.1 214
Spain 54.1 63.0 61.5 784 11.6
Morocco 53.7 57.0 48.1 61.2 18.4
Australia* 535 544 75 68.7 14.7
Albania 53.3 69.4 76.3 614 411
Montenegro 50.5 54.1 65.3 67.1 20.5
Austria 50.4 63.9 68.4 751 16.2
Dominican Republic 50.2 66.0 66.5 64.3 281
Romania 49.6 65.1 63.5 74.0 19.7
Israel 49.5 48.3 58.8 733 16.2
Belgium 49.4 51.9 69.4 779 85
Kazakhstan 48.5 756 721 776 31.0
Uruguay 48.1 60.2 63.4 705 17.0
Hungary 478 61.8 71.3 79.3 16.8
Saudi Arabia 477 737 61.2 71.2 24.0
Chile 47.3 63.3 67.4 63.5 12.2
Georgia 47.0 59.5 66.2 70.3 29.0
Philippines 45.1 68.1 81.5 65.6 18.3
Peru 45.1 715 67.9 64.4 213
Estonia 45.0 56.3 76.2 793 8.0
Panama* 44.9 791 63.6 65.2 244
Malta 437 522 69.6 716 114
El Salvador 436 76.7 7.2 68.9 27
Guatemala 433 75.7 73.0 76.6 284

* Caution is required when interpreting estimates because one or more PISA sampling standards were not met (see Reader’s Guide, Annexes A2 and A4).
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students who reported their school was closed for three months or less.
Source: OECD, PISA 2022 Database, Annex B1, Chapter 2.
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[ "] Countries/economies with values above the OECD average
]:| Countries/economies with values not significantly differentfrom the OECD average
[ ] Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Percentage of students who reported

Someone from their school
They feel confident They agree or strongly agree They neveroronlyafew | checked in with them to ask
Their school building or very confident that that their teachers times had problems finding how they were feeling
was closed for they can motivate themselves were available when someone who could help every day or
three months or less to do school work they needed help them with their school work almost every day
% % % % %
Canada* 4341 514 72.1 714 12.6
Poland 43.0 441 51.7 764 12.8
Slovak Republic 429 60.0 65.9 73.2 211
Qatar 428 64.8 67.4 64.9 19.8
North Macedonia 421 68.9 65.7 64.3 222
Brunei Darussalam 413 455 81.7 60.2 138
Cambodia 40.6 75.1 72.0 63.4 278
Slovenia 405 52.7 65.5 80.0 15.6
Paraguay 405 716 70.0 715 314
Indonesia 40.1 70.2 79.6 725 171
Mongolia 39.5 63.6 54.3 60.2 13.7
Italy 38.8 583 63.2 7741 14
Tiirkiye 38.7 61.5 62.3 67.8 13.6
Greece 38.2 518 52.7 70.9 1.3
Mexico 376 722 65.5 7.7 20.2
Malaysia 375 574 67.8 67.8 174
United Kingdont 36.6 47.0 58.2 704 94
United States* 36.3 54.6 722 718 12.7
Netherlands* 36.3 50.1 74.0 81.9 6.3
Colombia 36.2 824 722 733 241
Argentina 35.7 61.3 60.3 69.0 19.5
United Arab Emirates 35.2 69.0 736 66.2 226
Jordan 351 62.3 511 55.8 217
Czech Republic 30.9 m 68.0 772 136
CostaRica 29.7 69.6 69.6 74.8 15.1
Germany 28.7 59.3 73.0 76.8 9.1
Latvia* 26.9 511 7441 720 15.8
Brazil 26.2 52.0 61.2 70.0 18.3
Jamaica* 242 56.5 64.1 63.2 215
Ireland* 19.6 48.0 67.7 74.9 8.6
Norway m m m m m
Singapore m m m m m
Denmark* m m m m m
Chinese Taipei 90.2 52.7 704 78.1 72
Macao (China) 58.1 544 64.4 718 5.0
Kosovo 58.1 63.2 59.9 66.6 28.0
Hong Kong (China)* 47.5 53.1 70.3 69.8 5.6
Palestinian Authority 46.4 64.6 55.1 63.7 232
Cyprus 457 574 63.0 63.2 14.3
Ukrainian regions (18 of 27) 416 64.5 69.7 71.6 27.8
Baku (Azerbaijan) 39.0 69.4 716 55.7 278

* Caution is required when interpreting estimates because one or more PISA sampling standards were not met (see Reader's Guide, Annexes A2 and A4).
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students who reported their school was closed for three months or less.

Source: OECD, PISA 2022 Database, Annex B1, Chapter 2.
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Table 11.3. Snapshot of life at school and support from home [1/2]

[ ] Countries/economies with values above the OECD average
|:| Countries/economies with values not significantly different from the OECD average
[T Countries/economies with values belowthe OECD average

They were absent
from school for They become They felt safe
Their teachers gives more thanthree | distracted by using in other places They witnessed
extra help They skipped consecutive months|  digital devices (outside the a fight on scheol
in most Other students some classes at least once during in most classroom) property in which
or every lesson made fun of them at least once their school years or every lesson at school someone got hurt

% dif. % dif. % dif. % \ % % %
OECD average -2.6 -1.9 -5.4 76 30.5 89.9 17.0
Italy 16.4 -4.9 -14.0 m 37.8 90.1 9.9
Peru 9.4 -1.0 -26.5 13.8 20.7 85.8 20.1
Croatia 8.4 -1.5 -10.1 76 22.8 94.3 6.7
Japan 8.3 -4.0 -1.0 m 5.2 m m
Colombia 6.8 -5.2 -26.3 12.6 304 91.7 214
Korea 5.9 -1.0 -0.7 20 94 89.7 78
Uruguay 3.9 -15 -14.3 11.0 52.0 90.0 274
Germany 35 0.2 -5.8 m 28.1 m m
Israel 26 m -1.0 10.2 311 m m
Spain 23 -0.7 -7.6 m 328 m m
Chile 19 -5.6 -3.5 10.3 51.3 86.0 36.1
Malaysia 1.1 -8.4 -10.9 13.3 20.3 81.3 12.7
Ireland* 0.7 -4.9 -1.6 5.2 19.8 93.4 16.4
Viet Nam 0.7 -3.1 -5.1 6.1 14.3 84.3 13.3
Sweden 0.3 -0.2 2.0 6.8 36.9 88.7 18.8
Argentina 0.0 -45 -38.8 10.8 537 86.3 256
Slovenia 0.0 Al -5.0 77 233 924 9.0
CostaRica 0.0 -3.3 -17.6 7.7 34.1 89.0 25.9
Hungary 0.0 -3.0 -9.5 6.8 28.2 92.5 73
United States* -04 -5.5 -14 6.6 29.6 87.3 333
Netherlands* -04 -04 -5.2 7.9 33.0 935 9.0
Mexico -1.2 -53 -11.5 1.5 253 89.4 10.7
Brazil -15 -4.6 -31.0 11.0 45.1 87.2 19.0
Singapore -1.6 -5.6 -4.0 48 21.3 92.9 13.3
Romania -7 -34 -0.1 78 346 87.5 16.5
Montenegro -2.6 -2.9 -8.4 78 34.8 91.1 27.8
Denmark* -2.7 -0.2 05 5.0 315 m m
France -29 2.0 -31 10.2 30.3 915 18.0
Kazakhstan -2.9 -9.8 -29.2 94 23.2 85.9 76
Austria -3.0 -0.6 -8.4 m 234 92.7 72
Qatar -3.4 -4.8 -15.1 114 221 88.0 311
Slovak Republic -3.3 -3.7 -13.7 11.2 26.0 89.9 10.8
Estonia -3.5 1.6 03 5.7 28.1 89.5 114
New Zealand* -3.8 -3.8 -1.8 13.2 45.7 87.0 28.0
Portugal -4.0 -1.4 -28.6 3.7 34.1 95.3 15.8
Bulgaria -4.0 -7.3 -21.6 1.7 459 85.6 17.0
Norway -4.3 1.3 2.1 m 31.2 90.5 16.4
Serbia -4.3 -4.3 -11.6 8.3 341 93.5 72
United Arab Emirates -44 -4.7 -13.4 13.3 244 88.3 23.1

* Caution is required when interpreting estimates because one or more PISA sampling standards were not met (see Reader’s Guide, Annexes A2 and A4). 1. Change from PISA
2018 to PISA 2022 Notes: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold (see Annex A3).

Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change between PISA 2018 and PISA 2022 in the percentage of students who reported that their teachers gave
them extra help.

Source: OECD, PISA 2022 Database, Annex B1, Chapter 3.
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Table II.3. Snapshot of life at school and support from home [2/2]

[ ] Countrigsfeconomies with values above the OECD average
[ ] Countries/economies with values not significantly different from the OECD average
[ ] Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

They were absent
from school for They become They felt safe
Their teachers gives more than three | distracted by using in other places They witnessed

extra help They skipped consecutive months | digital devices (outside the a fight on school

in most Other students some classes at least once during in most classroom) property in which

or every lesson made fun of them at least once their school years or every lesson at school someone got hurt
% dif. % dif. % dif. % \ % % %
Greece -4.9 0.5 14 6.8 38.1 88.6 17.2
Australia* -4.9 4.3 2.8 93 40.3 88.4 m
Albania 5.1 0.1 54 121 25.2 91.1 214
Indonesia -5.4 9.8 9.1 8.2 25.1 82.7 12.3
United Kingdom* 5.7 0.7 1.7 1.4 18.6 87.1 38.3
Belgium -6.0 04 -1 78 284 93.2 17.5
Switzerland -6.5 0.1 -14 54 229 94.7 12.0
Finland 7.0 1.2 -1.6 34 40.6 92.0 14.3
Jordan 11 -4.0 -21.6 14.5 27.9 79.3 231
Thailand 1.2 9.0 1741 10.3 26.4 84.0 18.2
Latvia* -8.4 -1.6 -1.9 6.8 41.9 89.0 23.0
Iceland -8.5 0.5 -2.6 5.9 324 85.8 1.9
Lithuania 9.8 -3.9 -10.7 45 254 90.4 8.7
Tiirkiye 1.2 2.3 -1.5 75 23.5 79.9 26.9
Czech Republic -14.1 2.8 -4.8 74 30.8 90.1 15.3
Poland -25.5 4.8 8.9 6.4 34.2 87.5 12.2
Malta m -3.8 -17.2 13.4 16.4 89.8 308
Saudi Arabia m 4.5 -13.9 6.4 19.2 84.2 19.2
Philippines m 214 -4.7 30.3 40.9 80.8 345
Panama* m 8.5 -24.6 14.7 27.3 874 17.0
Dominican Republic m -9.6 -11.2 15.4 30.9 86.3 23.8
Moldova m 1.7 -4.0 10.9 32.7 56.8 16.7
Brunei Darussalam m -11.5 -9.4 152 1.5 78.3 17.0
Cambodia m m 9.2 17.2 19.2 82.9 21.2
Uzbekistan m m m 18.5 19.7 80.2 16.1
Paraguay m m -9.0 208 321 88.9 16.8
Guatemala m m -1.3 20.4 14.2 89.0 6.4
Jamaica* m m m 136 29.7 74.9 38.9
El Salvador m m m 16.4 23.6 90.6 19.6
Mongolia m m m 105 329 75.7 18.6
North Macedonia m m m 10.1 28.9 90.3 14.9
Georgia m -5.0 -26.6 14.4 29.0 86.2 1.6
Canada* m 2.8 -4.2 8.3 432 88.5 m
Morocco m 1.5 -19.6 16.8 38.9 714 13.6
Macao (China) 2.0 4.1 -4.6 10.6 133 89.5 m
Chinese Taipei 0.2 34 3.3 25 15.9 92.2 5.0
Hong Kong (China)* -1 9.8 -4.5 78 16.4 924 85
Cyprus -8.5 6.2 -14.1 96 34.9 83.4 24.8
Baku (Azerbaijan) m -10.9 9.1 171 32.6 77.0 19.5
Kosovo m 1.7 5.1 10.5 30.1 86.3 22.9
Ukrainian regions (18 of 27) m 4.8 m 9.9 241 92.5 12.0
Palestinian Authority m m m 13.6 25.9 79.3 19.8

* Caution is required when interpreting estimates because one or more PISA sampling standards were not met (see Reader’s Guide, Annexes A2 and A4).

1. Change from PISA 2018 to PISA 2022

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold (see Annex A3). Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change between PISA 2018
and PISA 2022 in the percentage of students who reported that their teachers gave them extra help.

Source: OECD, PISA 2022 Database, Annex B1, Chapter 3.
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Table I1.4. Snapshot of selecting and grouping students [1/2]

Countries/economies with values above the OECD average
[ Countries/economies with values not significantly different from the OECD average
Countries/economies with values below the OECD average

Attended a school
Had repeated a grade where students
Had attended at least once in primary, | are grouped by ability
pre-primary school lower secondary or into different classes |Disadvantaged students| Advantaged students
for oneyear or more |upper secondary school for all subjects from all other students | fromall other students

% % % Mean index Mean index Years
OECD average 9.2 94 6.7 0.18 0.19 14.3
Japan 99.7 0.0 6.2 0.19 0.16 15
Hungary 99.3 6.5 16 0.30 0.30 14
Singapore 98.9 3.7 7.3 0.14 0.20 12
Israel 98.6 8.1 13.9 0.23 0.18 15
France 98.4 10.8 25 0.20 0.20 15
Mexico 984 9.0 83 0.22 0.26 15
Iceland 984 14 0.6 0.12 0.10 16
Denmark* 98.3 35 14 0.16 0.14 16
Thailand 97.9 6.9 18.4 0.20 0.30 15
Belgium 97.7 265 10.1 0.18 0.19 12
Greece 97.6 33 05 0.14 0.21 15
Spain 97.6 217 6.2 0.14 0.18 15
Finland 974 27 09 0.09 0.10 16
Argentina 974 13.5 15 0.20 0.29 12
Jamaica* 974 204 19.3 0.09 0.14 12
Malta 973 46 223 0.11 0.14 16
Austria 97.3 15.6 35 0.24 0.22 10
ltaly 97.2 8.6 1.1 0.16 0.17 14
Romania 971 5.0 135 0.25 0.30 15
Viet Nam 97.0 4.7 19.3 0