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Schools with more autonomy perform better than schools with 
less autonomy in systems with more accountability arrangements
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Written specification of the school's curriculum and
educational goals

Written specification of student-performance standards

Systematic recording of data, including teacher and
student attendance and graduation rates, test results…

Internal evaluation/self-evaluation
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Written feedback from students (e.g. regarding lessons,
teachers or resources)

Teacher mentoring

Regular consultation with one or more experts over a
period of at least six months with the aim of improving…

Implementation of a standardised policy for mathematics

%

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that their schools have the 
following for quality assurance and improvement:

Singapore OECD average

Quality assurance and school improvement Fig IV.4.1447
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The issue is not how many charter schools 
a country has…

…but how countries enable every school 
to assume charter type autonomy

48
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Money makes a difference…
…but only up to a point
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Spending per student from the age of 6 to 15 and 
mathematics performance in PISA 2012

Slovak Republic

Czech Republic
Estonia

Israel

Poland

Korea

Portugal

New Zealand

Canada
Germany

Spain

France

Italy

Singapore

Finland

Japan

Slovenia Ireland
Iceland

Netherlands

Sweden

Belgium

UK

Australia
Denmark

United States

Austria

Norway

Switzerland

Luxembourg

Viet Nam

Jordan

Peru

Thailand
Malaysia

Uruguay

Turkey

Colombia

Tunisia

MexicoMontenegro

Brazil

Bulgaria

Chile

Croatia
Lithuania

Latvia

Hungary

Shanghai-China

R² = 0.01

R² = 0.37

300

350

400

450

500

550

600

650

 0 20 000 40 000 60 000 80 000 100 000 120 000 140 000 160 000 180 000 200 000

M
at

he
m

at
ic

s 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 (s

co
re

 p
oi

nt
s)

Average spending per student from the age of 6 to 15 (USD, PPPs) 

Cumulative expenditure per student less than USD 50 000

Cumulative expenditure per student USD 50 000 or more

Fig IV.1.8



-20

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

S
ha

ng
ha

i-C
hi

na
H

on
g 

K
on

g-
C

hi
na

Fr
an

ce
S

lo
va

k 
R

ep
ub

lic
M

ac
ao

-C
hi

na
Ita

ly
S

w
itz

er
la

nd
Q

at
ar

C
ze

ch
 R

ep
ub

lic
Is

ra
el

Th
ai

la
nd

A
rg

en
tin

a
D

en
m

ar
k

B
el

gi
um

V
ie

t N
am

G
er

m
an

y
U

.A
.E

.
U

ni
te

d 
K

in
gd

om
G

re
ec

e
In

do
ne

si
a

S
pa

in
C

hi
ne

se
 T

ai
pe

i
S

in
ga

po
re

Ja
pa

n
Fi

nl
an

d
U

ru
gu

ay
P

ol
an

d
S

w
ed

en
A

us
tra

lia
N

ew
 Z

ea
la

nd
O

E
C

D
 a

ve
ra

ge
N

et
he

rla
nd

s
M

al
ay

si
a

A
us

tri
a

Lu
xe

m
bo

ur
g

B
ul

ga
ria

M
ex

ic
o

Jo
rd

an
P

er
u

Ic
el

an
d

P
or

tu
ga

l
B

ra
zi

l
Tu

rk
ey

R
om

an
ia

C
an

ad
a

N
or

w
ay

Tu
ni

si
a

Li
th

ua
ni

a
C

hi
le

S
er

bi
a

K
or

ea
U

ni
te

d 
S

ta
te

s
R

us
si

an
 F

ed
.

C
os

ta
 R

ic
a

K
az

ak
hs

ta
n

M
on

te
ne

gr
o

C
ol

om
bi

a
C

ro
at

ia
S

lo
ve

ni
a

Ire
la

nd
La

tv
ia

E
st

on
ia

Sc
or

e 
po

in
t d

iff
er

en
ce

before accounting for students' socio-economic status after accounting for students' socio-economic status

Difference in mathematics performance, 
by attendance at pre-primary school 

Students who attended pre-primary 
school perform better

Fig III.4.1264



o Within countries, class time relates positively to 
performance
– Holds also after accounting for socio-economic and 

demographic factors, but does not hold when pooling data 
across countries (learning outcomes are the product of quantity 
and quality)

– The proportion of students in schools with after-school 
mathematics lessons is unrelated to system performance

– Homework relates positively to school performance 

o Most countries and economies with comparable data 
between 2003 and 2012 have moved towards better-
staffed and better-equipped schools

65 Also worth noting



High performers spend resources where 
they are needed most

66
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Thank you !

Find out more about PISA at www.pisa.oecd.org
• All national and international publications
• The complete micro-level database

Email: Andreas.Schleicher@OECD.org
Twitter: SchleicherEDU

and remember:
Without data, you are just another person with an opinion



Do you have an idea on how to use this data 
to improve education in your country?

Would you like to work with 
us to develop that idea?

Apply to the 
Thomas J. Alexander 

fellowship programme!

http://www.oecd.org/edu/thomasjalexanderfellowship.htm
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