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Preface
Among its many findings, our PISA 2018 assessment shows that 15-year-old students in the four provinces of China that 
participated in the study – Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang – outperformed by a large margin their peers from all of 
the other 78 participating education systems, in mathematics and science. Moreover, the 10% most disadvantaged students 
in these four provinces also showed better reading skills than those of the average student in OECD countries, as well as skills 
similar to the 10% most advantaged students in some of these countries. True, these four provinces in eastern China are far from 
representing China as a whole, but the size of each of them compares to that of a typical OECD country, and their combined 
populations amount to over 180 million. What makes their achievement even more remarkable is that the level of income of 
these four Chinese regions is well below the OECD average. The quality of their schools today will feed into the strength of their 
economies tomorrow. 

In this context, and given the fact that expenditure per primary and secondary student rose by more than 15% across OECD 
countries over the past decade, it is disappointing that most OECD countries saw virtually no improvement in the performance 
of their students since PISA was first conducted in 2000. In fact, only seven of the 79 education systems analysed saw significant 
improvements in the reading, mathematics and science performance of their students throughout their participation in PISA, and 
only one of these, Portugal, is a member of the OECD. 

During the same period, the demands placed on the reading skills of 15-year-olds have fundamentally changed. The smartphone 
has transformed the ways in which people read and exchange information; and digitalisation has resulted in the emergence 
of new forms of text, ranging from the concise, to the lengthy and unwieldy. In the past, students could find clear and singular 
answers to their questions in carefully curated and government-approved textbooks, and they could trust those answers to be 
true. Today, they will find hundreds of thousands of answers to their questions on line, and it is up to them to figure out what 
is true and what is false, what is right and what is wrong. Reading is no longer mainly about extracting information; it is about 
constructing knowledge, thinking critically and making well-founded judgements. Against this backdrop, the findings from this 
latest PISA round show that fewer than 1 in 10 students in OECD countries was able to distinguish between fact and opinion, 
based on implicit cues pertaining to the content or source of the information. In fact, only in the four provinces of China, as well 
as in Canada, Estonia, Finland, Singapore and the United States, did more than one in seven students demonstrate this level of 
reading proficiency. 

There is another side to this. The kinds of things that are easy to teach are nowadays also easy to digitise and automate. In the 
age of artificial intelligence (AI) we need to think harder about how to develop first-class humans, and how we can pair the AI of 
computers with the cognitive, social and emotional skills, and values of people. AI will amplify good ideas and good practice in the 
same way as it amplifies bad ideas and bad practice – it is ethically neutral. However, AI is always in the hands of people who are 
not neutral. That is why education in the future is not just about teaching people, but also about helping them develop a reliable 
compass to navigate an increasingly complex, ambiguous and volatile world. Whether AI will destroy or create more jobs will very 
much depend on whether our imagination, our awareness, and our sense of responsibility will help us harness technology to 
shape the world for the better. These are issues that the OECD is currently exploring with our Education 2030 project. 

PISA is also broadening the range of outcomes that it measures, including global competency in 2018, creative thinking in 2022, 
and learning in the digital world in 2025. The 2018 assessment asked students to express how they relate to others, what they 
think of their lives and their future, and whether they believe they have the capacity to grow and improve. 

Measuring the well-being of 15-year-old students, the target PISA population, is particularly important, as students at this age 
are in a key transition phase of physical and emotional development. When it comes to those social and emotional outcomes, the 
top-performing Chinese provinces are among the education systems with most room for improvement. 

Even across OECD countries, just about two in three students reported that they are satisfied with their lives, and that percentage 
shrank by five percentage points between 2015 and 2018. Some 6% of students reported always feeling sad. In almost every 
education system, girls expressed greater fear of failure than boys, even when they outperformed boys in reading by a large 
margin. Almost a quarter of students reported being bullied at least a few times a month. Perhaps most disturbingly, in one-third 
of countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, including OECD countries such as Greece, Mexico and Poland, more 
than one in two students said that intelligence was something about them that they couldn’t change very much. Those students 
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are unlikely to make the investments in themselves that are necessary to succeed in school and in life. Importantly, having a 
growth mindset seems consistently associated with students’ motivation to master tasks, general self-efficacy, setting learning 
goals and perceiving the value of school, and negatively associated with their fear of failure. Even if the well-being indicators 
examined by PISA do not refer specifically to the school context, students who sat the 2018 PISA test cited three main aspects 
of their lives that influence how they feel: life at school, their relationships with their parents, and how satisfied they are with the 
way they look. 

It may be tempting to conclude that performing better in school will necessarily increase anxiety about schoolwork and undermine 
students’ well-being. But countries such as Estonia, Finland and Germany show that high performance and a strong sense of  
well-being can be achieved simultaneously; they set important examples for others. 

Other countries/economies show that equity and excellence can also be jointly achieved. In Australia, Canada, Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, Hong Kong (China), Japan, Korea, Macao (China), Norway and the United Kingdom, for example, average performance was 
higher than the OECD average while the relationship between socio-economic status and reading performance was weaker than 
the OECD average. Moreover, one in ten disadvantaged students was able to score in the top quarter of reading performance 
in their country/economy, indicating that poverty is not destiny. The data also show that the world is no longer divided between 
rich and well-educated nations and poor and badly educated ones. The level of economic development explains just 28% of the 
variation in learning outcomes across countries/economies if a linear relationship is assumed between the two. 

However, it remains necessary for many countries to promote equity with much greater urgency. While students from well-off 
families will often find a path to success in life, those from disadvantaged families have generally only one single chance in life, 
and that is a great teacher and a good school. If they miss that boat, subsequent education opportunities will tend to reinforce, 
rather than mitigate, initial differences in learning outcomes. Against this background, it is disappointing that in many countries a 
student’s or school’s post code remains the strongest predictor of their achievement. In Argentina, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Peru, the Slovak Republic and the United Arab Emirates, a typical disadvantaged student has less than a one-in-eight 
chance of attending the same school as high achievers. 

Furthermore, in over half of the PISA-participating countries and economies, principals of disadvantaged schools were significantly 
more likely than those of advantaged schools to report that their school’s capacity to provide instruction is hindered by a lack or 
inadequacy of educational material; and in 31 countries and economies, principals of disadvantaged schools were more likely 
than those of advantaged ones to report that a lack of teaching staff hinders instruction. In these systems, students face a double 
disadvantage: one that comes from their home background and another that is created by the school system. There can be 
numerous reasons why some students perform better than others, but those performance differences should never be related 
to the social background of students and schools. 

Clearly, all countries have excellent students, but too few countries have enabled all of their students to excel and fulfil their 
potential to do so. Achieving greater equity in education is not only a social justice imperative, it is also a way to use resources 
more effectively, increase the supply of skills that fuel economic growth, and promote social cohesion. For those with the right 
knowledge and skills, digitalisation and globalisation have been liberating and exciting; for those who are insufficiently prepared, 
these trends can mean vulnerable and insecure work, and a life with few prospects. Our economies are linked together by global 
chains of information and goods, but they are also increasingly concentrated in hubs where comparative advantage can be built 
and renewed. This makes the distribution of knowledge and wealth crucial, and it can only be possible through the distribution 
of education opportunities. 

Equipping citizens with the knowledge and skills necessary to achieve their full potential, to contribute to an increasingly 
interconnected world, and to convert better skills into better lives needs to become a more central preoccupation of policy 
makers around the world. Fairness, integrity and inclusiveness in public policy thus all hinge on the skills of citizens. In working 
to achieve these goals, more and more countries are looking beyond their own borders for evidence of the most successful and 
efficient education policies and practices. 

PISA is not only the world’s most comprehensive and reliable indicator of students’ capabilities, it is also a powerful tool that 
countries and economies can use to fine-tune their education policies. That is why the OECD produces this triennial report on the 
state of education around the globe: to share evidence of the best policies and practices, and to offer our timely and targeted 
support to help countries provide the best education possible for all of their students.

Angel Gurría
OECD Secretary-General
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Young people today face unprecedented opportunities and unprecedented challenges. Globalisation brings innovation, new 
experiences and higher living standards, but it has also contributed to economic inequity and social division. While the 
affluent commute between continents, millions of migrants are struggling to adapt and settle in countries they do not know. 
In the face of declining social capital, civil society is under strain. 

In coming to terms with globalisation, this generation requires new capacities. Whether in traditional or more entrepreneurial 
work environments, young people need to collaborate with people from different disciplines, cultures and value systems, in a 
way that solves complex problems and creates economic and social value. They need to bring judgment and action to difficult 
situations in which people’s values and perspectives can be at odds.

Schools need to help students learn to be autonomous in their thinking and fully aware of the pluralism of modern living. 
At work, at home and in the community, people will need a broad comprehension of how others live, in different cultures 
and traditions, and how others think, be they scientists, mathematicians, social scientists or artists. The ability to read and 
understand diversity and to recognise core liberal values of our societies, such as tolerance and empathy, may also help 
respond to extremism and radicalisation. 

For some years, educators have been discussing how best to build these capacities. Is there a distinctive competence that 
equips young people for the culturally diverse and digitally-connected communities in which they work and socialise? If so, 
how should it be developed? Can students learn to mobilise knowledge, cognitive and creative skills, and values and attitudes 
to act creatively, collaboratively and ethically? Open and flexible attitudes will be vital if young people are to co-exist and 
interact with people from other faiths and countries. So too will be the common human values that unite us.  

The PISA concept of global competence seeks to provide some answers to such questions. It includes the acquisition of 
in-depth knowledge and understanding of global and intercultural issues, the ability to learn from and live with people 
from diverse backgrounds, and the attitudes and values necessary to interact respectfully with others. Globally competent 
individuals can examine local, global and intercultural issues. They can understand and appreciate different perspectives and 
worldviews and interact successfully and respectfully with others. And they can take responsible action toward sustainability 
and collective well-being. The driving ideas are that cross-cultural engagement should balance clear communication with 
sensitivity to multiple perspectives and that global competence should equip young people not just to understand but also 
to act. 

The PISA 2018 assessment of global competence represents a first-of-a-kind, ambitious and still experimental approach 
to measure this concept of global competence. Its emphasis on attitudes and values is novel in comparative assessment. 
Respect and a belief in human dignity mark the importance of right and wrong and offer a counterweight to the risk that 
sensitivity to other viewpoints may descend into cultural relativism. The dilemma at the heart of a globalised world is how 
we strike the balance between strengthening common values that cannot be compromised and appreciating the diversity of 
“proprietary” values. Leaning too far in either direction is risky. Enforcing artificial uniformity of values can damage people’s 
capacity to acknowledge different perspectives, and overemphasising diversity can undermine the legitimacy of holding any 
core values at all. 

This volume summarises first results from the assessment. It covers the assessment of knowledge and skills in global 
competence, as well as self-reported data on students’ attitudes, learning opportunities at school, the existence of a dedicated 
curriculum, and information from schools, teachers and parents on activities to promote global competence. 

It seeks to answer a number of questions. How well are students prepared for life and employment in culturally diverse 
societies and in a globalised world? How much are students exposed to global news? How do they understand and critically 
analyse intercultural and global issues? What approaches to multicultural, intercultural and global education are used at 
school? What approaches are used to educate culturally diverse students? How are schools leveraging this diversity to 
develop students’ global competence? What approaches are used to stimulate peer-to-peer learning between students from 
different cultures? 

Foreword



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?6

Foreword

The volume also highlights important interrelationships between the context in which students live and learn and their 
global competence. For example, the results show positive associations between students having contact with people from 
other countries and their attitudes and dispositions. Indices that were highly associated with contact with people from other 
countries at school are students’ cognitive adaptability, awareness of and self-effi  cacy regarding global issues, and interest 
in learning about other cultures.

Schools can play an important role in developing global competence. They can provide opportunities for young people to 
learn about global developments of signifi cance to the world and to their lives. They can equip learners with the means of 
accessing and analysing a broad range of cultural practices and meanings. They can let students engage in experiences 
that facilitate international and intercultural relations and encourage them to refl ect upon the learning outcomes from such 
experiences. And schools can foster the value of the diversity of peoples, languages and cultures, encouraging intercultural 
sensitivity, respect and appreciation.

Some schools face more pressure than others, perhaps because they need to integrate a larger number of disadvantaged 
school-aged immigrants or because their communities are more fragmented and have a history of violence along ethnic or 
religious lines. But no school should fail to educate its students to understand and respect cultural diversity. All young people 
should be able to challenge cultural stereotypes, to refl ect on the causes and solutions of racial, religious and hate-based 
violence and to help create tolerant, integrated societies.

Last but not least, in developing global competence, schools may also contribute to employability. Eff ective and appropriate 
communication and behaviour, within diverse teams, are already components of success in the majority of jobs, and are likely 
to become more important in the years ahead. 

Policy makers, educators and employers clearly need an evidence-based approach to developing and assessing global 
competence. This is what PISA is about, providing an opportunity to work together across borders to create a better and 
more humane world.

Andreas Schleicher
Director for Education and Skills
Special Advisor on Education Policy
to the Secretary-General
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Executive Summary
Students today live in a complex, interconnected, diverse and rapidly changing world. Economic, social, cultural, digital, 
demographic, environmental and epidemiological forces are shaping young people’s lives. This complex environment presents 
both opportunities and challenges. Students should not only be able to navigate this complex environment – they should benefit 
from it. 

In its 2018 cycle of data collection among 15-year-old students, the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 
assessed the global competences needed to live in our interconnected and changing world. Global competence is defined 
as a multidimensional capacity that encompasses the ability to: 1) examine issues of local, global and cultural significance;  
2) understand and appreciate the perspectives and worldviews of others; 3) engage in open, appropriate and effective interactions 
across cultures; and 4) take action for collective well-being and sustainable development. 

The PISA 2018 global competence assessment relied on two instruments: 1) a cognitive test focused on the cognitive aspects, 
including knowledge and cognitive skills; and 2) a set of questionnaire items collecting self-reported information from students, 
parents, teachers and school principals. The questionnaire covers students’ attitudes, knowledge and skills, learning opportunities 
at school, the existence of a dedicated curriculum and information from schools, teachers and parents on activities to promote 
global competence.

GLOBAL SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: MAIN FINDINGS
Examine issues of local, global and cultural significance

•  Students in Albania, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, Portugal and the United Arab Emirates reported the highest levels of awareness 
of global issues, which were substantially higher than the OECD average, while students in Argentina, Brunei Darussalam, 
Indonesia, Malaysia, Romania, Saudi Arabia and Viet Nam reported the lowest levels of awareness.

•  When it comes to students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues, students in Albania, the Dominican Republic, Germany, Peru 
and the United Arab Emirates reported the highest levels, scoring substantially higher than the OECD average. By contrast, 
students in Indonesia, Kosovo, Morocco, the Republic of North Macedonia (hereafter North Macedonia), Romania, Saudi 
Arabia, the Slovak Republic and Viet Nam scored lower than the OECD average.

•  The largest proportions of correct answers on the cognitive test items focusing on examining local, global and intercultural 
issues were observed in Canada, Croatia, Hong Kong (China), Israel, Korea, Latvia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, 
the Slovak Republic, Spain and Chinese Taipei. In all of these countries and economies, the proportion of correct answers 
exceeded the overall average of 38%.

Understand and appreciate the perspectives and worldviews of others
•  Students in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Korea, Kosovo, Lebanon, North Macedonia, Romania and Turkey reported the 

greatest capacity for perspective taking, while those in Colombia, France, Italy, Lithuania and the Slovak Republic showed  
the least.

•  Of the 64 countries and economies that had non-missing data on the index of students’ interest in learning about other 
cultures, students in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Jordan, Kosovo, Montenegro, 
Panama, the Philippines and Turkey showed the greatest interest.

•  Students in Albania, Australia, Canada, Ireland, Korea, New Zealand, Scotland (United Kingdom), Spain and Chinese Taipei 
reported the most positive attitudes towards immigrants, with values in the index that were significantly higher than  
the OECD average. The least positive attitudes, with values significantly lower than the OECD average, were observed in 
Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Saudi Arabia, the Slovak Republic and Turkey.

•  The largest proportion of correct answers on the cognitive test items related to students’ ability to understand and appreciate 
the perspectives of others was found in Canada, Croatia, Hong Kong (China), Korea, Scotland (United Kingdom), Spain 
and Chinese Taipei. The smallest proportion of correct answers was observed in Albania, Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines and Thailand.
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Engage in open, appropriate and effective interactions across cultures 
•  The proportion of students who reported having contact with people from other countries at school ranged between 

70% and 78% in Albania, Germany, Greece, Italy, New Zealand, Panama, Singapore, Switzerland, Chinese Taipei and  
the United Arab Emirates, while it ranged between 20% and 30% in Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Turkey and Viet Nam.

•  The largest proportion of students who speak several languages was observed in Croatia, Estonia, Hong Kong (China), Latvia, 
Macao (China), Malta and Singapore, where more than 90% of students reported that they speak two or more languages. 
The smallest proportion was observed in Australia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Korea, Mexico, Scotland (United Kingdom) and  
Viet Nam.

• Language-learning opportunities are widely available. On average across OECD countries, only 12% of students reported that 
they do not learn any foreign language at school, while 38% reported that they learn one foreign language and 50% reported 
that they learn two or more.

Take action for collective well-being and sustainable development
•  Students in Albania, Baku (Azerbaijan), Costa Rica, Jordan, Korea, Kosovo, Malta, Portugal, Singapore, Spain, Chinese Taipei and 

Turkey reported the highest levels of agency regarding global issues. The lowest levels were observed in Austria, Germany, 
Hungary, Latvia, the Russian Federation and the Slovak Republic.

•  Students who exhibited more positive intercultural attitudes were more likely to report that they take action than those who 
exhibited less positive attitudes. This positive association held in almost all countries/economies and for all indices. Large 
differences in the number of actions taken were observed between students in the top and bottom quarters of the indices of 
students’ interest in learning about other cultures and of agency regarding global issues.

•  The largest proportions of correct answers in the part of the assessment covering taking action for sustainability and collective 
well-being were observed in Canada, Hong Kong (China), Korea, Scotland (United Kingdom), Spain and Chinese Taipei.  
In all of those countries and economies, students answered more than 40% of the items correctly.

Performance on the global competence cognitive test
•  The top-performing countries/economies were Canada, Hong Kong (China), Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore and 

Chinese Taipei, with mean performance scores more than 50 points above the overall average.

•  The range and variation of relative scores after accounting for performance in mathematics, science and reading were 
noticeably smaller than that of raw performance scores. Canada, Colombia, Greece, Israel, Panama, Scotland (United Kingdom), 
Singapore and Spain showed the highest relative performance in global competence, while Albania, Brunei Darussalam, 
Kazakhstan, Korea and the Russian Federation showed the lowest relative performance.

Global competence learning opportunities
•  On average across OECD countries, students reported engaging in about five learning activities. Students in Albania,  

Baku (Azerbaijan), Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Indonesia, Jordan, Peru, the Philippines and Thailand reported engaging 
in more than seven activities, while students in France, Hungary, Israel, Latvia, Russia, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Slovenia 
reported engaging in fewer than five.
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Table VI.1 [1/2] Students’ attitudes and performance on the global competence cognitive test

Students' awareness
of global issues

Students' self-efficacy 
regarding global issues

Students' 
perspective-taking

Students' interest in 
learning about
other cultures

Students' respect for 
people from

other cultures
Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index

O
EC

D OECD average 0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00
Australia 0.10 0.05 0.05 -0.03 0.19
Austria -0.02 0.04 0.03 -0.15 -0.04
Canada 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.04 0.30
Chile -0.10 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.08
Colombia -0.14 0.15 -0.21 0.11 -0.34
Estonia -0.01 -0.11 0.07 0.02 -0.06
France 0.05 0.07 -0.25 0.06 0.14
Germany 0.06 0.21 0.06 -0.18 0.16
Greece 0.28 0.11 -0.10 -0.04 -0.21
Hungary -0.05 -0.03 -0.17 -0.21 -0.54
Iceland -0.13 -0.11 0.08 -0.05 0.00
Ireland 0.12 -0.03 0.14 -0.10 0.21
Israel1 -0.15 0.05 -0.08 -0.09 m
Italy -0.03 -0.16 -0.34 -0.25 -0.41
Korea -0.26 0.16 0.22 -0.14 0.20
Latvia -0.14 -0.04 -0.19 0.02 -0.25
Lithuania 0.28 0.08 -0.23 0.09 -0.07
Mexico -0.04 0.09 0.17 0.29 0.20
New Zealand -0.06 -0.08 0.00 0.03 0.17
Poland 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.05 -0.13
Portugal 0.20 0.01 0.17 0.14 0.16
Scotland 
(United Kingdom) 0.09 -0.19 -0.07 -0.16 0.25

Slovak Republic -0.16 -0.42 -0.24 -0.27 -0.46
Slovenia -0.01 -0.10 0.05 -0.07 -0.03
Spain 0.03 -0.04 0.19 0.18 0.38
Switzerland -0.12 0.02 -0.05 -0.10 0.08
Turkey 0.13 0.03 0.25 0.65 0.08

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169120
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Table VI.1 [2/2] Students’ attitudes and performance on the global competence cognitive test

Students' awareness
of global issues

Students' self-efficacy 
regarding global issues

Students' 
perspective-taking

Students' interest in 
learning about
other cultures

Students' respect for 
people from

other cultures
Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.46 0.51 0.47 0.51 0.23

Argentina -0.41 -0.24 0.00 0.08 -0.04
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.08 0.00 -0.01 0.20 -0.38
Belarus -0.08 -0.17 0.09 0.11 -0.16
Bosnia and Herzegovina -0.05 -0.22 0.23 0.34 0.06
Brazil -0.24 -0.15 0.12 0.22 0.10
Brunei Darussalam -0.58 -0.26 -0.13 0.24 -0.23
Bulgaria -0.07 -0.04 -0.08 -0.01 -0.51
Costa Rica m m m m m
Croatia 0.17 0.08 -0.11 0.00 0.00
Dominican Republic -0.07 0.21 0.02 0.39 -0.18
Hong Kong (China) -0.10 0.04 -0.11 -0.11 -0.30
Indonesia -0.51 -0.62 0.06 0.05 -0.34
Jordan 0.17 -0.20 -0.02 0.35 -0.05
Kazakhstan 0.09 -0.23 0.07 0.30 -0.22
Kosovo 0.18 -0.31 0.30 0.50 0.11
Lebanon -0.27 -0.22 0.26 m 0.03
Macao (China) -0.28 -0.27 -0.12 0.02 -0.22
Malaysia -0.41 -0.21 -0.14 0.18 -0.33
Malta 0.23 0.03 0.18 0.05 0.01
Moldova -0.04 -0.08 0.14 0.26 0.04
Montenegro 0.12 -0.02 0.18 0.34 0.11
Morocco -0.30 -0.50 -0.12 0.16 -0.29
North Macedonia 0.10 -0.39 0.70 0.13 0.38
Panama -0.08 0.06 -0.06 0.33 -0.07
Peru 0.07 0.23 -0.04 0.24 -0.13
Philippines -0.12 -0.22 0.12 0.38 -0.10
Romania -0.40 -0.30 0.22 0.09 -0.08
Russia 0.12 -0.13 0.17 -0.03 -0.16
Saudi Arabia -0.50 -0.45 0.05 0.15 -0.05
Serbia 0.07 -0.11 0.06 0.07 -0.19
Singapore -0.01 0.15 0.17 0.19 0.13
Chinese Taipei m m m m m
Thailand -0.25 -0.11 -0.08 -0.13 -0.55
Ukraine -0.08 -0.14 0.06 -0.13 -0.22
United Arab Emirates 0.22 0.23 0.14 m 0.15
Uruguay -0.20 -0.03 -0.05 0.16 -0.01
Viet Nam -0.34 -0.30 0.01 -0.08 -0.36

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169120
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Table VI.2 [1/2] Students’ attitudes and performance on the global competence cognitive test

Students' attitudes 
towards immigrants

Students' cognitive 
adaptability

Students' awareness 
of intercultural 
communication

Students' agency 
regarding global issues

Students' relative 
performance on the 

global competence test
Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index Mean

O
EC

D OECD average 0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.00 4.04
Australia 0.31 0.13 0.08 0.09 m
Austria -0.11 -0.07 -0.04 -0.20 m
Canada 0.46 0.20 0.11 0.16 18.13
Chile 0.22 -0.06 0.01 -0.02 -4.36
Colombia 0.04 -0.14 -0.09 0.17 19.74
Estonia -0.28 0.11 -0.09 -0.19 m
France m -0.14 0.14 -0.05 m
Germany 0.12 0.07 0.03 -0.27 m
Greece -0.06 -0.29 -0.05 0.06 9.59
Hungary -0.90 -0.06 -0.12 -0.25 m
Iceland 0.27 0.12 -0.05 -0.02 m
Ireland 0.33 0.11 0.05 0.00 m
Israel1 m -0.01 0.05 m 11.16
Italy -0.22 -0.33 0.00 -0.10 m
Korea 0.45 -0.10 0.37 0.51 -24.91
Latvia -0.44 -0.05 -0.29 -0.24 -6.37
Lithuania 0.04 0.00 -0.01 0.09 -9.30
Mexico 0.23 0.22 -0.05 0.11 m
New Zealand 0.32 0.09 0.05 0.08 m
Poland -0.47 0.06 -0.06 -0.17 m
Portugal 0.47 -0.15 0.23 0.32 m
Scotland 
(United Kingdom) 0.34 -0.06 0.00 -0.05 16.20

Slovak Republic -0.49 -0.26 -0.29 -0.30 1.83
Slovenia -0.05 0.00 -0.19 -0.10 m
Spain 0.39 0.28 0.09 0.24 12.71
Switzerland 0.00 0.00 -0.06 -0.18 m
Turkey -0.36 0.20 0.07 0.28 m

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169139
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Table VI.2 [2/2] Students’ attitudes and performance on the global competence cognitive test

Students' attitudes 
towards immigrants

Students' cognitive 
adaptability

Students' awareness 
of intercultural 
communication

Students' agency 
regarding global issues

Students' relative 
performance on the 

global competence test
Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index Mean Index Mean

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.41 0.17 0.40 0.54 -11.64

Argentina 0.07 -0.13 -0.07 -0.05 m
Baku (Azerbaijan) -0.11 -0.03 -0.15 0.24 m
Belarus -0.22 0.17 -0.09 -0.10 m
Bosnia and Herzegovina -0.10 0.31 -0.11 -0.11 m
Brazil 0.07 -0.12 -0.08 -0.04 m
Brunei Darussalam 0.00 -0.42 0.03 0.03 -13.74
Bulgaria -0.43 -0.06 -0.16 -0.07 m
Costa Rica m m m m m
Croatia 0.05 -0.03 -0.03 0.00 9.47
Dominican Republic -0.21 0.01 -0.07 0.06 m
Hong Kong (China) 0.03 -0.29 0.10 0.13 0.78
Indonesia -0.29 -0.14 -0.09 -0.02 -0.38
Jordan -0.09 0.18 -0.04 0.24 m
Kazakhstan -0.24 -0.04 -0.27 -0.02 -14.33
Kosovo 0.08 0.01 0.16 0.23 m
Lebanon -0.26 -0.06 0.01 0.09 m
Macao (China) -0.02 -0.45 -0.01 0.00 m
Malaysia m -0.30 -0.02 -0.01 m
Malta -0.06 0.07 0.14 0.23 2.91
Moldova 0.00 0.19 0.07 -0.10 m
Montenegro -0.04 0.17 -0.02 -0.03 m
Morocco -0.17 -0.20 -0.29 -0.10 6.14
North Macedonia 0.03 0.31 m 0.16 m
Panama -0.03 -0.06 -0.04 0.04 10.01
Peru m -0.06 0.01 0.12 m
Philippines -0.14 -0.12 -0.01 0.13 -7.62
Romania -0.20 0.16 0.04 -0.15 m
Russia -0.29 0.10 -0.30 -0.24 -19.96
Saudi Arabia -0.31 -0.06 -0.09 -0.02 m
Serbia -0.28 0.03 -0.08 -0.15 -1.39
Singapore m -0.04 0.30 0.31 10.99
Chinese Taipei m m m m m
Thailand -0.16 -0.29 -0.25 0.08 -8.11
Ukraine -0.12 0.13 -0.18 -0.16 m
United Arab Emirates m 0.12 0.10 m m
Uruguay 0.12 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 m
Viet Nam -0.26 -0.43 -0.12 -0.15 m

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169139
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Table VI.3 [1/2] Language learning and contact with people from other countries

Proportion of 
students who speak 

one language 
(including the one/

those spoken at 
home)1

Proportion of 
students who 
speak two or 

more languages 
(including the one/

those spoken at 
home)

Proportion of 
students who do 
not learn foreign 

languages at 
school2

Proportion of 
students who 

learn one foreign 
language at school

Proportion of 
students who learn 
two or more foreign 
languages at school

Percentage of 
students who 

reported having 
contact with 

people from other 
countries at school

% % % % % %

O
EC

D OECD average 31.8 68.2 11.7 37.9 50.5 53.1
Australia 62.4 37.6 63.6 28.2 8.1 65.5
Austria 12.2 87.8 2.2 44.4 53.4 69.1
Canada 36.9 63.1 32.9 51.1 16.1 69.5
Chile 61.0 39.0 12.7 75.1 12.2 54.6
Colombia 66.9 33.1 9.3 73.3 17.4 37.8
Estonia 9.7 90.3 0.6 3.8 95.6 45.7
France 22.8 77.2 2.2 11.1 86.7 52.5
Germany 13.7 86.3 1.7 37.2 61.1 72.2
Greece 15.0 85.0 2.2 67.9 29.9 72.7
Hungary 21.6 78.4 0.6 53.9 45.5 34.7
Iceland 19.4 80.6 2.7 3.9 93.4 57.3
Ireland 40.8 59.2 11.8 72.5 15.7 67.9
Israel3 25.9 74.1 6.3 53.3 40.4 35.7
Italy 28.6 71.4 0.5 44.7 54.8 70.8
Korea 71.6 28.4 3.3 67.9 28.8 36.6
Latvia 6.9 93.1 0.5 6.1 93.5 40.0
Lithuania 10.4 89.6 0.2 2.1 97.7 32.6
Mexico 71.3 28.7 14.8 70.6 14.5 29.9
New Zealand 58.4 41.6 62.3 27.7 10.0 73.3
Poland 19.7 80.3 0.4 1.3 98.3 31.4
Portugal 20.8 79.2 1.7 63.0 35.3 54.7
Scotland (United Kingdom) 61.0 39.0 64.5 30.6 4.9 57.6
Slovak Republic 13.4 86.6 1.0 16.2 82.8 39.7
Slovenia 11.6 88.4 0.8 33.9 65.3 57.9
Spain 16.5 83.5 2.6 38.2 59.2 69.1
Switzerland 12.8 87.2 6.4 11.7 81.8 77.7
Turkey 46.3 53.7 6.9 32.8 60.4 28.1

1. Students were asked the following question: “How many languages, including the language(s) you speak at home, do you and your parents speak well 
enough to converse with others?”
2. Students reported on the number of foreign languages they learned at their school in the year they sat the PISA test (ST189).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.4.5 and VI.B1.4.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169158
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Table VI.3 [2/2] Language learning and contact with people from other countries

Proportion of 
students who speak 

one language 
(including the one/

those spoken at 
home)1

Proportion of 
students who 
speak two or 

more languages 
(including the one/

those spoken at 
home)

Proportion of 
students who do 
not learn foreign 

languages at 
school2

Proportion of 
students who 

learn one foreign 
language at school

Proportion of 
students who 

learn two or more 
foreign languages 

at school

Percentage of 
students who 

reported having 
contact with 

people from other 
countries at school

% % % % % %

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 28.1 71.9 2.8 29.9 67.3 71.5

Argentina 54.8 45.2 7.6 81.8 10.6 29.8
Baku (Azerbaijan) 28.7 71.3 6.3 17.9 75.8 42.3
Belarus 21.2 78.8 1.0 67.0 32.0 36.9
Bosnia and Herzegovina 24.1 75.9 0.7 32.6 66.7 58.1
Brazil 65.1 34.9 12.8 57.8 29.5 22.0
Brunei Darussalam 13.4 86.6 29.4 23.0 47.6 56.4
Bulgaria 29.3 70.7 0.4 4.3 95.3 44.7
Costa Rica 49.0 51.0 5.3 43.5 51.3 66.1
Croatia 9.6 90.4 0.5 41.5 58.1 40.3
Dominican Republic 59.4 40.6 6.3 23.7 70.1 57.6
Hong Kong (China) 7.4 92.6 21.3 45.9 32.7 67.5
Indonesia 35.8 64.2 10.2 45.0 44.8 33.4
Jordan 52.6 47.4 18.4 65.2 16.5 44.7
Kazakhstan 19.0 81.0 2.8 37.5 59.7 49.9
Kosovo 33.2 66.8 3.4 33.2 63.4 68.1
Lebanon m m 10.9 20.9 68.2 53.9
Macao (China) 9.1 90.9 9.7 49.9 40.3 55.2
Malaysia 37.4 62.6 31.8 26.1 42.1 41.7
Malta 9.6 90.4 3.4 38.1 58.5 57.9
Moldova 15.1 84.9 2.1 9.2 88.8 39.4
Montenegro 18.1 81.9 0.9 32.1 67.1 59.3
Morocco 33.0 67.0 5.0 15.5 79.5 47.4
North Macedonia m m 1.1 27.8 71.1 38.3
Panama 57.6 42.4 9.4 51.6 38.9 73.5
Peru 59.8 40.2 14.0 60.7 25.3 34.9
Philippines 30.5 69.5 24.2 34.6 41.3 61.9
Romania 34.1 65.9 0.7 2.3 97.0 44.5
Russia 41.0 59.0 1.9 67.1 31.0 35.8
Saudi Arabia 58.3 41.7 29.5 61.3 9.1 49.1
Serbia 24.7 75.3 1.0 44.9 54.1 48.2
Singapore 7.8 92.2 5.7 78.9 15.3 73.0
Chinese Taipei 15.9 84.1 8.0 57.9 34.0 77.6
Thailand 40.9 59.1 7.7 33.5 58.7 64.8
Ukraine 18.5 81.5 1.0 49.5 49.5 38.2
United Arab Emirates 17.3 82.7 16.2 50.9 32.9 70.2
Uruguay 44.0 56.0 9.0 71.3 19.7 33.2
Viet Nam 66.8 33.2 1.0 89.5 9.5 20.3

1. Students were asked the following question: “How many languages, including the language(s) you speak at home, do you and your parents speak well 
enough to converse with others?”
2. Students reported on the number of foreign languages they learned at their school in the year they sat the PISA test (ST189).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.4.5 and VI.B1.4.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169158
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Table VI.4 [1/2] Language learning and students’ attitudes1

Associations between the 
index of awareness of 

intercultural communication 
and the number of foreign 
languages learned by the 

student at school

Associations between the 
index of self-efficacy regarding 
global issues and the number 
of foreign languages learned 

by the student at school

Associations between the 
index of student's awareness 

of global issues and the 
number of foreign languages 

learned by the student at 
school

Associations between the 
index of perspective taking 
and the number of foreign 
languages learned by the 

student at school

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned2

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned
Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

O
EC

D OECD average 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.11
Australia 0.00 0.08 0.06 0.04
Austria 0.13 -0.05 0.07 0.01
Canada 0.09 0.09 0.03 -0.04
Chile 0.17 0.20 0.18 0.17
Colombia 0.19 0.22 0.16 0.05
Estonia c c c c
France 0.17 0.20 0.07 0.05
Germany 0.34 0.23 0.37 0.06
Greece 0.25 0.21 0.35 0.25
Hungary c c c c
Iceland 0.25 0.10 0.16 0.00
Ireland 0.18 0.16 0.04 0.11
Israel3 0.18 0.30 0.23 0.05
Italy 0.17 0.18 0.45 0.13
Korea 0.16 0.31 0.27 0.24
Latvia c c c c
Lithuania c c c c
Mexico 0.21 0.14 0.12 0.09
New Zealand 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.08
Poland c c c c
Portugal 0.35 0.41 0.48 0.28
Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.10 0.02 0.01 -0.01
Slovak Republic 0.41 0.61 c 0.10
Slovenia 0.12 0.15 0.15 0.54
Spain 0.28 0.34 0.32 0.10
Switzerland 0.06 -0.01 0.03 0.02
Turkey 0.37 0.24 0.25 0.14

1. Students were asked the following question: “How many foreign languages do you learn at your school this school year?”
2. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details. 
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.13.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169177
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Table VI.4 [2/2] Language learning and students’ attitudes1

Associations between the 
index of awareness of 

intercultural communication 
and the number of foreign 
languages learned by the 

student at school

Associations between the 
index of self-efficacy regarding 
global issues and the number 
of foreign languages learned 

by the student at school

Associations between the 
index of student's awareness 

of global issues and the 
number of foreign languages 

learned by the student at 
school

Associations between the 
index of perspective taking 
and the number of foreign 
languages learned by the 

student at school

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned2

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned
Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.38 0.21 0.29 0.35

Argentina 0.17 0.38 0.29 0.04
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.24 0.28 0.45 0.08
Belarus 0.32 0.20 0.52 0.09
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.53 0.23 0.94 -0.21
Brazil 0.15 0.26 0.30 0.11
Brunei Darussalam 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.04
Bulgaria c c c c
Costa Rica 0.30 0.19 0.24 0.19
Croatia c c c c
Dominican Republic 0.10 0.09 0.17 0.12
Hong Kong (China) 0.07 0.15 0.10 0.06
Indonesia 0.10 0.09 0.23 0.01
Jordan 0.31 0.34 0.49 0.08
Kazakhstan 0.22 0.25 0.36 0.19
Kosovo 0.31 0.25 0.54 0.21
Lebanon 0.18 0.10 0.25 0.15
Macao (China) 0.12 0.13 0.21 0.13
Malaysia 0.02 0.03 0.07 -0.04
Malta 0.30 0.18 0.07 0.33
Moldova 0.14 0.13 0.25 0.08
Montenegro 0.18 0.24 0.61 -0.18
Morocco 0.32 0.14 0.27 0.04
North Macedonia m 0.05 0.68 0.16
Panama 0.12 0.15 0.06 0.11
Peru 0.07 0.10 0.14 -0.03
Philippines 0.09 0.10 0.21 0.06
Romania c -0.10 0.50 c
Russia 0.38 0.29 0.52 0.33
Saudi Arabia 0.27 0.18 0.24 0.03
Serbia 0.76 0.21 0.62 0.21
Singapore 0.14 0.10 0.04 0.01
Chinese Taipei 0.16 0.30 0.32 0.35
Thailand 0.15 0.14 0.23 0.19
Ukraine 0.33 0.48 0.70 0.09
United Arab Emirates -0.03 0.06 0.00 0.00
Uruguay 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.02
Viet Nam 0.31 0.34 0.32 0.16

1. Students were asked the following question: “How many foreign languages do you learn at your school this school year?”
2. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details. 
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.13.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169177
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Table VI.5 [1/2] Language learning and students’ attitudes1

Associations between the 
index of student’s interest in 
learning about other cultures 

and the number of foreign 
languages learned by the 

student at school

Associations between the 
index of respect for people 
from other cultures and the 

number of foreign languages 
learned by the student at 

school

Associations between the 
index of student's attitudes 
towards immigrants and the 
number of foreign languages 

learned by the student at 
school

Associations between the 
index of student's cognitive 

adaptability and the number 
of foreign languages learned 

by the student at school

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned2

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned

Difference between one or more 
languages and no languages 

learned
Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

O
EC

D OECD average 0.14 0.21 0.18 0.08
Australia 0.17 0.02 0.05 0.04
Austria 0.11 0.22 0.10 0.17
Canada 0.17 0.08 0.05 0.05
Chile 0.28 0.32 0.20 0.20
Colombia 0.10 0.19 0.12 0.00
Estonia c c c c
France 0.35 0.35 m -0.02
Germany 0.12 0.49 0.26 -0.03
Greece -0.06 0.21 0.20 0.17
Hungary c c c c
Iceland 0.10 0.54 0.29 0.13
Ireland 0.16 0.19 0.16 0.13
Israel3 0.26 m m -0.16
Italy -0.08 0.12 0.31 -0.01
Korea 0.25 0.28 0.26 0.26
Latvia c c c c
Lithuania c c c c
Mexico 0.07 0.14 0.10 0.14
New Zealand 0.25 0.05 0.04 0.07
Poland c c c c
Portugal 0.13 0.39 0.45 0.29
Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.12 -0.03 -0.03 0.05
Slovak Republic 0.15 0.14 0.28 0.01
Slovenia 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.02
Spain 0.09 0.13 0.32 0.07
Switzerland 0.16 0.18 0.35 0.08
Turkey 0.20 0.21 0.08 0.14

1. Students were asked the following question: “How many foreign languages do you learn at your school this school year?”
2. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.13.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169196
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Table VI.5 [2/2] Language learning and students’ attitudes1

Associations between the 
index of student’s interest in 
learning about other cultures 

and the number of foreign 
languages learned by the 

student at school

Associations between the 
index of respect for people 
from other cultures and the 

number of foreign languages 
learned by the student at 

school

Associations between the 
index of student's attitudes 
towards immigrants and the 
number of foreign languages 

learned by the student at 
school

Associations between the 
index of student's cognitive 

adaptability and the number 
of foreign languages learned 

by the student at school

Difference between one 
or more languages and no 

languages learned2

Difference between one 
or more languages and no 

languages learned

Difference between one 
or more languages and no 

languages learned

Difference between one 
or more languages and no 

languages learned
Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.29 0.25 0.30 0.24

Argentina 0.03 0.26 0.22 -0.01
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.22 0.29 0.13 0.28
Belarus 0.19 0.25 0.43 0.07
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.03 0.25 0.38 0.00
Brazil 0.17 0.26 0.21 0.08
Brunei Darussalam -0.01 0.01 -0.09 0.06
Bulgaria c c c c
Costa Rica 0.11 0.18 0.26 0.15
Croatia c c c c
Dominican Republic 0.22 0.25 -0.02 0.48
Hong Kong (China) 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.07
Indonesia 0.07 0.10 0.02 -0.02
Jordan 0.14 0.19 0.23 0.13
Kazakhstan 0.22 0.19 0.22 0.19
Kosovo 0.27 0.44 0.24 -0.04
Lebanon m 0.19 0.08 0.18
Macao (China) 0.13 0.15 0.10 0.04
Malaysia 0.03 -0.03 m 0.03
Malta 0.34 0.18 0.12 0.18
Moldova 0.07 0.16 0.11 0.12
Montenegro 0.31 0.50 0.12 -0.03
Morocco 0.13 0.19 0.24 0.01
North Macedonia -0.06 0.15 0.16 0.45
Panama 0.21 0.03 0.05 0.09
Peru 0.04 0.08 m 0.02
Philippines 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.10
Romania c c c -0.02
Russia 0.30 0.67 0.32 0.44
Saudi Arabia 0.09 0.07 0.15 0.00
Serbia 0.37 0.71 0.28 0.48
Singapore 0.05 -0.03 m 0.02
Chinese Taipei 0.29 0.39 0.30 0.25
Thailand 0.13 0.29 0.12 0.14
Ukraine -0.15 0.27 0.45 -0.04
United Arab Emirates m -0.05 m 0.01
Uruguay 0.07 0.15 0.16 -0.07
Viet Nam 0.27 0.24 0.20 0.15

1. Students were asked the following question: “How many foreign languages do you learn at your school this school year?”
2. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.13.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169196
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Table VI.6 [1/2] Contact with people from other countries at school and students’ attitudes1

Associations between the 
index of awareness of 

intercultural communication 
and contact with people from 

other countries at school

Associations between the 
index of self-efficacy regarding 
global issues and contact with 
people from other countries 

at school

Associations between the 
index of students' awareness 
of global issues and contact 

with people from other 
countries at school

Associations between the 
index of perspective taking 

and contact with people from 
other countries at school

Difference between those 
who have contact and

those who do not2

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not
Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

O
EC

D OECD average 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.08
Australia 0.16 0.26 0.19 0.17
Austria 0.09 0.15 0.20 0.08
Canada 0.18 0.24 0.17 0.14
Chile -0.04 0.10 0.14 0.05
Colombia 0.02 -0.01 0.06 0.04
Estonia -0.02 0.02 0.03 0.07
France 0.14 0.17 0.15 0.11
Germany 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.08
Greece 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.07
Hungary 0.08 0.12 0.10 0.04
Iceland 0.17 0.20 0.25 0.15
Ireland 0.12 0.19 0.19 0.08
Israel3 0.01 0.11 0.17 0.06
Italy 0.08 0.03 0.06 0.07
Korea 0.08 0.13 0.10 0.09
Latvia -0.04 0.09 0.09 0.11
Lithuania -0.03 0.09 0.01 0.03
Mexico -0.06 0.14 0.16 0.04
New Zealand 0.20 0.18 0.21 0.16
Poland -0.08 0.05 0.04 0.01
Portugal 0.04 0.09 0.14 0.11
Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.19 0.23 0.18 0.09
Slovak Republic 0.05 0.10 0.11 0.08
Slovenia 0.06 0.11 0.11 0.09
Spain 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.09
Switzerland 0.26 0.22 0.27 0.09
Turkey -0.01 0.02 0.05 0.06

1. Students were asked the following question: “Do you have contact with people from other countries at school?”
2. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169215
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Table VI.6 [2/2] Contact with people from other countries at school and students’ attitudes1

Associations between the 
index of awareness of 

intercultural communication 
and contact with people from 

other countries at school

Associations between the 
index of self-efficacy regarding 
global issues and contact with 
people from other countries 

at school

Associations between the 
index of students' awareness 
of global issues and contact 

with people from other 
countries at school

Associations between the 
index of perspective taking 

and contact with people from 
other countries at school

Difference between those 
who have contact and

those who do not2

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not
Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.07

Argentina -0.01 0.07 0.08 0.14
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.00 0.19 0.15 -0.01
Belarus 0.07 0.04 0.10 0.02
Bosnia and Herzegovina -0.01 0.05 0.04 0.09
Brazil -0.10 -0.03 -0.16 -0.10
Brunei Darussalam 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.04
Bulgaria -0.09 0.07 0.01 0.07
Costa Rica 0.03 0.12 0.13 0.12
Croatia 0.05 0.06 0.11 0.02
Dominican Republic -0.01 0.11 0.09 0.03
Hong Kong (China) -0.01 0.06 0.09 0.04
Indonesia -0.08 0.09 0.00 0.00
Jordan -0.09 0.00 -0.12 0.01
Kazakhstan 0.06 0.10 0.05 0.03
Kosovo -0.09 0.07 0.05 0.05
Lebanon -0.24 0.03 -0.03 0.00
Macao (China) -0.01 0.04 0.07 0.05
Malaysia -0.02 0.00 -0.05 -0.01
Malta 0.10 0.19 0.15 0.08
Moldova 0.02 0.08 0.10 0.10
Montenegro 0.04 0.07 0.01 0.05
Morocco -0.04 0.10 0.03 -0.07
North Macedonia m 0.09 0.04 0.00
Panama 0.22 0.12 0.15 0.12
Peru -0.03 0.06 0.09 0.05
Philippines -0.10 -0.04 -0.13 -0.06
Romania -0.04 0.06 0.04 0.01
Russia 0.02 0.12 0.06 -0.02
Saudi Arabia -0.01 0.14 0.04 0.11
Serbia -0.01 0.07 0.05 0.06
Singapore 0.13 0.17 0.19 0.13
Chinese Taipei 0.14 0.15 0.11 0.21
Thailand 0.05 0.10 0.09 0.05
Ukraine 0.03 0.02 0.01 -0.03
United Arab Emirates 0.06 0.14 0.15 0.13
Uruguay 0.05 0.09 0.17 0.10
Viet Nam 0.03 0.09 0.06 0.00

1. Students were asked the following question: “Do you have contact with people from other countries at school?”
2. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169215
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Table VI.7 [1/2] Contact with people from other countries at school and students’ attitudes1

Associations between the 
index of students' interest in 
learning about other cultures 
and contact with people from 

other countries at school

Associations between the 
index of respect for people 

from other cultures and 
contact with people from 
other countries at school

Associations between the 
index of students' attitudes 

towards immigrants and 
contact with people from 
other countries at school

Associations between the 
index of students' cognitive 

adaptability and contact with 
people from

other countries at school

Difference between those 
who have contact and

those who do not2

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not
Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

O
EC

D OECD average 0.17 0.12 0.07 0.15
Australia 0.28 0.21 0.15 0.21
Austria 0.18 0.28 0.16 0.14
Canada 0.27 0.17 0.16 0.18
Chile 0.13 0.01 -0.06 0.17
Colombia 0.03 0.00 -0.03 0.10
Estonia 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.08
France 0.19 0.20 m 0.17
Germany 0.29 0.24 0.20 0.12
Greece 0.14 0.20 0.12 0.18
Hungary 0.16 0.14 0.06 0.13
Iceland 0.33 0.25 0.14 0.23
Ireland 0.24 0.19 0.18 0.16
Israel3 0.13 m m 0.12
Italy 0.10 0.15 0.07 0.11
Korea 0.18 0.05 0.04 0.22
Latvia 0.15 -0.03 0.00 0.13
Lithuania 0.06 -0.07 -0.08 0.03
Mexico 0.12 -0.04 -0.12 0.10
New Zealand 0.26 0.22 0.13 0.22
Poland 0.06 -0.04 0.03 0.09
Portugal 0.13 0.10 0.03 0.20
Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.26 0.18 0.12 0.18
Slovak Republic 0.19 0.09 0.03 0.16
Slovenia 0.19 0.15 0.09 0.17
Spain 0.18 0.14 0.08 0.14
Switzerland 0.23 0.34 0.22 0.18
Turkey 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.13

1. Students were asked the following question: “Do you have contact with people from other countries at school?”
2. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169234
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Table VI.7 [2/2] Contact with people from other countries at school and students’ attitudes1

Associations between the 
index of students' interest in 
learning about other cultures 
and contact with people from 

other countries at school

Associations between the 
index of respect for people 

from other cultures and 
contact with people from 
other countries at school

Associations between the 
index of students' attitudes 

towards immigrants and 
contact with people from 
other countries at school

Associations between the 
index of students' cognitive 

adaptability and contact with 
people from

other countries at school

Difference between those 
who have contact and

those who do not2

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not

Difference between those 
who have contact and those 

who do not
Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.10 0.03 0.01 0.15

Argentina 0.15 0.03 -0.04 0.20
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.04 0.05 -0.02 0.10
Belarus 0.23 0.08 0.08 0.15
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.10 0.08 0.02 0.12
Brazil 0.05 -0.23 -0.16 0.15
Brunei Darussalam 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.13
Bulgaria 0.19 0.13 -0.03 0.16
Costa Rica 0.09 0.05 0.04 0.15
Croatia 0.12 -0.01 0.05 0.13
Dominican Republic -0.01 -0.01 -0.05 0.12
Hong Kong (China) 0.08 0.07 0.00 0.07
Indonesia 0.10 -0.10 -0.04 0.10
Jordan 0.07 0.05 -0.03 0.09
Kazakhstan 0.11 0.09 0.01 0.12
Kosovo 0.13 0.01 -0.09 0.14
Lebanon m -0.04 -0.03 0.12
Macao (China) 0.07 0.01 0.04 0.15
Malaysia 0.02 -0.01 m 0.12
Malta 0.20 0.17 0.08 0.20
Moldova 0.15 0.06 0.00 0.16
Montenegro 0.14 0.00 0.04 0.15
Morocco 0.01 -0.09 -0.11 0.04
North Macedonia 0.13 0.01 -0.07 0.12
Panama 0.13 0.16 0.10 0.12
Peru 0.08 0.04 m 0.11
Philippines -0.01 -0.07 -0.14 0.04
Romania 0.16 0.02 0.00 0.11
Russia 0.17 0.08 0.05 0.14
Saudi Arabia 0.15 0.07 0.06 0.19
Serbia 0.12 0.01 0.00 0.14
Singapore 0.13 0.19 m 0.21
Chinese Taipei 0.21 0.21 0.08 0.25
Thailand 0.11 0.12 0.04 0.13
Ukraine 0.07 -0.08 -0.02 0.08
United Arab Emirates m 0.12 m 0.14
Uruguay 0.14 0.09 0.01 0.16
Viet Nam 0.08 0.01 0.04 0.16

1. Students were asked the following question: “Do you have contact with people from other countries at school?”
2. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169234
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Table VI.8 [1/2] Global competence learning activities and students’ attitudes1

Number of learning 
activities

Change in the index of 
self-efficacy regarding 

global issues associated 
with an increase of one 
activity in the number 
of learning activities1

Change in the index of 
awareness of global 

issues associated with 
an increase of one 

activity in the number 
of learning activities

Change in the index 
of perspective taking 

associated with an 
increase of one activity 

in the number of 
learning activities

Change in the index 
of interest in learning 
about other cultures 
associated with an 

increase of one activity 
in the number of 
learning activities

Mean Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

O
EC

D OECD average 5.5 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.07
Australia 5.9 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.08
Austria 5.5 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.07
Canada 6.0 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.07
Chile 5.7 0.06 0.08 0.04 0.07
Colombia 7.3 0.08 0.08 0.02 0.05
Estonia 5.0 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.07
France 4.8 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.06
Germany 5.4 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.07
Greece 5.7 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.06
Hungary 3.9 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.06
Iceland 5.8 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.07
Ireland 5.3 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.06
Israel2 5.0 0.06 0.08 0.03 0.05
Italy 5.6 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.08
Korea 5.7 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.06
Latvia 4.9 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.08
Lithuania 5.8 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.08
Mexico 6.6 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.07
New Zealand 5.3 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.09
Poland 5.7 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.06
Portugal 5.9 0.05 0.07 0.03 0.06
Scotland (United Kingdom) 4.9 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.07
Slovak Republic 5.0 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.09
Slovenia 4.0 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.07
Spain 5.6 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.06
Switzerland 5.2 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.06
Turkey 5.8 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.04

1. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169253
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Table VI.8 [2/2] Global competence learning activities and students’ attitudes1

Number of learning 
activities

Change in the index of 
self-efficacy regarding 

global issues associated 
with an increase of one 
activity in the number 
of learning activities1

Change in the index of 
awareness of global 

issues associated with 
an increase of one 

activity in the number 
of learning activities

Change in the index 
of perspective taking 

associated with an 
increase of one activity 

in the number of 
learning activities

Change in the index 
of interest in learning 
about other cultures 
associated with an 

increase of one activity 
in the number of 
learning activities

Mean Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 7.4 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.09

Argentina 6.3 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.09
Baku (Azerbaijan) 7.3 0.08 0.09 0.05 0.07
Belarus 5.4 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.09
Bosnia and Herzegovina 5.7 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.06
Brazil 6.2 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.06
Brunei Darussalam 5.6 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.06
Bulgaria 6.0 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.07
Costa Rica 6.2 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.08
Croatia 5.4 0.04 0.06 0.01 0.05
Dominican Republic 7.9 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.05
Hong Kong (China) 6.7 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.06
Indonesia 7.6 0.06 0.08 0.04 0.06
Jordan 7.1 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.06
Kazakhstan 6.3 0.07 0.08 0.04 0.07
Kosovo 6.9 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.06
Lebanon 6.4 0.04 0.06 0.06 m
Macao (China) 5.7 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06
Malaysia 6.1 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.07
Malta 5.6 0.07 0.07 0.03 0.08
Moldova 5.7 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.09
Montenegro 6.3 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.07
Morocco 5.9 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.03
North Macedonia 5.8 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.07
Panama 6.7 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.04
Peru 7.1 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.07
Philippines 8.0 0.07 0.12 0.05 0.09
Romania 5.3 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.06
Russia 5.0 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.09
Saudi Arabia 6.2 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.08
Serbia 5.2 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.07
Singapore 7.8 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.08
Chinese Taipei 6.3 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.08
Thailand 7.5 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.05
Ukraine 5.1 0.07 0.08 0.04 0.08
United Arab Emirates m m m m m
Uruguay 5.9 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.06
Viet Nam 6.3 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.10

1. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169253
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Table VI.9 [1/2] Global competence learning activities and students’ attitudes

Change in the index 
of respect for people 
from other cultures 
associated with an 

increase of one activity 
in the number of 

learning activities1

Change in the index 
of attitudes towards 

immigrants associated 
with an increase of one 
activity in the number 
of learning activities

Change in the 
index of awareness 

of intercultural 
communication 

associated with an 
increase of one activity 

in the number of 
learning activities

Change in the index of 
cognitive adaptability 

associated with an 
increase of one activity 

in the number of 
learning activities

Change in the index 
of agency regarding 

global issues associated 
with an increase of one 
activity in the number 
of learning activities

Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

O
EC

D OECD average 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.06
Australia 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.08
Austria 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.06
Canada 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.06
Chile 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.05
Colombia 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.07
Estonia 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.07
France 0.01 m 0.03 0.04 0.07
Germany 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.06
Greece 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.06
Hungary 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.05
Iceland 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.05
Ireland 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.06
Israel2 m m 0.03 0.05 m
Italy 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.06
Korea 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.07
Latvia 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.04
Lithuania 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.08
Mexico 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.05
New Zealand 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.08
Poland 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.05
Portugal 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.05
Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.06
Slovak Republic 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.06
Slovenia 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03
Spain 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.05
Switzerland 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.04
Turkey 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.05

1. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169272
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Table VI.9 [2/2] Global competence learning activities and students’ attitudes

Change in the index 
of respect for people 
from other cultures 
associated with an 

increase of one activity 
in the number of 

learning activities1

Change in the index 
of attitudes towards 

immigrants associated 
with an increase of one 
activity in the number 
of learning activities

Change in the 
index of awareness 

of intercultural 
communication 

associated with an 
increase of one activity 

in the number of 
learning activities

Change in the index of 
cognitive adaptability 

associated with an 
increase of one activity 

in the number of 
learning activities

Change in the index 
of agency regarding 

global issues associated 
with an increase of one 
activity in the number 
of learning activities

Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif. Dif.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.12

Argentina 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.09 0.07
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.06
Belarus 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.07
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.05
Brazil 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.05
Brunei Darussalam 0.04 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.05
Bulgaria 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.04
Costa Rica 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.09 0.07
Croatia 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.06
Dominican Republic 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.09 0.06
Hong Kong (China) 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.07
Indonesia 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.06
Jordan 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.08
Kazakhstan 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.07
Kosovo 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.05
Lebanon 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.05
Macao (China) 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.07
Malaysia 0.07 m 0.06 0.09 0.07
Malta 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.07
Moldova 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.08
Montenegro 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.05
Morocco 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.05
North Macedonia 0.03 0.01 m 0.06 0.02
Panama 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.05
Peru 0.04 m 0.03 0.06 0.04
Philippines 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.08
Romania 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.06
Russia 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.07
Saudi Arabia 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.09 0.08
Serbia 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.05
Singapore 0.03 m 0.04 0.07 0.08
Chinese Taipei 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.09 0.08
Thailand 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06
Ukraine 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.07
United Arab Emirates m m m m m
Uruguay 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.05
Viet Nam 0.09 0.04 0.06 0.11 0.09

1. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169272
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Table VI.10 [1/2] School climate and students’ attitudes

Perception of 
discrimination

at school

Change in the index of 
students' perspective 

taking associated with a 
one-unit increase in the 
index of perception of 

discrimination
at school1

Change in the index 
of students' respect 

for people from other 
cultures associated with 

a one-unit increase in 
the index of perception 

of discrimination
at school

Change in the index 
of students' attitudes 
towards immigrants 

associated with a 
one-unit increase in the 
index of perception of 

discrimination
at school

School principal's 
view on teachers' 
multicultural and 
egalitarian beliefs

Mean Index Dif. Dif. Dif. Mean Index

O
EC

D OECD average -0.01 -0.09 -0.18 -0.08 -0.05
Australia -0.11 -0.12 -0.19 -0.13 0.02
Austria m m m m m
Canada m m m m 0.07
Chile -0.10 -0.16 -0.20 -0.12 -0.05
Colombia 0.10 -0.10 -0.17 -0.08 -0.08
Estonia 0.02 -0.08 -0.20 -0.06 -0.24
France m m m m m
Germany -0.04 -0.01 -0.19 -0.10 0.03
Greece 0.34 -0.06 -0.11 -0.03 0.19
Hungary 0.13 -0.04 -0.12 0.05 -0.43
Iceland -0.26 -0.11 -0.26 -0.12 0.21
Ireland -0.30 -0.05 -0.16 -0.15 0.47
Israel2 m m m m -0.19
Italy -0.12 -0.07 -0.20 -0.09 0.11
Korea -0.54 -0.12 -0.18 -0.09 -0.67
Latvia 0.04 -0.10 -0.18 -0.05 -0.32
Lithuania 0.15 -0.11 -0.19 -0.11 -0.18
Mexico 0.09 -0.14 -0.19 -0.09 -0.19
New Zealand -0.01 -0.05 -0.15 -0.12 0.06
Poland 0.09 -0.12 -0.18 -0.03 0.25
Portugal -0.19 -0.10 -0.20 -0.14 -0.10
Scotland (United Kingdom) -0.29 -0.05 -0.21 -0.14 0.31
Slovak Republic 0.31 -0.10 -0.22 -0.02 -0.19
Slovenia 0.25 -0.07 -0.18 -0.07 -0.31
Spain -0.11 -0.10 -0.20 -0.12 0.27
Switzerland 0.01 -0.08 -0.21 -0.15 -0.09
Turkey 0.36 -0.05 -0.07 0.04 -0.18

1. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.8.11, VI.B1.8.13 and VI.B1.8.14.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169291
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Table VI.10 [2/2] School climate and students’ attitudes

Perception of 
discrimination

at school

Change in the index of 
students' perspective 

taking associated with a 
one-unit increase in the 
index of perception of 

discrimination
at school1

Change in the index 
of students' respect 

for people from other 
cultures associated with 

a one-unit increase in 
the index of perception 

of discrimination
at school

Change in the index 
of students' attitudes 
towards immigrants 

associated with a 
one-unit increase in the 
index of perception of 

discrimination
at school

School principal's 
view on teachers' 
multicultural and 
egalitarian beliefs

Mean Index Dif. Dif. Dif. Mean Index

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania -0.10 -0.16 -0.17 -0.12 -0.22

Argentina 0.09 -0.06 -0.17 -0.10 -0.01
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.72 -0.21 -0.19 0.07 -0.69
Belarus -0.13 -0.14 -0.17 -0.06 0.42
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.21 -0.16 -0.21 -0.03 0.16
Brazil 0.11 -0.17 -0.25 -0.09 0.16
Brunei Darussalam 0.26 -0.04 -0.10 -0.07 -0.43
Bulgaria 0.36 -0.20 -0.22 0.03 -0.16
Costa Rica -0.27 -0.13 -0.18 -0.11 -0.18
Croatia 0.02 -0.12 -0.24 -0.11 0.05
Dominican Republic 0.45 -0.17 -0.20 0.07 0.06
Hong Kong (China) -0.03 -0.10 -0.14 -0.04 -0.83
Indonesia 0.24 -0.07 -0.09 -0.01 -0.14
Jordan 0.39 -0.10 -0.19 -0.03 -0.63
Kazakhstan 0.12 -0.12 -0.18 -0.05 -0.42
Kosovo 0.22 -0.22 -0.18 -0.12 -0.19
Lebanon m m m m -0.55
Macao (China) -0.14 -0.02 -0.13 -0.07 -0.15
Malaysia 0.25 -0.06 -0.12 m 0.11
Malta 0.29 -0.11 -0.18 -0.05 -0.42
Moldova 0.04 -0.09 -0.14 -0.06 -0.21
Montenegro 0.15 -0.20 -0.24 -0.09 0.05
Morocco 0.59 -0.11 -0.19 -0.02 -0.69
North Macedonia 0.14 -0.10 -0.10 -0.05 m
Panama 0.29 -0.08 -0.18 0.00 0.01
Peru 0.04 -0.15 -0.20 m -0.59
Philippines 0.59 -0.08 -0.09 -0.04 0.19
Romania 0.08 -0.12 -0.19 -0.07 0.00
Russia 0.08 -0.22 -0.23 -0.06 0.25
Saudi Arabia 0.60 -0.02 -0.02 0.14 -0.73
Serbia 0.13 -0.18 -0.23 -0.02 0.12
Singapore m m m m 0.48
Chinese Taipei 0.17 -0.07 -0.11 -0.04 -0.45
Thailand 0.46 -0.09 -0.09 0.00 -0.12
Ukraine -0.02 -0.13 -0.20 -0.10 0.36
United Arab Emirates m m m m 0.33
Uruguay 0.05 -0.12 -0.19 -0.09 -0.04
Viet Nam -0.31 -0.10 -0.13 -0.06 -0.91

1. All associations are presented after accounting for students’ gender and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is 
measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Values that are statistically significant are marked in bold.
Source: OECD PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.8.11, VI.B1.8.13 and VI.B1.8.14.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169291



Thriving in an interconnected world Thriving in an interconnected world 
In our interconnected world the ability to live and work together with other people, 

who may think differently or have a different background to us, is vital for success.

Many students want to learn about other cultures and people who are different to them

In response to the statement “I respect 

people from other cultures as equal 

human beings”

All data are OECD average, unless otherwise indicated, and were collected in 2018; PISA students are 15 years old

However, this is mostly done through 

simple actions requiring neither 

time nor money

Around 

4 in 5
or more students 

were in schools 

whose curriculum covered 

global issues, such as climate 

change and epidemics

Students who had

positive attitudes 

and dispositions

reported more global 

and intercultural learning at school

82%
agreed

18%
disagreed

TAKE

ACTIO
N

Many students reported 
supporting sustainability 
and intercultural 
understanding

71%
reduced their 
energy
consumption

64%
followed world 
events on social 
media

Girls reported greater respect 

for people from other cultures 

than boys 
as did advantaged 

students compared to 

their disadvantaged peers

$

Schools, teachers and parents can 
help students develop the skills and 
attitudes needed to thrive in our 
interconnected world
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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:

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

c 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).

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.

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

x Data included 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 66 countries and economies. Students in 27 countries and economies both sat the global 
competence test and completed the global competence module in the student questionnaire. Students in a further 39 countries 
and economies completed the global competence module in the questionnaire only.

The countries/economies that took the global competence cognitive test and the corresponding student’s questionnaire 
are: Albania, Brunei Darussalam, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Greece, Hong Kong (China), Indonesia, Israel, 
Kazakhstan, Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Morocco, Panama, Philippines, The Russian Federation, Scotland (United Kingdom), 
Serbia, Singapore, The Slovak Republic, Spain, Chinese Taipei and Thailand.

The countries/economies that took the student’s global competence questionnaire only are: Albania, Argentina, Australia, 
Austria, Baku (Azerbaijan), Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Croatia, Cyprus, Dominican Republic, Estonia, France, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong (China), Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Korea, Kosovo, Latvia, Lebanon, Lithuania, Macao (China), Malaysia, Malta, Mexico, 
Montenegro, Morocco, New Zealand, North Macedonia, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, The Republic of Moldova, 
Romania, The Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Serbia, Singapore, The Slovak Republic, Slovenia, 
Spain, Switzerland, Chinese Taipei, Thailand, Turkey, Ukraine, The United Arab Emirates, Uruguay and Viet Nam.

The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. The use of such data 
by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and Israeli settlements in the West Bank 
under the terms of international law.

The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally 
representative. See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[1]) for details.

Notes on Cyprus:

• Note by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to “Cyprus” relates to the southern part of the Island. 
There is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the Island. Turkey recognises the Turkish 
Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable solution is found within the context of the United Nations, 
Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the “Cyprus issue”.

• Note by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Union: The Republic of Cyprus is 
recognised by all members of the United Nations with the exception of Turkey. The information in this document relates to 
the area under the effective control of the Government of the Republic of Cyprus.
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B-S-J-Z (China) refers to the four PISA-participating provinces/municipalities of the People’s Republic of China (hereafter “China”): 
Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang.

Data for Viet Nam are included in most tables in Annex B, but not included in tables, figures and texts that report comparisons 
of performance with other countries and economies or over time, because full international comparability of results could not be 
assured at the time this report was published (see Annexes A4 and A6 from Volume I).

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

On 28 April 2020, Colombia became a Member. Colombia is included in the OECD averages in this publication.

The overall average corresponds to the arithmetic mean of the respective country/economy estimates. It was calculated for some 
indicators presented in this report.

In this publication, the OECD average and the overall average are generally used when the focus is on comparing performance 
across education systems. In the case of some countries/economies, data may not be available for specific indicators, or specific 
categories may not apply. Readers should, therefore, keep in mind that the terms “OECD average” and “overall average” refer to 
countries and economies 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” and the “overall average“ are not necessarily computed on 
a consistent set of countries/economies across all columns of a table.

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

S.E. Standard error

STEM Science, technology, engineering and mathematics

% dif. Percentage-point difference

Further documentation
For further information on the PISA assessment instruments and the methods used in PISA, see the PISA 2018 Technical Report 
(OECD, forthcoming[1]).

12

This report has StatLinks at the bottom of 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.

Reference
OECD (forthcoming), PISA 2018 Technical Report, OECD Publishing, Paris. [1]
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OECD member countries Partner countries and economies in PISA 2018 Partner countries and economies in previous cycles 
Australia Lithuania Albania Malaysia Algeria
Austria Luxembourg Argentina Malta Azerbaijan
Belgium Mexico Baku (Azerbaijan) Republic of Moldova Guangdong (China)
Canada Netherlands Belarus Montenegro Himachal Pradesh (India)
Chile New Zealand Bosnia and Herzegovina Morocco Kyrgyzstan
Colombia Norway Brazil Republic of North Macedonia Liechtenstein
Czech Republic Poland Brunei Darussalam Panama Mauritius
Denmark Portugal B-S-J-Z (China)** Peru Miranda (Venezuela)
Estonia Slovak Republic Bulgaria Philippines Tamil Nadu (India)
Finland Slovenia Costa Rica Qatar Trinidad and Tobago
France Spain Croatia Romania Tunisia
Germany Sweden Cyprus Russian Federation
Greece Switzerland Dominican Republic Saudi Arabia
Hungary Turkey Georgia Serbia
Iceland United Kingdom Hong Kong (China) Singapore
Ireland United States* Indonesia Chinese Taipei
Israel Jordan Thailand
Italy Kazakhstan Ukraine
Japan Kosovo United Arab Emirates
Korea Lebanon Uruguay
Latvia Macao (China) Viet Nam

* Puerto Rico participated in the PISA 2015 assessment (as an unincorporated territory of the United States).
** B-S-J-Z (China) refers to four PISA 2018 participating Chinese provinces/municipalities: Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang. In PISA 2015, the four PISA 
participating Chinese provinces/municipalities were: Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Guangdong.

Map of PISA countries and economies

PISA is a triennial survey of 15-year-old students around the world that assesses the extent to which they have acquired key 
knowledge and skills essential for full participation in social and economic life. PISA assessments do not just ascertain whether 
students near the end of their compulsory education can reproduce what they have learned; they also examine how well students 
can extrapolate from what they have learned and apply their knowledge in unfamiliar settings, both in and outside of school.

WHAT IS UNIQUE ABOUT PISA?
PISA is unique because of its:

• policy orientation, which links data on student learning outcomes with data on students’ backgrounds and attitudes towards 
learning, and with key factors that shape their learning, in and outside of school; by doing so, PISA can highlight differences 
in performance and identify the characteristics of students, schools and education systems that perform well

• innovative concept of “literacy”, which refers to students’ capacity to apply their knowledge and skills in key areas, and to 
analyse, reason and communicate effectively as they identify, interpret and solve problems in a variety of situations

• relevance to lifelong learning, as PISA asks students to report on their motivation to learn, their beliefs about themselves, 
and their learning strategies

• regularity, which enables countries to monitor their progress in meeting key learning objectives

• breadth of coverage, which, in PISA 2018, encompassed all 37 OECD countries and 42 partner countries and economies.
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WHICH COUNTRIES AND ECONOMIES PARTICIPATE IN PISA?
PISA is used as an assessment tool in many regions around the world. It was implemented in 43 countries and economies in 
the first assessment (32 in 2000 and 11 in 2002), 41 in the second assessment (2003), 57 in the third assessment (2006), 75 in 
the fourth assessment (65 in 2009 and 10 in 2010), 65 in the fifth assessment (2012) and 72 in the sixth assessment (2015). 
In 2018, 79 countries and economies participated in PISA. 

WHAT DOES THE TEST MEASURE?
In each round of PISA, one subject is tested in detail, taking up nearly half of the total testing time. The main subject in 2018 was 
reading, as it was in 2000 and 2009. Mathematics was the main subject in 2003 and 2012, while science was the main subject in 
2006 and 2015. With this alternating schedule, a thorough analysis of achievement in each of the three core subjects is presented 
every nine years; an analysis of trends is offered every three years. In 2018, global competence was assessed as an innovative 
domain.

The PISA 2018 Assessment and Analytical Framework (OECD, 2019[1]) presents definitions and more detailed descriptions of the 
subjects assessed in PISA 2018:

• Reading literacy is defined as students’ capacity to understand, use, evaluate, reflect on and engage with texts in order to 
achieve one’s goals, develop one’s knowledge and potential, and participate in society.

• Mathematics literacy is defined as students’ capacity to formulate, employ and interpret mathematics in a variety of contexts. 
It includes reasoning mathematically and using mathematical concepts, procedures, facts and tools to describe, explain and 
predict phenomena. 

• Science literacy is defined as the ability to engage with science-related issues, and with the ideas of science, as a reflective 
citizen. A scientifically literate person is willing to engage in reasoned discourse about science and technology, which requires 
the competencies to explain phenomena scientifically, evaluate and design scientific enquiry, and interpret data and evidence 
scientifically.

• Global competence is defined as a multidimensional capacity that encompasses the ability to: examine issues of local, global 
and cultural significance; understand and appreciate the perspectives and worldviews of others; engage in open, appropriate 
and effective interactions across cultures; and take action for collective well-being and sustainable development.

Box A Key features of PISA 2018
The content

• The PISA 2018 survey focused on reading, with mathematics, science and global competence as minor areas 
of assessment. PISA 2018 also included an assessment of young people’s financial literacy, which was optional for 
countries and economies.

The students
• Some 600 000 students completed the assessment in 2018, representing about 32 million 15-year-olds in the schools 

of the 79 participating countries and economies.  

The assessment
• Computer-based tests were used in most countries, with assessments lasting a total of two hours. In reading, a multi-stage 

adaptive approach was applied in computer-based tests whereby students were assigned a block of test items based on 
their performance in preceding blocks. 

• Test items were a mixture of multiple-choice questions and questions requiring students to construct their own 
responses. The items were organised into groups based on a passage of text describing a real-life situation. More than 
15 hours of test items for reading, mathematics, science and global competence were covered, with different students 
taking different combinations of test items. 

• Students also answered a background questionnaire, which took about 35 minutes to complete. The questionnaire 
sought information about the students themselves, their attitudes, dispositions and beliefs, their homes, and their 
school and learning experiences. School principals completed a questionnaire that covered school management and 
organisation, and the learning environment. 
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HOW IS THE ASSESSMENT CONDUCTED?
As was done in 2015, PISA 2018 delivered the assessment of all subjects via computer. Paper-based assessments were provided 
for countries that were not able to test their students by computer, but the paper-based assessment was limited to reading, 
mathematics and science trend items, which were originally developed for previous PISA assessments. Since 2015, new items 
were developed for the computer-based assessment only.   

The 2018 computer-based assessment was designed as a two-hour test. Each test form allocated to students comprised 
four 30-minute clusters of test material. For the main subject of reading, material equivalent to 15 30-minute clusters was 
developed. This material was organised into blocks instead of clusters, as the PISA 2018 reading assessment took a multi-stage 
adaptive approach. The reading assessment was composed of a core stage followed by stage 1 and stage 2. In stages 1 and 2, 
students were assigned blocks of items of either greater or lesser difficulty, depending on their performance in earlier stages 
(see Chapter 1 in this volume, for more detailed information on the multi-stage adaptive approach). To measure trends in the 
subjects of mathematics and science, six clusters were included in each subject. In addition, four clusters of global competence 
items were developed. There were 72 different test forms. Students spent one hour on the reading assessment plus one hour on 
one or two other subjects – mathematics, science or global competence. 

Countries that used paper-based delivery for the main survey measured student performance with 30 pencil-and-paper forms 
containing trend items in the three core PISA subjects. The reading items in these paper-based forms were based on the 2009 
reading literacy framework and did not include any items based on the new 2018 reading literacy framework. 

The assessment of financial literacy was offered as an option in PISA 2018. It was based on the same framework as that developed 
for PISA 2012, which was also used in PISA 2015. The financial literacy assessment lasted one hour (in addition to the regular 
PISA assessment) and comprised two clusters distributed to a subsample of students in combination with the reading and 
mathematics assessments.

To gather contextual information, PISA 2018 asked students and the principal of their school to respond to questionnaires. The 
student questionnaire took about 35 minutes to complete; the questionnaire for principals took about 45 minutes to complete. 
The responses to the questionnaires were analysed with the assessment results to provide both a broader and more nuanced 
picture of student, school and system performance. The PISA 2018 Assessment and Analytical Framework (OECD, 2019[1]) describes 
the genesis of the questionnaires in detail. The questionnaires from all assessments since PISA’s inception are available on the 
PISA website: www.oecd.org/pisa.

The questionnaires seek information about:
• students and their family backgrounds, including their economic, social and cultural capital
• aspects of students’ lives, such as their attitudes towards learning, their habits and life in and outside of school, and their 

family environment
• aspects of schools, such as the quality of the schools’ human and material resources, public and private management and 

funding, decision-making processes, staffing practices, the school’s curricular emphasis and the extracurricular activities it 
offers

• the context of instruction, including institutional structures and types, class size, classroom and school climate, and reading 
activities in class

• aspects of learning, including students’ interest, motivation and engagement.

• Some countries/economies also distributed additional questionnaires to elicit more information. These included: in 
19 countries/economies, a questionnaire for teachers asking about themselves and their teaching practices; and in 
17 countries/economies, a questionnaire for parents asking them to provide information about their perceptions of and 
involvement in their child’s school and learning. 

• Countries/economies could also choose to distribute three other optional questionnaires for students: 52 countries 
and economies distributed a questionnaire about students’ familiarity with computers; 32 countries/economies 
distributed a questionnaire about students’ expectations for further education; and 9 countries/economies distributed 
a questionnaire, developed for PISA 2018, about students’ well-being. 
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In PISA 2018, five additional questionnaires were offered as options:
• computer familiarity questionnaire, focusing on the availability and use of information and communications technologies 

(ICT), and on students’ ability to carry out tasks on computers and their attitudes towards using computers 
• well-being questionnaire, (new to PISA 2018) on students’ perceptions of their health, life satisfaction, social connections 

and activities in and outside of school 
• educational career questionnaire, which collects additional information on interruptions in schooling, preparation for 

students’ future career, and support with language learning 
• parent questionnaire, focusing on parents’ perceptions of and involvement in their child’s school, their support for learning 

at home, school choice, their child’s career expectations, and their background (immigrant/non-immigrant)
• teacher questionnaire, which asks about teachers’ initial training and professional development, their beliefs and attitudes, 

and their teaching practices. Separate questionnaires were developed for teachers of the test language and for other teachers 
in the school.

The contextual information collected through the student, school and optional questionnaires is complemented by system-level 
data. Indicators describing the general structure of each education system, such as expenditure on education, stratification, 
assessments and examinations, appraisals of teachers and school leaders, instruction time, teachers’ salaries, actual teaching 
time and teacher training are routinely developed and analysed by the OECD. These data are extracted from the annual OECD 
publication, Education at a Glance: OECD Indicators, for the countries that participate in the annual OECD data collection 
administered through the OECD Indicators of Education Systems (INES) Network. For other countries and economies, a special 
system-level data collection was conducted in collaboration with PISA Governing Board members and National Project Managers.

WHO ARE THE PISA STUDENTS?
Differences between countries in the nature and extent of pre-primary education and care, the age at entry into formal schooling, 
the structure of the education system, and the prevalence of grade repetition mean that school grade levels are often not good 
indicators of where students are in their cognitive development. To better compare student performance internationally, PISA 
targets students of a specific age. PISA students are aged between 15 years 3 months and 16 years 2 months at the time of 
the assessment, and they have completed at least 6 years of formal schooling. They can be enrolled in any type of institution, 
participate in full-time or part-time education, in academic or vocational programmes, and attend public or private schools or 
foreign schools within the country. (For an operational definition of this target population, see Annex A2.) Using this age across 
countries and over time allows PISA to consistently compare the knowledge and skills of individuals born in the same year who 
are still in school at age 15, despite the diversity of their education histories in and outside of school.

The population of PISA-participating students is defined by strict technical standards, as are the students who are excluded 
from participating (see Annex A2). The overall exclusion rate within a country is required to be below 5% to ensure that, under 
reasonable assumptions, any distortions in national mean scores would remain within plus or minus 5 score points, i.e. typically 
within the order of magnitude of 2 standard errors of sampling. Exclusion could take place either through the schools that 
participated or the students who participated within schools (see Annex A2).

There are several reasons why a school or a student could be excluded from PISA. Schools might be excluded because they are 
situated in remote regions and are inaccessible, because they are very small, or because of organisational or operational factors 
that precluded participation. Students might be excluded because of intellectual disability or limited proficiency in the language 
of the assessment. In 31 of the 79 countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018, the percentage of school-level 
exclusions amounted to less than 1%; it was 4% or less in all except five countries. When the exclusion of students who met the 
internationally established exclusion criteria is also taken into account, the exclusion rates increase slightly. However, in 2018, the 
overall exclusion rate remained below 2% in 28 participating countries and economies, below 5% in 63 participating countries 
and economies, and below 7% in all countries except Sweden (11.1%), Israel (10.2%)5, Luxembourg and Norway (both 7.9%). For 
more detailed information about school and student exclusion from PISA 2018, see Annex A2.

WHERE CAN YOU FIND THE RESULTS?
The initial PISA 2018 results are released in six volumes:

• Volume I: What Students Know and Can Do (OECD, 2019[2]) provides a detailed examination of student performance in 
reading, mathematics and science, and describes how performance has changed over time. 

• Volume II: Where All Students Can Succeed (OECD, 2019[3]) examines gender differences in student performance, the link 
between students’ socio-economic status and immigrant background, on the one hand, and their performance and other 
outcomes, on the other, and the relationship between all of these variables and students’ well-being. Trends in these indicators 
over time are examined when comparable data are available.
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• Volume III: What School Life Means for Students’ Lives (OECD, 2019[4]) focuses on the physical and emotional health of 
students, the role of teachers and parents in shaping the school climate, and the social life at school. The volume also 
examines indicators of student well-being, and how these are related to school climate. 

• Volume IV: Are Students Smart about Money? (OECD, 2020[5]) examines 15-year-old students’ understanding about money 
matters in the 21 countries and economies that participated in this optional assessment. The volume explores how the 
financial literacy of 15-year-old students is associated with their competencies in reading and mathematics, with their 
socio-economic status, and with their previous experiences with money. It also offers an overview of financial education 
in schools in the participating countries and economies, and provides case studies.

• Volume V: Effective Policies, Successful Schools (OECD, 2020[6]) analyses schools and school systems and their relationship 
with education outcomes more generally. The volume covers school governance, selecting and grouping students, and the 
human, financial, educational and time resources allocated to teaching and learning. Trends in these indicators are examined 
when comparable data are available.

• Volume VI: Are Students Ready to Thrive in Global Societies? (OECD, forthcoming[7]) examines students’ ability to consider 
local, global and intercultural issues, understand and appreciate different perspectives and world views, interact respectfully 
with others, and take responsible action towards sustainability and collective well-being. It does so through both an assessment 
completed by students and questionnaires completed by students and school principals.6 

Volumes I, II and III were published in December 2019; Volume IV was published in May 2020; Volume V was published in 
September 2020 and Volume VI is published in October 2020. 

The frameworks for assessing reading, mathematics, science, financial literacy and global competence in 2018 are described in the 
PISA 2018 Assessment and Analytical Framework  (OECD, 2019[1]).  

Technical annexes at the end of this volume describe how questionnaire indices were constructed and discuss sampling issues, 
quality-assurance procedures and the process followed for developing the assessment instruments. Many of the issues covered 
in the technical annexes are elaborated in greater detail in the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[8]).

A selection of key tables referred to in the analyses are included at the end of the respective volume in Annex B1, and a set of 
additional data tables is available on line (www.oecd.org/pisa). A Reader’s Guide is also provided in each volume to aid in interpreting 
the tables and figures that accompany the report. Data from regions within the participating countries are included in Annex B2.
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Notes
1. The paper-based form was used in nine countries: Argentina, Jordan, Lebanon, the Republic of Moldova, the Republic of North Macedonia, 

Romania, Saudi Arabia, Ukraine and Viet Nam. 

2. The global competence assessment was not available in the countries/economies that conducted the PISA 2018 assessment on paper. It was 
conducted in Albania, Brunei Darussalam, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Greece, Hong Kong (China), Indonesia, Israel, Kazakhstan, 
Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines, the Russian Federation, Serbia, Singapore, the Slovak Republic, Spain, Chinese 
Taipei, Thailand and Scotland (United Kingdom). However, the global competence module was included in the student questionnaire, which was 
distributed in 66 of the countries/economies that took part in PISA 2018.

3. Thirty-six test forms were prepared for countries that did not participate in the global competence assessment. The number of distinct test 
forms is much higher when the many possible combinations of reading questions are also considered.

4. The financial literacy assessment was conducted in Australia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Indonesia, Italy, Latvia, 
Lithuania, the Netherlands, Peru, Poland, Portugal, the Russian Federation, Serbia, the Slovak Republic, Spain and the United States.

5.   The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See 
PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[8]) for details. 

6. The global competence assessment was conducted in 27 countries and economies, while the global competence module was included in 
questionnaires distributed in 66 countries/economies and economies.
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This chapter defines the knowledge, skills 
and attitudes that constitute the four 
dimensions of global competence that 
are needed to thrive in an interconnected 
world. It explores the methods used to 
measure them and highlights topics of 
policy relevance explored in detail in 
subsequent chapters.
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Twenty-first century students live in an interconnected, diverse and rapidly changing world. Economic, social, cultural, digital, 
demographic, environmental and epidemiological forces are shaping young people’s lives. This complex environment presents 
both opportunities and challenges. 

As we moved from 2019 into 2020, the world was swept with a global pandemic the like of which had not been seen for more 
than a century. The disruption created by the pandemic was unprecedented, as were reactions to it. Global efforts to counter 
the spread of the virus ensued, as well as creative solutions to respond to its consequences.

It was a time of contradictions. The virus moved along the routes of international trade and travel, challenging the essence 
of the interconnected world we live in. Travel stopped, trade was disrupted, and schools were closed as students, parents 
and teachers were on lockdown. As countries grappled with the consequences of the pandemic, questions arose on what the 
future would hold. Would there be more global collaboration to tackle the aftermath of the crisis, or would it lead to increased 
isolation and the decline of global connections? 

The two scenarios are not mutually exclusive. As we build highly integrated global networks, we become vulnerable to risks 
such as global pandemics and economic crises. Since the financial crisis of 2008, the world has witnessed growing scepticism 
about interconnectedness, with protectionism back on the agenda in some countries. The current pandemic only added to this 
phenomenon, with countries closing their borders to avoid further spread of the virus and the world economy slowing down 
as a result. However, the decline of global links in one sphere could give rise to new connections in another.

In 2008 and the years that followed, countries mobilised their resources to counter the consequences of the financial 
crisis, with the largest concerted monetary policy action in world history. Currently, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic,  
co-ordinated efforts are being made to establish new norms and standards of response. Teams of scientists around the world 
are working on finding a vaccine for the virus. If their efforts are successful, it would be the most rapidly developed vaccine in 
human history. 

Public health is not the only pressing issue on the global stage. In the last two decades, the world faced a different challenge: 
extremism and radicalisation with concerted worldwide efforts being mobilised to counter this threat. More recently, in May 
2020 and the months that followed, the world was swept with protests challenging racial discrimination and the misuse of 
power. Two years earlier, the #MeToo movement put sexual harassment and abuse in the spotlight. One issue focused on racial 
equality, the other on gender equality, but both had justice, empowerment and breaking the silence at their heart, and both 
relied on the willingness of people to show solidarity and to take action for collective well-being. 

In education, although the process of global collaboration is still in its infancy, global events highlighted the potential for 
countries to learn from each other’s experience. So far, if there is one thing that the different crises have shown, it is that 
international collaboration is needed more than ever.

In 2018, the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) conducted its first evaluation of students’ capacity 
to live in an interconnected world. The assessment focused on students’ knowledge of issues of local and global significance, 
including public health, economic and environmental issues, and on their intercultural knowledge, skills and attitudes. It 
explored how schools foster those skills through learning. The survey also covered the inclusion of global and intercultural 
learning in the curriculum and teacher preparedness to integrate those topics in their lessons. 

Even though the PISA 2018 global competence assessment did not specifically cover the COVID-19 crisis or the other recent 
global events, it focused on many themes of global relevance such as: gender equality, environmental sustainability, poverty, 
hunger and malnutrition, economic crises, migration and cultural diversity. More importantly, the cognitive assessment covered 
skills that are valuable beyond the scope of topics included in the assessment such as critical thinking, ability to examine issues 
of global and local significance, ability to understand the perspectives of others and to evaluate actions and consequences.

Education systems that embrace the need for such competences are likely to be the ones that equip students to live in an 
interconnected and diverse world and to benefit from it. In the spirit of the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals, the 
ultimate objective is to allow learners to acquire the knowledge and skills needed to promote human rights, gender equality, 
sustainable lifestyles, a culture of peace and non-violence, global citizenship, and an appreciation of cultural diversity and of 
culture’s contribution to sustainable development.

The rest of this chapter presents the concept of global competence, its dimensions and how it was assessed in PISA 2018.
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WHAT IS GLOBAL COMPETENCE?
In its 2018 cycle of data collection among 15-year-old students, PISA assessed the global competences needed to live in an 
interconnected and changing world. Global competence is defined as a multidimensional capacity that encompasses the ability 
to: 1) examine issues of local, global and cultural significance; 2) understand and appreciate the perspectives and worldviews 
of others; 3) engage in open, appropriate and effective interactions across cultures; and 4) take action for collective well-being 
and sustainable development (OECD, 2019[1]). Students in 27 countries and economies both sat the global competence test 
and completed the global competence module in the student questionnaire. Students in a further 39 countries and economies 
completed the global competence module in the questionnaire only. The list of participating countries and economies is 
provided in Table VI.A2.16 in annex A2.

WHY DO STUDENTS NEED SPECIFIC INTERCULTURAL AND GLOBAL SKILLS?
To live harmoniously in multicultural societies
Multicultural societies are a reality almost everywhere. In recent decades, the cost of human mobility has declined, and 
the number of people moving in search of education and employment has dramatically increased. Moreover, the end of 
the cold war ushered in a significant rise in ethno-cultural conflicts that are challenging governments’ ability to maintain 
peace and harmony between diverse communities living side by side (Brubaker and Laitin, 1998[2]; Kymlicka, 1995[3]). Such 
conflicts highlight the interconnectedness of our world. A conflict in one region can result in an influx of refugees in countries 
thousands of miles away. In 2015 alone, an estimated 4.8 million migrants arrived in OECD countries, a wave that reinforced a 
long and steady upward trend in migration (OECD, 2019[4]). 

With the movement of people between countries, communities have redefined their identity and local culture. Complex forms 
of citizenship have emerged at multiple levels (national, regional, municipal and local), as have new forms of belonging. Against 
this backdrop, individuals must interact with distant regions, people and ideas while also deepening their understanding of their 
local environment and the diversity within their own communities. By appreciating the cultural diversity of the communities 
to which they belong, young people can learn to live together as global citizens (UNESCO, 2014[5]; UNESCO, 2015[6]). While 
education cannot bear the sole responsibility for ending racism and discrimination, it can teach young people the importance 
of challenging cultural biases and stereotypes in multicultural societies.

To thrive in a changing labour market
Workplaces around the world are becoming more diverse and interconnected. Professional success in the 21st century requires 
skills that go beyond disciplinary knowledge. In today’s world, it is essential to operationalise knowledge across disciplines, 
to understand different perspectives and to communicate with others who may not share the same worldview or speak the 
same language. Effective communication and appropriate behaviour within multicultural teams are the key to success and will 
remain so, even as some skills are partially or completely automated. Employers increasingly seek to attract learners who adapt 
easily and are able to apply and transfer their skills and knowledge to new contexts. They value employees who are capable of 
navigating the complex dynamics of globalisation, who are open to people from different cultural backgrounds, who can build 
trust in diverse teams and who demonstrate respect for others (British Council, 2013[7]).

To use media platforms effectively and responsibly
In the past two decades, radical transformations of information and communication technologies have changed our lives 
and shaped young people’s outlook on the world, their interactions with others and their perceptions of their surrounding 
environment. Social media, online networks and interactive technologies connect young people to their friends, family members 
and people well beyond these circles. They also deliver an unprecedented amount of information and online content to young 
people. Such networks are giving rise to new forms of learning, where the source of knowledge is decentralised and learners 
have ever-increasing autonomy in how they learn. 

However, these new media and technologies also pose some risks to young people, including exposure to harmful or 
inappropriate content, lack of awareness about how online behaviour can affect others and a dependence on the Internet 
or social networking that could lead to disconnection from the real world. Moreover, while technology helps people connect 
easily with others, online behaviour suggests that young people tend to “flock together”, favouring interactions with a small 
set of people with whom they have much in common (Graf and Aday, 2008[8]; Tewksbury and Riles, 2015[9]). Likewise, access to 
an unlimited amount of information is often paired with insufficient media literacy, to the extent that young people are easily 
influenced by partisan, biased or “fake” news. In this context, cultivating students’ skills in intercultural communication can help 
them to capitalise on digital spaces, better understand the world they live in and responsibly express their opinions on line.
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To support the UN Sustainable Development Goals
Education for living in an interconnected world should ultimately contribute to forming new generations of citizens who care 
about global issues and who are able to take action for sustainability and collective well-being. As stated in the Sustainable 
Development Goal for education, by 2030, all learners should acquire the knowledge and skills needed to promote sustainable 
development, including through education for sustainable development and sustainable lifestyles, human rights, gender 
equality, promotion of a culture of peace and non-violence, global citizenship, and appreciation of cultural diversity and of 
culture’s contribution to sustainable development (Education 2030, Incheon Declaration and Framework for Action). 

ASSESSING GLOBAL COMPETENCE
Many education systems have introduced learning activities related to global citizenship as schools try to prepare their students 
to live in an increasingly diverse and interconnected environment. As these programmes become more widespread, new learning 
objectives and different types of assessments need to be developed. In this context, PISA aims to provide a comprehensive 
overview of the efforts of education systems to create learning environments that invite young people to understand the world 
beyond their immediate surroundings, interact with others while respecting their rights and dignity and take action towards 
building sustainable and thriving communities. A fundamental goal of this work is to support evidence-based decisions on how 
to improve curricula, teaching, assessments and schools’ responses to cultural diversity and global challenges in order to prepare 
young people to become active citizens in an interconnected world.

THE CONCEPT OF GLOBAL COMPETENCE AND ITS FOUR DIMENSIONS
Education for living in an interconnected world builds on the ideas of different models of education, such as intercultural 
education, global citizenship education and education for democratic citizenship (UNESCO, 2014[5]; Council of Europe, 2016[10]). 
Despite differences in their focus and scope, these models share a common goal: to promote students’ understanding of the 
world and empower them to express their views and participate in society. 

PISA contributes by proposing a new perspective on the definition and assessment of the knowledge, skills, attitudes and 
values needed to achieve the goals encompassed by these models. These conceptual foundations and assessment guidelines 
will help policy makers and school leaders create learning resources and curricula that regard global competence as a 
multifaceted cognitive, socio-emotional and civic learning goal (Boix Mansilla, 2016[11]). They will also facilitate governments’ 
ability to monitor progress and ensure systematic long-term support. 

Global competence is not a specific skill, but rather a combination of knowledge, skills, attitudes and values successfully applied 
both in face-to-face, virtual or mediated encounters with people who are perceived to be from a different cultural background 
and in individuals’ engagement with global issues (i.e. situations that require an individual to reflect upon problems that know 
no national borders and that have deep implications for current and future generations). Acquiring the necessary knowledge, 
skills, attitudes and values is a life-long process; there is no single point at which an individual becomes completely competent 
in this domain. PISA assesses where 15-year-old students are situated in this process and whether their schools are effective 
in helping them to develop the necessary knowledge, skills and dispositions.

As defined in PISA 2018, global competence is composed of four highly interdependent dimensions:

• the capacity to examine issues and situations of local, global and cultural significance (e.g. poverty, economic interdependence, 
migration, inequality, environmental risks, conflicts, cultural differences and stereotypes)

•  the capacity to understand and appreciate different perspectives and worldviews 

•  the ability to establish positive interactions with people of different national, ethnic, religious, social or cultural backgrounds 
or gender

•  the capacity and disposition to take constructive action towards sustainable development and collective well-being.
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Box VI .1 .1 . Defining culture
Culture is difficult to define because cultural groups are always internally heterogeneous and contain individuals who 
adhere to a range of diverse beliefs and practices. Furthermore, the core cultural beliefs and practices that are most 
typically associated with any given group are also constantly changing and evolving over time. However, distinctions 
may be drawn between the material, social and subjective aspects of culture, that is, between the material artefacts that 
are commonly used by the members of a cultural group (e.g. tools, foods, clothing), the social institutions of the group  
(e.g. language, communicative conventions, folklore, religion), and the beliefs, values, discourses and practices that group 
members commonly use as a frame of reference for thinking about and relating to the world. Culture is a composite of all 
three of these aspects, consisting of a network of material, social and subjective resources. The full set of cultural resources 
is distributed across the entire group, but each individual member of the group only uses a subset of all of the cultural 
resources that are potentially available to them (Barrett et al., 2014[12]; Council of Europe, 2016[10]).
Defining culture in this way means that any kind of social group can have its own distinctive culture: national groups, 
ethnic groups, faith groups, linguistic groups, occupational groups, generational groups, family groups, etc. . The definition 
also implies that all individuals belong to multiple groups and therefore have multiple cultural affiliations and identities 
(e.g. national, religious, linguistic, generational, familial). Although all people belong to multiple cultures, each person 
participates in a different constellation of cultures, and the way in which a person relates to any one culture depends, at 
least in part, on perspectives that are shaped by the other cultures to which he or she also belongs. In other words, cultural 
affiliations intersect, and each individual has a unique cultural positioning.
A person’s cultural affiliations are dynamic and fluid. What individuals think defines them culturally fluctuates as they move 
from one situation to another. These fluctuations depend on the extent to which a social context focuses on a particular 
identity and on an individual’s needs, motivations, interests and expectations within that situation (Council of Europe, 
2016[10]).

Figure VI.1.1 The dimensions of global competence
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Figure VI.1.1 shows how global competence is defined as the combination of the four dimensions and how each dimension builds 
on specific knowledge, skills, attitudes and values.
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Dimension 1: Examine issues of local, global and cultural significance
People with the skills and attitudes needed to live in an interconnected world are able to combine knowledge about the 
world and critical reasoning whenever they form their own opinion about a global issue. They use higher-order thinking skills, 
such as selecting and weighing appropriate evidence, to reason about global developments. Such students can draw on and 
combine the disciplinary knowledge and modes of thinking acquired in school to ask questions, analyse data and arguments, 
explain phenomena and develop a position concerning a local, global or cultural issue (Boix Mansilla and Jackson, 2011[13]). 
Development in this dimension also requires media literacy, defined as the ability to access, analyse and critically evaluate 
media messages (Buckingham, 2007[14]; Kellner and Share, 2005[15]).

Dimension 2: Understand and appreciate the perspectives and worldviews of others
People with the skills and attitudes needed to thrive in an interconnected world are capable of considering global problems 
and other people’s perspectives and behaviours from multiple viewpoints. As individuals acquire knowledge about the history, 
values, communication styles, beliefs and practices of other cultures, they acquire the means to recognise that their own 
perspectives and behaviours are shaped by multiple influences, that they are not always fully aware of these influences and 
that others have views of the world that are profoundly different from their own (Hanvey, 1982[16]).

Engaging with different perspectives and worldviews requires individuals to examine the origins and implications of others 
and their own assumptions. This in turn implies a profound respect for and interest in others, their concept of reality and their 
emotions. Individuals with this competence also account for and appreciate the connections (e.g. basic human rights and 
needs and common experiences) that enable them to bridge differences and find common ground. They retain their cultural 
identity but are simultaneously aware of the cultural values and beliefs of the people around them. Recognising another’s 
position or belief does not necessarily mean accepting that position or belief. However, the ability to see through another 
cultural filter provides opportunities to question and deepen one’s own perspectives and thus make more mature decisions 
when dealing with others (Fennes and Hapgood, 1997[17]). 

Dimension 3: Engage in open, appropriate and effective interactions across cultures
People who have the skills and attitudes needed to thrive in an interconnected world are able to understand the cultural norms, 
interactive styles and degrees of formality of intercultural contexts, and they can adapt their behaviour and communication 
accordingly. This dimension encompasses appreciation for respectful dialogue, the desire to understand others and efforts 
to include marginalised groups. It emphasises individuals’ capacity to interact with others across differences in ways that are 
open, appropriate and effective. Open interactions are those in which all participants demonstrate sensitivity towards, curiosity 
about and willingness to engage with others and their perspectives. “Appropriate” refers to interactions that respect the 
expected cultural norms of both parties. In effective communication, all participants are able to make themselves understood 
and to understand the others (Barrett et al., 2014[12]).

Dimension 4: Take action for collective well-being and sustainable development
This dimension focuses on young people’s role as active and responsible members of society. It refers to individuals’ readiness 
to respond to a given local, global or intercultural issue or situation. People who can thrive in interconnected and multicultural 
societies are able to create opportunities to take informed, reflective action and have their voices heard. Taking action may imply 
standing up for a schoolmate whose dignity is being threatened, initiating a global media campaign at school or disseminating 
a personal viewpoint on the refugee crisis via social media. These people are engaged to improve living conditions in their own 
communities and to build a more just, peaceful, inclusive and environmentally sustainable world.

Box VI .1 .2 . The universal roots of global competence
Which concepts are universal, and which are the product of particular times and places with no resonance outside of those 
contexts?
The modern literature on global competence emerges predominantly in the Western, Euro-American context. However, 
global competence has older, more universal roots. Many philosophical traditions and cultures have an equivalent concept 
for global competence that falls under the broader categories of humanism and humanness. They all share certain ethical 
principles, such as connectedness, respect, openness, tolerance, empathy, compassion, knowledge of the other, self-
awareness and an ideal of universal kinship.
In Confucianism, Ren (Chinese: 仁), the good feeling a person experiences by being altruistic, is considered to be the 
outward expression of Confucian ideals. Confucius’s social philosophy depended on the cultivation of Ren by every person 
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in a community. In the Analects, or the collected sayings of Confucius, Ren is mentioned about 60 times with no clear 
defi nition. Throughout the Analects, Confucius’s students request a defi nition of Ren. Confucius instead responds by giving 
examples of behaviours that embody the concept and illustrate how it can be achieved. According to Confucius, a person 
with a developed sense of Ren is kind, respectful, tolerant, diligent and trustworthy (Analects 17.6). He or she speaks 
carefully and with modesty (Analects 12.3), and shows empathy towards and understanding of others (Analects 12.22). 

樊遲問仁。子曰。愛人。
Fan Chi asked about the meaning of Ren. The Master said, «It is to love all Men.» He asked about knowledge. The Master 
said, «It is to know all Men.»

The Analects of Confucius (12.22)

In the Indian subcontinent, the term Ahimsa (Sanskrit: अहिंसा) refers to a key virtue of doing no harm. This concept is a major 
tenet of Hinduism, Jainism and Buddhism and underpins respect for all living beings and avoidance of violence towards 
others. An ancient concept, Ahimsa gained political and practical signifi cance in the fi rst half of the 20th century as it formed 
the cornerstone of the nonviolent philosophy of Mahatma Gandhi known as Satyagraha (Sanskrit: सत्याग्रह). In Mahatma 
Gandhi’s words: “Truth implies love, and fi rmness engenders force. I thus began to call the Indian movement Satyagraha; 
that is to say, the force that is born of truth and love.”

May all beings look at me with a friendly eye, may I do likewise, and may we look at each other with the eyes of a friend.

Yajurveda यजुर्वेद (36.18)

In Japan, one word, Kokoro ( Japanese: 心) has come to signify Heart, Mind and Spirit. The word is diffi  cult to translate. 
Using three distinct words implies division, while in Japanese the concept means the unity of the three aspects forming the 
substance of a human being. The word Kokoro originates in Shinto understanding that “kami no kokoro” ( Japanese: 神の心), 
or heart of the deity forms a bond between humans and the spiritual world. With Buddhist infl uence, the concept of Kokoro 
evolved to become an ideal for a way of life. Cultivating one’s Kokoro requires one to act with sincerity (Makoto; Japanese: 
誠) towards others and the world and in harmony (Chowa; Japanese: 調和) with nature. This communion between all human 
beings and nature is the manifestation of the will of the deity and the tie that binds all together.

花の陰 
赤の他人は 
なかりけり
In the city fi elds
Contemplating cherry trees
Strangers are like friends

Japanese Haiku, Kobayashi Issa 小林 一茶 (1763 –1828)

Philanthropy (philanthrôpía; Greek: Φιλανθρωπία) is the love of humanity, a word that made its fi rst appearance in the 
classical age of Greece. Although the word as used by Aristophanes, Plato, Xenophon and others had theological and 
philosophical meanings, over time the meaning of philanthropy evolved to include an innate aff ection towards human 
beings and the possession of certain social graces, such as courtesy, kindness, friendliness and gregariousness, combined 
with good deeds. The concept of philanthropy came to be associated with the Christian virtue of charity. In modern times, 
philanthropy denotes private initiatives for the public good as distinct from business (private initiative for the private good) 
and government (public initiative for the public good). 

The aff ection of parents for off spring and of off spring for parents seems to be a natural instinct, not only in man but 
also in birds and in most animals, as also is friendship between members of the same species. This is especially strong 
in the human race, for which reason we praise those who love their fellow men (philanthrô’pous [φιλάνθρωπος] is used in 
the ancient Greek text). And in our travels we can observe that a natural affi  nity and friendship exists between humans 
universally.

 (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Book 8, 1155a)

In South Africa, the tradition of Ubuntu emphasises the importance of connectedness, compassion, empathy, common 
humanity and humility, as the Zulu proverb, Umuntu Ngumuntu Ngabantu (“a person is a person because of others”), 
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implies. Ubuntu is a social philosophy that stresses the place of the human being within the community. It consists of a 
code of ethics embedded in African cultures that seeks to honour the dignity of each person while having the communal 
good at its heart. In Archbishop Desmond Tutu’s words: “One of the sayings in our country is Ubuntu – the essence of being 
human. Ubuntu speaks particularly about the fact that you cannot exist as a human being in isolation. It speaks about our 
interconnectedness. We think of ourselves far too frequently as just individuals, separated from one another, whereas you 
are connected and what you do affects the whole world. When you do well, it spreads out; it is for the whole of humanity.”

Your pain is my pain,
My wealth is your wealth,
Your salvation is my salvation.

Ubuntu saying

In Judaism and Islam, compassion is amongst the highest virtues. The word compassion shares the same root in both 
Arabic and Hebrew. Rachamim in Hebrew (ַםימִחֲר) and Rahmah in Arabic     originate from the same word, meaning  
womb (Rehem; םחר;   ). The word implies sibling love or the bond between those born from the same womb. In both 
religious traditions, compassion is one of the divine attributes of God that should be reflected in the norms of human 
behaviour. 

Echoing Aristotle, Moses Maimonides (1135-1204 ,ןומיימ ןב השמ יבר), the great Jewish scholar, discussed the existence of an 
emotion – compassion – most prominent in the relationship between parents and their offspring. In his words: “There is no 
difference between the pain of man and the pain of other living beings, since the love and tenderness of the mother for her 
young is not produced by reasoning, but by imagination, and this faculty exists not only in man but in most living things. 
As such, if the law provides that grief should not be caused to cattle or birds, how much more careful must we be that we 
should not cause grief to our fellowmen (The Guide for the Perplexed, 3:48 םיכובנ הרומ)”. 

In Arabic, the term denotes the tenderness that stimulates an urge to show empathy towards others. It covers qualities 
such as love, benevolence, kindness and generosity. As such, “Rahmah”, a divine attribute of the creator, is reflected in the 
ethical conduct of his creation. Ibn Arabi, a medieval Muslim scholar and poet, describes the relationship between God and 
human beings as an object reflected in a countless number of mirrors. God is the object and human beings are the mirrors. 
In this sense, the divine attributes are reflected and magnified infinitely by humanity.

My heart can take on many forms:
A meadow for gazelles,
A cloister for monks,
For the idols, sacred ground,
Ka’ba for the circling pilgrim,
The tables of the Torah,
The scrolls of the Quran.

My creed is Love;
Wherever its caravan turns along the way,
That is my belief and my faith.

Arabic poetry, Ibn Arabi                                  (1165 –1240)

(رحمة)
رحم

لقََد صارَ قلَبي قابِلاً كُلَّ صورةٍَ 

فمََرعىً لغِِزلانٍ وَدَيرٌ لرِهُبانِ    

وَبيَتٌ لِوَثانٍ وكََعبَةُ طائفٍِ 

وَألَواحُ توَراةٍ وَمُصحَفُ قرُآنِ    

هَت  أدَينُ بِدَينِ الحُبِّ أنَّ توََجَّ

رَكائبُِهُ فاَلحُبُّ دَيني وَإيمان 

محي الدين بن عربي
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THE CORE COMPONENTS OF GLOBAL COMPETENCE: KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS, ATTITUDES AND VALUES
The four dimensions are underpinned by four inseparable components: knowledge, skills, attitudes and values. For example, 
examining a global issue such as climate change requires a good knowledge of that particular topic, the skill to transform this 
awareness into deeper understanding, the ability to reflect on this issue from multiple cultural perspectives and the willingness 
to take action for sustainability and collective well-being.

Effective education for living in an interconnected world helps students mobilise their knowledge, skills, attitudes and 
values while reflecting on and exchanging ideas on topics of global or local significance both in and outside of school, or 
while interacting with people from other cultures. This section provides a conceptual description of the knowledge areas, 
skills, attitudes and values students need to thrive in an interconnected world. This description is not exhaustive, as other 
perspectives on this area of education might emphasise certain elements more than others.

Knowledge about the world and other cultures
Knowledge about issues of global and local significance and about similarities, differences and relations between cultures 
helps young people to engage critically in everyday situations, challenge disinformation and stereotypes about other cultures 
and counter oversimplified views of the world. 

Global issues are those that affect all individuals, regardless of their nation or social group. They include trade, poverty, human 
rights, geopolitics and the environment. Global issues reveal how different regions around the world are interconnected, as they 
shed light on the diversity and commonality of their experiences (Boix Mansilla and Jackson, 2011[13]). For example, pollution 
in one place affects the ozone layer somewhere else, and floods in agricultural areas not only ruin the local environment and 
economy, but also affect markets worldwide and drive waves of migration. Global issues are, therefore, also local issues. They 
are global in their reach, but local communities experience them in different ways.

As global issues emerge when ecological and socio-economic interests cross borders, intercultural issues arise from the 
interaction of people from different cultural backgrounds. In this interaction, each party’s ways of thinking, believing, feeling 
and acting are interpreted by the other. These interactions can be enjoyable and rewarding if differences between cultures are 
not too large, and/or if individuals are open to learning about and accepting those differences. But intercultural interactions 
can also be marked by miscommunication and misunderstanding. In the worst cases, misunderstandings can degenerate into 
negative stereotypes, discrimination and even violent conflict.

The ability to thrive in an interconnected world requires engaging with controversial issues. Schools can provide a space in 
which students can explore complex and controversial global or intercultural issues that they encounter through the media 
and in their own experiences.

The list of relevant global or intercultural issues that can be introduced to children and adolescents in school is long. There have 
been recent attempts to systematise these issues and their components into a coherent sequence of lessons and learning 
materials at all curriculum levels (OXFAM, 2015[18]; Fernando M. Reimers, 2017[19]). An effective curriculum addresses four 
knowledge domains: culture and intercultural relations; socio-economic development and interdependence; environmental 
sustainability; and global institutions, conflicts and human rights. When teaching these four domains, differences in opinions 
and perspectives should be highlighted, and facts and evidence should be scrutinised.

Culture and intercultural relations are related to the manifold expressions of languages, arts, knowledge, traditions and 
norms. Acquiring knowledge in this domain can help young people become more aware of their own cultural identity, help 
them understand differences and similarities among and within cultures and encourage them to value the importance of 
protecting cultural differences and diversity. As they learn about other cultures and individual differences, students start to 
recognise multiple, complex identities and avoid categorising people through single markers of identity (e.g. black, white, 
woman, poor). Students can acquire knowledge in this domain by reflecting on their own cultural identity and that of their 
peers, by analysing common stereotypes towards people in their community or by studying illustrative cases of conflict or 
successful integration between cultural groups. 

The domain of socio-economic development and interdependence refers to the study of development patterns in different 
regions of the world, with a focus on the links between societies and economies. Students can analyse, at different levels 
of complexity, the many forms of globalisation, such as international migration, transnational production, global brands 
and technologies. By doing so, they can start to make sense of how local, national and global processes jointly shape the 
development of countries and the inequalities in opportunities available to individuals. 
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Students need a solid foundation in environmental issues to promote and support sustainability. For example, learning activities 
in the domain of environmental sustainability help them understand the complex systems and policies surrounding the 
demand for and use of natural resources.

The fourth knowledge domain focuses on formal and informal institutions that support peaceful relationships between 
people and the respect of fundamental human rights. Students can learn how international institutions, such as the United 
Nations, were established. They can reflect on the contested nature of global governance in a world with highly unbalanced 
power relationships and review the causes of and solutions for current and historical conflicts between countries, or ethnic 
or social groups. Acquiring deep knowledge in this domain is instrumental in helping young people to develop attitudes of 
tolerance and respect and values such as peace, non-discrimination, equality, justice and non-violence.

Skills to understand the world, communicate with others and take action
Skills are defined as the capacity to carry out a complex and well-organised pattern of thinking (in the case of a cognitive 
skill) or behaviour (in the case of a socio-emotional skill) in order to achieve a particular goal. Living in interconnected and 
multicultural societies requires numerous skills, including reasoning, communication in intercultural contexts, perspective 
taking, conflict resolution and adaptability. 

Students who can reason with information from different sources (textbooks, peers, influential people, and traditional 
and digital media) can autonomously identify their information needs and select sources purposefully on the basis of their 
relevance and reliability. These students use a logical, systematic and sequential approach to examine information in a text 
or any other form of media, analysing connections and discrepancies. They can evaluate the worth, validity and reliability 
of any material on the basis of its internal consistency and its consistency with evidence and with their own knowledge and 
experience. Competent students question and reflect on an author’s motives, purposes and points of view, the techniques 
used to attract attention, the use of image, sound and language to convey meaning and the range of different interpretations.

Students who are skilled in intercultural communication are able to communicate effectively and respectfully with people 
who are perceived to be from different cultural backgrounds. Effective communication requires being able to express oneself 
clearly, confidently and politely, even when expressing a fundamental disagreement. Respectful communication requires 
understanding the expectations and perspectives of diverse interlocutors and applying that understanding to meet the 
interlocutors’ needs. Respectful communicators also check and clarify the meanings of words and phrases when they engage 
in an intercultural dialogue. Speaking more than one language is a clear asset for effective intercultural communication. 
Effective communication in intercultural contexts is also facilitated by active listening. This means not only listening to what is 
being said, but also how it is being said, through the use of voice and accompanying body language. Competent students are 
capable speakers who can use their body language and voice effectively when they discuss and debate global issues, express 
and justify a personal opinion or seek to persuade others to pursue a particular course of action.

Perspective taking refers to the cognitive and social skills individuals need to understand how other people think and feel. 
It is the capacity to identify and temporarily adopt a different point of view, “stepping into someone else’s shoes”. Perspective 
taking does not only involve imagining another person’s point of view, it also entails understanding how various perspectives 
are related to one another. Understanding others’ perspectives facilitates more mature and tolerant interpretations of 
differences among groups. 

Students who can thrive in an interconnected world approach conflicts in a constructive manner, recognising that conflict 
is a process to be managed, not something to be denied or ignored. Taking an active part in conflict management and 
resolution requires listening and seeking common solutions. Possible ways to address conflict include: 1) analysing key issues, 
needs and interests (e.g. power, recognition of merit, division of work, equity); 2) identifying the origins of the conflict and the 
perspectives of those involved, recognising that the parties might differ in status or power; 3) identifying areas of agreement 
and disagreement; 4) reframing the conflict; 5) managing and regulating emotions (interpreting changes in one’s own and 
others’ underlying emotions and motivation and dealing with stress, anxiety and insecurity, both in oneself and in others); 
and 6) prioritising needs and goals, deciding on possible compromises and the circumstances under which to reach them 
(Rychen and Salganik, 2003[20]). However, approaches to managing and resolving conflict may vary, depending on the societies 
involved. 

Adaptability refers to the ability to adapt one’s thinking and behaviours to the prevailing cultural environment or to novel 
situations and contexts that might present new demands or challenges. Individuals who acquire this skill are able to handle 
feelings of culture shock, such as frustration, stress and alienation in ambiguous situations in different environments. Adaptable 
learners can more easily develop long-term interpersonal relationships with people from other cultures and remain resilient 
in changing circumstances.



PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World? » © OECD 2020 63

11Learning to live together

Attitudes of openness, respect for people from different cultural backgrounds and agency regarding global 
issues 
The ability to thrive in multicultural settings is both composed of and propelled by key dispositions or attitudes. Attitudes 
refer to the mindset that an individual adopts towards a person, a group, an institution, an issue, a behaviour or a symbol. 
This mindset integrates beliefs, evaluations, feelings and tendencies to behave in a particular way. Living with others requires 
an attitude of openness towards people from other cultural backgrounds, an attitude of respect for cultural differences 
and agency regarding global issues (i.e. that one is a citizen of the world with commitments and obligations towards the 
planet and others, irrespective of their particular cultural or national background). Such attitudes can be fostered explicitly, 
through participatory and learner-centred teaching, and implicitly, through a curriculum characterised by fair practices and a 
welcoming school climate for all students. 

Openness towards people from other cultural backgrounds involves sensitivity towards, curiosity about and willingness to 
engage with other people and other perspectives (Byram, 2008[21]; Council of Europe, 2016[10]). It requires a willingness to 
seek out and embrace opportunities to engage with people from other cultural backgrounds, to discover and learn about their 
perspectives and how they interpret familiar and unfamiliar phenomena, and to learn about their linguistic and behavioural 
conventions. Another important characteristic of open learners is their willingness to suspend their own cultural values, beliefs 
and judgement when interacting with others and not assume that their own values, beliefs and behaviours are the only correct 
ones. The attitude of openness towards cultural otherness needs to be distinguished from only being interested in collecting 
exotic experiences merely for one’s own personal enjoyment or benefit. Rather, intercultural openness is demonstrated 
through a willingness to engage, co-operate and interact with those who are perceived to have cultural affiliations that differ 
from one’s own, on an equal footing. 

Respect consists of positive regard and esteem for someone or something based on the judgement that they have intrinsic 
worth. In this framework, respect assumes the dignity of all human beings and their inalienable right to choose their own 
affiliations, beliefs, opinions or practices. Being respectful of cultural differences does not require minimising or ignoring 
significant and profound differences that might exist between oneself and others, nor does it require agreeing with, adopting 
or converting to others’ beliefs. Respect for others also has certain limits that are set by the principle of human dignity.  
For example, respect should not be accorded to the contents of beliefs and opinions or to lifestyles and practices that 
undermine or violate the dignity of others (Council of Europe, 2016[10]). 

The concept of respect should be distinguished from the concept of tolerance. Tolerance may, in some contexts, simply mean 
enduring difference. Respect is a less ambiguous and more positive concept. It is based on recognition of the dignity, rights 
and freedoms of the other in a relationship of equality. 

Agency regarding global issues is defined as a worldview in which one sees oneself as connected to the world community 
and feels a sense of responsibility for its members. A person who exhibits agency regarding global issues has concerns for 
other people in other parts of the world, as well as feelings of moral responsibility to try to improve others’ living conditions 
irrespective of distance and cultural differences (Boix Mansilla, 2016[11]). People who exhibit agency regarding global issues 
care about future generations and so act to preserve the environmental integrity of the planet. They exercise agency and 
voice with a critical awareness of the fact that other people may have a different vision of what humanity needs and are open 
to reflecting on and changing their vision as they learn about these different perspectives. Rather than believing that all 
differences can be eliminated, they strive to create space for different ways of living with dignity.

Valuing human dignity and diversity
Values go beyond attitudes and transcend specific objects or situations. They are more general beliefs about the desirable 
goals that individuals strive for in life, reflecting modes of conduct or states of being that an individual finds preferable to all 
other alternatives. In this way, values serve as standards and criteria that people use both consciously and unconsciously in 
their judgements. They have a normative prescriptive quality about what ought to be done or thought in different situations. 
Values therefore motivate certain behaviours and attitudes. For example, people for whom independence is an important 
value are alarmed if their independence is threatened, feel despair when they are helpless to protect it and are happy when 
they can enjoy it (Schwartz, 2012[22]). 

Valuing human dignity and cultural diversity helps people live together because both are critical filters through which 
individuals process information about other cultures and decide how to engage with others and the world. Individuals who 
cultivate these values become more aware of themselves and their surroundings and are strongly motivated to fight against 
exclusion, ignorance, violence, oppression and war. 
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Education has a deep influence on the values of individuals. During their time at school, young people form habits of mind, 
beliefs and principles that will stay with them throughout their lives. This is why it is crucial to reflect on the type of education 
that best “cultivates humanity” (Nussbaum, 1997[23]). An education that encourages valuing dignity, human rights and diversity 
emphasises the commonalities that unite people around the world, rather than the issues that divide them.

Respecting human beings’ core rights and dignity is, in most cases, compatible with respecting and valuing cultural diversity. 
Students should not only have a positive attitude towards cultural diversity, they should also value cultural diversity as an asset 
for societies and a desirable goal for the future. However, valuing cultural diversity has certain limits that are determined by the 
inviolability of human dignity (UNESCO, 2001[24]; UNESCO, 2006[25]). The possible tension between valuing cultural diversity and 
valuing human rights can be resolved by establishing a normative hierarchy between the two: in cases where the two values 
are in conflict with each other, valuing core human rights is more important than valuing cultural diversity.

Evaluating how much students care about the values of human dignity and cultural diversity is complex and calls for a broad 
repertoire of assessment strategies, ranging from interviews or conversations to observation of students in more and less 
structured situations. While assessing such values was beyond the scope of the PISA 2018 assessment of global competence, 
the discussion about values is intended to stimulate a productive debate on how education can shape the development of 
adolescents’ ethical decision making.

THE PISA ASSESSMENT OF GLOBAL COMPETENCE 
The PISA assessment strategy
Assessing global competence in all of its complexity requires a multi-method, multi-perspective approach. The PISA 2018 
assessment of global competence went some way in this direction, although clear challenges and limitations remain. The 
biggest challenge for the PISA assessment is accounting for the large variety of geographic and cultural contexts represented 
in participating countries/economies in a single instrument. For example, students who perform well on a question assessing 
their reasoning about a global issue are likely to have some prior knowledge of the issue, and the types of knowledge about 
global issues that students have already acquired may be influenced by their experiences within their unique social context. 
On the one hand, cultural diversity in the tested population requires that the test material cannot be too biased towards a 
particular perspective (e.g. the perspective of a student in a developed country who thinks about a problem in a developing 
country). On the other hand, leaning too much towards cultural neutrality in the design of scenarios and questions reduces the 
authenticity and relevance of the tasks. Finally, the test units should focus on issues that are relevant for 15-year-old students 
in all countries/economies. The test design is further limited by the time constraints of the PISA assessment and the challenges 
in measuring the behavioural elements of global competence.

Accounting for these limitations and challenges, the PISA 2018 global competence assessment developed two instruments:

• a cognitive test focused on the cognitive aspects, including knowledge and cognitive skills of three dimensions of global 
competence: examining issues of local, global and cultural significance; understanding and appreciating the perspectives and 
worldviews of others; and taking action for collective well-being and sustainable development.

• a set of questionnaire items collecting self-reported information on students’ awareness of global issues and cultures, skills 
(both cognitive and social) and attitudes, plus information from schools, teachers and parents on activities to promote global 
competence. The student questionnaire covered all four dimensions of global competence.

It is important to note that the cognitive test only covers the cognitive aspects of global competence. Those include knowledge 
and cognitive skills. Answers to the test items were used to create a unidimensional scale of those cognitive aspects (i.e. 
plausible values). However, the concept of global competence itself is multidimensional and includes cognitive aspects in 
addition to non-cognitive skills, attitudes and values.

Figure VI.1.2 (next page) shows the PISA assessment strategy and what the cognitive test and questionnaires covered.

The PISA global competence cognitive test
The global competence test was taken by 27 countries and economies and was fully integrated into the assessment design, 
together with the core domains of reading, mathematical and scientific literacy.1 The global competence assessment consisted 
of 69 test items organised in 18 units and in 4 clusters.2 Under the fully integrated design, all sampled students responded 
to 60 minutes of reading items, 41% responded to mathematics items, 41% responded to science items and 30% responded 
to global competence items.3 As such, all students did the reading test in addition to one or more other tests. Further 
information on the development of the global competence test is provided in Chapter 2 of the PISA 2018 Technical Report 
(OECD, forthcoming[26]). 
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Figure VI.1.2 The PISA strategy for assessing global competence

Knowledge Cognitive skills
Social skills 

and attitudes
Values

ASSESSED IN THE COGNITIVE TEST

ASSESSED IN THE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Pisa 2018
assessment

Beyond the scope of the 
PISA 2018 assessment

Global competence

As discussed earlier, the global competence framework identifies four cognitive processes covering knowledge and skills 
associated with the four dimensions of global competence. They form the foundation of a student’s ability to understand 
global and intercultural issues and situations. Only three of the four cognitive processes were assessed in the 2018 main 
survey. The cognitive process covering the third dimension of “engage in open, appropriate and effective communication 
across cultures” was not assessed, because assessing communication skills is difficult, if not impossible, using a written test. 

The cognitive aspects of the first dimension of examining local, global and intercultural issues was tested using 37 test items 
covering cognitive sub-processes such as selecting sources, weighing sources’ reliability and relevance, employing sources 
as a form of reasoning with evidence, and describing and explaining complex situations or problems. The cognitive aspects 
of the second dimension of understanding and appreciating the perspectives and worldviews of others was assessed using  
18 test items covering cognitive sub-processes such as recognising perspectives and world views and identifying connections. 
The cognitive aspects of the fourth dimension of taking action for collective well-being and sustainable development was 
assessed using 14 test items covering cognitive sub-processes such as considering actions and assessing consequences and 
implications.

Each test unit in the assessment had a primary focus on a particular global or intercultural issue. Some units had a secondary 
focus. The framework specified four major knowledge domains that were deemed relevant to students regardless of their 
specific socio-cultural background. The scenarios were developed to cover one of those domains with the objective of 
achieving the widest coverage across the test units. The major knowledge domains were 1) culture and intercultural relations;  
2) socio-economic development and interdependence; 3) environmental sustainability; and 4) institutions, conflicts and human 
rights.

The five released test units (i.e. published online on the PISA website) are labelled single story, refugee Olympians, ethical 
clothing, language policy and rising sea levels. They cover the cognitive processes associated with the three dimensions of 
global competence and five levels of proficiency. Single story deals with culture and intercultural relations, with a focus on 
cognitive skills such as perspective taking and the ability to identify stereotypes, discrimination and intolerance. Refugee 
Olympians focuses on institutions, conflicts, human rights and local traditions and on recognising perspectives. Ethical 
clothing covers policies, practices and behaviours for environmental sustainability, in addition to socio-economic development, 
economic interactions and interdependence, and considering actions and implications. Language policy focuses on culture 
and intercultural relations, recognising perspectives, stereotypes, discrimination and intolerance. Rising sea levels covers  
socio-economic development and economic interactions and interdependence, in addition to environmental sustainability, 
natural resources, environmental risks, reasoning with evidence and considering actions and implications. Table VI.1.1 presents 
the number of released test items for each of the five units by global competence dimension (relevant cognitive processes) and 
proficiency levels. The test units and items are presented in detail and discussed in Annex C.
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Note
1.   Table 16 in Annex A2 provides a list of countries/economies that participated in the global competence test and in the different questionnaires 

(Table VI.A2.16).

2.  The global competence item pool included 18 units with 86 test items in the field trial, from which 21 items were scored by people.

3.   Under the fully integrated design, students could do multiple tests. In other words, a student might do the reading test in addition to mathematics 
and global competence, depending on how the tests were assigned. 

Table VI.1.2 Number of test items per released unit

Test units

Single story
Refugee 

Olympians Language policy Ethical clothing Rising sea levels

Dimensions (relevant 
cognitive process)

Dimension 1 4 2 0 0 2

Dimension 2 1 3 0 1 1

Dimension 4 0 0 4 3 2

Proficiency levels

Level 1 1 0 0  0 1

Level 2 2 1 1 1 0

Level 3 0 2 1 1 1

Level 4 0 1 2 2 1

Level 5 2 1 0 0 2

Total 5 5 4 4 5
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Examining local, global and intercultural issues
This chapter explores students’ ability to 
examine issues of local, global and cultural 
significance. In particular, it examines 
students’ self-efficacy regarding and 
awareness of global issues, as well as their 
performance on the global competence 
test related to this first dimension, while 
highlighting differences among students 
related to their socio-economic background 
and circumstances.

22
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What the data tell us
 –  When it comes to students’ awareness of global issues, students in Albania, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, Portugal and the 
United Arab Emirates scored substantially higher than the OECD average, while students in Argentina, Brunei Darussalam, 
Indonesia, Malaysia, Romania, Saudi Arabia and Viet Nam scored substantially lower than the OECD average.

 –  Students in Albania, the Dominican Republic, Germany, Peru and the United Arab Emirates reported the highest level 
of self-efficacy regarding global issues, scoring substantially higher than the OECD average. By contrast, students in 
Indonesia, Kosovo, Morocco, the Republic of North Macedonia, Romania, Saudi Arabia, the Slovak Republic and Viet Nam 
scored lower than the OECD average.

 –  The largest proportions of correct answers in the cognitive test examining local, global and intercultural issues were observed 
in Canada, Croatia, Hong Kong (China), Israel1, Korea, Latvia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, the Slovak Republic, 
Spain and Chinese Taipei. In all of these countries and economies, the proportion of correct answers exceeded the overall 
average of 38%.

The first dimension of global competence focuses on students’ ability to combine knowledge about the world and critical 
understanding whenever they form opinions about a local or global issue. In the European Reference Framework of 
Competencies for Democratic Culture, knowledge is defined as “the body of information that is possessed by a person, while 
understanding is the comprehension and appreciation of meanings. The term “critical understanding” is used to emphasise 
the need for the comprehension and appreciation of meanings in the context of democratic processes and intercultural 
dialogue to involve active reflection on and critical evaluation of that which is being understood and interpreted (as opposed 
to automatic, habitual and unreflective interpretation)” (Council of Europe, 2018[1]). Similarly, in the OECD global competence 
framework (OECD, 2018[2]), students who are proficient in this dimension are able to combine their knowledge of global and 
intercultural issues with critical reasoning to form an informed opinion about a particular issue. People who acquire a mature 
level of development in this dimension use higher-order thinking skills, such as selecting and weighing appropriate evidence 
to reason about global developments. They can also draw on the disciplinary knowledge and modes of thinking they have 
acquired in school and beyond to ask questions, select and analyse evidence, explain phenomena and develop a position on 
local and global issues. Proficiency in this dimension also requires media literacy, as students should be able to identify, access, 
analyse and critically evaluate the validity of media content from different sources (Buckingham, 2007[3]; Kellner and Share, 
2005[4]). 

Knowledge and critical understanding cover a number of issues.

Knowledge and critical understanding of economics, the environment and long-term sustainability include understanding 
poverty, economic development and how it affects the natural environment, and the relationship between employment, 
production, working conditions, profits, migration and how they are related to globalisation (Imoto, 2015[5]).

Knowledge and critical understanding of culture cover understanding how people’s cultural affiliation shapes their worldviews, 
identity, perceptions, beliefs, practices and behaviours. It also encompasses the understanding that, within a cultural 
group, people come from diverse backgrounds and are constantly evolving and changing. Such knowledge allows students 
to understand how cultural stereotypes, power structures, discriminatory practices and institutional barriers between and 
within groups have the potential to disempower individuals (Huber et al., 2014[6]; UNESCO, 2006[7]; Boix Mansilla, V & Jackson, 
A.,2011[8]).

Knowledge and critical understanding of history include understanding the history of different groups, countries and regions 
and how interpretations of the past vary across groups and over time. They also involve understanding the process of historical 
investigation and how facts are selected and used, as well as the need to access alternative sources of information because the 
narrative of marginalised groups is often overlooked (Nordgren, 2017[9]).

Knowledge and critical understanding of the media focus on knowing and understanding the process through which the 
mass media select, edit and interpret information, in addition to knowledge of the mass media as commodities that involve 
producers and consumers and how relations between them are shaped by various motives, intentions and purposes. They also 
cover understanding the accuracy of information and how inaccurate information, propaganda and hate speech are produced 
and can be identified (Kellner and Share, 2005[4]; Buckingham, 2007[3]).
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As mentioned in Chapter 1, in PISA 2018 the first dimension of global competence was assessed using the cognitive test and 
questions in the student questionnaire that focused on awareness of and self-efficacy regarding global issues. This chapter 
examines results from 37 test items focusing on this dimension and 2 questions from the student questionnaire.

STUDENTS’ AWARENESS OF GLOBAL ISSUES
Students’ awareness of global issues2 was assessed using one question in the PISA 2018 student questionnaire. Students were asked 
to report the extent to which they are aware of global issues. Answers were given on a four-point scale: “I have never heard of this”;  
“I have heard about this but I would not be able to explain what it is really about”; “I know something about this and could explain the 
general issue”; and “I am familiar with this and I would be able to explain this well”. They responded to statements about seven issues: 
climate change and global warning; global health; migration; international conflicts; hunger or malnutrition in different parts of the 
world; causes of poverty; and equality between men and women in different parts of the world. Answers were used to construct the 
index of awareness of global issues. Positive values in this index mean that the student expressed a greater awareness about global 
issues than the average student across OECD countries.

Figure VI.2.1 presents the average of the index of student awareness of global issues. The findings show wide variations between 
countries/economies in terms of their students’ awareness of global issues. Students in Albania, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, Portugal 
and the United Arab Emirates scored substantially higher than the OECD average, while those in Argentina, Brunei Darussalam, 
Indonesia, Malaysia, Romania, Saudi Arabia and Viet Nam scored substantially lower than the OECD average. Large variations in 
awareness of global issues were also observed within countries/economies (Table VI.B1.2.1), with Albania, Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria, 
the Dominican Republic, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Montenegro, the Philippines and the United Arab Emirates showing the greatest 
dispersion in the index among their students. Such variations could be related to the socio-economic profile of students, but also to 
their exposure to activities aimed to help them develop the knowledge and skills needed to thrive in an interconnected world. Those 
associations will be explored in more detail throughout this volume.

Most of the variation in the index of awareness of global issues was observed within schools (Table VI.B1.2.1). In most countries 
and economies, less than 10% of the variation in the index was observed between schools. However, in Austria, Brunei Darussalam, 
Kosovo, Lebanon, the Republic of North Macedonia (hereafter “North Macedonia”), Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates, 
between 10% and 18% of the variation in the index was observed between schools. In Baku (Azerbaijan), Ireland, New Zealand and 
Chinese Taipei, only small between-school variations (less than 2%) were found.

Findings also show some significant differences in awareness of global issues related to students’ socio-demographic profiles.  
In 45 of 65 countries and economies that took the questionnaire, girls showed significantly greater awareness of global 
issues than boys. This gender gap was largest in Albania, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Montenegro, North Macedonia and 
Saudi Arabia, while it was non-significant in 19 countries and economies, including Hong Kong (China), Iceland, Israel, Scotland  
(United Kingdom), Singapore and Chinese Taipei. The only country where boys exhibited greater awareness of global issues than 
girls was Korea. Moreover, in all countries and economies, students from advantaged backgrounds (those in the top quarter of the 
PISA index of economic, social and cultural status) showed greater awareness of global issues than students from disadvantaged 
backgrounds (those in the bottom quarter of the index). These differences were markedly large in Australia, Austria, Belarus, Brazil, 
Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Iceland, Jordan, Korea, Lebanon, Lithuania, Malta, the Republic of Moldova (hereafter “Moldova”),  
New Zealand, North Macedonia, Panama, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia, the Slovak Republic, Ukraine and the United Arab Emirates. 
Such differences in awareness related to socio-economic status might be the result of unequal access to opportunities at school 
to learn about global issues, resulting from measures that separate or sort students, such as grade repetition and early selection.

Differences in awareness of global issues were also observed between immigrant and native-born students, even after accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. Positive differences in favour of immigrants were observed in 17 of the  
34 countries and economies where more than 5% of all students had an immigrant background. The reverse was observed only 
in Lebanon. The largest differences in awareness of global issues in favour of immigrant students were in Brunei Darussalam, 
Ireland, Saudi Arabia, Scotland (United Kingdom) and the United Arab Emirates.

When looking at individual questionnaire items, on average across OECD countries, students reported that they are most 
familiar with issues related to gender equality: 83% of students reported that they know about the topic or are very familiar 
with it (Figure VI.2.2). Students are also familiar with migration, climate change, causes of poverty and hunger and malnutrition 
in different parts of the world: about 78% reported being familiar with those topics. The two topics with which students were 
the least familiar were global health issues, such as pandemics, and international conflicts. Some 65% of students reported 
being familiar with each of these two issues
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Difference in the 
index of students’ 

awareness of 
global issues:

SD A B C
Albania 1.20    

Lithuania 1.11    

Greece 0.99    

Malta 1.16    

United Arab Emirates 1.24    

Portugal 1.01    

Kosovo 1.20    

Jordan 1.37    

Croatia 1.02    

Canada 1.04    

Turkey 1.02    

Ireland 0.96    

Montenegro 1.22    

Russia 1.14    

North Macedonia 1.18    

Poland 1.02    

Australia 1.05    

Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.97    

Kazakhstan 1.26    

Baku (Azerbaijan) 1.40    

Serbia 1.16    

Peru 0.98    

Germany 0.96    

France 0.95    

Spain 0.88    

OECD average 0.99    

Singapore 0.97    

Slovenia 0.96    

Estonia 0.92    

Austria 0.99    

Italy 0.92    

Moldova 1.03    

Mexico 0.96    

Hungary 0.94    

Difference in the 
index of students’ 

awareness of 
global issues:

SD A B C
Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.18    

Costa Rica 1.00    

New Zealand 1.00    

Dominican Republic 1.27    

Bulgaria 1.25    

Chinese Taipei 0.97    

Belarus 1.02    

Ukraine 0.99    

Panama 1.08    

Hong Kong (China) 0.88    

Chile 0.99    

Switzerland 0.96    

Philippines 1.20    

Iceland 1.13    

Colombia 0.98    

Latvia 0.92    

Israel3 1.08    

Slovak Republic 1.09    

Uruguay 1.01    

Brazil 1.09    

Thailand 0.97    

Korea 0.97    

Lebanon 1.11    

Macao (China) 0.83    

Morocco 1.14    

Viet Nam 0.81    

Romania 0.98    

Malaysia 0.94    

Argentina 1.05    

Sauadi Arabia 1.18    

Indonesia 1.08    

Brunei Darussalam 1.06    

Figure VI.2.1 Students’ awareness of global issues

Average, dispersion and variation, by students’ socio-demographic profile 

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ awareness of global issues.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.2.1 and VI.B1.2.3.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169310

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

A Girls – boys B Top - Bottom quarter of ESCS C Immigrant - non-immigrant students1,2

-0.8 -0.6 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.60

-0.8 -0.6 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.60

A B C
Countries/economies with a positive difference 45 65 17

Countries/economies with no difference 19 0 16

Countries/economies with a negative difference 1 0 1

Mean index

Mean index
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Figure VI.2.2 Students’ awareness of global issues, by topic

OECD and overall averages

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.1.
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169329
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Box VI .2 .1 . Who is an immigrant student?
In PISA 2018, students were classified into several categories based on their immigrant background and that of their 
parents. This chapter is concerned with two categories of students:
Non-immigrant students: Students whose mother or father (or both) was/were born in the country/economy where the 
student sat the PISA test, regardless of whether the student himself/herself was born in that country or economy. 
Immigrant students: Students whose mother and father were both born in a country/economy other than that where 
the student sat the PISA test. Among immigrant students, a distinction was made between first- and second-generation 
students, based on whether the student was born in or outside the country/economy of assessment.

• First-generation immigrant students are foreign-born students whose parents are both foreign-born.

•  Second-generation immigrant students are students born in the country/economy of assessment whose parents 
are both foreign-born.

When it comes to awareness of public health issues such as pandemics, students in Albania, France, Greece, Hong Kong (China), 
Lithuania, Portugal, the Russian Federation (hereafter “Russia”), Chinese Taipei and Ukraine were the most aware of those 
issues, while students in Argentina, Austria, Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Korea, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia and the Slovak Republic 
were the least aware (Figure VI.2.3).

One area of concern for policy makers and educators is the polarisation of students’ attitudes, beliefs and knowledge. One 
key issue of contention is climate change. In spite of the well-established body of scientific knowledge on the topic, climate 
change is still disputed (Corner, Whitmarsh and Xenias, 2012[10]). The topic itself is complex, as it covers an extensive body of  
multi-disciplinary evidence interwoven with social and human issues in addition to scientific and technical issues. People disagree 
about the reality, seriousness and consequences of climate change because it means different things to different people. 
Such understanding depends on an awareness of the issues at stake and reflects differences in personal values and political 
ideologies (Powell et al., 2007[11]). The impact of arguments and evidence on people’s attitudes is influenced by the perceived 
reliability of the source of information (Hahn, Harris and Corner, 2009[12]), the level of personal involvement an individual has 
with a particular issue, personal traits (such as the degree of openness to new ideas) and previously held attitudes about  
a topic (Kruglanski, Webster and Klem, 1993[13]). Such predispositions have the tendency to reinforce and polarise attitudes 
and even knowledge. The polarisation of attitudes is not unique to climate change. It extends to many other topics of global 
significance, such as migration, poverty and international conflicts, and it could even affect knowledge about those topics.
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Figure VI.2.3 Students’ awareness of public health issues such as pandemics

Based on students’ reports

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.1.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169348
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Figure VI.2.4 shows the average of the index of awareness of global issues by quarter of the index itself. Wider dispersions 
indicate greater polarisation of awareness among students. Polarisation could be identifi ed in two scenarios: 

• as large gaps between the second and third quarters, combined with smaller gaps between the fi rst and second quarters and 
between the third and fourth quarters 

• as small gaps between the second and third quarters, combined with large gaps between the fi rst and second quarters and 
between the third and fourth quarters.

The fi ndings show that, in most countries, there was a certain level of polarisation in line with the second scenario, where the 
average index for the top and bottom quarters was substantially distant from the average for the two middle quarters. In other 
words, students in the bottom quarter tended to be substantially less aware of global issues than those in the second quarter, 
and those in the top quarter were substantially more aware than those in the third quarter. In contrast, students in the second 
and third quarters tended to be more similar in their levels of awareness. In Baku (Azerbaijan), Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 
the Dominican Republic, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Montenegro, the Philippines, Russia and Serbia, diff erences were particularly large 
between students in the bottom and second quarters and between those in the third and top quarters.
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Figure VI.2.4 Polarisation of students’ awareness of global issues

Average of the index of students’ awareness of global issues, by quarter of the index

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of difference between the top and bottom quarters on the index of students’ awareness of global issues. 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.3.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169367
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Box VI .2 .2 . Parents’ awareness of global issues and how it is related to 
their children’s awareness 

The transmission of attitudes and interests between parents and children works through two processes, socialisation 
and enculturation. Socialisation involves shaping individuals to become adapted to their social environment and includes 
practices such as parenting. Enculturation consists of an explicit and deliberate learning process that helps people adopt 
the identity, language, rituals and values that will enable them to become full members of a certain culture. Through both 
mechanisms, whether formal or informal, children are likely to be infl uenced by the attitudes and practices of their parents.
While there is abundant literature on social mobility focusing on the intergenerational transmission of social status, wealth 
and human capital (Black, Devereux and Salvanes, 2005[14]), there is a lack of evidence on the transmission of certain 
attitudes and behaviours, especially those related to global or intercultural issues. This box examines students’ awareness 
of global issues in light of their parents’ awareness of the same issues.
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In 14 countries, parents were asked to fi ll out a questionnaire. One of the questions enquired about parents’ awareness 
of global issues, using the same questions that were asked of their children. Parents had to respond to statements about 
seven issues: climate change and global warning; global health; migration; international confl icts; hunger or malnutrition in 
diff erent parts of the world; causes of poverty; and gender equality. Answers were given on a four-point scale: “I have never 
heard of this”; “I have heard about this but I would not be able to explain what it is really about”; “I know something about 
this and I could explain the general issue”; and “I am familiar with this and I would be able to explain this well”. Answers 
to these statements were combined to construct the index of parents’ awareness of global issues. Positive values in the 
index indicate that parents expressed a greater sense of awareness of global issues than the average parent across OECD 
countries.
The fi ndings show that the parents of students in Croatia, Germany, Ireland and Italy were more aware of global issues 
than the parents of students in Brazil, Chile, Hong Kong (China), Korea, Macao (China), Mexico and Panama (Table VI.B1.2.9). 
Students’ awareness of global issues was also found to be positively associated with levels of awareness of global issues 
among parents across all participating countries and economies, even after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic 
profi le (Figure VI.2.5). These fi ndings indicate some intergenerational transmission of attitudes that go beyond the direct 
eff ect of socio-economic status. In other words, regardless of their socio-economic background, parents may impart certain 
interests and knowledge to their children and, arguably, may reinforce attitudes that their children develop though their 
learning activities and experiences at school. The strongest associations were observed in Brazil, Chile, the Dominican 
Republic, Korea, Mexico and Portugal.

Figure VI.2.5 Students’ and parents’ awareness of global issues

Change in students’ awareness of global issues associated with a one-unit increase in the index of parents’ awareness of 
global issues.

Note: 1. The socio-demographic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change in the index of students’ awareness of global issues associated with a one-unit increase 
in the index of parents’ awareness of global issues, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.9.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169386
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SELF-EFFICACY REGARDING GLOBAL ISSUES
Self-efficacy as defined in PISA describes students’ confidence in their ability to achieve the desired results through their actions 
(Bandura, 1978[15]). PISA has traditionally asked students to judge their capabilities in specific content areas, such as mathematics 
or science. In 2018, PISA asked students about their general sense of efficacy regarding particular global competence tasks. 
Students are more likely to set challenging goals, exert effort and persist in the face of failure and adversity when they are confident 
they can succeed (Ozer and Bandura, 1990[16]). Conversely, students who lack self-efficacy are likely to believe that putting more 
effort into performing a task is a waste of time. This, in turn, undermines incentives to persevere and makes success less likely  
(Bandura, 1999[17]; Wigfield and Eccles, 2000[18]; Bandura et al., 2001[19]; OECD, 2013[20]).

Students in PISA 2018 were asked to report the extent to which they could do certain global competence-related tasks 
on their own. Answers were given on a four-point scale: “I could not do this”; “I would struggle to do this on my own”; 
“I could do this with a bit of effort”; and “I could do this easily”. Students responded to the following prompts: “Explain how  
carbon-dioxide emissions affect global climate change”; “Establish a connection between prices of textiles and working conditions 
in the countries of production”; “Discuss the different reasons why people become refugees”; “Explain why some countries suffer 
from more global climate change than others”; “Explain how economic crises in single countries affect the global economy”; 
and “Discuss the consequences of economic development on the environment”. Answers were combined to create the index of  
self-efficacy regarding global competence. Positive values in this index mean that the student expressed greater self-efficacy than 
the average student across OECD countries.

The students who sat the PISA 2018 test expressed confidence in their ability to deal with global competence tasks covering a 
wide range of issues, such as climate change, migration and working conditions in developing countries. Students in Albania, 
the Dominican Republic, Germany, Peru and the United Arab Emirates reported the highest level of self-efficacy regarding global 
issues, scoring substantially higher than the OECD average. By contrast, students in Indonesia, Kosovo, Morocco, North Macedonia, 
Romania, Saudi Arabia, the Slovak Republic and Viet Nam scored lower than the average (Figure VI.2.6). Large variations in 
students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues were also observed within countries/economies. The largest variations between 
students were found in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Dominican Republic, Jordan, Kazakhstan and Montenegro; 
the smallest were observed in Brunei Darussalam, Malaysia, Mexico, Peru and Viet Nam, indicating more homogeneity in the 
distribution of those attitudes among students (Table VI.B1.2.4). 

As with the index of awareness of global issues, variations between schools largely exceed variations within schools on the index 
of students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues (Table VI.B1.2.4). On average across OECD countries, 4.5% of the total variation 
was observed between schools. Brazil, Germany, Malaysia, North Macedonia, the Slovak Republic, Ukraine and Viet Nam showed 
the largest between-school variations, ranging between 7% and 9% of the total variation.3

In 22 of 65 countries and economies that distributed the global competence questionnaire, girls showed greater self-efficacy 
regarding global issues than boys; the reverse was true in 17 countries. The largest differences in favour of girls were observed 
in Albania, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Turkey; the largest differences in favour of boys were observed in Hungary, Malta,  
New Zealand and Scotland (United Kingdom). When considering students’ socio-economic status, the findings show that students 
in the top quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status showed greater self-efficacy regarding global issues 
than students in the bottom quarter of that index. The largest differences were observed in Austria, Germany, Iceland, Korea,  
New Zealand and Scotland (United Kingdom); the smallest were observed in Chile, Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Italy, 
Mexico, Thailand, Uruguay and Viet Nam (Table VI.B1.2.6).

Immigrant students in 15 of 34 countries and economies with more than 5% immigrant students enrolled in their schools 
exhibited greater self-efficacy regarding global issues than non-immigrant students, even after accounting for students’ and 
schools’ socio-economic profile. The reverse was observed only in Iceland. Countries and economies with the largest differences 
in reported self-efficacy regarding global issues in favour of immigrant students are Australia, Canada, France, Ireland, Malta, 
Scotland (United Kingdom) and the United Arab Emirates.

Of the six questions about self-efficacy regarding global issues, students responded that they are the most confident in discussing 
the different reasons why people become refugees. Some 77% of students across OECD countries reported that they can do 
this task easily or with some effort, as opposed to not being able or struggling to do it. Some 72% of students reported feeling 
confident when explaining why some countries suffer more from climate change than others. Some 63% of students reported 
feeling confident when explaining how carbon-dioxide emissions affect global climate change. Students were less confident 
when it came to explaining how economic crises in single countries affect the global economy (61% of students reported that 
they could do this easily or with some effort) and were less confident in establishing a connection between prices of textiles and 
working conditions in the countries of production (58% of students so reported). One possible reason for these differences is that 
students may be more familiar with topics covered extensively in the media, such as the refugee crisis and global warming, than 
with topics requiring more specific technical knowledge (Figure VI.2.7).
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Difference in the 
index of students’ 

self-efficacy 
regarding global 

issues:
SD A B C

Albania 1.10    

United Arab Emirates 1.13    

Peru 0.90    

Germany 0.98    

Dominican Republic 1.17    

Korea 1.10    

Colombia 0.96    

Singapore 0.92    

Canada 1.05    

Greece 0.94    

Poland 0.93    

Mexico 0.90    

Lithuania 0.95    

Croatia 1.03    

France 0.99    

Panama 0.95    

Costa Rica 0.98    

Australia 1.03    

Israel3 1.08    

Austria 1.00    

Hong Kong (China) 1.00    

Turkey 1.08    

Malta 1.05    

Chinese Taipei 1.00    

Switzerland 0.96    

Chile 0.98    

Portugal 0.93    

OECD average 0.99    

Baku (Azerbaijan) 1.27    

Montenegro 1.15    

Hungary 1.01    

Uruguay 0.98    

Ireland 0.94    

Latvia 0.92    

Difference in the 
index of students’ 

self-efficacy 
regarding global 

issues:
SD A B C

Spain 0.96    

Bulgaria 1.11    

New Zealand 1.00    

Moldova 0.93    

Slovenia 0.99    

Estonia 0.95    

Thailand 0.94    

Iceland 1.10    

Serbia 1.13    

Russia 1.07    

Ukraine 0.92    

Brazil 1.15    

Italy 0.96    

Belarus 0.99    

Scotland (United Kingdom) 1.03    

Jordan 1.20    

Malaysia 0.84    

Philippines 0.91    

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.17    

Lebanon 0.94    

Kazakhstan 1.16    

Argentina 1.02    

Brunei Darussalam 0.87    

Macao (China) 0.92    

Romania 0.90    

Viet Nam 0.84    

Kosovo 1.02    

North Macedonia 1.04    

Slovak Republic 1.00    

Saudi Arabia 1.11    

Morocco 1.06    

Indonesia 1.01    

Figure VI.2.6 Students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues

Average, dispersion and variations by students’ socio-demographic profile

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. Values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ awareness of global issues.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.2.4 and VI.B1.2.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169405

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

A Girls – boys B Top - Bottom quarter of ESCS C Immigrant - non-immigrant students1,2

-0.8 -0.6 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.60

-0.8 -0.6 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.60

A B C
Countries/economies with a positive difference 22 65 15

Countries/economies with no difference 26 0 18

Countries/economies with a negative difference 17 0 1

Mean index

Mean index
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Figure VI.2.7 Students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues, by task

OECD and Overall average

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.4.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169424
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Figure VI.2.8 Polarisation of students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues

Average of the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues, by quarter of the index

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of difference between top and bottom quarters on the index of students’ self-efficacy regarding global 
issues.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169443
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As with the index of awareness of global issues, some polarisation was observed among students when considering their 
self-effi  cacy regarding global issues (Figure VI.2.8). Results show that students in the bottom quarter of the index tended to 
report less self-effi  cacy regarding global issues than those in the second quarter, and those in the third quarter also tended to 
report substantially less self-effi  cacy than those in the top quarter. In other words, students in the top and bottom quarters of 
the index tended to report substantially diff erent levels of awareness than those in the two middle quarters (Table VI.B1.2.6). 
In Baku (Azerbaijan), Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil, the Dominican Republic, Iceland, Korea, Montenegro and Saudi Arabia, 
diff erences were particularly large between the bottom and second quarters and between the third and top quarters.

HOW STUDENTS DEVELOP AWARENESS OF AND SELF-EFFICACY REGARDING GLOBAL ISSUES
One of a number of possible factors positively associated with awareness of global issues is interest in and enjoyment of reading 
(other factors, such as learning activities, are explored in detail in Chapter 7). Students who read are likely to acquire knowledge 
about topics of interest to them and be exposed to diff erent sources of content.4 Figure VI.2.9 shows the association between 
enjoyment of reading and awareness of global issues before and after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. 
The fi ndings show a positive association between the two indices in all countries and economies. On average across OECD countries, 
a one-unit increase in the index of students’ enjoyment of reading was associated with an increase of 0.14 of a unit in the index of 
students’ awareness of global issues, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. The strongest associations 
were observed in Albania, Baku (Azerbaijan), Indonesia, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Malaysia and the Philippines. 

Figure VI.2.9 Students’ awareness of global issues and their enjoyment of reading

Change in students’ awareness of global issues associated with a one-unit increase in enjoyment of reading

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS). 
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change in the index of students’ awareness of global issues associated with a one-unit increase in the 
index of enjoyment of reading, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169462
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Figure VI.2.10 Students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues and their awareness of global issues

Change in students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues associated with a one-unit increase in their awareness of global issues

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change in the index of students’ awareness of global issues associated with a one-unit increase in the 
index of enjoyment of reading, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169481
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Box VI .2 .3 . To what extent do teachers include global topics in their lessons?
Literature on school eff ectiveness highlights the importance of teachers in the learning process. However, the question 
of what makes a teacher successful in improving students’ outcomes has not been settled yet (Aaronson, Barrow and 
Sander, 2007[21]). Existing evidence focuses on a range of teacher-related characteristics, such as teachers’ qualifi cations 
(Kane, Rockoff  and Staiger, 2008[22]). But these observable and easily measured variables are rarely found to be correlated 
with student achievement and, when they are, they explain a modest fraction of the variation in performance (Rivkin, 
Hanushek and Kain, 2005[23]). This has led to a growing interest in what teachers actually do in the classroom, as opposed 
to their background (Mostafa, Echazarra and Guillou, 2018[24]).

How can students be confi dent when dealing with global issues if they have limited awareness of them? In this sense, awareness of 
global issues could be a prerequisite for a number of attitudes, including self-effi  cacy regarding those issues. Figure VI.2.10 examines 
the association between the two indices. The fi ndings show a strong positive association between them in all participating countries 
and economies, even after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. On average across OECD countries, an 
increase of one unit in the index of awareness of global issues was associated with an increase of 0.51 of a unit in the index of 
self-effi  cacy regarding global issues. The association was strong in all countries, exceeding 0.3 of a unit. 
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In 18 countries, teachers were asked to answer a number of questions on a questionnaire addressed specifically to them. 
Given that reading was the main subject assessed in 2018, teachers were sampled as part of one of two populations: 
language teachers and non-language teachers. Moreover, students and teachers in PISA 2018 were sampled randomly 
and independently within each school. In other words, it was not possible to determine whether an individual teacher was 
teaching a particular student. In order to analyse student and teacher data jointly, teacher-reported data were aggregated 
at the school level. Therefore, any teacher-level variable should be interpreted as a school average of what the teachers 
within each school reported. For a detailed description of the sampling procedures and the aggregation procedure,  
see (Mostafa and Pál, 2018[25]).
Non-language teachers answered a number of questions related to teaching in an interconnected world. One question 
enquired about whether teachers include certain global topics in their lessons. Those topics were the same as those covered 
in the student and parent questionnaires: climate change and global warming; global health; migration; international 
conflicts; hunger or malnutrition in different parts of the world; causes of poverty; and equality between men and women 
in different parts of the world. 
This box explores the extent to which teachers include such activities in their lessons and the associations between teaching 
global topics and students’ awareness of those topics. 
The results show that the most common global issues covered by teachers are climate change and global warming (72% of 
students have teachers who reported that this topic is included in their lessons Figure VI.2.11). Climate change is followed 
by equality between men and women (68%), global health (65%), hunger and malnutrition (60%), causes of poverty (60%), 
migration (56%) and international conflicts (54%). However, these averages mask considerable variations between countries, 
as shown in Table VI.B1.2.10.
The countries where climate change and global warming are commonly covered by teachers are Albania, the Dominican 
Republic, Peru and Malaysia, with more than 80% of students reporting that teachers do so (Table VI.B1.2.10). Global health 
issues are commonly covered by teachers in Albania, Brazil, the Dominican Republic, Malaysia and Peru (more than 75% 
of students report that teachers do so), while migration is commonly covered in the Dominican Republic (82%). Moreover, 
hunger and malnutrition are commonly covered by teachers in the Dominican Republic, Malaysia and Peru (more than 
75%), and causes of poverty in the Dominican Republic, Malaysia, Panama and Peru (more than 75%). Gender equality 
is commonly covered in Albania, Brazil, Chile, the Dominican Republic, Panama, Peru and Spain (more than 75%) and 
international conflicts in the Dominican Republic (78%).

Figure VI.2.11 Students exposed to global issues in their school lessons

Based on teachers’ reports, overall average  

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.10.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169500
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The results also show that, in a few countries/economies, the proportion of students exposed to global issues in their school 
lessons was larger among those who reported that they know about those issues or are familiar with them (compared to 
those who reported that they never heard of or do not know much about the issues). This indicates that greater exposure 
to global issues is positively associated with awareness of those issues in some countries (Table VI.B1.2.11). Three countries 
stood out. In the United Arab Emirates, the association was positive and significant for all seven global issues. In Albania, the 
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association was positive for four issues (climate change, global health, international confl icts, and hunger and malnutrition) 
and, in Morocco, the association was also positive for four issues (global health, migration, international confl icts and 
gender equality).
For the remaining 15 countries, the associations were non-signifi cant and in some cases negative. Possible explanations of 
these results include the following:

• Exposure to global issues in school lessons is not necessarily eff ective in improving awareness of those issues if 
exposure occurs sporadically and if teaching practices are not well adapted to such lessons. The positive results in the 
United Arab Emirates could be an indication that global issues are well integrated into lessons and teachers are well 
prepared to teach those topics. 

• Students and teachers in PISA 2018 were sampled randomly and independently within each school. In other words, it 
is not possible to determine whether an individual teacher is teaching a particular student. As such, exposure to global 
issues reported by teachers could only be analysed at the school level without knowing whether every student in the 
school sample is exposed to global issues in his or her lessons.

EXAMINING ISSUES OF LOCAL, GLOBAL AND INTERCULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE: PERFORMANCE ON THE 
COGNITIVE TEST 
Students who sat the global competence test in the 27 participating countries and economies answered 37 test items covering their 
experience in examining local and global issues. Figure VI.2.12 presents the average proportion of correct answers on those test 
items. As explained in Chapter 1, answers were scored as either full credit, partial credit or no credit. For the purpose of this analysis, 
partial credit was coded as no credit. 

The fi ndings show that the largest proportions of correct answers on these test items were found in Canada, Croatia, 
Hong Kong (China), Israel, Korea, Latvia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, the Slovak Republic, Spain and Chinese Taipei. 
In all of these countries and economies, the proportion of correct answers exceeded the overall average of 38%. Singapore showed 
the largest proportion of correct answers. By contrast, the smallest proportions were observed in Albania, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, 
Morocco, Panama, the Philippines and Thailand, where they did not exceed 30%.

Figure VI.2.12 Percentage of correct answers: Examining issues of local and global significance

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details. 
Notes: Examining issues of local and global significance was assessed using 37 items in the cognitive test.
Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the cognitive test are shown.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of correct answers on the cognitive test.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.2.7.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169519
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Eight released test items covered students’ capacity to examine global, local and intercultural issues originating from three test units:  
a single story, refugee Olympians and rising sea levels. Those test items ranged in difficulty from proficiency Level 1 (lowest) to 
proficiency Level 5 (highest).

A single story: Item 4
The test item with the highest proportion of students answering it correctly among the released test items for dimension 1 was item 4 
in the “single story” unit. In this test item, a short text is presented about a woman, Alice, in a market who observes a young man in torn 
clothes who grabs a fruit from a stand in the market and calls to a friend in a language she does not understand. It then describes 
how Alice perceives him. Two independently coded open-ended items follow the text. In the first item, labelled number 4, students 
are asked to read the text and simply describe, in their own words, one assumption that Alice has about the young man. In the coding 
guide, five possible assumptions were identified that could be considered correct based on the information provided in the brief text. 
Full credit was given if students provided one of the assumptions about the young man listed below.

1. The young man is a foreigner.

2. The young man is poor or cannot pay for his food.

3. The young man has no job.

4. The young man is stealing.

5. The young man has (or foreigners have) no respect for the rules of society.
Examples of answers given by students include

 – She thinks he’s foreign. [1]

 – She thinks he’s poor. [2]

 – He can’t pay for his food. [2]

 – She thinks he doesn’t have a job. [3]

 – He has not paid for the fruit. [4]

 – She thinks he has no respect for the rules.[5]

 – He wasn’t raised well. [5]

This test item covered students’ ability to evaluate information, formulate arguments, describe and explain complex issues and 
situations. It was classified as proficiency Level 1, which is the proficiency level needed to answer the easiest questions on the 
cognitive test. Proficiency levels are described in detail in Chapter 6.

On average across all 27 countries and economies taking the cognitive test, 62% of students provided a correct answer. 
The largest proportion of correct answers (exceeding 80%) was found in Canada, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Singapore  
(Table VI.B1.2.7).
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A single story: Item 5
After identifying an assumption that Alice makes in the brief text, the student is then asked to explain why that assumption might 
be incorrect. To get full credit for this item, the student can provide a more narrow response that is a direct explanation for the 
assumption he/she provided in the previous item. For example, if “The young man is stealing” is identified as an assumption, the 
explanation could be “He might have already paid for the fruit.” Alternatively, the student can get full credit by providing a broader, 
more general response that addresses the problem with making assumptions, such as “She is making a judgment without enough 
information”. Both types of responses were given full credit. This test item covers the same cognitive process as the previous one 
(evaluate information, formulate arguments, describe and explain complex issues and situations), but it has a proficiency Level of 2, 
which makes it slightly more difficult to answer. For this item, students had to reflect on why an assumption about this man might 
be incorrect and were required to show an understanding of possible stereotypes and prejudice. On average across all countries 
and economies, 45% of students answered this item correctly, with the largest proportions (exceeding 70%) found in Canada,  
Hong Kong (China), Singapore and Chinese Taipei (Table VI.B1.2.7).

Full credit was given if students provided an explanation that is specific to the assumption provided in the previous question and were 
able to describe why that assumption might be incorrect. The explanation may provide another interpretation for the behaviour Alice 
observed or refute Alice’s assumptions. Possible answers include: 

1. Assumption: The young man is a foreigner. Explanation must focus on the language he was using.

2.  Assumption: The young man is poor or cannot pay for his food. Explanation must focus on his torn clothes or that he was 
grabbing the fruit. 

3. Assumption: The young man has no job. Explanation must focus on his torn clothes or that he was grabbing the fruit. 

4. Assumption: The young man is stealing. Explanation must focus on the observation that he was grabbing the fruit. 

5.  Assumption: The young man has (or foreigners have) no respect for the rules of society. Explanation must focus on the 
observation that he was grabbing the fruit.

 – Just because he is speaking another language does not mean he is a foreigner. [1]

 – He might speak more than one language. [1]

 – He might have been born in this country but speaks a different language. [1]

 – Maybe it’s the style for young people to wear torn clothes. [2]

 – He might work at the fruit stand. [2]

 – He might have permission to take the fruit from the owner of the fruit stand. [2]

 – He might be asking his friend to help him pay for the fruit. [2]

 – He could be wearing torn clothes because of the work he does. [3]

 – Just because he is grabbing the fruit doesn’t mean he isn’t working. [3]

 – He could have a very low-paying job and not be able to afford the food he needs. [4]

 – He might know the owner of the fruit stand and is allowed to take fruit. [4 or 5]

 – His family might own the fruit stand. [4 or 5]

A single story: Item 3
The test item with the lowest proportion of correct answers among released test items for dimension 1 was item 3 in the unit “single 
story”. In this test item, students must think broadly about stereotypes or single stories and consider how the media may support 
the creation of this misinformation. Four examples of media forms and content are described, and the student had to evaluate how 
each one may or may not support the formation of stereotypes. To receive full credit, the student needed to select both B and D. 
Partial credit was assigned if only B or only D were selected. Both B and D could lead to the creation of stereotypes about particular 
countries or about gender differences. If any other options were selected, no credit was assigned. By selecting the correct answers, 
the student demonstrates the ability to identify examples that address the complex issue of stereotype formation. This test item was 
assigned the highest proficiency, Level 5, which reflects its difficulty. On average across all countries and economies taking the test, 
13% of students answered this question correctly. The highest proportions (ranging between 20% and 30%) were in Canada, Korea, 
Singapore and Chinese Taipei (Table VI.B1.2.7).
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Rising sea levels: Item 1
Another test unit focusing on global rather than intercultural issues is “rising sea levels”. This unit begins with a brief introduction that 
describes the effects of rising temperatures on sea levels. The introduction sets the stage for the items within the unit, which explores 
the effects of rising sea levels on individuals who live in areas of low elevation, such as islands and coastal areas. The unit focuses 
on a fictional place where sea levels have risen and displaced the inhabitants of the islands, making them climate refugees. The 
content domain of this unit was categorised as «Socio-economic development and interdependence” with a subdomain of «Economic 
interactions and interdependence”. 

The first test item of this unit presents a brief text about a fictional film, “Travina: A Paradise Lost”. The documentary focuses on a 
fictional island nation, Travina, that has been affected by rising sea levels. Hundreds of Travinians have had to move to higher ground 
to escape the changes to the low-lying areas of the islands. The text also states that unless environmental conditions improve, 
most of Travina will be underwater by the year 2075. With this background, the item introduces the filmmaker’s goal in creating the 
documentary: “to persuade audiences that rising global temperatures are a threat by presenting the impact on people’s lives”. The 
item then presents four reasons that might explain why the filmmaker focused on Travina. To answer each part of the item correctly, 
the student must consider the filmmaker’s goal and evaluate whether each statement could be a reason why Travina would present 
a persuasive case. In the table, the second and third statements describe reasons that support the filmmaker’s goal. In both cases, 
the statements describe why the situation on Travina could have a broader impact on viewers, even those who live far from Travina 
or who do not live near the ocean. By contrast, the first and last statements do not describe why the filmmaker would use Travina 
as an example. These statements describe a narrow viewership and one that is likely already persuaded about the effects of rising 
global temperatures. Thus, to receive full credit for this item, students had to respond No, Yes, Yes, No. This test item was assigned 
proficiency Level 4 which reflects its difficulty.

On average across all countries and economies taking the test, 23% of students answered this question correctly. The highest 
proportions (ranging between 30% and 41%) were in Canada, Greece, Israel, Hong Kong (China), Scotland (United Kingdom), Serbia 
and Singapore (Table VI.B1.2.7 ).
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Note
1.  The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  

See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.

2. The comparability of scaled indices across countries and economies is examined in Annex A5. The annex presents the findings of in-depth 
measurement invariance analyses for every index used in PISA 2018, Volume VI.

3.  The larger between-school variations in Germany and in other countries reflect the differentiated nature of school programmes and tracks that 
take into account students’ prior academic performance.

4.  A full description of students’ index of enjoyment of reading is provided in Appendix A1.
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Understanding and appreciating the perspectives 
and worldviews of others
This chapter explores students’ 
understanding and appreciation of the 
perspectives and worldviews of others. In 
particular, it examines students’ ability to 
adapt to new situations, their interest in 
learning about other cultures and their 
attitudes towards people from other cultures 
and towards immigrants. All factors are 
explored through the prism of students’ 
socio-demographic backgrounds. Moreover, 
the chapter explores students’ performance 
on the cognitive test items corresponding to 
this second dimension of global competence.

3
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What the data tell us
 – Students in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Korea, Kosovo, Lebanon, the Republic of North Macedonia, Romania 
and Turkey exhibited the greatest capacity for perspective taking, while those in Colombia, France, Italy, Lithuania and  
the Slovak Republic showed the least.

 –  Of the 63 countries and economies that had valid data on the index of students’ interest in learning about other cultures, 
students in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Jordan, Kosovo, Montenegro, Panama, 
the Philippines and Turkey showed the greatest interest.

 –  Students in Albania, Australia, Canada, Ireland, Korea, New Zealand, Scotland (United Kingdom), Spain and Chinese Taipei 
reported the most positive attitudes towards immigrants, with values in the index that were significantly higher than 
the OECD average. The least positive attitudes, with values significantly lower than the OECD average, were observed in 
Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Saudi Arabia, the Slovak Republic and Turkey.

 –  The association between students’ attitudes towards immigrants and the proportion of immigrant students at school was 
positive and significant in Australia, Austria, Canada, Germany, Ireland, Jordan, Latvia and Saudi Arabia.

 –  The largest proportion of correct answers on the cognitive test related to students’ ability to understand and appreciate 
the perspectives of others was observed in Canada, Croatia, Hong Kong (China), Korea, Scotland (United Kingdom), 
Singapore, Spain and Chinese Taipei. The smallest proportion of correct answers was observed in Albania, Brunei 
Darussalam, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines and Thailand.

The second dimension of global competence focuses on students’ ability to understand and appreciate the perspectives 
and worldviews of others. As individuals acquire knowledge about other cultures’ histories, values, communication styles, 
beliefs and practices, they acquire the means to recognise that their own perspectives and behaviours are shaped by multiple 
influences, that they are not always fully aware of these influences and that others have views of the world that are profoundly 
different from their own (Hanvey, 1982[1]).

Engaging and understanding different perspectives requires certain knowledge, skills, attitudes and dispositions, such as 
respect towards others and interest in who they are, their emotions and their concept of reality. Individuals who are proficient 
in this dimension are able to express sensitivity towards cultural diversity and towards worldviews and values that are different 
from their own (Council of Europe, 2018[2]). Competencies in this area include: 1) curiosity and interest in discovering and 
learning about other cultures, worldviews, beliefs, values and practices; 2) adaptability to new situations; 3) willingness to 
suspend judgement of other people’s beliefs and values and willingness to question the universal validity of one’s own beliefs; 
and 4) emotional readiness to relate to other people and willingness to seek the opportunity to engage and co-operate with 
others, even though they might have different views, beliefs and cultural backgrounds (Fennes and Hapgood, 1997[3]).

The ability to understand and appreciate others’ worldviews was assessed in PISA 2018 using 18 items in the cognitive test and 
5 questions in the student questionnaire. The questions focus on perspective taking, interest in learning about other cultures, 
respect for people from other cultures, cognitive adaptability and attitudes towards immigrants.

STUDENTS’ ABILITY TO UNDERSTAND THE PERSPECTIVES OF OTHERS
The ability to see the world from the perspective of others1 who might differ in their cultural backgrounds, beliefs, attitudes and 
practices depends on self-awareness and understanding of one’s own perspective, as well as those of others. It depends on knowing 
and understanding the assumptions that underlie one’s own perspective, understanding how one’s worldview is shaped by one’s 
own cultural affiliation and experiences and, in turn, how these affect one’s judgements and reactions to other people. In addition, 
self-awareness requires awareness of one’s own motives, feelings and emotions and a clear understanding of the limits of one’s 
own competence and expertise (Council of Europe, 2016[4]; Council of Europe, 2018[2]). Perspective taking also relies on the ability 
to operationalise cultural knowledge and appraise cultural situations involving multiple perspectives (Gehlbach, 2011[5]; LaRusso  
et al., 2016[6]). Critical thinking and analytical skills are also essential as individuals assess information and situations and make sense 
of their surroundings (Garside, 1996[7]; OECD, 2018[8]).
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PISA 2018 asked students to report on their ability to understand different perspectives by responding to five statements: “I try to look 
at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision”; “I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at 
them both”; “I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from their perspective”; “Before criticising 
somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place”; and “When I’m upset at someone, I try to take the perspective 
of that person for a while”. Responses were given on a five-point scale (“very much like me” “mostly like me”, “somewhat like me”,  
“not much like me”, and “not at all like me”) and were combined into an index of students’ ability to understand the perspectives of 
others. Positive values in this index indicate a greater ability to understand and take different perspectives than the average student 
across OECD countries.

Large variations in the average of the index of students’ ability to understand the perspectives of others were observed across the 
65 countries and economies that took the questionnaire (Figure VI.3.1). Students in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Korea, Kosovo, 
Lebanon, the Republic of North Macedonia (hereafter “North Macedonia”), Romania and Turkey, reported the greatest capacity for 
perspective taking, while those in Colombia, France, Italy, Lithuania and the Slovak Republic showed the least. Of the five statements 
related to perspective taking, on average across OECD countries, 64% of students reported a capacity to understand their friends 
better by imagining how things look from their own perspective (i.e. the students responded “very much like me” and “mostly like 
me”). Similarly, 63% of students reported that they believe that there are two sides to every question and that they try to look at them 
both, and 59% reported that they try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before taking a decision. However, fewer students 
reported that they try to imagine how they would feel if they were in the place of someone before criticising them (55%) and that 
they try to take someone else’s perspective when they are upset at them (40%). These results are not surprising: understanding the 
perspective of others becomes more challenging in the context of conflict (Table VI.B1.3.1).

Large differences within countries were observed in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria, the Dominican Republic and the United Arab Emirates, 
while students in Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Italy, Macao (China), Malaysia, Romania and Viet Nam reported relatively similar 
capacity for perspective taking. As with other indices derived from student-reported data, most of the variations were observed 
within schools. Between-school variance as a proportion of total variance never exceeded 9% and was the greatest (exceeding 5%) 
only in Lebanon, Thailand and the United Arab Emirates. Between-school variations were the smallest in Greece, Iceland, Kazakhstan,  
Saudi Arabia and Scotland (United Kingdom) (Table VI.B1.3.1).

The index of students’ ability to understand the perspectives of others varied according to students’ socio-demographic characteristics. 
In all countries and economies except the Dominican Republic, girls reported a greater capacity than boys to take others’ perspective. 
Differences in favour of girls were the largest in Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Ireland, Kosovo, Serbia and the United Arab Emirates. 
In all but six countries and economies with available data, socio-economically advantaged students (those in the top quarter of 
the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status) reported a greater capacity to understand the perspectives of others than 
disadvantaged students (Table VI.B1.3.3). Such large differences related to socio-economic status could reflect differential access to 
related learning activities across socio-economic groups, resulting from policies to select or sort students, such as tracking, ability 
grouping and school segregation based on residence. They could also reflect differences in home resources and parenting styles. 
Some of these possible influences are examined in Chapter 8. 

Differences in the capacity to understand the perspectives of others were observed between immigrant and native-born students 
in ten countries. In Australia, Austria, Canada, Hong Kong (China), Ireland, Macao (China), New Zealand, Scotland (United Kingdom) 
and the United Arab Emirates, immigrant students reported a greater capacity to understand different perspectives. The reverse was 
observed only in Montenegro. One possible explanation is that immigrants have to deal with at least two cultural perspectives in their 
daily lives, that of their country of immigration and that of their country of origin. This capacity could also act as a protective factor, 
compensating for their relative socio-economic disadvantage in some countries.

Figure VI.3.2 shows some patterns of polarisation in the index of students’ capacity to understand different perspectives. Findings 
show that students in the bottom quarter tended to have markedly less capacity to understand different perspectives than students 
in the second quarter. The same pattern was observed when comparing the third and fourth quarters. Students in the second and 
third quarters, on the other hand, tended to be closer to each other on this measure. Differences between the top and bottom 
quarters of this index were the largest in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria, the Dominican Republic, the Russian Federation (hereafter 
“Russia”) and the United Arab Emirates.
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Difference in 
the index of 
perspective 

taking:
SD A B C

North Macedonia 0.97    

Albania 1.04    

Kosovo 1.01    

Lebanon 1.03    

Turkey 0.99    

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.12    

Korea 1.02    

Romania 0.89    

Spain 0.97    

Malta 1.03    

Montenegro 1.08    

Singapore 0.94    

Chinese Taipei 0.97    

Russia 1.14    

Mexico 1.08    

Portugal 0.94    

Costa Rica 1.03    

United Arab Emirates 1.15    

Moldova 0.90    

Ireland 0.94    

Canada 0.99    

Philippines 0.94    

Brazil 1.11    

Belarus 1.05    

Iceland 1.06    

Kazakhstan 1.09    

Estonia 0.97    

Serbia 1.11    

Ukraine 1.05    

Germany 0.94    

Indonesia 0.83    

Saudi Arabia 1.03    

Poland 0.95    

Australia 1.00    

Difference in 
the index of 
perspective 

taking:
SD A B C

Slovenia 0.94    

Austria 0.95    

Dominican Republic 1.20    

Chile 1.03    

Viet Nam 0.86    

Argentina 1.06    

New Zealand 0.98    

Baku (Azerbaijan) 1.25    

OECD average 0.98    

Jordan 1.02    

Peru 0.99    

Uruguay 1.04    

Switzerland 0.94    

Panama 1.05    

Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.97    

Israel3 1.08    

Thailand 0.98    

Bulgaria 1.21    

Greece 1.05    

Croatia 1.11    

Hong Kong (China) 0.93    

Macao (China) 0.88    

Morocco 1.03    

Brunei Darussalam 0.89    

Malaysia 0.88    

Hungary 0.91    

Latvia 0.96    

Colombia 0.93    

Lithuania 1.05    

Slovak Republic 1.04    

France 0.98    

Italy 0.90    

Figure VI.3.1 Students’ ability to understand the perspectives of others

Average, dispersion and variations, by students’ socio-demographic profile

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ perspective taking.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.3.1 and VI.B1.3.3.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169538

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

A Girls – boys B Top - Bottom quarter of ESCS C Immigrant - non-immigrant students1,2

0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.6 0.80 A B C
Countries/economies with a positive difference 64 59 9

Countries/economies with no difference 1 6 24

Countries/economies with a negative difference 0 0 1

0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.6 0.80

Mean index

Mean index
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Figure VI.3.2 Polarisation of students’ ability to understand the perspectives of others

Average of the index of students’ ability to understand the perspectives of others, by quarter of the index

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: All differences between top and bottom quarters are statistically significant.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of difference between the top and bottom quarters of the index of students’ perspective taking.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.3.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169557

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2
Mean index

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2
Mean index

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter

Baku (Azerbaijan)
Bulgaria

Dominican Republic
United Arab Emirates

Russia
Bosnia and Herzegovina

Brazil
Serbia

Croatia
Kazakhstan

Mexico
Montenegro

Israel1
Belarus

Argentina
Iceland
Albania
Ukraine
Greece

Korea
Panama

Malta
Costa Rica
Lithuania
Lebanon

Chile
Uruguay

Kosovo
Saudi Arabia

Morocco
Slovak Republic

Australia
Jordan

Canada
Turkey

Peru

Chinese Taipei
Estonia

North Macedonia
New Zealand

Spain

OECD average
France

Scotland (United Kingdom)
Singapore

Portugal

Ireland
Poland

Thailand
Austria
Latvia

Slovenia
Philippines

Germany
Switzerland

Moldova
Hong Kong (China)

Colombia
Romania

Brunei Darussalam
Hungary

Macao (China)
Italy

Viet Nam
Malaysia

Indonesia

STUDENTS’ INTEREST IN LEARNING ABOUT OTHER CULTURES
Interest in people from other cultures is likely to be related to knowledge and critical understanding of culture, as described in 
Chapter 1. Interest focuses on the willingness to engage with cultures, beliefs and worldviews other than a person’s own. It relies 
on attitudes like curiosity and willingness to learn about new cultures and on sensitivity towards people from diff erent backgrounds 
(Huber et al., 2014[9]; Clark and Seider, 2017[10]). It also requires an ability to refrain from making judgements about people’s beliefs or 
questioning the “naturalness” of their values and practices, in addition to an ability to relate to them. Interest in other people’s cultures 
expresses itself in the willingness to be exposed to diff erent cultural infl uences and to engage and interact with people perceived to 
have cultural affi  liations other than one’s own (Council of Europe, 2018[2]).

PISA 2018 asked students about their interest in learning about other cultures. An index of students’ interest in learning about 
other cultures was derived from responses to the following four statements: “I want to learn how people live in diff erent countries”; 
“I want to learn more about the religions of the world”; “I am interested in how people from various cultures see the world”; and “I am 
interested in fi nding out about the traditions of other cultures”. The fi ve response categories were: “very much like me”, “mostly like 
me”, “somewhat like me”, “not much like me”, and “not at all like me”. Positive values in the index indicate that the student exhibits a 
greater interest in learning about other cultures.

Of the 63 countries and economies that had non-missing data on the index of students’ interest in learning about other cultures, 
students in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Jordan, Kosovo, Montenegro, Panama, 
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the Philippines and Turkey showed the greatest interest (Figure VI.3.3). On average across OECD countries, 59% of students reported 
that they want to learn about how people live in other countries (very much or mostly like them), 55% reported that they are interested 
in how people from various cultures see the world, and 54% reported that they are interested in finding out about traditions of other 
cultures. By contrast, only 40% of students reported that they are interested in learning about the religions of the world. Those 
findings show a distinction in students’ understanding of the two concepts – culture and religion – with the latter representing a more 
complex or sensitive notion.

Difference in 
the index of 

students’ interest 
in learning about 

other cultures
SD A B C

Turkey 0.88    

Albania 0.82    

Kosovo 0.81    

Dominican Republic 1.02    

Philippines 0.85    

Jordan 0.94    

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.04    

Montenegro 0.99    

Panama 1.00    

Costa Rica 0.99    

Kazakhstan 0.99    

Mexico 1.01    

Moldova 0.86    

Peru 0.91    

Brunei Darussalam 0.87    

Brazil 1.03    

Baku (Azerbaijan) 1.08    

Singapore 0.94    

Spain 1.02    

Malaysia 0.86    

Morocco 0.98    

Uruguay 1.02    

Saudi Arabia 0.93    

Portugal 0.93    

North Macedonia 0.91    

Colombia 0.88    

Belarus 1.01    

Romania 0.87    

Lithuania 1.03    

Chile 0.97    

Argentina 1.00     
Serbia 1.02    

Chinese Taipei 0.86    

France 1.01    

Difference in the 
index of students’ 

interest in
learning about 
other cultures

SD A B C
Indonesia 0.73    

Poland 0.96    

Malta 0.98    

Canada 1.03    

New Zealand 0.99    

Estonia 0.96    

Latvia 0.96    

Macao (China) 0.85    

Croatia 1.03    

OECD average 0.98    

Bulgaria 1.05    

Russia 1.06    

Australia 1.01    

Greece 1.01    

Iceland 1.07    

Slovenia 0.95    

Viet Nam 0.79    

Israel3 1.06    

Ireland 0.98    

Switzerland 0.97    

Hong Kong (China) 0.87    

Thailand 0.73    

Ukraine 0.95    

Korea 0.92    

Austria 1.02    

Scotland (United Kingdom) 1.01    

Germany 0.98    

Hungary 0.92    

Italy 0.93    

Slovak Republic 0.98    

Figure VI.3.3 Students’ interest in learning about other cultures

Average, dispersion and variations, by students’ socio-demographic profile

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ interest in learning about other cultures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.3.4 and VI.B1.3.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169576

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

A Girls – boys B Top - Bottom quarter of ESCS C Immigrant - non-immigrant students1,2

0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.6 0.80

A B C
Countries/economies with a positive difference 62 61 20

Countries/economies with no difference 1 2 12

Countries/economies with a negative difference 0 0 0

0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.6 0.80

Mean index

Mean index
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As in previous fi ndings, girls and socio-economically advantaged students showed greater interest in other cultures than boys and 
disadvantaged students. Diff erences in favour of girls were statistically signifi cant in all countries and economies except Korea, while 
the diff erences between students in the top quarter and those in the bottom quarter of socio-economic status were signifi cant in all 
countries and economies except the Dominican Republic and Panama. The largest gender gaps were observed in Australia, Canada, 
Estonia, Germany, Iceland, Lithuania, New Zealand, Slovenia and Switzerland, and the largest gaps related to socio-economic status 
were found in Bulgaria, France, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Lithuania, Mexico and Poland. Moreover, in 20 out of 32 countries and 
economies with more than 5% immigrant students, students with an immigrant background reported higher interest in learning 
about other cultures than their native-born peers.

Box VI .3 .1 . Parents’ and children’s interest in learning about other cultures 
As discussed in Chapter 1, parents play a key role in developing and shaping their children’s interests (Schönpfl ug, 2001[11]). 
Parents who are interested in learning about other cultures are likely to transmit this sense of curiosity to their children. 
This happens through a long, incremental and informal process in which a child is exposed to various cultural experiences 
and infl uences. Ultimately, this process will shape the adult this child will become and will defi ne his/her perspectives and 
attitudes. This box examines students’ interest in learning about other cultures in light of their parents’ interest in doing so.
In 14 countries/economies, parents were asked to respond to the same four statements as their children about their 
interest in learning about other cultures. The fi ve response categories were: “very much like me”, “mostly like me”, “somewhat 
like me”, “not much like me”, and “not at all like me”. The index of parents’ interest in learning about other cultures was 
constructed by combining responses to those four statements using item response theory scaling. A positive value in this 
index indicates that parents have a greater interest in learning about other cultures.
Parents in Croatia, the Dominican Republic and Germany reported the greatest interest in learning about other cultures, 
while parents in Hong Kong (China), Italy and Macao (China) reported the least interest (Figure VI.3.4). In all countries except 
Panama, students’ interest in learning about other cultures was positively associated with their parents’ interest in doing 
so. On average across the 14 countries and economies, a one-unit increase in the index of parents’ interest in learning 
about other cultures was associated with an increase of 0.12 of a unit in the index of students’ interest, after accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. Associations were positive and signifi cant in 13 countries/economies and 
were attenuated after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. The strongest associations were in 
Brazil, Germany, Hong Kong (China), Ireland, Malta and Portugal.

Figure VI.3.4 Students’ and parents’ interest in learning about other cultures

Change in students’ interest in learning about other cultures associated with a one-unit increase in the index of parents’ 
interest in learning about other cultures

1. The socio-demographic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tone.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change in the index of students’ interest in learning about other cultures associated with a 
one-unit increase in the index of their parents’ interest in learning about other cultures, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.16.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169595
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RESPECT FOR PEOPLE FROM OTHER CULTURES 
Respect for others is an attitude where the subject of respect is judged to have importance, worth and value that warrants positive 
regard and esteem (Council of Europe, 2016[4]; Council of Europe, 2018[2]). One important form of respect in the context of cultural 
diversity is the respect shown to people who are perceived to have different cultural affiliations or different opinions and beliefs. Such 
respect assumes that all human beings have the same intrinsic dignity and enjoy an inalienable right to choose their own affiliation, 
beliefs, practices and opinions. This type of respect does not require agreement with the other person’s beliefs or a minimisation of 
the differences between those beliefs and one’s own views (Leask, 2009[12]).

PISA 2018 asked students the extent to which they respect people from other countries. The five response categories were: “very 
much like me”, “mostly like me”, “somewhat like me”, “not much like me”, and “not at all like me”. The index of respect for people 
from other cultures was derived from responses to the following statements: “I respect people from other cultures as equal human 
beings”; “I treat all people with respect regardless of their cultural background”; “I give space to people from other cultures to express 
themselves”; “I respect the values of people from different cultures”; and “I value the opinions of people from different cultures”. 
Positive values in this index indicate that students reported greater respect for people from other cultures than the average student 
across OECD countries. 

Students’ responses to the five statements about respect for people from other cultures varied substantially across countries. 
The highest averages in the index were observed in Albania, Canada, Costa Rica, Ireland, Korea, Mexico, North Macedonia,  
Scotland (United Kingdom) and Spain. The lowest were observed in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria, Colombia, Hungary, Indonesia, Italy, 
the Slovak Republic, Thailand and Viet Nam (Figure VI.3.5). On average across OECD countries, about 82% of students reported 
that they respect people from other cultures as equal human beings (i.e. the students responded “very much like me” and “mostly 
like me”), while 81% reported that they treat all people with respect regardless of their cultural background. Slightly fewer students 
reported that they respect the values of people from different cultures (79%), that they give space to people from other cultures to 
express themselves (78%) and that they value the opinions of people from different cultures (78%).

The largest variations in the index were observed in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria, Croatia, the Dominican Republic, Russia and  
the Slovak Republic. Most of those variations were observed within schools, rather than between schools. However, the between-school 
variation was relatively more prevalent for this index than for other indices. It exceeded 10% in Germany, Hungary, Lebanon, Morocco, 
Slovenia, Thailand and the United Arab Emirates. This could indicate that system- or school-level practices or policies may be shaping 
students’ attitudes towards other cultures (Table VI.B1.3.9).  

In all countries and economies, girls reported greater respect for people from other cultures than boys. The largest gender gaps in 
favour of girls were observed in Croatia, Estonia, Greece, Lithuania and Poland; the smallest were observed in Colombia, Indonesia 
and Viet Nam. Advantaged students (those in the top quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status) were also 
more likely than their disadvantaged peers (those in the bottom quarter of that index) to report greater respect for people from other 
cultures. This difference was statistically significant in all countries and economies.

In 20 countries/economies, students with an immigrant background reported greater respect for people from other cultures than 
their native-born peers. The opposite was observed only in Estonia and Montenegro. The largest gaps in favour of immigrant students 
were observed in Austria, France, Malta, Slovenia, Switzerland and the United Arab Emirates. This finding might reflect the fact that 
immigrants themselves might have a hybrid culture, encompassing aspects of the culture of their country of immigration and that of 
their country of origin. 

Respect for people from other cultures and students’ interest in learning about other cultures
How can students show respect for other cultures if they have no interest in knowing about them? One of the key drivers of respect 
for other cultures could be knowledge and interest in learning about them. Figure VI.3.6 presents average levels of the index of 
respect for people from other cultures by quarter of the index of interest in learning about other cultures. The findings show large 
differences in respect for other cultures in favour of students in the top quarter of the index of interest in learning about other 
cultures (compared to students in the bottom quarter of that index). The largest differences were observed in Baku (Azerbaijan), 
Bulgaria, the Dominican Republic, Kazakhstan, Morocco and Peru.

Moreover, on average across OECD countries, a one-unit increase in the index of interest in learning about other cultures was 
associated with a 0.39 of a unit rise in the index of respect for people from other cultures, after accounting for students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile (Table VI.B1.3.21). This association was positive and strong in all countries and economies. It is worth noting 
that the reverse causation is also possible. Students who have respect for people from other cultures are also likely to show interest 
in learning about them.
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Difference in the 
index of respect 
for people from 
other cultures:

SD A B C
Spain 0.83    

North Macedonia 0.82    

Canada 0.87    

Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.90    

Costa Rica 0.89    

Albania 0.85    

Ireland 0.85    

Korea 0.92    

Mexico 0.97    

Australia 0.92    

New Zealand 0.89    

Portugal 0.87    

Germany 0.93    

United Arab Emirates 1.00    

France 0.98    

Singapore 0.85    

Kosovo 0.86    

Montenegro 1.00    

Brazil 1.04    

Switzerland 0.99    

Turkey 0.90    

Chile 0.99    

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.00    

Moldova 0.88    

Lebanon 0.95    

Malta 0.98    

Croatia 1.10    

Chinese Taipei 0.91    

Iceland 1.05    

OECD average 0.97    

Uruguay 1.02    

Slovenia 0.96    

Austria 1.02    

Argentina 0.99    

Difference in the 
index of respect 
for people from 
other cultures:

SD A B C
Saudi Arabia 0.94    

Jordan 0.96    

Estonia 0.99    

Lithuania 1.05    

Panama 1.02    

Romania 0.86    

Philippines 0.88    

Poland 1.05    

Peru 0.98    

Russia 1.09    

Belarus 0.99    

Dominican Republic 1.10    

Serbia 1.05    

Greece 1.05    

Kazakhstan 1.06    

Ukraine 1.06    

Macao (China) 0.89    

Brunei Darussalam 0.91    

Latvia 1.03    

Morocco 1.03    

Hong Kong (China) 0.95    

Malaysia 0.94    

Indonesia 0.80    

Colombia 0.94    

Viet Nam 0.87    

Baku (Azerbaijan) 1.13    

Italy 1.04    

Slovak Republic 1.10    

Bulgaria 1.11    

Hungary 1.02    

Thailand 0.97    

Figure VI.3.5 Students’ respect for people from other cultures

Average, dispersion and variations by students’ socio-demographic profile

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
Note: The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of respect for people from other cultures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.7 and Table VI.B1.3.9.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169614

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

A Girls – boys B Top - Bottom quarter of ESCS C Immigrant - non-immigrant students1,2

-0.8 -0.6 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.60

-0.8 -0.6 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0.60

A B C
Countries/economies with a positive difference 64 64 20

Countries/economies with no difference 0 0 11

Countries/economies with a negative difference 0 0 2

Mean index

Mean index
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Figure VI.3.6 Students’ respect for people from other cultures, by students’ interest in learning about other cultures

Note: All differences between the top and bottom quarters are statistically significant.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the difference in students’ respect for people from other cultures between the top and bottom quarters 
of the index of interest in learning about other cultures
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.21.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169633
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Thailand
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COGNITIVE ADAPTABILITY
Cognitive adaptability refers to the ability to adapt one’s thinking and behaviour to the prevailing cultural environment or to novel 
situations and contexts that might present new demands or challenges. Individuals who acquire this skill are able to handle the 
feelings of “culture shock”, such as frustration, stress and alienation in ambiguous situations in new environments (Levin, 2015[13]). 
Adaptable learners can more easily develop long-term interpersonal relationships with people from other cultures, and remain 
resilient in changing circumstances (Lepine, Colquitt and Erez, 2000[14]). 

Cognitive adaptability is likely to be associated with various student academic and non-academic outcomes (Martin et al., 2013[15]). 
Students go through many changes throughout their childhood, including starting school, making new friends, interacting with 
teachers, adjusting to school subjects and overcoming both academic and social diffi  culties. Such changes can disrupt routines 
and create uncertainty in their lives. How students deal with uncertainty and novelty can play a key role in their success (Tomasik, 
Silbereisen and Heckhausen, 2010[16]). 
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PISA 2018 asked students about their ability to adapt to new situations. Students were asked to respond to six statements: “I can 
deal with unusual situations”; “I can change my behaviour to meet the needs of new situations”; “I can adapt to different situations 
even when under stress or pressure”; “I can adapt easily to a new culture”; “When encountering difficult situations with people, I can 
think of a way to resolve the situation”; and “I am capable of overcoming my difficulties in interacting with people from other cultures”. 
Responses were given on a five-point scale: “very much like me”, “mostly like me”, “somewhat like me”, “not much like me”, and “not at 
all like me”. Positive values in the index indicate that students have a greater ability to adapt than the average student across OECD 
countries.

Figure VI.3.7 presents the average of the index of students’ cognitive adaptability and cross-tabulations of the index by students’  
socio-demographic characteristics. Among the 65 participating countries and economies that distributed the PISA 2018 global 
competence questionnaire, the highest levels of cognitive adaptability reported by students were observed in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Canada, Mexico, North Macedonia, Spain and Turkey; the lowest were observed in Brunei Darussalam, Greece, Hong Kong (China), 
Italy, Macao (China), Malaysia, the Slovak Republic, Thailand and Viet Nam. 

In 28 out of the 65 countries/economies that took the questionnaire, boys reported greater cognitive adaptability than girls. The 
largest gaps in favour of boys were observed in Costa Rica, France, Greece, Iceland, Korea and Scotland (United Kingdom). Girls 
reported greater cognitive adaptability than boys in only six countries/economies: Baku (Azerbaijan), Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Bulgaria, Jordan, Lithuania and the United Arab Emirates. The gender differences in this index were mostly the inverse of what was 
observed for the two indices of interest in learning about other cultures and ability to understand different perspectives. However, 
average differences can mask large disparities within each group. Those differences should not be regarded as definitive descriptions 
of what boys and girls can and cannot do.

Students in the top quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status reported greater cognitive adaptability than those 
in the bottom quarter. Those differences were found to be statistically significant in all countries and economies except Indonesia. 
The largest gaps in the index of cognitive adaptability related to socio-economic status were observed in Australia, Bulgaria, Iceland, 
Korea, Lithuania, New Zealand and Scotland (United Kingdom). In addition, in 13 countries/economies (Australia, Austria, Brunei 
Darussalam, France, Germany, Hong Kong [China], Ireland, Macao [China], Scotland [United Kingdom], Singapore, Slovenia, Spain 
and the United Arab Emirates), students with an immigrant background reported higher levels of cognitive adaptability than native-
born students. This finding provides evidence that, in some countries, the multicultural background of immigrant students may act 
as a factor promoting intercultural skills such as adaptability.

Students were particularly confident in their ability to change their behaviour to meet the needs of new situations (about 67% of 
students across OECD countries reported “very much like me” or “mostly like me”). Moreover, about 59% of students reported that 
they can deal with unusual situations, think of ways to resolve difficult situations and overcome difficulties in interacting with people 
from other cultures. However, they were less confident in their ability to adapt to different situations when under stress or pressure 
(57%) or to adapt to a new culture (49%). 

The largest dispersions in the index of cognitive adaptability were observed in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria, the Dominican Republic 
and the United Arab Emirates. Most variations in the index were observed within schools, with limited between-school differences. 
The only country where the between-school variation as a proportion of total variation exceeded 5% was Lebanon. The patterns of 
differences between quartiles were slightly different for this index, as differences between the first and second quarters were relatively 
similar to those between the second and the third quarters. Only students in the top quarter of the index showed substantially 
greater cognitive adaptability compared to those in the third quarter (Table VI.B1.3.12).

Cognitive adaptability and how it is related to perspective taking and resilience
Cognitive adaptability could be at the root of various attitudes, such as the ability to understand multiple perspectives and the 
ability to overcome adverse circumstances. Both resilience and understanding perspectives require a certain degree of cognitive 
adaptability, as students have to deal with novel and uncertain situations (Levin, 2015[13]). The following section investigates the 
association between cognitive adaptability and students’ resilience and capacity to take others’ perspective.

Figure VI.3.8 shows the association between the index of cognitive adaptability and the index of students’ capacity to understand 
different perspectives, before and after accounting for for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The findings show a positive 
relationship across all countries and economies that remains strong after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic 
profile. On average across OECD countries, a one-unit increase in the index of cognitive adaptability was associated with a rise of 
0.45 of a unit in the index of perspective taking. The associations were the strongest (exceeding 0.55 of a unit increase in the index 
of perspective taking) in Bulgaria, the Dominican Republic, Hong Kong (China), Mexico, Peru, the Philippines, Chinese Taipei and 
Thailand.
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Difference in the 
index of cognitive 

adaptability:
SD A B C

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.14    

North Macedonia 0.98    

Spain 0.99    

Mexico 1.09    

Turkey 0.99    

Canada 1.00    

Moldova 0.92    

Jordan 1.12    

Belarus 1.04    

Montenegro 1.07    

Albania 1.01    

Romania 0.88    

Ukraine 1.05    

Australia 1.01    

United Arab Emirates 1.17    

Iceland 1.12    

Ireland 0.95    

Estonia 0.97    

Russia 1.12    

New Zealand 0.97    

Malta 0.99    

Germany 0.88    

Poland 1.00    

Costa Rica 1.05    

Serbia 1.08    

Kosovo 0.99    

Dominican Republic 1.23    

Lithuania 1.11    

Switzerland 0.88    

Slovenia 0.89    

OECD average 0.99    

Israel3 1.11    

Croatia 1.06    

Baku (Azerbaijan) 1.30    

Difference in the 
index of cognitive 

adaptability:
SD A B C

Kazakhstan 1.10    

Singapore 0.93    

Latvia 0.98    

Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.97    

Peru 1.02    

Panama 1.09    

Bulgaria 1.18    

Lebanon 0.96    

Hungary 0.93    

Saudi Arabia 1.05    

Uruguay 1.04    

Chile 1.04    

Austria 0.93    

Korea 1.02    

Brazil 1.10    

Philippines 0.89    

Argentina 1.03    

Indonesia 0.79    

France 0.99    

Colombia 0.99    

Portugal 0.89    

Chinese Taipei 0.92    

Morocco 1.02    

Slovak Republic 0.98    

Hong Kong (China) 0.92    

Greece 1.00    

Thailand 0.89    

Malaysia 0.91    

Italy 0.92    

Brunei Darussalam 0.87    

Viet Nam 0.82    

Macao (China) 0.84

Figure VI.3.7 Students’ cognitive adaptability

Average, dispersion and variations, by students’ socio-demographic profile

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ cognitive adaptability.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.10 and Table VI.B1.3.12.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169652

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

A Girls – boys B Top - Bottom quarter of ESCS C Immigrant - non-immigrant students1,2

-0.6 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0

-0.6 0.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0

A B C
Countries/economies with a positive difference 6 64 13

Countries/economies with no difference 31 1 21

Countries/economies with a negative difference 28 0 0

Mean index

Mean index
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Figure VI.3.8 Students’ cognitive adaptability and their capacity to understand different perspectives

Change in students’ capacity to understand different perspectives associated with a one-unit increase in the index of students’ 
cognitive adaptability

1. The socio-demographic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change in the index of students’ perspective taking associated with a one-unit increase in the index 
of cognitive adaptability, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.19.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169671
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Resilience, or self-reported capacity to overcome adversity, was assessed by asking students to report the extent to which they agree 
(“strongly disagree”, “disagree, “agree”, “strongly agree”) with the following statements about themselves: “I usually manage one way 
or another”; “I feel proud that I have accomplished things”; “I feel that I can handle many things at a time”; “My belief in myself gets 
me through hard times”; and “When I’m in a diffi  cult situation, I can usually fi nd my way out of it”. These statements were combined 
to create the index of resilience. Positive values in this index mean that the student reported a greater capacity to deal with adversity 
than the average student across OECD countries. This index should not be confused with measures of student resilience published in 
Volume II of PISA 2018, which are based on students’ reading profi ciency and socio-economic profi le (OECD, 2019[17]). 

Positive associations between the index of cognitive adaptability and the index of student resilience were observed across all countries 
and economies. On average across OECD countries, an increase of one unit in the index of cognitive adaptability was associated with 
a rise of 0.4 of a unit in the index of resilience, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. Associations were 
particularly strong (exceeding 0.45 of a unit increase in the index of resilience) in Chile, Iceland, Korea, Macao (China), Portugal, 
Singapore and Turkey (Figure VI.3.9).
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Figure VI.3.9 Students’ cognitive adaptability and their resilience to adversity

Change in students’ resilience to adversity associated with a one-unit increase in the index of students’ cognitive adaptability

1. The socio-demographic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change in the index of students’ resilience associated with a one-unit increase in the index of cognitive 
adaptability, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.20.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169690
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The fi ndings in Figures VI.3.8 and VI.3.9 clearly indicate that cognitive adaptability among adolescents could be a way of fostering 
resilience, capacity to cope with uncertainty and ability to understand diff erent perspectives. These life skills enable students not only 
to overcome adverse circumstances but also to rise to the challenges when facing unfamiliar situations. Cognitive adaptability will 
help students understand the diversity of the world they are living in, appreciate the worldviews of others and enjoy encounters with 
the unfamiliar.

STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS IMMIGRANTS
Many countries around the world witnessed a sharp rise in the size of their immigrant populations in recent years. In 2015 alone, an 
estimated 4.8 million immigrants arrived in OECD countries, reinforcing a long-term upward trend in migration (OECD/European Union, 
2018[18]). As societies become increasingly diverse, the question arises of how welcoming host countries are. If native populations 
adopt exclusionary attitudes towards immigrants, integration will be severely compromised (Janmaat, 2014[19]; Hainmueller and 
Hopkins, 2014[20]). How schools and education systems respond to these challenges can be a decisive factor in shaping relations 
between native-born and immigrant populations and in creating cohesive and harmonious societies (Charette and Kalubi, 2018[21]; 
Bilgili, 2019[22]). 
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A number of hypotheses have been advanced on what influences opinions about immigrants. These range from economic interests 
of the native-born population to cultural concerns about integration and identity. The first focuses on economic arguments, under 
which immigrants are seen as competitors for scarce jobs and resources (Mayda, 2006[23]). For instance, high-skilled native-born 
workers might oppose high-skilled immigrants but not low-skilled immigrants. A variant of the same argument highlights the impact 
of immigration on public finances and spending (Facchini and Mayda, 2009[24]).

Another theory focuses on immigrants’ ability to integrate or assimilate into their host societies and on how such processes affect 
native identity (Burns and Gimpel, 2000[25]). The extent to which these hypotheses are influential in a society depends on many factors, 
including the cultural differences between immigrants and host societies and the attitudes, values and skills of both immigrant and 
host populations. Such attitudes might include any of those mentioned earlier, such as openness, interest in and respect for other 
cultures, the ability to understand different perspectives, and knowledge and understanding of other cultures. This section focuses 
on students’ attitudes towards immigrants and tries to identify some of the key factors associated with them, namely diversity at 
school, and other attitudes, such as openness and respect. 

PISA 2018 asked students to report their overall attitude towards immigrants. An index of attitudes towards immigrants was derived 
from responses to the following statements: “Immigrant children should have the same opportunities for education that other 
children in the country have”; “Immigrants who live in a country for several years should have the opportunity to vote in elections”; 
“Immigrants should have the opportunity to continue their own customs and lifestyle”; and “Immigrants should have all the same 
rights that everyone else in the country has”. Responses were provided on a four-point scale: “strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree”, 
and “strongly agree”. A positive value in this index indicates that students have more positive attitudes towards immigrants than the 
average student across OECD countries.

Figure VI.3.10 shows that students in Albania, Australia, Canada, Ireland, Korea, New Zealand, Portugal, Scotland (United Kingdom), 
Spain and Chinese Taipei reported the most positive attitudes towards immigrants, with values in the index that were significantly 
higher than the OECD average. The opposite was observed in Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Saudi Arabia, the Slovak Republic 
and Turkey, where students’ attitudes towards immigrants tended to be negative and below the OECD average. In all countries 
and economies except Hong Kong (China), Macao (China) and Viet Nam, girls showed more positive attitudes towards immigrants 
than boys. These gender differences were particularly large in Australia, Iceland, Ireland, Lithuania, New Zealand, North Macedonia 
and Scotland (United Kingdom). Socio-economically advantaged students (those in the top quarter of the PISA index of economic, 
social and cultural status) also reported more positive attitudes towards immigrants than their disadvantaged peers (those in the 
bottom quarter) in all countries and economies except Hong Kong (China), Italy and Turkey. The largest differences in this index 
related to students’ socio-economic status were observed in Australia, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Mexico,  
the Philippines, Romania and Scotland (United Kingdom) (Table VI.B1.3.13).

Students with an immigrant background had more positive attitudes towards immigrants than native-born students. This was true in 
21 of the 30 countries and economies with more than 5% immigrant students, with the exception of Estonia where the difference was 
negative. This finding was particularly marked in Australia, Austria, Costa Rica, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Jordan, Malta, Panama, 
Saudi Arabia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Slovenia, Spain and Switzerland.

On average across OECD countries, 85% of students agreed or strongly agreed that immigrant children should have the same 
opportunities for education that other children in the country have; 80% agreed that immigrants should have all the same rights 
that everyone else in the country has; 76% agreed that immigrants should have the opportunity to continue their own customs and 
lifestyle; and 72% agreed that immigrants who live in a country for several years should have the opportunity to vote in elections. 
These results show that students tended to be more positive when it comes to universal rights, such as the right to education, but less 
positive when the question touched on issues related to identity or political rights, such as voting (Table VI.B1.3.13). 

The index of attitudes towards immigrants varied to some extent within countries, with the widest dispersions observed in Argentina, 
Baku (Azerbaijan), Chile, Iceland, Lithuania and Uruguay, and the narrowest in Belarus, Hong Kong (China), Indonesia, Macao (China), 
the Republic of Moldova (hereafter “Moldova”), Thailand and Viet Nam. As with other indices, most of the variations were observed 
within schools, as opposed to between schools. The ratio of between-school variation to total variation exceeded 5% in 16 countries 
and exceeded 10% only in Lebanon (Table VI.B1.3.13).

In most countries, students in the middle two quarters of the index of attitudes towards immigrants were clustered close to each 
other. By contrast, students in the top quarter had considerably more positive attitudes than those in the third quarter (Figure VI.3.11). 
This shows some clear patterns of polarisation for this index.
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Difference in the 
index of students’ 
attitudes towards 

immigrants:
SD A B C

Portugal 0.85    

Canada 0.98    

Korea 0.86    

Albania 0.92    

Spain 0.99    

Chinese Taipei 0.90    

Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.96    

Ireland 0.96    

New Zealand 0.94    

Australia 0.97    

Iceland 1.05    

Mexico 1.00    

Chile 1.06    

Costa Rica 0.98    

Uruguay 1.03    

Germany 0.96    

Kosovo 0.91    

Brazil 0.97    

Argentina 1.02    

Croatia 0.94    

Colombia 0.86    

Lithuania 1.00    

North Macedonia 0.95    

Hong Kong (China) 0.79    

OECD average 0.93    

Brunei Darussalam 0.82    

Switzerland 1.00    

Moldova 0.80    

Macao (China) 0.76    

Panama 0.99    

Montenegro 0.98    

Slovenia 0.92    

Difference in the 
index of students’ 
attitudes towards 

immigrants:
SD A B C

Malta 0.93    

Greece 0.93    

Jordan 0.99    

Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.99    

Baku (Azerbaijan) 1.01    

Austria 1.00    

Ukraine 0.86    

Philippines 0.81    

Thailand 0.73    

Morocco 0.91    

Romania 0.85    

Dominican Republic 0.99    

Belarus 0.78    

Italy 0.91    

Kazakhstan 0.91    

Viet Nam 0.69    

Lebanon 0.88    

Estonia 0.81    

Serbia 0.96    

Indonesia 0.73    

Russia 0.87    

Saudi Arabia 0.93    

Turkey 0.93    

Bulgaria 0.92    

Latvia 0.81    

Poland 0.84    

Slovak Republic 0.82    

Hungary 0.81    

Figure VI.3.10 Students’ attitudes towards immigrants

Average, dispersion and variations, by students’ socio-demographic profile

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
Note: The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ attitudes towards immigrants.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.3.13 and VI.B1.3.15.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169709
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Figure VI.3.11 Polarisation of students’ attitudes towards immigrants

Average of the index of students’ attitudes towards immigrants, by quarter of the index

Note:  All differences between the top and bottom quarters are statistically significant.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of difference between the top and bottom quarters of the index of students’ attitudes towards immigrants.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.15.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169728
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STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS IMMIGRANTS AND DIVERSITY AT SCHOOL 
A number of important questions remain. Does diversity in itself create better attitudes towards immigrants? Would exposure to 
students from diff erent backgrounds facilitate understanding of others and foster tolerance? What factors are correlated with positive 
attitudes towards immigrants? 

Existing evidence suggests that in 90% of 700 studies drawn from a wide range of national contexts, interethnic contact is positively 
related to attitudes towards those with a diff erent background (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006[26]). However, most evidence is based on 
single-country analyses. PISA has the unique advantage of providing a comprehensive picture across a large number of countries and 
economies. If such positive associations are found, then mixing students from diff erent backgrounds by reducing segregation in the 
education system could be the way forward. 

Figure VI.3.12 shows the association between the proportion of immigrant students in school and students’ attitudes towards 
immigrants, before and after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. In eight countries, the fi ndings show a 
positive but weak association between attending a school where more than 10% of students have an immigrant background and 
students’ attitudes towards immigrants. The associations were signifi cant in Australia, Austria, Canada, Germany, Ireland, Jordan, 
Latvia and Saudi Arabia. In seven of those eight countries, more than 35% of students attended schools where more than 10% of 
students have an immigrant background. By contrast, the associations were negative in Chile, the Dominican Republic, Estonia, Italy, 
Lebanon and Moldova. 
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Interestingly, countries where the associations were positive are either longstanding immigrant destinations or high-income 
countries. This could indicate that a positive association between attitudes towards immigrants and the proportion of immigrant 
students in school is conditional on successful integration policies and the availability of resources to fund quality education for all.

Figure VI.3.12 Students’ attitudes towards immigrants and the proportion of immigrants in school

Change in students’ attitudes towards immigrants associated with attending schools where more than 10% of students have an 
immigrant background

1. The socio-demographic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note:  Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change in the index of students’ attitudes towards immigrants associated with attending a school 
where more than 10% of students have an immigrant background, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ and schools’ socio-economic 
profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.22.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169747
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STUDENTS’ AND PARENTS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS IMMIGRANTS 
Another factor that may infl uence students’ attitudes towards immigrants is their parents’ attitudes towards immigrants. Parents’ 
attitudes were assessed through the parent questionnaire, using responses to the same statements as those used in the student 
questionnaire. A similar index was constructed. Figure VI.3.13 shows the association between the two indices before and after 
accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. The fi ndings show a positive association in all 14 countries/economies 
that collected data from the parents’ questionnaire. On average across all countries and economies, a one-unit increase in the index 
of parents’ attitudes towards immigrants was associated with a rise of 0.17 of a point in the index of students’ attitudes towards 
immigrants. Associations were the strongest in Brazil, Germany, Ireland, Italy and Malta. 

While most indices related to living together in an interconnected world tended to be positively associated, some might be more 
strongly correlated than others. Figure VI.3.14 presents the average correlation coeffi  cient between pairs of the fi ve indices discussed 
above. On average across OECD countries, the strongest correlations were between the index of perspective taking and the indices of 
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Figure VI.3.13 Students’ and parents’ attitudes towards immigrants

Change in students’ attitudes towards immigrants associated with a one-unit increase in the index of parents’ attitudes towards 
immigrants.

Figure VI.3.14 Correlations between students’ intercultural attitudes and dispositions

Based on students’ reports, OECD average.

1. The socio-demographic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note:  All associations are statistically significant.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the change in the index of students’ attitudes towards immigrants associated with a one-unit increase in 
the index of parents’ attitudes towards immigrants, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.23.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169766

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.18.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169785

Before accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile1
After accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

-0
.3

3

-0
.7

4

-0
.4

3

0.
08 0.
03

-0
.4

6

-0
.1

9

0.
33 0.
01

-0
.2

2

-0
.5

3

-0
.1

1

-0
.1

3

0.
27 -0
.4

Ge
rm

an
y

M
al

ta

Ita
ly

Ire
la

nd

Br
az

il

Cr
oa

tia

Ov
er

al
l a

ve
ra

ge

Po
rtu

ga
l

Ch
ile

Ho
ng

 K
on

g 
(C

hi
na

)

Do
m

in
ica

n 
Re

pu
bl

ic

M
ac

ao
 (C

hi
na

)

Ko
re

a

M
ex

ico

Pa
na

m
a

Index change 

cognitive adaptability (correlation coeffi  cient of 0.45). The weakest correlations were observed between attitudes towards immigrants, 
on the one hand, and cognitive adaptability and perspective taking, on the other. Attitudes towards immigrants were found to be 
correlated with respect for people from other cultures (0.38). While there were some variations across countries, most countries and 
economies clustered around the average (Table VI.B1.3.18).

Correlation coeffi  cient between 0.4 and 0.45
Correlation coeffi  cient between 0.3 and 0.4
Correlation coeffi  cient below 0.3
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UNDERSTANDING THE PERSPECTIVES OF OTHERS: PERFORMANCE ON THE COGNITIVE TEST
Students who sat the global competence test in the 27 participating countries and economies answered 18 test items that focused 
on understanding and appreciating others’ worldviews. Answers to those questions were scored as either full credit, partial credit 
or no credit. For the purpose of this analysis, partial credit was coded as no credit. Figure VI.3.15 shows the average proportion 
of correct answers on those test items. The largest proportions were observed in Canada, Croatia, Hong Kong (China), Korea, 
Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, Spain and Chinese Taipei; the smallest were observed in Albania, Brunei Darussalam, 
Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines and Thailand. On average across the 27 countries and economies, 
students answered 38% of the test items correctly. 

Six released test items covered students’ capacity to understand and appreciate the worldviews of others. The test items 
originated from four test units: Refugee Olympians, ethical clothing, a single story and rising sea levels. Those test items ranged 
in diffi  culty from profi ciency Level 1 to profi ciency Level 4.

Figure VI.3.15 Percentage of correct answers: Understanding the perspectives of others 

1, The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Notes: Understanding the perspectives of others was assessed using 18 items in the cognitive test.
Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the cognitive test are shown.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of correct answers in the cognitive test.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.3.17.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169804
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Rising sea levels: Item 4
The test item with the highest proportion of students answering correctly came from the rising sea levels test unit. This unit 
begins with a brief introduction that describes the eff ects of rising temperatures on sea levels, as described in Chapter 2. 

The fourth item on this test unit asks students to provide one challenge that climate refugees would face when moving to 
a new place. This item was one of the easiest items in the cognitive test’s item pool. While the item is focused on a climate 
refugee, all refugees face a similar set of challenges when leaving their home and moving somewhere else. While the majority 
of PISA students were not refugees, the challenges of moving to a new place are ones that many students can imagine or have 
experienced themselves. Thus, students could apply their prior knowledge to this context in order to recognise the challenges 
that aff ect climate refugees. Four broad categories of challenges relevant for climate refugees are: communication; fi nancial or 
economic; diffi  culties adjusting to life in new places; and diffi  culties associated with leaving or losing the community or home 
and/or fi nding a new place to live. If students provided a response that fell within one of those categories, they received full credit. 
The item corresponded to profi ciency Level 1.

On average, across the 27 countries and economies that took the cognitive test, 65% of the students answered this question 
correctly (Table VI.B1.3.17). The countries/economies with the largest proportion (exceeding 80%) of students answering the 
question correctly were Canada, Hong Kong (China), Korea, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore and Chinese Taipei, while 
the lowest proportion (lower than 50%) were observed in Brunei Darussalam, Morocco, the Philippines, the Slovak Republic and 
Thailand.
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Refugee Olympians
This unit focused on the experience of team of refugees who participated in the 2016 Olympic games in Rio de Janeiro. The unit 
contained an introduction that explains the context of the Refugee Olympic Team. Background information was provided so 
that all students would start with a similar level of knowledge of the topic. The rest of the unit focused on a fictional character’s 
participation on the Refugee Olympic Team. The stimulus for this unit introduces Felix, an athlete who fled his homeland and 
has been living as a refugee in another country. He was an athlete who trained in his home country before fleeing and has been 
training in his new country of residence. In the stimulus, the student learns that Felix participated as a member of the Refugee 
Olympic Team and won a medal. The stimulus then presents an interview with Felix about his feelings on accepting the medal for 
the Refugee Olympic Team rather than his homeland or his current country of residence. Finally, the student learns that a debate 
took place on social media about his decision. The content domain of this unit is institutions, conflicts and human rights, with a 
focus on universal human rights and local traditions.  

Item 2
This item requires the student to consider the perspective of some residents of the country of Latoona who feel the medal should 
have been awarded to their country, where Felix has refugee status and asks students to select the statements which would 
best support this claim. The correct answer is C because this statement provides the best support for this claim: Latoona made 
a commitment by supporting Felix’s training, and therefore the medal should be awarded to Latoona. The other answers are 
either not relevant to the specific scenario described in the stimulus or they fall short of recognising the perspective of the people 
described in the item. The item corresponded to proficiency Level 3.

On average across the 27 participating countries and economies, 47% of the students answered this item correctly  
(Table VI.B1.3.17). The proportion of correct answers exceeded 60% in Croatia, Singapore and the Slovak Republic and was below 
30% in Panama and Thailand.
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Item 5
The item with the lowest proportion of students answering correctly was item 5 in the test unit Refugee Olympians. In the fifth 
item of the unit, the student must consider Felix’s perspective based on what is provided in the stimulus, go beyond what is 
explicitly written in the text and provide a reason for why Felix thought it was appropriate to accept the medal for the Refugee 
Olympic Team. Felix never directly states why he made the decision or why he thought it was the appropriate decision to make. 
The coding guide for this item specified ways to receive both full credit and partial credit. The partial credit description represents 
a more literal or fact-based way to answer the question which only references the fact that Felix is a refugee. Such responses like 
this are technically correct but, unlike the full-credit responses, they don’t fully demonstrate an attempt to take Felix’s perspective 
and construct an answer that reflects why he may have felt his decision was the most appropriate one. The item corresponded 
to proficiency Level 4 and was coded as follows:

Full credit  
Code 2: Refers to one of the following reasons why Felix may have wanted to accept the medal for the Refugee Olympic Team. 

1.  It helped resolve his conflict about which country to represent. (Note: This reason refers to an internal conflict within Felix, 
not a conflict between Latoona and Gondaland). 

2.  It reflects the financial, emotional and/or training support of the Refugee Olympic Team. (Note: This information is not 
provided in the interview, but it is factually correct that the Refugee Olympic team provides support for its athletes. Students 
may have outside knowledge of this fact and it is acceptable for them to apply this knowledge.)

3. It provides inspiration for other refugees.
 – There was no good way for him to decide between Latoona and Gondaland.

 – He could call two countries home.

 – He wanted to share it between both countries.

 – He didn’t want to offend either country.

 – It was difficult for him to decide.

 – It was Felix’s training with the Refugee Olympic Team that directly supported him to win the gold model.

 – He probably felt supported by the people going through the same thing he was.

 –  Felix should have accepted the medal for the team because it will encourage the refugees.
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Partial credit  
Code 1: Refers to Felix’s status as a refugee or that he competed as a member of the Refugee Olympian Team. 

 – Felix is a refugee so the Refugee Olympic Team best represents his situation.

 – He was competing for the Refugee Olympic Team.

 – He was a refugee.

On average across the 27 countries and economies taking the cognitive test, 33% of students answered this correctly (full credit 
only). The largest proportions of correct answers (exceeding 40%) were observed in Canada, Colombia, Greece, Indonesia, Israel2, 
Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, Spain and Chinese Taipei, while the smallest (below 20%) were observed in Albania,  
Brunei Darussalam, Kazakhstan, Latvia and the Philippines (Table VI.B1.3.17).
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Note
1. The comparability of scaled indices across countries and economies is examined in Annex A5. The annex presents the findings of in-depth 

measurement invariance analyses for every index used in PISA 2018, Volume VI.

2.   The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details. 
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effective communication across cultures 

This chapter examines students’ ability to 
engage in open, appropriate and effective 
communication across cultures. In particular, 
it examines students’ awareness of 
intercultural communication, their contact 
with people from other cultures and their 
mastery of languages other than their own. 
All factors are explored considering variations 
in students’ socio-economic status and 
circumstances.
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What the data tell us
 –  The proportion of students who reported having contact with people from other countries at school ranged between 
70% and 78% in Albania, Germany, Greece, Italy, New Zealand, Panama, Singapore, Switzerland, Chinese Taipei and  
the United Arab Emirates, while it ranged between 20% and 30% in Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Turkey and Viet Nam.

 –  Significant and positive associations between having contact with people from other countries and students’ attitudes 
and dispositions were observed in most countries and economies. The indices that were highly associated with contact 
with people from other countries are students’ cognitive adaptability, self-efficacy regarding global issues and interest in 
learning about other cultures.

 –  The largest proportions of students who speak several languages were observed in Croatia, Estonia, Hong Kong (China), Latvia, 
Macao (China), Malta and Singapore, where more than 90% of students reported that they speak two or more languages.  
The smallest proportions were observed in Australia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Korea, Mexico, Scotland (United Kingdom) and  
Viet Nam. Language-learning opportunities are widely available. 

 –  On average across OECD countries, only 12% of students reported that they do not learn any foreign language at school, 
while 38% reported that they learn one foreign language and 50% reported that they learn two or more.

 –  Speaking multiple languages and learning one or more foreign languages at school were positively associated with 
students’ dispositions and attitudes in a large number of countries and economies.

A third dimension of knowledge, skills and attitudes required to thrive in an interconnected world is the ability to engage in 
effective communication across cultures (Chen and Starosta, 1996[1]; Deardorff, 2009[2]). Students who are proficient in this 
competence understand cultural norms, interactive styles and degrees of formality in intercultural contexts and can adapt 
their behaviour and communication to suit every situation. They appreciate the importance of respectful dialogue, strive to 
understand others and make an effort to include marginalised groups. Effective communication requires being able to express 
oneself clearly, confidently and without anger, even when expressing a fundamental disagreement (Wiseman, Hammer and 
Nishida, 1989[3]; Collier, 2015[4]). Respectful communication involves understanding the expectations and perspectives of diverse 
audiences and applying that understanding to meet the audience’s needs. In effective communication, all participants are able to 
make themselves understood and to understand the others (Huber et al., 2014[5]).

Speaking more than one language is a clear asset for effective intercultural communication (Bialystok, 2016[6]). Effective 
communication in intercultural contexts is also facilitated through active listening. This means listening not only to what is being 
said, but also to how it is being said, through both voice and accompanying body language. Competent students are capable 
speakers who can use their body language and voice effectively when they discuss and debate global issues. They can express 
and justify a personal opinion and persuade others to pursue a particular course of action.

This chapter examines students’ awareness of intercultural communication, their contact with people from other cultures 
and their mastery of languages other than their own. All of these factors are explored considering variations in students’  
socio-economic status and circumstances and in association with other attitudes, such as interest in and respect for other 
cultures, perspective taking, and knowledge and understanding of other cultures.

AWARENESS OF INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION
The student questionnaire in PISA focused on two aspects of intercultural communication: awareness of intercultural 
communication1 and multilingualism. The construct of awareness of intercultural communication focuses on students’ ability 
to communicate clearly in a range of situations, even if they are speaking a language that is not their mother tongue or with 
people speaking a language different from their own (Svalberg, 2012[7]; Corcoll, 2013[8]; P. M. Ribeiro, 2016[9]). Students should 
be able to recognise the different forms of expression, the subtleties of cross-cultural communication and the ways of expressing 
disagreement. They should be able to listen for understanding and manage breakdowns in communication. They should be able 
to adjust and modify their behaviour in order to effectively communicate with others (OECD, 2018[10]; Council of Europe, 2018[11]).

PISA 2018 asked students to describe their awareness of intercultural communication. They were asked to respond to seven 
statements related to the following hypothetical scenario: “Imagine you are talking in your native language to people whose 
native language is different from yours.” The statements were: “I carefully observe their reactions”; “I frequently check that we are 
understanding each other correctly”; “I listen carefully to what they say”; “I choose my words carefully”; “I give concrete examples 
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to explain my ideas”; “I explain things very carefully”; and “If there is a problem with communication I find ways around it”. Answers 
were given on a four-point scale (“strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree”, “strongly agree”) and were combined into the index of 
awareness of intercultural communication. A positive value in this index indicates that students have a greater awareness of 
intercultural communication than the average student across OECD countries.

Students in Albania, Korea, Kosovo, Portugal, Singapore and Chinese Taipei reported the greatest awareness of intercultural 
communication, while those in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Morocco, the Russian Federation, the Slovak Republic, 
Slovenia, Thailand and Ukraine reported the lowest values in this index (Figure VI.4.1). Across all countries and economies, girls 
reported greater awareness of intercultural communication than boys. The largest gaps in favour of girls were observed in 
Albania, Jordan, Lithuania, Saudi Arabia and Turkey, while the smallest were found in Colombia and Indonesia. Large differences 
were also observed between advantaged and disadvantaged students. Advantaged students (those in the top quarter of the PISA 
index of economic and cultural status) in all countries and economies reported greater awareness of intercultural communication 
than disadvantaged students. The largest differences were found in Bulgaria, France, Israel2, New Zealand, the Philippines and 
Romania. 

Across the 35 countries and economies with more than 5% immigrant students, differences in awareness of intercultural 
communication in favour of immigrant students were observed in 9 countries/economies: Australia, Canada, Ireland,  
Macao (China), Saudi Arabia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Slovenia, Switzerland and the United Arab Emirates, after accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The reverse was observed only in Estonia, Italy, Lebanon and Montenegro  
(Table VI.B1.4.3).

Figure VI.4.1[1/3] Students’ awareness of intercultural communication

Average, dispersion and variations, by students’ socio-demographic profile 

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details
Countries and economies Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ awareness of intercultural communication.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.1 and Table VI.B1.4.3.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169823

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

0.60.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0
Mean index

Difference in the index of students' awareness of
intercultural communication :

SD Girls - Boys
Top - Bottom 

quarter of ESCS
Immigrant -

 non-immigrant students1,2

Albania 1.04

Korea 0.98

Singapore 0.99

Portugal 0.93

Chinese Taipei 1.05

Kosovo 0.99

Malta 1.01

France 1.01

Canada 1.02

United Arab Emirates 1.11

Hong Kong (China) 0.91

Spain 1.00  

Australia 1.01  

Moldova 0.85  

Turkey 1.08  

Costa Rica 1.07  

Ireland 0.90  

Israel3 1.11

Countries/economies with a positive difference 64 64 9

Countries/economies with no difference 0 0 21

Countries/economies with a negative difference 0 0 4
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Figure VI.4.1[2/3] Students’ awareness of intercultural communication

Average, dispersion and variations, by students’ socio-demographic profile 

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details
Countries and economies Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ awareness of intercultural communication.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.1 and Table VI.B1.4.3.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169823

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

Difference in the index of students' awareness of
intercultural communication :

SD Girls - Boys
Top - Bottom 

quarter of ESCS
Immigrant -

 non-immigrant students1,2

New Zealand 0.96

Romania 0.92

Germany 1.02

Brunei Darussalam 0.83

Peru 0.94

Lebanon 1.14

Chile 1.10

Italy 0.95

OECD average 0.98

Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.95

Philippines 0.94  

Macao (China) 0.84  

Lithuania 1.05  

Malaysia 0.80  

Montenegro 1.07

Croatia 0.97

Jordan 1.10

Austria 1.10

Panama 1.06

Greece 0.91

Mexico 1.00

Iceland 1.08

Uruguay 1.09

Switzerland 0.98

Poland 0.97

Dominican Republic 1.19

Argentina 1.04

Serbia 1.07

Brazil 1.00

Saudi Arabia 1.11

Estonia 0.87

Indonesia 0.82

Colombia 0.90

Belarus 0.87

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.07

Viet Nam 0.75

Hungary 0.90

Baku (Azerbaijan) 1.24

Bulgaria 1.14

Ukraine 0.91

Slovenia 0.95

Countries/economies with a positive difference 64 64 9

Countries/economies with no difference 0 0 21

Countries/economies with a negative difference 0 0 4

0.60.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0
Mean index
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Figure VI.4.1[3/3] Students’ awareness of intercultural communication

Average, dispersion and variations, by students’ socio-demographic profile 

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
3. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details
Countries and economies Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ awareness of intercultural communication.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.1 and Table VI.B1.4.3.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169823

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

Difference in the index of students' awareness of
intercultural communication :

SD Girls - Boys
Top - Bottom 

quarter of ESCS
Immigrant -

 non-immigrant students1,2

Thailand 0.76

Kazakhstan 0.97

Latvia 0.92

Morocco 0.97

Slovak Republic 0.93

Russia 1.01

Countries/economies with a positive difference 64 64 9

Countries/economies with no difference 0 0 21

Countries/economies with a negative difference 0 0 4

A large majority of students agreed or strongly agreed with each of the seven statements (Figure VI.4.2). Some 88% agreed or 
strongly agreed that they listen to what others say; 85% agreed or strongly agreed that they can find a way around problems with 
communications; 84% agreed or strongly agreed that they check to be sure that people understand each other correctly; 82% 
agreed or strongly agreed that they observe others’ reactions; 81% agreed or strongly agreed that they give concrete examples 
to explain ideas; 80% agreed or strongly agreed that they choose their words carefully; and 78% agreed or strongly agreed that 
they explain things very carefully (Table VI.B1.4.1). These results highlight that nine out of ten students report that listening for 
understanding is a key element of communication. This is supported by several frameworks on intercultural communication 
(OECD, 2018[10]; Council of Europe, 2018[11]).

Larger dispersions in the index of awareness of intercultural communication were observed in Austria, Baku (Azerbaijan), 
Bulgaria, the Dominican Republic, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates. Most of the variations 
were observed within schools. Only 10% of the variation or less was observed between schools, except in Lebanon, where 18% 
of the variation was observed between schools. Large dispersions indicate greater inequalities in the distribution of this attitude, 
while large variations between schools are a sign of greater stratification on this measure. Polarisation was observed in many 
countries, as students in the two middle quarters of the distribution show similar average levels of awareness of intercultural 
communication. By contrast, students in the bottom quarter of the index reported markedly less awareness about intercultural 
communication than those in the second quarter, while students in the top quarter reported significantly greater awareness than 
those in the third quarter (Table VI.B1.4.1 and Table VI.B1.4.3).

Awareness of intercultural communication is likely to be associated with other attitudes required for living together. For instance, 
students who are interested in learning about other cultures or have greater respect for people from other cultures are likely 
to develop stronger cultural sensitivity, which is reflected in their behaviour. Figure VI.4.3 presents the correlation coefficients 
between the index of awareness of intercultural communication and the seven indices explored in Chapters 2 and 3. 

On average across OECD countries, the correlations were positive but modest. The strongest correlations were between 
awareness of intercultural communication and respect for people from other cultures (correlation coefficient of 0.3) and 
students’ awareness of global issues (correlation coefficient of 0.29). The weakest correlation was with students’ index of cognitive 
adaptability (correlation coefficient of 0.25). This finding shows that students who have positive attitudes, such as respect towards 
people from other cultures, who are able to understand the perspectives of others and who exhibit higher levels of awareness 
and self-efficacy regarding global issues tend to have greater awareness of the nuances of intercultural communication. 

0.60.2-0.4 0.4-0.2 0
Mean index
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The strength of the correlation between the index of awareness of intercultural communication and the index of respect for 
people from other cultures varied between 0.38 and 0.4 in Brunei Darussalam, Korea, Kosovo and Romania and between 0.14 and 
0.2 in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria and the Dominican Republic. The associations with awareness of global issues ranged between 
0.2 in Scotland (United Kingdom) and 0.47 in Jordan. When considering the correlation between the index of awareness of 
intercultural communication and students’ attitudes towards immigrants, none of the correlations exceeded the threshold of 0.5 of 
a unit in any country/economy.

Figure VI.4.2 Components of students’ awareness of intercultural communication

OECD and overall averages

Figure VI.4.3 Correlations between awareness of intercultural communication and other indices 

Based on students’ reports, OECD average

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.1.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169842

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.4.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169861
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Students who agreed or strongly agreed that they do the following 
when talking to people whose native language is different from their own:

OECD average
Overall average

70
72
74
76
78
80
82
84
86
88
90

%

Attitudes towards
immigrants Perspective taking
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Figure VI.4.4 Students who reported having contact with people from other countries

OECD average

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.5.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169880
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CONTACT WITH PEOPLE FROM OTHER COUNTRIES
Contact with people from different cultures, in itself, has the potential to stir curiosity, open minds and create understanding 
(Brown and Zagefka, 2011[12]; Aronson and Brown, 2013[13]). By contrast, ignorance is a source of fear, closed-mindedness and 
indifference (Rosenthal and Levy, 2010[14]; Bernardo, Rosenthal and Levy, 2013[15]). The concept of connectedness is linked to 
cognitive change, in the sense that, if certain conditions are met, contact among different groups of people will enhance mutual 
understanding, reduce prejudice and improve relations (Allport, 1954[16]; de Oliveira Andreotti, Biesta and Ahenakew, 2014[17]). 

Connectedness challenges arguments that contact between people of different cultural backgrounds would inevitably lead to 
prejudice and conflict. Such arguments were prevalent in the rhetoric about a clash of civilisations, but they have been criticised 
as demonstrating a lack of understanding about diversity within cultures and interdependence between cultures. Opposing 
paradigms have emerged focusing on dialogue between civilisations and different faiths. Those paradigms acknowledge that all 
major world traditions have evolved through contact and in dialogue with each other.

This section focuses on students’ contact with people from other countries and how it is related to their attitudes and dispositions, 
such as interest in and respect for other cultures, attitudes towards immigrants, ability to understand different perspectives, and 
intercultural communication. Students were asked a yes-or-no question about whether they have contact with people from 
other countries at school, in their family, in their neighbourhood and in their circle of friends. Figure VI.4.4 shows the proportion 
of students who reported that they have contact with people from other countries. On average across all OECD countries, 
53% of students reported having contact with people from other countries in their school, 54% in their family, 38% in their 
neighbourhood and 63% in their circle of friends. Those four categories overlap, as schoolmates and family members may also 
be friends or neighbours.

There were substantial variations in those proportions between countries. The proportion of students who reported having contact 
with people from other countries at school ranged between 70% and 78% in Albania, Germany, Greece, Italy, New Zealand, Panama, 
Singapore, Switzerland, Chinese Taipei and the United Arab Emirates, while it ranged between 20% and 30% in Argentina, Brazil, 
Mexico, Turkey and Viet Nam. These results may reflect several factors, such as the proportion of first-generation immigrants 
in a country/economy, student mobility and the degree of interconnectedness between that country and the rest of the world 
(Figure VI.4.5).

Boys were more likely than girls to report having contact with people from other countries at school in 24 countries and economies, 
while the reverse was true in 11 (Table VI.B1.4.6). Advantaged students were more likely than disadvantaged students to report 
having contact with people from other countries at school in 44 countries and economies, with the largest differences observed 
in Macao (China), Scotland (the United Kingdom), Singapore, Thailand and the United Arab Emirates. The reverse was true in 
Greece, Malaysia, Romania and the Philippines. Immigrant students were more likely to report having contact with people from 
other countries at school in 29 countries and economies of the 35 with more than 5% immigrant students. This could reflect the 
fact that due to stratification, immigrants are more likely to attend schools with other immigrants than their native-born peers.

Students also had contact with people from other countries in their families. This was most common (80% to 92% of students so 
reported) in Albania, the Dominican Republic, Kosovo, Lebanon, the Republic of Moldova, Montenegro, Morocco, New Zealand, 
the Philippines and Serbia. Conversely, much smaller proportions of students (between 10% and 30%) reported contact with 
people from other countries in their families. This was the case in Hong Kong (China), Italy, Korea and Thailand.
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Figure VI.4.5 Students who reported having contact with people from other countries at school

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students who reported having contact with people from other countries at school.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.5.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169899
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Some 60% to 78% of students in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Dominican Republic and Kosovo reported having contact 
with people from other countries in their neighbourhood, while only 22% to 25% of students in Brazil, Macao (China), Poland, 
Portugal and Viet Nam so reported. On average, larger proportions of students reported having contact with people from 
other countries in their circle of friends. The proportions ranged between 81% and 86% in Albania, the Dominican Republic, 
Kosovo, Montenegro, Switzerland and the United Arab Emirates. By contrast, less than 20% of students in Thailand so reported 
(Table VI.B1.4.5).

Contact with people from diff erent countries or cultures boosts knowledge about those countries and can help create an 
understanding of their customs and traditions. Ultimately, students might acquire certain abilities and attitudes, such as curiosity, 
respect for others, the ability to understand diff erent perspectives, adaptability in unfamiliar situations and awareness of diff erent 
communication styles. In this section, variations in students’ attitudes are examined by the degree of contact with people from 
other countries at school. The discussion in this section mainly focuses on the school context because of its policy relevance 
and because it could be infl uenced by school and teaching practices. However, results for the other three settings (family, 
neighbourhood and circle of friends) are provided in Annex B1.

In general, having contact with people from other countries at school (and in the family, neighbourhood and circle of friends) 
is positively associated with students’ skills in and attitudes towards living with others. However, the associations tended to 
be only weak to moderate after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic background. This could indicate that 
socio-economic background acts as a mediator of those relationships. 

In 42 countries and economies, students who reported that they have contact with people from other countries at school exhibited 
greater awareness about global issues. The strongest associations, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic 
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Figure VI.4.6 Contact with people from other countries, and attitudes towards global issues

Differences in indices between students who reported that they have contact with people from other countries and those who 
reported that they do not have such contact

1. Socio-demographic status includes gender, immigrant status and student’s and school’s index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in a darker tone.
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the difference in the index of awareness of global issues 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169918
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profi le, were observed in Iceland, New Zealand and Switzerland. Associations were negative only in Brazil, Jordan, Malaysia and 
the Philippines. In all other countries, the associations were non-signifi cant (Figure VI.4.6).
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Students who reported that they have contact with people from other countries at school showed greater confidence when 
dealing with global and intercultural issues. The associations were positive and significant in 49 countries and economies and 
non-significant in all others. They ranged between 0.05 and 0.26 of a point increase in the index of students’ self-efficacy regarding 
global issues. Associations were the strongest in Australia, Canada, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Switzerland. 

Associations between contact with people from other countries at school and the index of cognitive adaptability were positive 
and significant in all countries and economies except Lithuania and Morocco, after accounting for students’ and schools’  
socio-demographic profile. On average across OECD countries, having contact with people from other countries was associated 
with a rise of 0.15 of a unit in the index of cognitive adaptability. Associations were strongest in Australia, Iceland, Korea, Malta, 
New Zealand, Singapore and Chinese Taipei.

Having contact with people from other countries at school is positively associated with students’ interest in learning about 
other cultures. Associations with the index of interest in learning about other cultures were positive in all but nine countries and 
economies and were strongest in Australia, Canada, Germany, Iceland, New Zealand and Scotland (United Kingdom). On average 
across OECD countries, having contact with people from other countries was associated with a rise of 0.17 of a point in the index 
of interest in learning about other cultures (Figure VI.4.7).

Similar findings were observed for the index of respect for people from other cultures. Associations were positive in 35 countries 
and economies and negative in 6 (Brazil, Indonesia, Lithuania, Morocco, the Philippines and Ukraine). Associations exceeded  
0.3 points increase in the index only in Switzerland.

Associations with attitudes towards immigrants were positive, but mostly weak, in 19 countries and economies, while they were 
negative in 7 countries/economies. On average across OECD countries, having contact with people from other countries at 
school was associated with a rise of only 0.07 of a point in the index of attitudes towards immigrants.

Box VI .4 .1 . Study-abroad programmes
Study-abroad programmes have emerged as an alternative to intercultural contact in the classroom. These programmes 
allow students to interact directly with people from other countries and have the advantage of offering an immersive 
experience of another culture. Several studies (Berg, 2009[18]) have shown that studying abroad does not automatically 
result in improved attitudes and dispositions; in some cases it could be a stressful experience for the student. However, 
when students are appropriately prepared, the experience can lead to gains in intercultural competence (Barrett, 2018[19]).
This finding emerges from research done on exchange programmes organised by AFS (formerly known as American Field 
Service). In AFS programmes, high-school students spend ten months studying and living with host families in a foreign 
country. This experience is highly structured and aims to prepare participants to engage with other cultures. Students get 
to learn first-hand about the impact of culture on values and on the decisions people make. They gain the ability to see 
themselves through the eyes of others, challenge assumptions and broaden their views on cultural stereotypes and global 
issues. They begin to understand the perspectives of others and how to change their own perspectives effectively.
AFS relies on a number of principles in designing student exchange programmes. The approach involves a goal-based 
curriculum focused on the needs of students as future leaders. It combines immersive experiences and complements 
structured classroom learning with experiential and lifelong learning. Its objectives include building values and skills and 
developing intercultural knowledge, sensitivity and global awareness.
Evaluation studies (AFS, 2012[20]; Hammer, 2004[21]; Hansel, 2008[22]; Hansel, 2008[23]) show that high school students who 
have participated in the AFS programme have higher levels of intercultural competence, experience less anxiety when 
interacting with people from other cultures and have more friendships with people from other cultures. They also have 
greater knowledge of the host country and greater fluency in the language of the host country. More important, students 
maintain these advantages into their adulthood.

In 32 countries and economies, contact with people from other countries at school was positively associated with students’ ability 
to understand different perspectives (Figure VI.4.8). Associations were negative only in Brazil and the Philippines. The strength of 
the association varied greatly, but was mostly weak, except in Chinese Taipei where it was moderate.

Associations with the index of awareness of intercultural communication were positive in 24 countries and economies and 
negative in 8, but the associations were mostly weak. On average across OECD countries, having contact with people from other 
countries at school was associated with a rise of 0.08 of a unit in the index of awareness of intercultural communication.
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Figure VI.4.7 Contact with people from other cultures and differences in attitudes towards other cultures

Differences in indices between students who reported that they have contact with people from other cultures and those who 
reported that they do not have such contact

1. Socio-demographic status includes gender, immigrant status and student’s and school’s index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in a darker tone.
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the differences in the index of interest in learning about other cultures.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169937
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Figure VI.4.8 Contact with people from other cultures and understanding others

Difference in indices between students who reported that they have contact with people from other cultures and those who 
reported that they do not have such contact

1. Socio-demographic status includes gender, immigrant status and stuudent’s and school’s index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in a darker tone.
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the differences in the index of perspective taking.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169956
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In summary, the positive association between contact with people from other countries in the different settings specified in 
the questionnaire and students’ intercultural and global knowledge, skills and attitudes indicates that contact could foster 
understanding and mitigate prejudice, even though such associations vary in magnitude between countries. These findings add 
to the mounting evidence challenging the hypothesis that misunderstanding and conflict could result when people of different 
backgrounds interact. If anything, the findings tell us that creating opportunities for contact at school and beyond, virtual or in 
person, could be an effective way of fostering positive intercultural dispositions. However, the negative associations in some 
countries and economies warrant further analysis about the possible reasons.

LANGUAGES SPOKEN AND LEARNED BY STUDENTS
Speaking one language is a basic tool for communicating, but speaking two or more could be a valuable asset in an increasingly 
diverse and interconnected world (Vertovec, 2007[24]). The ability to speak several languages is a key skill that improves people’s 
employment prospects and broadens their horizons (Gross and Dewaele, 2017[25]). Learning multiple languages has the potential 
of developing a range of skills that extend beyond the realm of language proficiency (Byers-Heinlein and Garcia, 2014[26]). 
Multilingualism can promote social cohesion and intercultural dialogue. It equips immigrants with the opportunity to learn 
the language of the host country while cultivating their own native languages (Romaine, 2013[27]). For native-born students, 
multilingualism opens a window onto the world and grants them access to all sorts of materials, ranging from literature to 
cinema. Languages allow young people to access international media and open the channels of intercultural dialogue. Supporting 
multilingualism through policy has become a major objective for many education systems around the world (Krzyżanowski and 
Wodak, 2011[28]).

The prevalence of multilingualism was assessed in PISA 2018 using a number of questions about the languages students and 
their parents speak well enough to converse (including the language they speak at home) and the language students learn at 
school. The following section explores the proportion of students who speak and learn multiple languages and the association 
between the mastery of multiple languages and certain student attitudes. 

The largest proportions of students who speak several languages were observed in Croatia, Estonia, Hong Kong (China), Latvia, 
Macao (China), Malta and Singapore, where more than 90% of students reported that they speak two or more languages. Those 
countries and economies are mostly small but well-connected to the rest of the world, and some are economic hubs in their 
region. This group of countries was followed by Austria, Brunei Darussalam, Germany, Lithuania, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia 
and Switzerland, where 85% to 90% of students reported speaking two or more languages. Some of those countries have 
large populations of immigrant students with diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds. By contrast, in Australia, Brazil, Chile, 
Colombia, Korea, Mexico, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Viet Nam, less than 40% of students reported that they speak two or 
more languages. Students in English-speaking countries may not have much incentive to learn a second language, given that 
English has become the lingua franca of the world; but in other countries, if multilingualism is rare, it may be because of a lack 
of learning opportunities at school. On average across OECD countries, 68% of students reported that they are multilingual  
(Figure VI.4.9). 

The findings also show that girls were more likely to speak several languages than boys in 30 countries and economies, while the 
reverse was only true in eight. In Albania, Brunei Darussalam and Ireland, as much as 10% more girls than boys reported that they 
speak two or more languages. By contrast, in Chile, Colombia, Israel and Korea, more than 5% more boys than girls reported that 
they speak two or more languages (Table VI.B1.4.11). Large differences were observed between socio-economically advantaged 
and disadvantaged students, with more advantaged students reporting that they speak two or more languages. The largest 
differences were observed in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Jordan, Romania and Uruguay, while the smallest were 
in Hong Kong (China), Israel, Latvia and Macao (China). Immigrant students were more likely to speak two or more languages than 
their native-born peers. This was the case in 21 countries and economies with more than 5% immigrant students, with the largest 
differences observed in Australia, New Zealand and Scotland (United Kingdom), where more than 40% more immigrants than 
native-born students spoke two or more languages. The reverse was true only in Costa Rica, Malta and Spain. This finding reflects 
the fact that immigrants are likely to speak the language of their country of immigration in addition to their heritage language.

When comparing the multilingual skills of students with those of their mothers and fathers, two patterns emerged. Students who 
reported that they speak two or more languages tended to have multilingual parents. However, in most countries, the proportion 
of multilingual parents was smaller than that of multilingual students. This shows some intergenerational transmission of 
multilingual skills from parents to children, but also a clear trend of rising multilingualism over time that goes beyond simple 
intergenerational transmission. This could be explained by the growing need for multilingual skills in the 21st century, the spread 
of the Internet and mass media, and the expansion of language learning and global student mobility (Table VI.B1.4.11).
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Figure VI.4.9 Students who speak two or more languages

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students who speak two or more languages.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169975
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Language-learning opportunities seem to be widely available across countries and economies that participated in PISA 2018. 
On average across OECD countries, only 12% of students reported that they do not learn any foreign language at school, while 
38% reported that they learn one foreign language and 50% reported that they learn two or more. The largest proportion 
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Figure VI.4.10 Students who learn multiple foreign languages at school

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of students who do not learn a foreign language at school.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934169994
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of students (more than 20%) who reported that they do not learn any foreign language were observed in Australia, Brunei 
Darussalam, Canada, Hong Kong (China), Malaysia, New Zealand, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia and Scotland (United Kingdom). 
In three English-speaking countries (Australia, New Zealand and Scotland [United Kingdom]), 60% of students so reported. By 
contrast, in 42 countries and economies, more than 90% of students reported that they learn at least one foreign language 
at school. The proportion exceeds 99% in Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, Serbia, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Ukraine (Figure VI.4.10). It is worth noting that, 
in Hong Kong (China), English is an offi  cial language and not considered as a foreign one. Therefore, all students in Hong Kong 
(China) learn English and Chinese. This explains the relatively high proportion of students (21%) reporting that they do not learn 
any foreign languages while in reality most of them are bilingual. This could also be the case in Canada where both French and 
English are offi  cial languages taught to students.

How is multilingualism related to students’ attitudes?
An analysis explored the association between speaking two or more languages and eight student indices: awareness of global 
issues, self-effi  cacy regarding global issues, interest in learning about other cultures, respect for people from other cultures, 
perspective taking, attitudes towards immigrants, cognitive adaptability and awareness of intercultural communication 
(Table VI.B1.4.12). Associations were positive and statistically signifi cant in almost all countries. Given that speaking 
multiple languages is positively associated with socio-economic advantage, associations were slightly attenuated once the 
socio-economic profi le of students and schools was accounted for. This shows that the associations between multilingualism and 
positive attitudes were not uniquely driven by socio-economic status, as the strength of the associations was mostly preserved 
after accounting for socio-economic status.
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In 28 countries/economies, speaking two or more languages was strongly associated with awareness of global issues, exceeding 
a 0.3 of a point increase in the index (Figure VI.4.11). The strongest associations were observed in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Brunei Darussalam, Israel, Jordan, Malta, Montenegro, the Philippines and the United Arab Emirates, after 
accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. On average across OECD countries, speaking two or more languages 
was associated with a rise of 0.28 of a unit in the index of awareness of global issues.

Figure VI.4.11 Speaking two or more languages and attitudes towards global issues

Differences in indices between students who speak two or more languages and those who do not

1. Socio-demographic status is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in a darker tone.
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the differences in the index of awareness of global issues, after accounting for gender, and students’ and 
schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.12.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170013
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Multilingualism is also associated with self-efficacy regarding global issues. In 21 countries and economies, including  
Baku (Azerbaijan), Hong Kong (China), Israel and Montenegro, associations exceeded a 0.3 of a point increase in this index while, 
on average across OECD countries, speaking two or more languages was associated with a rise of 0.26 of a unit in the index of  
self-efficacy regarding global issues. 

Associations with cognitive adaptability were moderate in most countries and exceeded a 0.3 of a point increase in the index 
only in Hong Kong (China) and Chinese Taipei; they were non-significant in only six countries. On average across OECD countries, 
speaking two or more languages was associated with a rise of 0.18 of a unit in the index of cognitive adaptability.

In Australia, Austria, Canada, New Zealand and Switzerland, the index of students’ interest in learning about other cultures was 
strongly associated with speaking two or more languages (Figure VI.4.12). In most countries, the associations were modest; they 
were non-significant in only six countries. On average across OECD countries, speaking two or more languages was associated 
with a rise of 0.24 of a unit in the index of interest in learning about other cultures.

Similarly, students who reported that they speak two or more languages exhibited greater respect for people from other cultures. 
The associations were strong and exceeded 0.3 points increase in the index of respect for people from other cultures in Austria, 
Estonia, Germany, Hong Kong (China), Latvia, Malta and Switzerland. Associations were positive and significant in all but five 
countries and economies (the Dominican Republic, Korea, Panama and Singapore).

Attitudes towards immigrants were more positive among students who speak two or more languages. On average across OECD 
countries, speaking two or more languages was associated with an increase of 0.19 of a unit in the index of positive attitudes 
towards immigrants. The associations were strongest in Austria, Brunei Darussalam, Germany, Slovenia and Switzerland; they 
were non-significant in only three countries (the Dominican Republic, Hungary and Viet Nam).

In all countries and economies except the Dominican Republic and Panama, students who speak two or more languages exhibited 
greater awareness of intercultural communication. This association was the strongest in Estonia, Israel, Jordan and Malta. On 
average across OECD countries, speaking two or more languages was associated with a rise of 0.23 of a unit in the index of 
awareness of intercultural communication (Figure VI.4.13).

Multilingualism was also positively associated with students’ ability to understand perspectives other than their own. However, 
the associations were moderate to weak. On average across OECD countries, speaking two or more languages was associated 
with a rise of 0.11 of a unit in the index of students’ ability to understand different perspectives. The strongest associations were 
observed in Greece, Malta, New Zealand and Chinese Taipei.

Associations between speaking multiple languages and demonstrating the skills and attitudes needed to interact with people 
from different cultures could be reciprocal. In other words, students who have positive attitudes towards learning about and 
interacting with other cultures may also be motivated to study languages other than their own. Hence, such positive attitudes 
and proficiency in foreign languages could feed into each other through a virtuous cycle.   

In summary, the findings show that language teaching and learning have become common around the world and are a priority 
in many education systems. Moreover, the positive association between speaking multiple languages and the eight student 
attitudes and dispositions towards intercultural communication and relations is a clear indication that expanding multilingual 
education could help students thrive in an interconnected world. 

Is learning multiple languages at school positively related to students’ attitudes?
The positive associations between speaking multiple languages and students’ attitudes and dispositions are mirrored by positive 
associations between learning multiple languages at school and the same attitudes and dispositions (Table VI.B1.4.13). Those 
associations are strong and positive across a majority of countries and economies and on average across OECD countries. They 
are attenuated when students’ and schools’ socio-demographic profiles are accounted for. 

On average across OECD countries, learning one or more foreign languages (as opposed to learning none) is associated with a 
rise of 0.21 of a unit in the index of respect for people from other cultures and a rise of 0.19 of a unit in the indices of students’ 
awareness of intercultural communication and students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues. It is also positively associated with 
the indices of students’ awareness of global issues and students’ attitudes towards immigrants (a rise of 0.18 of a unit in both 
indices), students’ interest in learning about other cultures (a rise of 0.14 of a unit), students’ perspective taking (a rise of 0.11 of 
a unit) and students’ cognitive adaptability (a rise of 0.08 of a unit).



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?134

44Ability to engage in open, appropriate and  eff ective communication across cultures 

Figure VI.4.12 Speaking two or more languages and attitudes towards other cultures

Differences in indices between students who speak two or more languages and those who do not

1. The socio-demographic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2, The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in a darker tone.
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the differences in the index of interest in learning about other cultures, after accounting for gender, and 
students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.12.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170032
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Figure VI.4.13 Speaking two or more languages and understanding others

Differences in indices between students who speak two or more languages and those who do not

1. The socio-demographic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in a darker tone.
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the differences in the index of awareness of intercultural communication, after accounting for gender, 
and students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.4.12.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170051
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The associations are positive for the following indices: 1) students’ awareness of intercultural communication (in 37 of the  
57 countries/economies with non-missing results); 2) students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues (32 countries/economies); 
3) students’ awareness of global issues (41 countries/economies); 4) perspective taking (19 countries/economies); 5) students’ 
interest in learning about other cultures (28 countries/economies); 6) students’ respect for people from other cultures  
(34 countries/economies); 7) students’ attitudes towards immigrants (32 countries/economies); and 8) students’ cognitive 
adaptability (23 countries/economies).

One important question remains: Do monolingual students (those who speak just one language) have more positive attitudes 
and dispositions when they learn one or more foreign languages at school?

On average across OECD countries, 83% of students who speak only one language with others learn at least one foreign language 
at school. The proportions are relatively large and exceed 95% in 24 countries and economies. This shows that foreign-language 
learning opportunities are widespread, even among monolingual students. The largest proportions are observed in  
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Estonia, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Serbia and Viet Nam (Table VI.B1.4.14).   

In general, learning one or more foreign languages at school while being monolingual is positively associated with students’ 
knowledge, skills, attitudes and dispositions (compared to monolingual students who do not learn foreign languages at school). 
However, these associations are moderate to weak, on average across OECD countries, and are attenuated once students’ and 
schools’ socio-demographic profiles are accounted for.

The associations are positive for the following indices:
1) students’ awareness of intercultural communication (in 17 of the 44 countries/economies with valid results); 
2) students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues (17 countries/economies);
3) students’ awareness of global issues (20 countries/economies);
4) perspective taking (5 countries/economies);
5) students’ interest in learning about other cultures (9 countries/economies);
6) students’ respect for people from other cultures (19 countries and economies);
7) students’ attitudes towards immigrants (16 countries/economies); and
8) students’ cognitive adaptability (5 countries/economies).
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Note
1. The comparability of scaled indices across countries and economies is examined in Annex A5. The annex presents the findings of in-depth 

measurement invariance analyses for every index used in PISA 2018, Volume VI.

2.   The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
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Taking action for collective well-being
and sustainable development

This chapter examines students’ ability to 
take action for collective well-being and 
sustainable development. This fourth 
dimension of global competence builds on 
the three other dimensions and highlights 
the action-oriented and practical nature 
of these skills. The chapter explores 
students’ sense of agency regarding 
global issues and their capacity to take 
action and highlights differences related 
to their socio-economic background.  
It also explores students’ performance 
on the cognitive test items covering this 
dimension.
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What the data tell us
 –  Students in Albania, Baku (Azerbaijan), Costa Rica, Jordan, Korea, Kosovo, Malta, Portugal, Singapore, Spain, Chinese Taipei 
and Turkey reported the highest levels of agency regarding global issues. The lowest levels were observed in Austria, 
Germany, Hungary, Latvia, the Russian Federation and the Slovak Republic.

 –  Students were most likely to report that they take action concerning energy consumption: some 71% of students across 
OECD countries reported that they do so. The second most common activity was following world events via Facebook and 
Twitter (64% of students reported that they do so). 

 –  Students who exhibited more positive intercultural attitudes were more likely to report that they take action than those 
who exhibited less positive attitudes. This positive association held in almost all countries/economies and for all indices. 
Large differences in the number of actions taken were observed between students in the top and bottom quarters of the 
indices of students’ interest in learning about other cultures and of agency regarding global issues.

 –  The largest proportions of correct answers in the part of the assessment covering taking action for sustainability 
and collective well-being were observed in Canada, Hong Kong (China), Korea, Scotland (United Kingdom), Spain and  
Chinese Taipei. In all of those countries and economies, students answered more than 40% of the items correctly.

The fourth dimension of global competence explores students’ ability and willingness to take action for collective well-being 
and sustainable development (Boix Mansilla, V & Jackson, A., 2011[1]; UNESCO, 2014[2]). This dimension focuses on young 
people’s role as active and responsible members of society and refers to their readiness to respond to a given local, global or 
intercultural issue or situation. Students proficient in this dimension are willing and able to take informed, reflective action. This 
might involve standing up for a schoolmate whose human dignity is being threatened, initiating a media campaign at school 
about environmental issues, disseminating a personal viewpoint on the refugee crisis via social media or taking considered 
actions to avoid spreading a life-threatening virus. Students who are willing to take action are engaged in improving living 
conditions in their own communities and in building a more just, peaceful, inclusive and environmentally sustainable world 
(OECD, 2018[3]; Council of Europe, 2018[4]).  

In recent years, the concept of global citizenship has emerged as a response to the growing need for people who are actively 
engaged in the development of sustainable societies. Since many of the challenges that the world is facing are global, responses 
to them should be too. However, individuals cannot be citizens of the world in the same way that they are citizens of a country 
(Davies, 2006[13]). This apparent paradox raises a question about the nature of global citizenship: How does it work? 

Citizenship implies playing an active role that goes beyond having positive attitudes or emotions. It has implications for rights, 
responsibilities, duties and entitlements. Three components have emerged as key aspects of global citizenship: 1) social justice; 
2) rights; and 3) culture and global links. Social justice means understanding the global implications of social and economic 
policy and being able to influence decision-making processes at the global level, as well as in other people’s lives (Wringe, 
1999[14]). Rights, on the other hand, focus on the ethical side of citizenship, in the sense that global citizenship transcends 
national boundaries. Global citizens regard planet Earth as our common home. As such, the identity that unites human beings 
is not cultural, social, national or political, but rather ethical (Griffiths, 1998[15]). This notion emphasises human rights and social 
responsibility (Lynch, 1992[16]). Culture and global links highlight the complex notion of “us” and “them” in a world marked by 
migration and hybrid identities (Yamashita, 2006[17]). Culture is not only about the origins of people, but also about the links 
between them and the outside world, whether social, cultural or economic. Global citizens are expected to understand the 
implication of actions for themselves and for others, and they should ultimately translate this understanding into actions for 
collective well-being and sustainable development.

Taking action is the ultimate goal of the three dimensions explored in previous chapters. Students who are able to examine 
local and global issues, who understand the perspectives of others and who are able to communicate effectively across 
different cultures should be capable of taking action for collective well-being and sustainable development. In PISA 2018, the 
capacity to take action was assessed using 2 questions in the student questionnaire and 14 test items in the cognitive test. 
One of the challenges in measuring this skill is that real actions are not directly observed. In this case, one has to explore the 
factors that enable effective action taking, such as understanding actions and their consequences, a sense of agency regarding 
global issues and self-reported information on activities in which students are involved.
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A SENSE OF AGENCY REGARDING GLOBAL ISSUES
Agency regarding global issues1 is defined as a worldview in which one sees oneself as connected to the world community and 
feels a sense of responsibility for its members. An engaged person, one with a sense of agency, has concerns for people in other 
parts of the world, as well as feelings of moral responsibility to try to improve others’ conditions, irrespective of distance and 
cultural differences (Veronica Boix Mansilla, 2016[5]). People who have a sense of agency regarding global issues care about future 
generations and so act to preserve the environmental integrity of the planet. They exercise agency with critical awareness of the 
fact that other people might have a different vision of what humanity needs, and they are open to reflecting on and changing their 
vision as they learn about those different perspectives. Rather than believing that all differences can be eliminated, they strive to 
create space for different ways of living with dignity (Engberg and Hurtado, 2011[6]). 

In recent years, the formation of a wider outlook on the world has gained importance with the rise of notions like global 
citizenship and global engagement (Andreotti, 2009[7]; Paige et al., 2009[8]; Mannion et al., 2011[9]; de Oliveira Andreotti, Biesta 
and Ahenakew, 2014[10]). Global agency is seen as a learning task through which adolescents learn about people and ideas to 
gain a better understanding of them. Such contact with people and ideas can dispel prejudice and ultimately stimulate a desire 
to take action for improving collective well-being and sustainable development (Allport, 1954[11]). Students who feel a sense of 
agency regarding global issues are those who perceive themselves as global citizens who have certain responsibilities towards 
others and the world.

PISA 2018 asked students the extent to which they agree (“strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree”, “strongly agree”) with the 
following six statements: “I think of myself as a citizen of the world”; “When I see the poor conditions that some people live under, 
I feel a responsibility to do something about it”; “I think my behaviour can impact people in other countries”; “It is right to boycott 
companies that are known to provide poor workplace conditions for their employees”; “I can do something about the problems 
of the world”; and “Looking after the global environment is important to me”. Responses to these statements were combined to 
create the index of agency regarding global issues. Positive values in this index indicate that students have a greater sense of 
global-mindedness than the average student across OECD countries. 

The results show that students in Albania, Baku (Azerbaijan), Costa Rica, Jordan, Korea, Kosovo, Malta, Portugal, Singapore, 
Spain, Chinese Taipei and Turkey reported the highest level of agency regarding global issues. The lowest levels of agency 
were observed in Austria, Germany, Hungary, Latvia, the Russian Federation (hereafter “Russia”) and the Slovak Republic  
(Figure VI.5.1). In 53 of 63 countries and economies that took the student global competence questionnaire, girls reported 
greater agency regarding global issues than boys. The largest gender gaps in favour of girls were observed in Australia, Ireland, 
Jordan, Lithuania and New Zealand. By contrast, no difference between boys and girls was observed in Baku (Azerbaijan),  
Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Hong Kong (China), Kosovo, Montenegro, Panama, Russia, Thailand and Viet Nam. Moreover, in 
all countries/economies, advantaged students (those in the top quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status) 
reported greater agency regarding global issues. The socio-economic differences in this index were widest in Australia, Austria, 
France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Korea, Kosovo and Scotland (United Kingdom) and narrowest in Peru, Russia and Turkey. 

Few differences in agency regarding global issues were observed between immigrant and native-born students. In seven countries 
and economies (Australia, Canada, France, Hong Kong [China], Ireland, Saudi Arabia and New Zealand), immigrant students exhibited 
greater agency regarding global issues; the reverse was true only in Kazakhstan and Lebanon (Table VI.B1.5.3).

The index of agency regarding global issues varied between students within each participating country and economy. The 
widest dispersions were found in Baku (Azerbaijan), the Dominican Republic and Jordan, while students in Brunei Darussalam,  
Macao (China), Malaysia, the Republic of Moldova (hereafter “Moldova”), Thailand and Viet Nam tended to respond in similar ways. 
Between-school variations in this index were also small. Between-school variation exceeded 10% of all variation only in Lebanon 
and exceeded 5% only in Germany (Table VI.B1.5.1). Large dispersions indicate greater inequalities in the distribution of this 
attitude, while large variations between schools are a sign of greater stratification on this measure. Patterns of polarisation were 
found to be similar to those of other indices. Students in the middle two quarters of the index of agency regarding global issues 
had similar mean indices, while those in the top quarter showed much higher values in the index than those in the third quarter, 
and those in the bottom quarter showed much lower values than those in the second quarter (Table VI.B1.5.3).

Some 78% of students, on average across OECD countries, agreed or strongly agreed that looking after the global environment 
is important to them (Figure VI.5.2). Some 76% of students agreed or strongly agreed that they think of themselves as citizens of 
the world; 67% agreed or strongly agreed that when they see the poor conditions that some people in the world live under, they 
feel a responsibility to do something about it; 66% agreed or strongly agreed that it is right to boycott companies that are known 
to provide poor workplace conditions for their employees; 58% agreed or strongly agreed that they can do something about the 
problems of the world; and 56% agreed or strongly agreed that they think their behaviour can impact people in other countries. 
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Students were more likely to agree with statements that did not involve an active role (i.e. the first two statements) than with 
statements that imply that they need to take action. This could indicate some degree of pessimism about whether students can 
make a difference. In other words, students may well be aware of a global issue and have positive attitudes about it, but remain 
reluctant to take action or may not see themselves as responsible for solving that issue (Table VI.B1.5.1).

Difference in 
the index of 

students’ global 
mindedness:

SD A B C
Albania 1.08    

Korea 1.09    

Portugal 0.85    

Singapore 0.93    

Costa Rica 1.03    

Chinese Taipei 0.99    

Turkey 1.15    

Baku (Azerbaijan) 1.35    

Jordan 1.18    

Spain 1.01    

Kosovo 1.02    

Malta 1.01    

Colombia 0.91    

Canada 1.05    

North Macedonia 1.01    

Philippines 0.87    

Hong Kong (China) 0.90    

Peru 0.90    

Mexico 1.01    

Lebanon 0.98    

Lithuania 1.14    

Australia 0.99    

Thailand 0.79    

New Zealand 0.93    

Dominican Republic 1.24    

Greece 0.94    

Panama 1.05    

Brunei Darussalam 0.75    

Ireland 0.91    

Croatia 0.97    

Macao (China) 0.74    

OECD average 0.97    

Malaysia 0.79    

Kazakhstan 1.12    

Difference in 
the index of 

students’ global 
mindedness:

SD A B C
Indonesia 0.91    

Iceland 1.14    

Saudi Arabia 1.09    

Chile 0.98    

Montenegro 1.11    

Brazil 0.96    

France 0.98    

Argentina 0.94    

Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.92    

Uruguay 1.01    

Bulgaria 1.15    

Slovenia 0.95    

Belarus 0.91    

Morocco 1.01    

Moldova 0.79    

Italy 0.89    

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.13    

Serbia 1.10    

Romania 0.81    

Viet Nam 0.68    

Ukraine 0.89    

Poland 0.89    

Switzerland 1.01    

Estonia 0.86    

Austria 1.03    

Russia 1.02    

Latvia 0.85    

Hungary 0.86    

Germany 0.98    

Slovak Republic 0.90    

Figure VI.5.1 Students’ agency regarding global issues

Average, dispersion and variations, by students’ socio-demographic profile

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are only presented for countries and economies where more than 5% of students have an 
immigrant background. The values for countries/economies with smaller proportions of immigrant students are reported as missing.
Note: The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of students’ agency regarding global issues.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.5.1 and VI.B1.5.3.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170070
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Figure VI.5.2 Students’ agency regarding global issues 

OECD and overall averages

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.5.1.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170089
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HOW AGENCY REGARDING GLOBAL ISSUES IS RELATED TO STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES
Having a sense of agency regarding global issues is likely to be associated with knowledge about and self-efficacy regarding those 
issues and positive attitudes towards other cultures. These associations highlight the conditional nature of the fourth dimension 
of global competence. One cannot feel a sense of agency regarding global issues, and ultimately be willing to take action, without 
being interested in those issues, without respecting others, and while lacking the confidence required for an active role. The 
following sections explore the associations between agency regarding global issues and key attitudes. 

Associations between the index of agency regarding global issues and the eight indices explored in previous chapters were 
positive, albeit modest in strength. The strongest associations were with attitudes towards immigrants (correlation coefficient 
of 0.36), followed by awareness of intercultural communication (correlation coefficient of 0.31) and students’ interest in learning 
about other cultures (correlation coefficient of 0.3). Correlation coefficients with the indices of knowledge of global issues,  
self-efficacy regarding global issues, perspective taking, respect for people from other cultures and cognitive adaptability were 
slightly weaker and ranged in strength between 0.18 and 0.26 (Figure VI.5.3). Minor variations in the strength of the associations 
were observed between countries/economies, and few correlation coefficients exceeded the threshold of 0.5.

The positive sign of those associations confirms the hypothesis that students’ agency regarding global issues is a product (and a 
producer) of those positive attitudes and dispositions. However, the weakness of those associations indicates that the different 
indices are distinct enough from each other and measure different constructs. In other words, the nine attitudes and dispositions 
form the complementary ingredients that enable students to live in an interconnected world.

CAPACITY TO TAKE ACTION
The capacity to take action is seen as the culmination of the knowledge, skills and attitudes acquired by students. Students who 
have knowledge of global and intercultural issues, who are able to understand the perspectives of others and who have interest 
in other cultures should also be able to translate such positive attributes into actions that benefit their local communities and the 
world in which they live (Milfont and Sibley, 2012[12]). 

PISA 2018 assessed students’ willingness to take action using a series of eight statements requiring a yes-or-no answer, covering 
topics related to environmental protection, gender equality, and staying informed about international and social issues, such 
as poverty and human rights. The eight statements were: “I reduce the energy I use at home to protect the environment”;  
“I choose certain products for ethical or environmental reasons, even if they are a bit more expensive”; “I sign environmental or 
social petitions online”; “I keep myself informed about world events via Twitter or Facebook”; “I boycott products or companies for 
political, ethical or environmental reasons”; “I participate in activities promoting equality between men and women”; “I participate 
in activities in favour of environmental protection”; and “I regularly read websites on international social issues (e.g. poverty, 
human rights)”. 
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Figure VI.5.3 Engagement with global issues and other student attitudes

Based on students’ reports, OECD average.

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.5.5
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170108
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Students were most likely to report that they take action concerning energy consumption. Some 71% of students across OECD 
countries reported that they reduce the energy they consume at home by turning the heating or air-conditioning down in order 
to protect the environment (Figure VI.5.4). The second most common activity was following world events via Facebook and Twitter 
(64% of student reported that they do so). Some 46% of students reported that they read websites on international social issues, 
and around 45% reported that they choose certain products for ethical or environmental reasons even if they are more expensive. 
The least common actions among students were participating in activities in favour of environmental protection (39% of students 
reported that they do so), participating in activities promoting gender equality (33%), boycotting products or companies for 
political, ethical or environmental reasons (27%), and signing environmental or social petitions online (25%). 

These fi ndings show that students are more likely to engage with simple actions that do not require time or fi nancial commitments. 
Reducing energy consumption is the easiest and most common action. Following global issues via social media and the Internet, 
which are commonly used and readily available to adolescents, is the second most commonly exhibited form of agency. The least 
common actions are those that require active participation or involve forms of active citizenship that adolescents may not be 
familiar with or that require time and eff ort, such as signing petitions.

However, there were substantial variations between countries. For instance, more than 80% of students in Albania, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Indonesia, Jordan, Kosovo, Macao (China), Peru, the Philippines, Singapore, Chinese Taipei, 
Thailand, Turkey and the United Arab Emirates reported that they reduce energy consumption, while less than 65% of students in 
Belarus, Bulgaria, Germany, Italy, Latvia, Montenegro, Russia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Serbia, the Slovak Republic, Switzerland 
and Ukraine so reported. In contrast, signing environmental or social petitions was relatively more common than the OECD 
average (more than 50% of students reported doing so) in Baku (Azerbaijan), Jordan and Turkey, while it was uncommon in 
Australia, Canada, Croatia, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Macao (China) and Portugal (less than 20% of students reported that 
they sign petitions). 

Participation in activities to promote equality between men and women was common, with more than 50% of students 
reporting engagement in this type of action in Baku (Azerbaijan), the Dominican Republic, Iceland, Indonesia, Jordan, Morocco, 
the Philippines, Chinese Taipei, Thailand, Turkey, the United Arab Emirates and Viet Nam. Student participation in these activities 
was least common in Belarus, Estonia, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Switzerland and 
Ukraine. 

More than 75% of students in Belarus, Hong Kong (China), Lithuania, Malta, Moldova, the Philippines, Portugal, Russia, 
Scotland (United Kingdom), Chinese Taipei, Thailand, the United Arab Emirates, Ukraine and Viet Nam reported that they follow 
global events via social media, while less than 55% of students in Austria, Brunei Darussalam, Germany, Kazakhstan, Panama and 
Switzerland so reported.
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Figure VI.5.4 Students’ capacity to take action

OECD and overall averages 

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.5.8.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170127
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Students’ knowledge, skills and attitudes and capacity to take action
This subsection explores students’ capacity to take action as reflected in their sense of self-efficacy regarding global issues; 
1) awareness of global issues; 1) capacity to understand different perspectives; 3) interest in learning about other cultures;  
4) respect for people from other cultures; 5) attitudes towards immigrants; 6) awareness of intercultural communication;  
7) cognitive adaptability; and 8) agency regarding global issues. Tables VI.B1.5.9 to VI.B1.5.16 present the proportion of students 
who reported taking action by quarters of those indices. In general, students with higher values in these indices were more likely 
to report that they take actions for collective well-being and sustainable development. The differences between the top and 
bottom quarters of the indices were positive and significant across most countries/economies and for all types of actions. 

Table VI.B1.5.17 presents the total number of actions for collective well-being and sustainable development that each student 
reported that he or she takes. This consists of a summative index of the eight activities the questionnaire asked students about. 
The index has a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 8. This index has an average of 3.5 across OECD countries and a standard 
deviation of 2. Students in Indonesia, Jordan, Morocco, the Philippines, Thailand, Turkey and Viet Nam reported taking more 
than five actions, on average, while those in France, Germany, Ireland, Italy and Switzerland reported taking fewer than three  
(Figure VI.5.5).

In 26 countries and economies, boys reported a greater number of actions taken for sustainability and collective well-being. The 
largest gender differences in favour of boys were observed in Baku (Azerbaijan), the Dominican Republic, Kazakhstan, Kosovo 
and Serbia. The reverse was true in 17 countries and economies, with the largest differences in favour of girls observed in 
Canada, Iceland, Ireland and New Zealand (Table VI.B1.5.19). In 47 countries and economies out of the 64 that took the global 
competence student questionnaire, students from an advantaged background reported a greater number of actions taken for 
sustainability and collective well-being. The largest socio-economic differences are found in Canada, Macao (China), Morocco, 
New Zealand, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Viet Nam. Minor differences were observed between immigrant and non-immigrant 
students. Among countries and economies with more than 5% immigrant students, immigrants reported taking more actions for 
sustainability and collective well-being in seven countries/economies while the reverse was true only in five.

Figure VI.5.6 shows the average number of actions taken by students across OECD countries by quarters of the indices of 
students’ self-reported knowledge, skills, attitudes and dispositions. Students who exhibited more positive attitudes (those in the 
top quarter of the nine indices) were more likely to report that they take action than those who exhibited less positive attitudes 
(those in the bottom quarters of the indices). This positive association held in all countries/economies that took the questionnaire 
and for almost all indices. Large differences in the number of actions taken (greater than 0.5 of a standard deviation) between 
students in the top and bottom quarters of indices were observed for the indices of students’ interest in learning about other 
cultures and agency regarding global issues. It logically follows that students are more likely to take action if they believe that they 
can make a difference and feel a moral obligation towards others in the world.
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Figure VI.5.5 Number of actions taken by students for collective well-being and sustainable development

Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the number of actions taken by students for collective well-being and sustainable development. 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.5.17.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170146
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Figure VI.5.6 Number of actions taken, by students’ attitudes 
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Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.5.17.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170165
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Figure VI.5.7 Change in students’ attitudes and in number of actions taken

OECD average

1. The socio-demographic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS). The school socio-economic profile is measure by 
average ESCS for the school.
Note: All associations are statistically significant.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.5.18.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170184
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These positive associations held in most countries, even after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile.  
Figure VI.5.7 shows the rise in the number of actions students take associated with an increase of one unit in each of the indices. 
The strongest associations were with the indices of interest in learning about other cultures and agency regarding global issues.

On average across OECD countries, an increase of one unit in the index of interest in learning about other cultures was 
associated with a rise of 0.61 in the number of actions taken by students. All associations were positive and significant. The 
strongest associations were observed in Australia, Iceland, Ireland, Korea, New Zealand, Scotland (United Kingdom), Slovenia and  
Chinese Taipei. Similarly, an increase of one unit in the index of agency regarding global issues was associated with a rise of 0.56 in 
the number of actions taken by students. The associations were particularly strong in Australia, Ireland, Macao (China), Moldova,  
New Zealand, Romania, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Viet Nam (Table VI.B1.5.18).

Box VI .5 .1 . Students’ and parents’ capacity to take action
Chapter 2 explored the relationships between parents’ and students’ awareness of global issues. Findings show that 
parents, regardless of their socio-economic background, may impart certain interests and knowledge to their children and, 
arguably, may reinforce certain attitudes. This finding is in line with existing evidence on parents’ role in the lives of their 
children (Black, Devereux and Salvanes, 2003[18]). This chapter explores the associations between students’ and parents’ 
capacity to take action. Parents were presented with the same eight statements as their children about actions taken for 
collective well-being and sustainable development. 
Figure VI.5.8 presents the proportion of parents who reported that they take action for collective well-being and sustainable 
development. The findings show that across the 14 countries that distributed the parent questionnaire, 93% of parents 
reported that they reduce energy consumption at home. Some 60% of parents reported that they choose certain products 
for ethical reasons and 49% of parents reported that they read websites on social issues and follow world events via social 
media. The least common actions parents take were: 1) participating in activities in favour of environmental protection (43% 
of parents reported that they do this); 2) participating in activities to promote gender equality (30%); 3) signing petitions on 
line (26%); and 4) boycotting products for ethical or environmental reasons (25%).
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When comparing parents’ and students’ responses on these same questions, it is clear that parents were more likely 
to report that they reduce energy consumption at home or that they choose certain products for ethical reasons, while 
students’ were more likely to report that they follow world events on the Internet or via social media.

Figure VI.5.8 Parents who take action for collective well-being and sustainable development

Overall average

Figure VI.5.9 Students and parents who take action for collective well-being and sustainable development

Overall average

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.5.7.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170203

Note: All associations are statistically significant. 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.5.7.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170222
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Figure VI.5.9 presents the association between parents’ and students’ capacity to take action. In general, parents who 
perform a particular action, such as reducing energy consumption or engaging in a participative activity, are likely to have 
children who do the same. Associations between parents taking an action and the likelihood that their children take the same 
action were positive and significant, on average, in most countries/economies that distributed the parents’ questionnaire.
The strongest association observed was between parents reducing energy consumption by turning off the lights, heating 
or air-conditioning and children doing the same. On average across the 14 countries and economies that distributed the 
parent questionnaire, the children of parents who reported that they take this action were 100% more likely to follow suit 
than the children of parents who reported that they do not take this action. The other associations were also positive and 
significant, with the children of parents who reported that they take those actions being about 50% to 70% more likely to 
take the same actions as their parents.
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TAKING ACTION FOR COLLECTIVE WELL-BEING AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT: PERFORMANCE ON 
THE COGNITIVE TEST 
Students who sat the global competence test in the 27 participating countries and economies answered 14 test items covering 
students’ capacity to take action for collective well-being and sustainable development. Figure VI.5.10 presents the average 
proportion of correct answers on all test items. As explained in Chapter 2, answers were scored as full credit, partial credit or no 
credit. For the purpose of this analysis, partial credit was coded as no credit.

The fi ndings show that the largest proportion of correct answers on these test items were observed in Canada, Hong Kong 
(China), Korea, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, Spain and Chinese Taipei. In all of these countries and economies, students 
answered more than 40% of the items correctly; students in Singapore answered 52% of the items correctly. On average across 
all countries and economies, students answered 33% of the test items correctly. The smallest proportions of correct answers (less 
than 25%) were observed in Albania, Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines and Thailand.

Figure VI.5.10 Percentage of correct answers: Taking action for collective well-being and sustainable development

Overall average

Note: Taking action for collective well-being and sustainable development was assessed using 14 items in the cognitive test.
Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the cognitive test are shown.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of correct answers on the cognitive test.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.5.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170241

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Si
ng

ap
or

e

Ho
ng

 K
on

g 
(C

hi
na

)

Ca
na

da

Ch
in

es
e 

Ta
ip

ei

Sc
ot

la
nd

 (U
ni

te
d 

Ki
ng

do
m

)

Sp
ai

n

Ko
re

a

Cr
oa

tia

Is
ra

el
2

Gr
ee

ce

Lit
hu

an
ia

M
al

ta

O
ve

ra
ll 

av
er

ag
e

Ch
ile

La
tv

ia

Sl
ov

ak
 R

ep
ub

lic

Se
rb

ia

Ru
ss

ia

Co
lo

m
bi

a

Co
st

a 
Ri

ca

Br
un

ei
 D

ar
us

sa
la

m

Al
ba

ni
a

Th
ai

la
nd

In
do

ne
sia

Pa
na

m
a

M
or

oc
co

Ka
za

kh
st

an

Ph
ili

pp
in

es

%
Overall average

Nine released test items covered students’ capacity to take action for collective well-being and sustainable development. The 
test items originated from three test units: “ethical clothing”, “language policy” and “rising sea levels”. Those test items ranged in 
diffi  culty from profi ciency Level 2 to profi ciency Level 5.

Language policy: Test item 2
The test item with the largest proportion of correct answers among released items was Item 2 in the test unit “language 
policy”. The language policy unit is about a fi ctional country, Armaz, where the fi ctional language, Ursk, is spoken. A group of 
Ursk-speaking lawmakers proposed a policy that would require all public schools to teach all classes except foreign-language 
classes in Ursk. There are a number of citizens in Armaz who speak Jutanese, which is a minority language in Armaz but is 
spoken widely outside its borders. They are concerned about the eff ects of this policy. In this unit, PISA students must consider 
the impacts of the policy and reason through its possible consequences. The content domain of this unit was categorised as 
evaluating actions and consequences, culture and intercultural relations with an emphasis on perspective taking, stereotypes, 
discrimination and intolerance.

In the second test item in this unit, students must consider four possible consequences (see fi gure below) and determine which 
one would be the most serious if the Ursk-only policy is enacted. All consequences are possible, but one summarises a serious 
potential consequence of the policy. Here, B is the correct answer. In order to understand why this is the correct answer, students 
must consider the fact that a special school would remove Jutanese-speaking students from the general population. By isolating 
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a group of students like this, the Ursk-speaking students would have fewer personal interactions with them, which could lead to 
Ursk-speaking students relying on generalisations and stereotypes rather than interactions with individuals. This could then lead 
to widening divisions between Ursk and Jutanese speakers. This test item corresponds to proficiency Level 3.

Across the 27 participating countries and economies, 49% of students answered this test item correctly. At least 60% of students 
in Hong Kong (China), Korea, Singapore and Chinese Taipei answered this question correctly (Table VI.B1.5.6).

Rising sea levels: Test item 5
The test item with the smallest proportion of correct answers among released items was Item 5 in the unit “rising sea levels”. In 
this test item, students were asked to consider a set of proposals and identify which represent a short-term response to rising 
sea levels and which a long-term response. The students must recognise which proposals are a response to an immediate need 
of the country and which are longer-term responses to more systemic challenges. Here, sea defences, desalination technologies 
for drinking water and moving villages are all short-term responses. Each proposed response might require several years to 
complete, but they all address short-term problems faced by people who live on an island in the midst of rising sea levels. By 
contrast, reducing greenhouse gases and supporting research for new protection strategies are responses that must unfold over 
a longer period of time. Each of these solutions could take decades before people feel their effects and before they fully address 
the systemic causes of rising sea levels. The correct responses, therefore, were: Short term, Long term, Short term, Short term, 
Long term. This test item corresponds to proficiency Level 5, as it requires knowledge about global issues, critical evaluation of 
actions and consequences, and response on a complex multiple-choice format. 

Only 12% of students in the 27 participating countries and economies answered this test item correctly. The largest proportions 
of students who gave correct answers were observed in Hong Kong (China) (23% of students) and Chinese Taipei (28%).
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Ethical clothing: Test item 1
In another released test unit, “ethical clothing”, students were introduced to the concept of “fast fashion”, which is a trend 
whereby clothing is inexpensive, of poorer quality and produced to meet the frequent changes to fashion trends. This clothing 
is not intended to be worn by consumers for several seasons; instead, it is likely to be discarded or donated once the style has 
become less popular. Students also learn about an alternative concept: durable fashion. Durable clothing is more expensive, of 
better quality and is intended to be worn over a longer period. In addition, students are told about three principles of ethical 
clothing production: fair wages, minimising environmental waste and minimising water usage. Throughout the unit, students are 
asked to consider the consequences of clothing production and make connections with these principles. The content domain of 
this unit was categorised as environmental sustainability, with a focus on policies, practices and behaviours for environmental 
sustainability.

In the first test item in this unit, a list of four possible consequences of the fast fashion trend is presented (see figure below), and 
students need to decide whether each consequence violates one or more of the principles of ethical clothing production. The 
first and third consequences violate the principles. The first consequence violates the second principle because more clothing in 
landfills adds to environmental waste instead of minimising it. The third consequence violates the first principle because keeping 
pay rates low means the company or industry is not working to ensure that workers earn fair wages. The second and fourth 
consequences do not violate the principles. To receive credit on this item, students had to answer all parts of the item correctly. 
The correct answers are: Yes, No, Yes, No. This item corresponds to proficiency Level 4.

On average across all countries and economies that conducted the test, 26% of students gave a correct answer to this item. The 
largest proportions of students who answered correctly (more than 40%) were observed in Canada, Hong Kong (China), Korea, 
Singapore and Chinese Taipei; the smallest proportions (less than 15%) were observed in Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Morocco, 
Panama, the Philippines and Thailand.
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Note
1. The comparability of scaled indices across countries and economies is examined in Annex A5. The annex presents the findings of in-depth 

measurement invariance analyses for every index used in PISA 2018, Volume VI.

2.   The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
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This chapter examines the links among 
the knowledge, skills and attitudes needed 
to thrive in an interconnected world. It 
explores students’ performance on the 
cognitive global competence test and 
analyses how performance is related to 
students’ demographics and their global 
and intercultural skills, attitudes and 
dispositions. The chapter also examines 
how certain students’ outcomes are 
associated with system-level factors.
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What the data tell us
 –  On the global competence cognitive test, students in Canada, Croatia, Greece, Hong Kong (China), Israel1, Korea, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, the Slovak Republic, Spain and Chinese Taipei scored significantly higher 
than the overall average, while those in Albania, Brunei Darussalam, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, 
Morocco, Panama, the Philippines, Serbia and Thailand scored below the average. Students’ performance in Malta and the 
Russian Federation was not significantly different from the average.

 –  The top-performing countries/economies were Canada, Hong Kong (China), Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore and 
Chinese Taipei, with mean performance scores more than 50 points above the overall average.

 –  The range and variation of relative scores after accounting for performance in mathematics, science and reading were  
noticeably smaller than that of raw performance scores. Canada, Colombia, Greece, Israel, Panama, Scotland (United Kingdom), 
Singapore and Spain showed the highest relative performance in global competence, while Albania, Brunei Darussalam, 
Kazakhstan, Korea and the Russian Federation showed the lowest relative performance.

 –  Across all countries and economies, positive associations were observed between performance on the cognitive test 
and students’ attitudes and dispositions, notably with students’ respect for people from other cultures, attitudes towards 
immigrants and self-efficacy regarding global issues.

Professional success in the 21st century requires that students know about global issues and other cultures and have the ability 
to interact and communicate effectively with others (British Council, 2013[1]). Such skills are important for individuals, but also 
for communities and societies as a whole. This chapter examines the links among the knowledge, skills and attitudes needed to 
thrive in an interconnected world. The chapter first explores students’ performance on the cognitive test in global competence. It 
then investigates variations in performance related to student characteristics and the association between performance on the 
cognitive test and students’ self-reported skills, attitudes and dispositions. The chapter also examines the relationship between 
various student outcomes and system-level factors, such as per capita GDP, employment and immigration.

THE PISA 2018 GLOBAL COMPETENCE COGNITIVE ASSESSMENT
As described in Chapter 1, the global competence cognitive assessment was conducted at the same time as the PISA 2018 test 
of reading, mathematics and science. The global competence assessment consisted of 69 test items organised in 18 units and in  
4 clusters (OECD, forthcoming[2]). As discussed earlier, the global competence framework identifies four dimensions that together 
form the foundation of the multidimensional construct of global competence: 1) examine issues of local, global and cultural 
significance; 2) understand and appreciate the perspectives and worldviews of others; 3) engage in open, appropriate and effective 
interactions across cultures; and 4) take action for collective well-being and sustainable development. Each of the dimensions is 
supported by a combination of knowledge, skills, attitudes and values. The global competence cognitive test in the 2018 main 
survey assessed three cognitive processes that support global competence: 1) evaluate information, formulate arguments and 
explain issues and situations; 2) identify and analyse multiple perspectives; and 3) evaluate actions and consequences. The 
cognitive process relating to the third dimension, “engage in open, appropriate and effective communication across cultures”, 
was not assessed in the cognitive test.

The first cognitive process supporting students’ capacity to examine local, global and intercultural issues was tested using  
37 test items assessing cognitive sub-processes such as selecting sources, weighing sources’ reliability and relevance, employing 
sources as a form of reasoning with evidence, and describing and explaining complex situations or problems. The second 
cognitive process, which supports understanding and appreciating the perspectives and worldviews of others, was assessed using 
18 test items covering cognitive sub-processes such as recognising perspectives and worldviews and identifying connections. The 
cognitive process supporting the fourth dimension of global competence, taking action for collective well-being and sustainable 
development, was assessed using 14 test items covering cognitive sub-processes such as considering actions and assessing 
consequences and implications.

Each test unit in the assessment had a primary focus on a particular global or intercultural issue or knowledge area. Some 
units had a secondary focus. The framework specified four major knowledge domains that were deemed relevant to students 
regardless of their specific socio-cultural background. The four major knowledge domains were: culture and intercultural relations; 
socio-economic development and interdependence; environmental sustainability; and institutions, conflicts and human rights. 
The scenarios were developed to correspond to one of the four knowledge domains, with the objective of achieving the widest 
coverage across the test units.
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Chapters 2, 3, and 5 present results on individual test items from the five released test units. This chapter analyses the scaled indices 
(i.e. plausible values) constructed using students’ answers to all 69 test items in the cognitive test. Results of a dimensionality 
analysis based on the PISA 2018 pilot study suggested that the test items can be reported on one unidimensional scale. Those 
findings were confirmed by analyses of data from the main survey.2

It is important to note that the cognitive test only covers the cognitive aspects of global competence, which include knowledge 
and cognitive skills. Answers to the test items were used to create a unidimensional scale of those cognitive aspects (i.e. plausible 
values). However, the concept of global competence itself is multidimensional and includes cognitive aspects in addition to  
non-cognitive skills, attitudes and values. 

PERFORMANCE IN GLOBAL COMPETENCE 
This subsection focuses on students’ average performance on the cognitive test before and after accounting for their proficiency 
in other subjects (i.e. reading, mathematics and science), variations in their performance and the proportion of students who 
achieved a certain level of performance.

Average level of performance in the global competence cognitive test
Of the 27 countries and economies that participated in the global competence cognitive test, only 11 were OECD countries. For 
this reason, all averages presented in this chapter are for all 27 participating countries and economies combined.3

Figure VI.6.1 shows the average performance on the cognitive test for each country and economy and for which pair of countries 
and economies the difference is not statistically significant. For each country and economy in the middle column, differences 
in performance with the countries/economies listed in the right column are not statistically significant. For instance, Singapore 
scored higher than all other 26 countries and economies, while Canada scored higher than all other countries/economies but 
lower than Singapore. 

The countries and economies in Figure VI.6.1 are divided into three groups: those whose mean scores are statistically around the 
overall average (highlighted in white); those whose mean scores are above the overall average (highlighted in blue); and those 
whose mean scores are below the overall average (highlighted in grey). Students in Canada, Croatia, Greece, Hong Kong (China), 
Israel, Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, the Slovak Republic, Spain and Chinese Taipei scored 
significantly higher than the overall average, while those in Albania, Brunei Darussalam, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines, Serbia and Thailand scored below the average. Students’ performance in Malta 
and the Russian Federation (hereafter “Russia”) was not significantly different from the average.

The top-performing countries, in descending order, were: Singapore, Canada, Hong Kong (China), Scotland (United Kingdom) and 
Chinese Taipei, with mean performance scores more than 50 points above the overall average (overall average score = 474 points). 
By contrast, the countries with the lowest mean performance (50 score points below average) were, in descending order: Thailand, 
Panama, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Morocco and the Philippines.

While differences in average performance across countries and economies were large, the gap that separates the  
highest-performing and lowest-performing students within each country was even larger. The standard deviation summarises 
the variation in performance among 15-year-old students within each country/economy across the entire distribution. The 
average standard deviation in performance in the global competence cognitive assessment was 91 score points. Variations 
measured by the standard deviation in performance scores were the largest in Canada, Israel, Malta, Scotland (United Kingdom) 
and Singapore (exceeding 100 score points), while the smallest variations in performance were found in Albania, Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Morocco and Thailand (not exceeding 80 score points) (Table VI.B1.6.1). 

Figure VI.6.2 shows a scatterplot of the mean and standard deviation of the performance scores. Canada, Scotland (United Kingdom) 
and Singapore stand out as three countries with the highest mean performance and greatest variations, while Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Morocco and the Philippines showed lower mean performance and the smallest variations.

Moreover, results of the decomposition of the total variance in performance between schools and within schools revealed 
that most variations were observed within schools. However, a relatively large proportion of the variance lies between 
schools. In 19 of the 27 countries and economies that participated in the global competence cognitive test, the proportion of  
between-school variance to total variance exceeds 30%; in Croatia, Israel, Morocco, Serbia and the Slovak Republic, it exceeds 
40% (Table VI.B1.6.1). This is similar to findings from the reading test, where 29% of average variation in reading performance 
was observed between schools (OECD, 2019[3]). Larger between-school dispersions could result from stratification of students 
between schools according to their socio-demographic characteristics or their prior academic performance. 
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Figure VI.6.1 Comparing countries’ and economies’ performance in the global competence cognitive test

 

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the mean global competence score in PISA 2018.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.1. and Table VI.B1.6.2.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170260
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Figure VI.6.2 Average performance on the cognitive test and variation in performance

 

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.1.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170279
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Proficiency in global competence 
The previous subsection presented the average performance of students in the global competence cognitive assessment. 
However, average scores do not adequately describe variations in performance. This subsection examines students’ performance 
according to PISA proficiency levels. Five proficiency levels were identified, covering the whole range of performance on the 
cognitive test.4 Proficiency scales describe not only student performance, but also the difficulty of the tasks presented to students 
in the assessment.

The Global Competence items were developed based on the task characteristics identified in the framework. Then, using the 
main survey data, those items were placed along the scale based on their statistical properties. The knowledge and cognitive 
skills required to successfully complete those items were reviewed and used to define performance at each level of difficulty. Four 
main factors that drove difficulty across the range of items were identified within this assessment of Global Competence. These 
four factors are described below, along with the description of proficiency at each level of performance (Figure VI.6.3). The four 
factors are:

Identifying and analysing perspectives
Items that require identification of only one perspective to solve the problem are the easiest among the items that require this 
cognitive process. The problem itself may require an explicit identification of one perspective. Other items may not require an 
explicit identification, but the student must be able to understand a perspective of an individual or a group of individuals to 
complete the problem correctly. More complex items require the ability to identify more than one perspective among several 
individuals or groups within a community. Furthermore, these more complex items require the student to analyse one or more 
perspectives in relation to the other perspectives of actors in the problem or in relation to a viewpoint or stance described in the 
problem. The most complex items require identifying and analysing as many as three to five perspectives.

Reasoning beyond the information given in the problem
Items vary with respect to how much the student must reason beyond the information explicitly provided in the stimulus and 
item. Items for which students can reason with the information provided within a problem tend to be easier. In contrast, items 
for which students must reason beyond the provided information tend to be harder. For example, in a problem where the actions 
of actors are described, it is more challenging for the student to reason about possible consequences of those actions than to 
evaluate the actions themselves. Similarly, it is very challenging to evaluate whether a proposed solution would have a short-term 
or a long-term impact. This kind of evaluation requires the student to reason even further beyond the information provided within 
the problem. To successfully complete these evaluations, students need to engage in critical thinking that is domain-general.
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Quantity of information to evaluate
Each Global Competence item contains information such as facts about a situation described in the problem, perspectives 
expressed by individuals or groups in a community or actions taken by individuals. When evaluating the information within a 
problem, by selecting, weighing or employing sources, the quantity of information that must be evaluated varies across items. 
Similarly, the amount of information that must be considered to evaluate actions and consequences varies. In general, easier 
items typically contain less information to evaluate, while more difficult items tend to have more information to evaluate to solve 
the problem. A unit’s scenario can make evaluating larger quantities of information more accessible to students if it provides 
background knowledge on the main topic of the unit or assists the student in making connections between ideas.

Describing versus explaining the situation
Several items require the student to describe or explain the situation or aspects of the situation presented in the problem. In 
some cases, students must select a description or explanation from a set of provided choices, and in others they must provide 
their own description or explanation in an open-ended, constructed-response format. Regardless of the item’s response format, 
the item is easier when the scope of the item is more focused on a description of the situation or aspects of the situation than 
when it is focused on an explanation. Items that require the student to identify or create an explanation for a situation often draw 
upon causal reasoning and a deeper connection between sources of information in the problem.

Even though a student’s performance at any moment in time can be located on the performance and proficiency scales, one 
should keep in mind that developing global competence is a lifelong learning process. Students who start at a lower proficiency 
level could develop their knowledge, skills and attitudes through exposure to the right learning opportunities. Moreover, unlike 
mathematics and science, which require a certain level of specialisation in adult life if students choose a particular career 
orientation, global competence constitutes a general set of knowledge, skills and attitudes that all people, young and old, need at 
all stages of life, regardless of their professional choices. Indeed, students may lose their proficiency in mathematics in adult life if 
they specialise in a field that does not require extensive use of their mathematical skills. However, knowledge, skills and attitudes 
related to global and intercultural understanding are less likely to erode with time, as they are relevant in nearly all social contexts.

Figure VI.6.3[1/2] Summary description of the six levels of proficiency in global competence in PISA 2018

 

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.1. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170298
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5
661 
or 

higher 
4.3

At Level 5, students can identify and analyse multiple perspectives. These students can reason about 
ideas and make predictions well beyond the information given in the problem while also effectively 
evaluating very large amounts of information. Students at this level can reason with this large 
amount of information without additional support provided in the unit’s scenario, meaning they can 
make connections across elements of the problem on their own. Students can effectively explain 
situations and aspects of situations that require complex types of thinking such as recognizing 
unintended consequences, evaluating information to differentiate between biased and unbiased 
sources and identifying short- and long-term consequences of actions. Students at Level 5 are 
capable of building complex models of the situation described in the stimulus and item in order 
to solve the problem. They demonstrate consistency in their ability to explain situations across 
multiple activities within a problem.

4 596 13.6

At Level 4, students can identify and analyse as many as five different perspectives within a 
problem. Students at this level demonstrate the ability to reason further beyond the explicit 
information provided in the text while evaluating a large amount of information. However, this 
evaluation is supported by information such as background knowledge that is provided in the 
scenario of the unit, which may facilitate connections between pieces of information in the problem. 
Students can provide descriptions of situations that are less familiar or require deeper reasoning 
such as ones that require causal reasoning. Students can also provide explanations of situations 
and aspects of situations.  They demonstrate consistency in their ability to assess, describe and/or 
explain situations across multiple activities within a problem.

3 531 29.8

At Level 3, students can identify and analyse two to three different perspectives within a situation. 
At this level, a trade-off is observed between students’ ability to reason beyond the explicit 
information provided in the problem and the amount of information that must be evaluated.  
Students can reason further beyond the information provided in the problem as long as the amount 
of information that must be evaluated is more minimal. Conversely, students demonstrate the 
ability to evaluate greater amounts of information as long as the item does not require reasoning 
that extends too much beyond the information provided in the problem. Under these conditions, 
students can evaluate a medium to high amount of information within the stimulus and item. 
Students at Level 3 can explain the situation or aspects of the situation. They demonstrate 
consistency in being able to assess, describe and/or explain situations across multiple activities 
within a given problem.
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Figure VI.6.3[2/2] Summary description of the six levels of proficiency in global competence in PISA 2018

 

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.1. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170298
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able to perform tasks at 

each level or above
(Overall average)   Characteristics of tasks

2 466 51

At Level 2, students can correctly identify two different perspectives within a situation. 
Students can reason beyond the described situation when the quantity of information remains 
minimal. When students are asked to reason about information provided in the problem, students 
at this level can evaluate minimal to medium amounts of information. Students can describe the 
situation or aspects of the situation as well as identify a correct explanation of a situation. When 
there is a minimal amount of information to evaluate, they can explain the situation or aspects of 
the situation.

1 401 73.5

At Level 1, students can identify one perspective correctly and use information from that 
perspective to complete the item. Students can reason beyond the explicit information 
provided in the stimulus or item to understand a novel situation when the context is very 
familiar such as having to relocate. The cause of the move can be novel (i.e. climate change), but the 
hardships that come from relocating are familiar and the student can easily “put 
themselves in someone else’s shoes” by thinking about what it was like or would be like to move. At 
this level, students are able to evaluate a minimal amount of information while 
completing the item. Students can describe the situation or aspects of the situation.

Proficiency at Level 5
At the highest level of proficiency in global competence, students are able to analyse and understand multiple perspectives. 
They are able to examine and evaluate large amounts of information without much support provided in the unit’s scenario. 
Students can effectively explain situations that require complex thinking and extrapolation and can build models of the situation 
described in the stimulus. On average across all countries, 4% of students attained the highest level of proficiency (Level 5) in 
global competence (Figure VI.6.4). The largest proportions of students who scored at this level were found in Singapore (22%), 
Canada (15%) and Scotland (United Kingdom) (12%). Less than 2% of students in Albania, Brunei Darussalam, Chile, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines and Thailand attained this level of proficiency. In general, 
countries and economies with high average performance on the cognitive test tended to have more students performing at the 
highest proficiency levels.

Proficiency at Level 4
At Level 4, students could analyse as many as five different perspectives while demonstrating the ability to reason further 
beyond the information that is provided in the scenario. Students can provide explanations of unfamiliar situations that require 
deeper reasoning, such as causal inference. However, at this level, explanations provided by the students are facilitated by the 
information provided in the test unit’s summary. On average across all countries, 9% of students attained proficiency Level 4 in 
global competence. The proportions of students who scored at this level were the largest in the top-performing countries. The 
largest proportions, ranging between 20% and 24% of students, were observed in Canada, Hong Kong (China) and Singapore, 
while the smallest proportions (ranging between 0.6% and 1.7% of students) were observed in Albania, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, 
Morocco, Panama, the Philippines and Thailand.

Proficiency at Level 3
Students at Level 3 of proficiency in global competence are able to analyse two to three perspectives. They are able to reason 
with the information provided in the scenario of the test unit as long as the amount of information that must be evaluated is 
manageable. Students also demonstrate an ability to evaluate greater amounts of information as long as they do not have to 
extrapolate too much beyond the information provided to them. On average across all countries, 16% of students attained 
proficiency Level 3 in global competence. Between 20% and 27% of students in Canada, Croatia, Greece, Hong Kong (China), 
Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, Spain and Chinese Taipei scored at this level, while no more than 
8% attained Level 3 in Albania, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines and Thailand.

Proficiency at Level 2
At this level of proficiency, students can identify two perspectives and can evaluate minimal to medium amounts of information. 
They can reason beyond the described situation when the amount of information provided to them remains minimal. On average 
across all countries, 21% of students attained Level 2 proficiency in global competence. Between 26% and 29% of students 
in Croatia, Latvia and Russia performed at this level, while between 9% and 15% of students in Indonesia, Kazakhstan and  
the Philippines did so. 
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Proficiency at Level 1
At Level 1, students can identify one perspective correctly and use information from the summary of a scenario to complete 
the corresponding question. They can reason beyond the explicit information provided in the stimulus to understand a novel 
situation when the context is very familiar. At this level, students are able to evaluate a minimal amount of information and to 
describe a situation or aspects of a situation. On average across all countries, 23% of students performed at proficiency Level 1 
in global competence. Around 30% of students in Albania, Indonesia, Kazakhstan and Thailand performed at this level, while less 
than 15% of students in Canada, Hong Kong (China) and Singapore did so. 

Proficiency below Level 1
While none of the items in the Global Competence item pool fell within a “below Level 1” category, it is nevertheless useful to 
consider the characteristics of tasks that could be developed to assess skills at that level. Future assessments could focus on 
developing items that assess the precursor skills that support a student’s ability to engage in more in-depth problems within this 
innovative domain. Items built to assess skills below Level 1 should be more explicit in nature, drawing heavily on the information 
provided within the stimulus and item itself. These items should not require the student to reason beyond the information 
provided in the text. Students could engage in problems where the primary task is an explicit identification of a perspective. For 
example, students could be asked to select the correct perspective of an actor in the problem from a set of choices. This would 
be a precursor to Level 1 because, at Level 1, students must already use information derived from identifying a perspective to 
complete the problem, not simply identify the perspective. The amount of information the student must evaluate should be 
kept to a minimum by limiting the number of perspectives to only one and/or limiting the number of sources of information. For 
items below Level 1, the unit’s scenario can also be used to provide additional support through background knowledge or by 
making connections between perspectives or pieces of information explicit to the student. On average across all countries, 26% 
of students did not attain Level 1 proficiency in global competence. More than 40% of students in Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Morocco, Panama, the Philippines and Thailand performed below Level 1. By contrast, less than 10% of students in 
Canada, Hong Kong (China), Singapore and Chinese Taipei performed at this level.

How performance on the global competence test is related to performance in reading, mathematics and 
science 
A comparison of country/economy performance in reading, mathematics, science and global competence reveals that students 
in Canada, Hong Kong (China), Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore and Chinese Taipei tended to perform well in all four 
subjects. Thus, one may wonder about the extent to which performance on the global competence test may be correlated with 
performance in the other subjects.  

Scores in the four subjects were indeed highly correlated, as Figure VI.6.5 shows. On average across the 27 countries and 
economies that conducted the global competence assessment, performance on this test was correlated at 0.84 with performance 
in reading, at 0.79 with performance in science and at 0.73 with performance in mathematics. The correlation between 
performance on the global competence test and performance in reading was the same as that between performance in reading 
and in science. The strongest correlations between performance on the global competence and reading tests were found in  
Brunei Darussalam, Israel, Lithuania, Malta and Chinese Taipei, while the weakest were observed in Costa Rica, Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Thailand (Table VI.B1.6.3).

The strong correlations could indicate that high performance on cognitive tests, regardless of the subject, could be underpinned 
by general cognitive skills. For instance, high performance in global competence and science would require students to be able 
to read and understand the scenarios provided in the test units and the questions they need to answer. As such, an adequate 
level of proficiency in reading is a prerequisite for sitting written tests in other subjects. Moreover, both reading and global 
competence require certain skills, such as weighing sources’ reliability and relevance, reasoning with evidence, and describing 
and explaining complex situations and problems.

However, reading proficiency does not necessarily account for all variations in performance on the global competence cognitive 
test. This indicates that specific cognitive skills in global competence may be needed to perform well on the test. Those skills go 
beyond general reading skills.

Given that performance in global competence is closely linked to performance in the three core PISA domains of reading, 
mathematics and science, it is possible to isolate the distinctive aspects of global competence by regressing scores in global 
competence over scores in the three core domains. Each student’s relative performance – his or her performance in global 
competence after accounting for proficiency in reading, mathematics and science – was calculated. This calculation pooled data 
from all countries and economies that participated in PISA and thus allowed for the ranking of countries and economies by their 
average relative performance.5
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Figure VI.6.4 Students’ proficiency in global competence

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students who performed at or above Level 2. 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.1.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170317
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Figure VI.6.5 Performance in global competence and in other PISA subjects

Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.3. 
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170336
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Figure VI.6.6 shows the relative performance in global competence of each participating country and economy. The values range 
from a high of 20 points for Colombia to a low of -25 points for Korea. Countries and economies are also divided into three broad 
groups: 1) those whose mean relative scores are statistically around the overall mean (pale blue bars); 2) those whose mean 
relative scores are above the overall mean (dark blue bars); and 3) those whose mean relative scores are below the overall mean 
(black bars).

The range and variation of relative scores are noticeably smaller than that of raw performance scores. One way to interpret such 
scores is to say that, on average, students in Colombia scored 20 points higher than expected, given their scores in reading, 
mathematics and science. Relative performance was signifi cantly higher than the overall average in 11 countries and economies, 
while it was not statistically diff erent from the average in 6 countries/economies and was below the average in 10 others. Canada, 
Colombia, Greece, Israel, Panama, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore and Spain showed the highest relative performance in 
global competence, while Albania, Brunei Darussalam, Kazakhstan, Korea and Russia showed the lowest relative performance.
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There are notable differences between country comparisons of raw and relative scores in global competence. For instance, while 
Indonesia was significantly below the overall average raw performance, it was not significantly different from the relative average 
performance. Moreover, Malta’s and Russia’s raw performance was not significantly different from the overall average, while 
Malta’s relative performance was three score points above the relative performance average, and Russia’s relative performance 
was 20 score points below the mean. These differences may be explained by students in these countries being stronger/weaker 
in the unique aspects of global competence, after accounting for their performance in reading, mathematics and science. 

HOW DOES PERFORMANCE ON THE COGNITIVE TEST VARY ACCORDING TO STUDENTS’ 
CHARACTERISTICS?
How is performance in global competence related to gender, socio-economic status and immigrant background? This subsection 
examines students’ performance on the global competence test considering students’ socio-demographic characteristics. 

Students’ economic, social and cultural status 
In line with differences in performance in reading, mathematics and science related to socio-economic status, students from 
advantaged backgrounds (those in the top quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status) tended to outperform 
their disadvantaged peers (those in the bottom quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status) in the cognitive 
global competence test. Differences were positive and statistically significant in all countries and economies (Table VI.B1.6.4).

Figure VI.6.6 Countries’ and economies’ relative performance in global competence

Score-point difference between actual and expected performance in global competence

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the relative performance in global competence.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.1.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170355
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On average across the 27 participating countries and economies, advantaged students outperformed their disadvantaged peers 
by 75 score points. The largest differences in favour of advantaged students (more than 80 score points) were observed in Brunei 
Darussalam, Chile, Costa Rica, Israel, Lithuania, Malta, the Philippines, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, the Slovak Republic 
and Chinese Taipei. The smallest differences (less than 60 score points) were observed in Albania, Hong Kong (China), Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Morocco and Thailand. 

The differences between advantaged and disadvantaged students were largely attenuated when relative performance (after 
netting out performance in reading, mathematics and science) on the cognitive test was considered. Differences became statically 
non-significant in 17 countries and economies, but remained significant and positive in 10: Brunei Darussalam, Canada, Chile, 
Costa Rica, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Russia, Singapore and Spain. On average across all countries and economies, advantaged 
students outperformed disadvantaged students by six score points in terms of relative performance (Figure VI.6.7). 

Students’ gender
Differences related to gender were also observed in performance on the global competence test. Girls outperformed boys in all 
countries and economies except Scotland (United Kingdom), where the difference was not statistically significant (Figure VI.6.8). 
On average across all countries and economies, girls outperformed boys by 26 score points. The largest gender differences 
in favour of girls were observed in Greece, Lithuania, Malta, Serbia and Thailand, while the smallest were observed in Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Panama and Russia. Differences between girls and boys in relative performance on the cognitive test were 
non-significant in 7 countries and economies, while girls outperformed boys in the other 20. 

Students’ immigrant background
Of the 15 countries and economies where at least 5% of students have an immigrant background, differences in performance in 
global competence between immigrant and native-born students were statically non-significant in 7 (Table VI.B1.6.4). Immigrant 
students outperformed their native-born peers in Brunei Darussalam, Panama and Singapore, while the reverse was observed in 
Costa Rica, Croatia, Greece, Israel and Spain.

Differences in relative performance between immigrant and native-born students were mostly non-significant, with few 
exceptions (Figure VI.6.9). Immigrant students outperformed their native-born peers in Brunei Darussalam, Hong Kong (China) 
and Singapore, while the reverse was observed in Croatia and Israel. Thus, there is no clear pattern regarding the performance 
of immigrant and native-born students when it comes to relative performance on the global competence test.

Comparisons between differences in raw and relative performance on the cognitive test reveal that there were fewer differences 
between socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged students, between girls and boys, and between immigrant and  
native-born students in the cognitive skills that are specific to global competence. In other words, a large proportion of 
demographic differences in raw performance can be attributed to differentials in performance in reading, mathematics and 
science and less so to performance in global competence.

ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN PERFORMANCE ON THE COGNITIVE TEST AND STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES AND 
DISPOSITIONS 
Positive intercultural attitudes and dispositions combined with knowledge of global issues are likely to translate into greater 
cognitive skills and a heightened capacity to take action for collective well-being and sustainable development. Students’ attitudes 
towards a given task will influence their performance on that task, the effort they put into learning and the level of motivation they 
have for developing a particular skill. The reverse is also true, as highly developed global and intercultural understanding could 
translate into more positive attitudes and dispositions. This subsection examines the association between students’ self-reported 
knowledge, attitudes, skills and dispositions and their performance on the cognitive test. 

In general, the findings show positive associations between students’ attitudes and dispositions and their performance on the 
cognitive test (Table VI.B1.6.5). This association is attenuated after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, 
but it remains positive and significant in almost all countries and economies.

Figure VI.6.10 shows the average change in performance on the cognitive test associated with an increase of one unit in the 
nine indices of students’ attitudes and dispositions. Across all countries and economies with valid data, a rise of one unit in the 
index of respect for people from other cultures was associated with an improvement of 19 score points on the cognitive test, 
after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. A one-unit increase in the index of students’ attitudes towards 
immigrants was associated with an improvement of 17 score points, as was a one-unit rise in the index of cognitive adaptability. 
An increase of one unit in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues was associated with an improvement of 16 score points 
on the cognitive test; and a one-unit increase in the index of awareness of global issues was associated with an improvement of 
12 score points on the test. 
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Figure VI.6.7 Differences in relative performance in global competence, by socio-economic status

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones in the figure on the right.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the score-point difference in global competence performance between top and bottom quarters on the 
index of students’ socio-economic status.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.4.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170374
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Figure VI.6.8 Differences in relative performance in global competence, by gender

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones in the figure on the right
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the score-point difference in global competence performance between girls and boys.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.4.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170393
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Weaker associations were observed for the remaining indices (perspective taking, interest in learning about other cultures, 
awareness of intercultural communication, and agency regarding global issues). On average across the 27 countries and 
economies that participated in the global competence test, an increase of one unit in those indices was associated with an 
improvement of between 6 and 11 score points on the cognitive test. The positive associations between self-reported knowledge, 
skills and attitudes and performance on the cognitive test were also matched by large diff erences in performance between the 
top and bottom quarters on the indices measuring students’ self-reported knowledge, skills, attitudes and dispositions.

The strongest associations were observed between the index of respect for people from other cultures and students’ performance 
on the cognitive test. In Canada, Korea, Latvia, Malta, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Spain, a rise of one unit in the index of 
respect for people from other cultures was associated with an improvement of 23 to 27 score points on the assessment. The 
weakest associations, with performance improvements (ranging between 10 and 15 score points) were observed in Costa Rica, 
Indonesia and Kazakhstan (Figure VI.6.11).
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Figure VI.6.9 Differences in relative performance in global competence, by immigrant background

1 The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones in the figure on the right.
Differences between immigrant and non-immigrant students are presented only for countries/economies where more than 5% of students have an immigrant 
background.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the score-point difference in global competence performance between immigrant and non-immigrant 
students.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.4.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170412
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These fi ndings confi rm the expectation that students who express respect towards people from diff erent backgrounds and 
who are aware of and feel confi dent when confronting intercultural and global issues tend to perform better on the global 
competence cognitive test. This indicates that positive attitudes, in general, could translate into stronger cognitive abilities.

ATTITUDES, DISPOSITIONS AND SKILLS, AND STUDENTS’ SURROUNDING CIRCUMSTANCES
Most social theories addressing the question of social change foresee the fragmentation of societies where traditional institutions 
play a small role in holding society together (Green and Janmaat, 2011[4]). Multiple explanations have been advanced about 
the erosion of social bonds. One theory focuses on the decline of national identities due to social and cultural diversifi cation 
associated with migration and a globalised economy. Those phenomena gave a greater voice to the individual, removed barriers 
to global interactions and changed our perception of place (Touraine, 2000[5]; Castells, 2009[6]). As a result, new complex identifi es 
emerged as individuals ceased to identify with the national collective and embraced supra-national identities or more localised 
ones based on ethnicity, region, religion and lifestyle. This phenomenon is compounded by the rise of structural inequalities in 
most developed countries. Those inequalities were linked to a multitude of social problems, including higher crime, lower public 
health, lower levels of well-being and declining social cohesion (Wilkinson and Pickett, 2009[7]).
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Figure VI.6.10 Students’ attitudes and dispositions, and performance in global competence

Score-point difference associated with a one-unit increase in the indices of students’ attitudes and dispositions,
Overall average

Figure VI.6.11 Students’ respect for people from other cultures and performance in global competence

Score-point difference in performance on the global competence test associated with a one-unit increase in the index of 
students’ respect for people from other cultures 

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: All associations are statistically significant.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.5.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170431

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: All associations are statistically significant.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of regression coefficient, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ and schools’ 
socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.5.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170450
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In this subsection, students’ attitudes and performance on the cognitive test are explored in the light of key system-level 
characteristics (Table VI.B1.6.6). Those characteristics include per capita GDP, employment rate, immigrant stock in 2015 (the 
proportion of immigrants in a country/economy), and average income Gini coeffi  cient over the period of 2010 to 2018.6 The 
working assumption is that students living in countries enjoying greater economic prosperity and lower inequalities and where 
jobs are abundant are more likely to exhibit positive attitudes and dispositions.
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Findings show a positive albeit weak association between students’ average attitudes towards immigrants at the country or 
economy level and a country/economy’s per capita GDP and employment rate (Figure VI.6.12). In other words, students living in 
prosperous countries tended to exhibit more positive attitudes towards immigrants. This is not surprising since, in this context, 
immigrants are less likely to be seen as competitors for scarce jobs and opportunities, but rather as valuable assets to the 
economy. Countries/economies with high per capita GDP where students reported more positive attitudes towards immigrants 
include Australia, Iceland and Ireland. Countries/economies with high employment rates and more positive attitudes towards 
immigrants include Australia, Iceland and New Zealand.

No associations were observed between attitudes towards immigrants and the proportion of immigrants in a country or the income 
Gini coefficient. Countries/economies with a large proportion of immigrants and more positive attitudes towards immigrants 
include Australia, Canada and New Zealand. Countries/economies with less income inequality (i.e. lower Gini coefficient) and 
more positive attitudes towards immigrants include Albania, Ireland and Korea. By contrast, countries/economies with higher 
income inequality and less positive attitudes towards immigrants include Bulgaria, Indonesia and Turkey. 

Figure VI.6.12 Students’ attitudes towards immigrants and their surrounding circumstances
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Note: The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170469
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The absence of associations between students’ attitudes and system-level variables reflects the fact that countries/economies on 
the opposite sides of the scatterplots are cancelling out each other’s effects.

Figure VI.6.13 shows a positive but weak association between students’ respect for people from other cultures and the GDP 
per capita in countries/economies. Countries/economies with high per capita GDP and high student-reported levels of respect 
for people from other cultures include Australia, Canada, Ireland and the United Arab Emirates. No associations were observed 
between employment rate, proportion of immigrants and income Gini coefficient and respect for people from other cultures.

Countries/economies with higher student-reported levels of respect for people from other cultures and a high employment rate 
include Australia, Canada, Korea, New Zealand and Singapore. Those with higher student-reported levels of respect for people 
from other cultures and a high proportion of immigrants include Australia, Canada, Ireland and New Zealand. Those with higher 
student-reported levels of respect for people from other cultures and low income inequalities include Albania, Germany, Ireland 
and Korea.
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Figure VI.6.13 Students’ respect for people from other cultures and their surrounding circumstances
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Figure VI.6.14 Students’ agency regarding global issues and their surrounding circumstances
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Students’ agency regarding global issues was not found to be correlated with GDP per capita and with the income Gini coefficient 
(Figure VI.6.14). Countries/economies with the highest levels of GDP per capita and whose students’ exhibited strong agency 
regarding global issues include Korea, Singapore and Spain. Countries/economies with more income equality and students who 
report stronger agency regarding global issues include Albania, Korea, Malta and Jordan.

Similarly, no associations were observed between students’ awareness and self-efficacy regarding global issues and a country’s 
or economy’s GDP per capita (Figure VI.6.15). Countries/economies with the highest levels of GDP per capita and whose students’ 
reported the greatest awareness of global issues include Australia, Canada, Malta and the United Arab Emirates. Those whose 
students reported the highest levels of self-efficacy regarding global issues include Canada, Germany, Singapore and the  
United Arab Emirates.
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Figure VI.6.15 Students’ awareness of and self-efficacy regarding global issues and their surrounding circumstances 
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Figure VI.6.16 Students’ relative performance on the global competence test and their surrounding circumstances 
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Finally, Figure VI.6.16 shows the association between relative performance on the global competence cognitive test (after 
accounting for students’ performance in reading, science and mathematics) and four system-level characteristics. A positive 
but modest association is observed between students’ relative performance on the test on the one hand and the income Gini 
coefficient and immigrant stock in 2015 on the other. A negative but weak association was observed with employment rate, and 
no association was observed with per capita GDP.

Countries/economies with high per capita GDP and high students’ relative performance on the global competence test include 
Canada, Israel, Singapore and Spain. The opposite is observed in Thailand and Albania. Colombia stands out as the only country 
with low per capita GDP but relatively high student performance on the test. In contrast, Brunei Darussalam and Korea have high 
per capita GDP but low relative performance on the test. Countries/economies with high levels of employment and high relative 
performance on the test include Canada, Colombia, Israel and Singapore, while countries/economies with a large proportion of 
immigrants (exceeding 20%) and a high relative performance on the test include Canada, Israel and Singapore. When it comes 
to income inequalities, Canada stands out as the country with lower inequalities and high relative performance on the test, while 
the Philippines and Russia show high income inequality and low relative performance.

R² = 0.023

OECD averageChile

France

Canada

Macao (China)

Jordan
Argentina

Viet Nam
Morocco

IrelandUkraine

Israel

Australia

PanamaDominican Republic

Russia

Albania

Estonia

Moldova

Colombia
Baku (Azerbaijan)

Kosovo

Uruguay

North Macedonia

Greece

Belarus

-1.0

-0.8

-0.5

-0.3

0.0

0.3

0.5

0.8

1.0

0 15,000 30,000 45,000 60,000 75,000 90,000 105,000 120,000
GDP per capita in 2018, PPP

Mexico

Kazakhstan

Hungary

Malaysia

Lebanon

Brunei Darussalam
Slovenia

Italy

Peru Germany

Malta
Austria

Iceland

Bulgaria
Montenegro

Latvia

Singapore

Spain
New Zealand

Hong Kong (China)

Turkey

Lithuania

Bosnia and Herzegovina
Romania

Poland

Portugal
United Arab Emirates

Slovak Republic

Croatia

Serbia
Thailand

O
EC

D 
av

er
ag

e Above-average index of students' 
self-efficacy regarding global issues 

and above-average GDP per capita

Above-average index of students' 
self-efficacy regarding global issues 
and below-average GDP per capita

Below-average index of students' 
self-efficacy regarding global issues 

and above-average GDP per capita

Below-average index of students' 
self-efficacy regarding global issues 
and below-average GDP per capita

Brazil

Korea

Indonesia

Saudi Arabia

Switzerland

Students' self-efficacy regarding global issues

Philippines

Note: The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details. 
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170526



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?174

6The links between the knowledge, skills and  attitudes needed to thrive in an interconnected world

R² = 0.09

Above-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 

above-average Gini coefficient

Above-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 
below-average Gini coefficient

Below-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 

above-average Gini coefficient

Below-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 
below-average Gini coefficient

Students’ relative performance on the global competence test

Chile

Kazakhstan

Israel
Croatia

Panama

Russia

Albania

Latvia

Korea

Spain

Colombia

Thailand

Indonesia

Greece

Philippines

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

30

20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60
Average Gini coefficient (2010 to 2018)

OECD average

O
EC

D
av

er
ag

e

Canada

Serbia

Morocco

Lithuania

Slovak Republic Malta

Students’ relative performance on the global competence test

OECD average

Canada

Israel

Croatia

Malta

Russia

Latvia

SingaporeSpain

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

30

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Immigrant stock in 2015, %

Kazakhstan

Brunei Darussalam

Thailand

Greece

Serbia

Above-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 

above-average immigrant stock

Above-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 
below-average immigrant stock

Below-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 

above-average immigrant stock

Below-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 
below-average immigrant stock

O
EC

D 
av

er
ag

e

R² = 0.096

Note: The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.6.6.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170545

Above-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 
above-average employment rate

Above-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 
below-average employment rate

Below-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 
above-average employment rate

Below-average relative performance 
on the global competence test and 
below-average employment rate

Students’ relative performance on the global competence test

Serbia

Israel

Panama
Malta

Albania

Latvia

Korea

Greece

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

30

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
Employment rate in 2018, %

OECD average

O
EC

D 
av

er
ag

e

Chile

Kazakhstan

Canada

Morocco

Brunei Darussalam

Croatia

SingaporeSpain

Hong Kong (China)

Colombia

Lithuania
Thailand

Slovak Republic

Indonesia

Philippines

Russia

R² = 0.023



PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World? » © OECD 2020 175

6The links between the knowledge, skills and  attitudes needed to thrive in an interconnected world

Note
1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See 

PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.

2.   Given that the test items can be reported on a unidimensional scale, results in this chapter are presented using the scaled plausible values on 
all global competence dimensions combined.

3.  The PISA 2018 global competence performance scores were scaled to have an average of 500 score points across OECD countries and a 
standard deviation of 100 score points.

4.   In addition to the five proficiency levels, some students scored below Level 1.

5.   A linear ordinary least squares regression of performance in global competence over performance in reading, mathematics and science was 
performed. The student’s relative performance was then defined as his or her actual performance in global competence minus his or her 
predicted performance in global competence or, in other words, the residual of the regression. One of the properties of the regression, to 
ensure that the predictions are not biased, is that the average residual (or relative performance) is equal to 0. Senate weights were adjusted so 
that all countries and economies contributed equally to the regression.

6.   Data from the World Bank on Gini Coefficients were averaged over the period of 2010 to 2018, because some countries did not have data for 
some years. Averaging does not affect the validity of the data, as Gini coefficients and income inequalities do not change much over a short 
period of time.
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Education for living in an interconnected world
This chapter examines how schools and 
teachers can cultivate students’ ability to 
live in an interconnected world. Analyses 
explore data from the student, school 
and teacher questionnaires focusing 
on learning activities, the existence of 
relevant curricula and teachers’ capacity 
to incorporate intercultural and global 
education into their lessons. The chapter 
also examines implications of the findings 
for the UN Sustainable Development 
Goals.
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What the data tell us
 – Across OECD countries, the most common activity related to global education is learning about different cultures at 
school: 76% of students reported that they engage in this activity. The second most common activity is learning how to 
solve conflicts with other people in the classroom (64%), followed by learning how people from different cultures can have 
different perspectives (62%).

 – On average across OECD countries, students reported engaging in about five learning activities. Students in Albania,  
Baku (Azerbaijan), Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Indonesia, Jordan, Peru, the Philippines and Thailand reported 
engaging in more than seven activities, while students in France, Hungary, Israel1, Latvia, Russia, Scotland (United Kingdom) 
and Slovenia reported engaging in fewer than five.

 – Students’ attitudes and dispositions were positively and significantly associated with the number of learning activities in 
which they are engaged.

 – Between 80% and 90% of students attended a school whose principal reported that intercultural learning activities are 
included in school lessons (e.g. learning about different cultures).

 – About 45% of students attended a school whose teachers received training on teaching about equity and diversity. 
Proportions were particularly larger than the overall average in Albania and Malaysia.

The importance of education is undisputable in countering racial, ethnic and national prejudice and intolerance among children 
and adolescents (Kirkwood, 2001[1]; Paluck and Green, 2009[2]). Global and civic education often consists of a set of topics that 
teachers can include in their lessons. However, global competence, as defined in the PISA 2018 framework, extends well beyond 
knowledge to include skills and attitudes (OECD, 2018[3]). Some schools offer lessons specifically on one or more elements 
of global competence. However, more commonly, teachers incorporate global issues into the existing curriculum by creating 
themes that overlap with existing subjects such as mathematics, science and reading. In this way, teachers avoid overloading the 
curriculum (Asia Society/OECD, 2018[4]).

In this sense, teaching the skills for living in an interconnected world should not be seen as an activity that competes with 
teaching traditional subjects. Students still have to read and write, speak cogently, be scientifically and mathematically literate and 
have knowledge of the history of the world. In fact, many of the skills needed to live in an interconnected world, such as critical 
thinking, problem solving and media literacy, are the same as those needed to be proficient in traditional school subjects (Council 
of Europe, 2018[5]). Integrating global competence into existing curricula could be a way of limiting the pressure on students’ time 
while adding a global perspective to existing courses.

Educators and schools differ in their willingness, interest and ability to integrate teaching for living in an interconnected 
world into their courses. Effective global education requires a consistent approach, because engaging in sporadic or one-off 
activities is unlikely to foster literacy over the long term. This, in turn, requires adapted curricula and teachers who are trained 
in global education and can integrate such topics creatively into their practices. Moreover, successful implementation requires a 
comprehensive approach that mobilises resources at the system, school, teacher and student levels (Huber et al., 2014[6]).

ACTIVITIES THAT MAY PROMOTE GLOBAL COMPETENCE
Three types of actions may promote global competence at school: actions based on intergroup contact, actions based on 
pedagogic approaches and actions based on institutional policies (Barrett, 2018[7]). 

Actions based on intergroup contact
As discussed in Chapter 4, contact with people from other countries is positively associated with a multitude of student 
dispositions. This finding is supported by a body of literature that shows that intercultural contact is an effective method of 
reducing prejudice and creating understanding (Allport, 1954[8]; Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006[9]). Four conditions need to be met 
in order to maximise this effect: 1) contact should take place between people who perceive themselves as equals (e.g. students, 
adolescents); 2) contact should take place regularly over an extended period of time; 3) contact should involve co-operation on 
joint activities or projects; and 4) providing occasions for such contact should be adopted as a systematic policy backed explicitly 
by authorities (e.g. schools, education authorities, social institutions). 

Contact could also happen in alternative settings. For instance, students could encounter peers from different cultural backgrounds 
through study-abroad programmes. Several studies have shown that, when properly organised, such exchange programmes 
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could lead to greater intercultural competence, less anxiety when dealing with unfamiliar situations and more friendships with 
people from other cultures (Hammer, 2004[10]). 

Virtual contact has also gained importance in recent years with the expansion of the Internet and the rise of myriad 
communications software. These new technologies bring intercultural interactions to every home and reduce their costs. Even 
the most culturally homogenous school or the most economically disadvantaged student can benefit from intercultural contact 
without the need to travel abroad (Huber et al., 2014[6]; Fisher, Evans and Esch, 2004[11]).

Partnerships between schools and organisations, individuals and their local communities could also be used to create 
opportunities for contact between students and members of other cultural groups (Christou and Puigvert, 2011[12]). Individuals 
from other cultural groups could be invited to the school to work with students. Students could visit community organisations or 
places of worship in their neighbourhood. They could be asked to take note of and reflect critically on their experiences.

Actions based on pedagogic approaches
One effective method of fostering global competence is co-operative learning ( Johnson, 2009[13]; Johnson and Johnson, 
1999[14]). This approach involves students working together in pairs or in groups on tasks that involve global issues. Such tasks 
might focus on environmental issues, gender equality, poverty, hunger and malnutrition, intercultural contact or any other topic. 
For this activity to be effective, students need to understand that success depends on co-operation and teamwork. Students’ work 
should be assessed individually and collectively. Students should help and encourage each other to complete the task. Students 
need to be taught the social skills required to support this activity. Group members also need to reflect periodically on how well 
the group is functioning ( Johnson and Johnson, 2009[15]).

Another pedagogic approach is project-based learning, in which students have to deal with real-world situations (Trilling and 
Fadel, 2009[16]). Such activities allow students to engage with global issues by planning, designing and investigating a particular 
topic, and through decision making and problem solving. Those skills extend beyond knowledge of global issues into the practical 
aspects of managing a project. Projects could be short or lengthy and could involve co-operation or be carried out independently 
by individual students (Bell, 2010[17]; Harper, 2015[18]).

Other pedagogical activities that students could engage in are those that emphasise multiple perspectives, role playing and 
simulations, where students experience what it is like to be different, marginalised or excluded. They could also analyse texts, 
films and plays that focus on particular themes of significance (Huber et al., 2014[6]).  

All of these pedagogical activities could overlap with existing subjects and lessons, such as mathematics, science, reading and 
history. Teachers could adapt the content of their lessons by integrating global issues and choosing the most suitable pedagogy 
while keeping in mind the overarching learning goals.

Actions based on institutional policies
Developing a culturally sensitive and inclusive curriculum is an effective way of promoting intercultural and global education 
(Barrett, 2018[19]). School curricula often focus on national histories and cultures of the majority group while neglecting those of 
minority groups. A culturally inclusive curriculum treats the cultural affiliation of minorities as an asset that enriches the learning 
experience of all students. The curriculum should cover the histories, beliefs, cultures and contributions of minority groups in a 
way that reflects the diversity present in the classroom (Nieto, 2000[20]; Cammarota, 2007[21]; Sleeter, 2011[22]). 

Diversity and intercultural understanding could be integrated into every aspect of school life through a whole-school approach 
(Huber et al., 2014[6]). This approach ensures that all aspects of learning are geared towards achieving this goal, not only curriculum 
content but also school leadership, management, teacher-student relations, governance and decision making, extracurricular 
activities and codes of conduct (Billot, Goddard and Cranston, 2007[23]).

The PISA 2018 student and school questionnaires covered a wide range of activities focusing on intercultural learning through 
individual and co-operative practices, in addition to the promotion of communication with people from other cultures and 
exchange programmes with schools in other countries. Moreover, the questionnaires covered aspects of institutional policies, 
such as teachers’ multicultural and egalitarian beliefs and students’ perceptions of discrimination at school.

This chapter presents findings from the PISA 2018 student, school and teacher questionnaires. It covers learning activities 
students are exposed to, the availability of relevant curricula and teachers’ capacity to integrate intercultural learning into their 
lessons. The chapter also explores associations between some of these factors and students’ outcomes. It concludes with a 
discussion about what the findings imply for the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
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INTERCULTURAL AND GLOBAL LEARNING ACTIVITIES
Availability of learning activities
Students who participated in PISA 2018 were asked ten questions about different learning activities to which they are exposed. 
The most common activity across OECD countries was learning about different cultures at school: 76% of students reported that 
they engage in this activity at school (Figure VI.7.1). Some 64% of students reported that they learn how to solve conflicts with 
other people in the classroom; 62% reported that they learn how people from different cultures can have different perspectives 
on some issues; 58% reported that they learn how to communicate with people from different backgrounds; 56% reported 
that they participate in classroom discussions about world events; 55% reported that they learn about the interconnectedness 
of countries’ economies; 48% reported that they analyse global issues together with classmates in small groups during class;  
46% reported that they give and discuss personal opinions about international news; 41% reported that they read newspapers, 
look for news on the Internet or watch the news together during classes; and 41% reported that they participate in events 
celebrating cultural diversity throughout the school year. The most common activities students engage in are those that involve 
instruction and learning, rather than those that involve active discussion or participation. This could indicate that current teaching 
practices rely on teacher-directed instruction rather than participative activities. 

Figure VI.7.1 Students engaged in learning opportunities at school

OECD average

Items are ranked in descending order of the proportion of students who responded “yes”.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.1.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170564
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The total number of learning activities students are exposed to at school was constructed by summing students’ answers to 
all ten questions. Values in this indicator range between 0 and 10 and give an indication of how systemically these activities 
are covered at schools. On average across OECD countries, students reported engaging in about five of these learning 
activities, although this number varies substantially between countries. Across all countries and economies, students in Albania,  
Baku (Azerbaijan), Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Indonesia, Jordan, Peru, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand reported 
engaging in more than seven activities, while students in France, Hungary, Israel, Latvia, the Russian Federation (hereafter “Russia”),  
Scotland (United Kingdom) and Slovenia reported engaging in fewer than five (Figure VI.7.2). Across all countries and 
economies, students reported that they engage in at least four learning activities focusing on attitudes and skills for living in an  
interconnected world. Hence, even in the countries where resources are limited, the number of learning activities available to 
students is not negligible.

Number of learning activities and students’ attitudes
Students’ attitudes and dispositions are positively and significantly associated with the number of learning activities in which they 
are engaged (Table VI.B1.7.11). Those associations remain positive and are not attenuated after accounting for students’ and 
schools’ socio-economic profile. The strongest associations were with self-efficacy regarding global issues, awareness of global 
issues, interest in learning about other cultures and agency regarding global issues (Figure VI.7.3). 



PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World? » © OECD 2020 181

7Education for living in an interconnected world

Figure VI.7.3 Number of learning activities and students’ attitudes

OECD average

Figure VI.7.2 Number of learning activities students engage in at school

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Note: All associations are statistically significant.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170602

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are listed in descending order of the number of learning activities students engage in at school.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.1.
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170583
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Figure VI.7.4 Interest in learning about other cultures and learning activities

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: All associations are statistically significant.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the strength of the association, after accounting for gender, immigrant background and students’ and 
schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170621
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Associations between students’ attitudes and opportunities to learn 
In general, students who reported that they engage in learning opportunities that focus on living in an interconnected world 
tended to exhibit more positive attitudes than those who did not so report. However, the strength and statistical signifi cance of 
the associations between students’ attitudes and their engagement in learning activities vary between countries/economies and 
according to which learning activities or attitudes are being considered. The following section examines students’ attitudes in 
relation to their engagement in the ten learning activities.

The strongest, albeit weak, association observed was between the number of learning activities in which students are engaged 
and students’ interest in learning about other cultures. One additional activity in which the student is engaged is associated with 
a rise of 0.07 of a unit in this index, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profi le. This weak association 
shows that engagement in one learning activity is not enough to improve students’ attitudes. Therefore, schools and educators 
should integrate several activities into their practice, with the aim of creating a comprehensive learning approach that covers 
various aspects of intercultural understanding. Those practices should also be reviewed and updated as necessary. Associations 
are strongest in Belarus, the Republic of Moldova (hereafter “Moldova”), New Zealand, Russia, the Philippines and Viet Nam, and 
weakest in Colombia, Croatia, the Dominican Republic, Israel, Morocco, Panama, Thailand and Turkey (Figure VI.7.4).
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Self-efficacy regarding global issues
Students who engage in learning activities focusing on intercultural understanding and on living in an interconnected world 
reported greater self-efficacy regarding global issues (Table VI.B1.7.2). Those positive differences were observed in almost every 
country/economy. 

On average across OECD countries, the largest differences in reported self-efficacy regarding global issues between students who 
engage in learning activities and those who do not were found in relation to participating in classroom discussions about world 
events (difference of 0.31 of a unit in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues) and learning how people from different 
cultures can have different perspectives on some issues (difference of 0.28 of a unit in that index). Differences in reported  
self-efficacy regarding global issues between the two groups of students amounted to 0.24 of a unit in the index in favour 
of students who engage in learning activities about the interconnectedness of countries’ economies, learning about different 
cultures and analysing global issues with classmates. Differences were narrower for all other learning activities.

This finding shows that students report greater self-efficacy about global issues when they learn about them at school. Other 
activities focusing on interpersonal skills, such as communication, conflict resolution and participation in intercultural activities, 
are associated with smaller differences in self-efficacy regarding global issues.

Awareness of global issues
Positive and relatively large differences in awareness of global issues were observed among students who learn about other 
cultures, participate in classroom discussions about world events and learn how people from different cultures can have different 
perspectives (Table VI.B1.7.3). Differences were narrower between students who engage in the other learning activities, especially 
those focusing on following or watching the news during classes and on celebrating cultural diversity at school. Differences were 
positive in almost all countries and economies and on average across OECD countries.

Understanding the perspectives of others
Small differences in students’ capacity to understand the perspectives of others were observed between those who engage in 
learning activities at school and those who do not (Table VI.B1.7.4). As expected, on average across OECD countries, the largest 
difference (0.22 of a unit in the index of perspective taking) was observed between students who reported that they learn that 
people from different cultures could have different perspectives and worldviews compared to those who do not engage in such 
activities. This is followed by differences between those who learn how to resolve conflicts (0.2 of a unit in the index), those who 
learn about other cultures (0.19 of a unit in the index) and those who learn how to communicate with people from other cultures 
(0.18 of a unit in the index).  

This finding shows that students were more likely to report that they understand the perspectives of others when they learn 
about other cultures and when they develop certain interpersonal skills, such as communication and conflict resolution.

Interest in learning about other cultures
Large differences in students’ interest in learning about other cultures (exceeding 0.3 of a unit in the index, on average across 
OECD countries) were observed between students who engage in the following activities and those who do not: learning about 
other cultures at school; learning that people from different backgrounds can have different perspectives; and participating in 
classroom discussions about world events (Table VI.B1.7.5). Differences were smaller for the other learning activities, but were 
positive and significant in almost all countries/economies. 

Respect for people from other cultures
Two learning activities are associated with differences in students’ respect for people from other cultures: learning about 
other cultures and learning how people from different backgrounds can have different perspectives on some issues. All other 
learning activities are associated with minor differences in this index, with some differences that are statistically non-significant  
(Table VI.B1.7.6). Unlike other attitudes, respect for people from different backgrounds is not positively related to all teaching 
activities, but only to those focused on intercultural knowledge and competence. This indicates that respect may be more difficult 
to teach and that developing this attitude may depend on factors beyond the school environment.

Attitudes towards immigrants
Similar results were observed for students’ attitudes toward immigrants. Positive and significant differences were only found 
between students who learn about other cultures and learn that different people can have different perspectives and students 
who do not engage in these learning activities. Other learning opportunities are either not associated with differences in attitudes 
towards immigrants or are associated with minor differences. This is another indication that some learning opportunities may be 
more effective in developing certain skills or attitudes than others (Table VI.B1.7.7). 
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Cognitive adaptability
Students who engage in learning activities that focus on communication with people from other cultures and on understanding 
the perspective of others and who participate in classroom discussions of world events reported greater cognitive adaptability 
(Table VI.B1.7.9). Positive but smaller differences were observed for the other learning opportunities considered.

Awareness of intercultural communication
Students reported greater awareness of intercultural communication when they engage in learning opportunities that focus on 
understanding the perspective of others and on communicating across different cultures, when they participate in classroom 
activities focusing on world events and when they learn about other cultures (Table VI.B1.7.8). Minor differences in this index were 
observed when students engage in the other learning activities considered.

Agency regarding global issues
Agency regarding global issues is positively associated with most learning activities at school (Table VI.B1.7.10). On average across 
OECD countries, the largest differences in this index were observed for engaging in the following learning activities: classroom 
discussions of world events; analysing global issues with classmates; and learning how people from different cultures can have 
different perspectives on some issues. It is clear that agency regarding global issues is associated with exposure to these issues 
at school. Students who learn about these topics are likely to develop more positive attitudes about them. 

In summary, the results show that positive attitudes and dispositions are positively related to the use of a multitude of learning 
activities at school. Activities focusing on knowledge of global issues and on the interconnectedness of the world are likely 
to boost students’ awareness and self-efficacy regarding global issues. Activities focusing on fostering interpersonal skills, 
such as communication and conflict resolution, are likely to boost students’ ability to understand different perspectives and to 
communicate with others. Hence, a complementary set of learning activities should be used to develop a comprehensive set of 
skills that students need to live in an interconnected world. 

Two attitudes, respect for people from other cultures and attitudes towards immigrants, are weakly associated with learning 
activities at school. This could indicate that those two attitudes are more influenced by the wider environment than by what 
happens at school. Among other factors, the wider environment includes the home and exposure to the media and the Internet.

Two activities, learning about other cultures and learning that different people can have different perspectives about some 
issues, stand out as two of the most common learning activities reported by students and the two activities positively associated 
with all attitudes. These two activities encompass elements of knowledge about other cultures as well as certain skills, such as 
critical and analytical thinking. In this sense, it is important that schools equip students not only with conceptual knowledge about 
other cultures, but also with skills that they could adapt and use under various circumstances.

Box VI .7 .1 . Reading and students’ global and intercultural knowledge, skills attitudes.
Existing research shows that reading is a powerful strategy to improve out‐group attitudes including tolerance, perspective 
taking and empathy towards marginalised groups such as immigrants and refugees (Bal and Veltkamp, 2013[24]). Those 
findings are supported by both experimental and non-experimental evidence (Vezzali et al., 2014[25]). Results from the PISA 
2018 survey also support these findings. Students who enjoy reading and who perform well on the reading test report more 
positive attitudes and dispositions and a heightened awareness about global and intercultural issues. The examined indices 
are: awareness of global issues; self-efficacy regarding global issues; interest in learning about other cultures; respect 
towards people from other cultures; attitudes towards immigrants; perspective taking; cognitive adaptability; awareness of 
intercultural communication; and agency regarding global issues.

Associations between the index of students’ enjoyment of reading and all nine indices covering students’ knowledge, attitudes 
and dispositions were positive across all countries and economies. The associations were moderate in magnitude but 
were not attenuated when students’ and schools’ socio-economic profiles were accounted for (Table VI.B1.7.18). Moreover, 
students who perform well on the reading test reported more positive attitudes and dispositions. The associations between 
performance on the reading test and students’ attitudes and dispositions were positive and statistically significant across 
most countries and economies, but weak in magnitude (Table VI.B1.7.19). 
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MULTICULTURAL LEARNING AT SCHOOL
Learning opportunities at school
School principals were asked ten questions about whether particular intercultural learning activities are included in lessons and 
activities at their school. These activities covered: 1) learning about the histories of diverse cultural groups that live in the country 
where students sat the PISA test (hereafter “the country of assessment”); 2) learning about the histories of diverse cultural groups 
that live in other countries; 3) learning about the beliefs, norms, values, customs and arts of diverse cultural groups that live in 
the country of assessment; 4) learning about different cultural perspectives on historical and social events; 5) supporting activities 
that encourage students’ expression of diverse identities; 6) offering an exchange programme with schools in other countries; 
7) organising multicultural events; 8) celebrating festivities from other cultures; 9) encouraging students to communicate with 
people from other cultures via web/Internet/social media; and 10) educating students about cultural differences through 
teamwork, peer-to-peer learning, simulations, problem-based learning, music and art.

The questions cover different learning activities that could help develop students’ intercultural understanding. The findings show 
that, on average across OECD countries, the most common activities reported by school principals were those that took place 
in a classroom, such as learning about the histories and cultures of diverse groups living inside and outside of the country 
of assessment. In 2018, between 80% and 90% of students, depending on the activity considered, attended a school whose 
principal reported that these activities are included in school lessons (Figure VI.7.5). The least common activities were participative 
activities, such as celebrating festivities from other cultures (35% of students attended a school whose principal reported that 
this is done in the school), activities involving student exchanges (46%) and activities involving interactions with students in other 
countries using the Internet or social media (54%).

Figure VI.7.5 Multicultural learning at school

Based on principals’ reports, OECD average

Items are ranked in descending order of the proportion of students in schools whose principal reported that the statements reflect teachers’ practices in their school.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.12.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170640
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The most common activities were learning about the beliefs, norms, values, customs and arts of diverse cultural groups that 
live in the country of assessment and learning about different cultural perspectives on historical and social events. About 90% 
of students attended a school whose principal reported that those two activities take place in their school. However, there were 
some variations across participating countries and economies (Figure VI.7.6). Learning about the beliefs, norms, values, customs 
and arts of diverse cultural groups was most prevalent in Albania, Brazil, Costa Rica, Panama, the Philippines and Singapore, with 
99% of students attending a school whose principal reported that this activity is included in lessons. This could indicate that these 
activities are mandated in national curricula. This activity was least common in Greece and Italy.

Another common school practice is learning about different cultural perspectives on historical and social events. At least 98% of 
students in Brazil, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Hungary, Montenegro, New Zealand, the Philippines and Singapore are 
exposed to this activity in school. This activity was least common in Greece, Israel, Italy and Moldova.
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Figure VI.7.6 Learning about different cultural groups

Based on principals’ reports

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that this activity takes place in their school.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.12.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170659
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1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that this activity takes place in their school.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.12.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170678
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Figure VI.7.7 Student exchanges and celebrations of cultural festivities

Based on principals’ reports
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The least common activities are celebrations of festivities of other cultures and student exchanges with schools from other 
countries. On average across OECD countries in 2018, only 35% of students attended a school whose principal reported that the 
school celebrates the festivities of other cultures. However, the proportion was much larger (exceeding 75%) in Albania, Brazil, 
Kosovo, Macao (China), Malaysia, Moldova, Panama, Romania, Singapore and Thailand. In Singapore, 94% of students attended 
such a school, while less than 10% of students in Italy, Saudi Arabia and Switzerland attended such a school (Figure VI.7.7).

Some 46% of students attended a school whose principal reported that the school organises student exchanges with schools 
abroad. Around 90% of students in Singapore and more than 70% of students in Germany, Italy, New Zealand, Romania, Slovenia 
and Chinese Taipei attended such a school. This activity was least common in Argentina, Colombia and Peru. Some of these 
variations could reflect the high financial cost of student exchange programmes and the logistical difficulty associated with 
organising them.

The school curriculum
School principals were asked two sets of questions about the inclusion of global issues and of intercultural knowledge and skills 
in their school’s curriculum. The first set of questions focused on the same global issues that students were asked about: climate 
change and global warming; global health (e.g. epidemics); migration (movement of people); international conflicts; hunger or 
malnutrition in different parts of the world; causes of poverty; and equality between men and women in different parts of the 
world.

The second set of questions asked school principals whether intercultural learning is covered in the curriculum. The questions 
focused on the same dispositions that students were asked about: communication with people from different cultures; knowledge 
of different cultures; openness to intercultural experiences; respect for cultural diversity; learning foreign languages; and  
critical-thinking skills. 

The following section explores the content of school curricula and the associations between the availability of learning 
opportunities and students’ knowledge and attitudes.

Global issues
PISA 2018 results show that global issues are commonly included in school curricula (Figure VI.7.8). The most common topic was 
global warming and climate change, with 88% of students attending a school whose principal reported that the subject is covered 
in the curriculum. Some 81% of students attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum covers migration, 
international conflicts and causes of poverty; 80% attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum covers hunger 
and malnutrition; and 79% attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum covers public health issues, such as 
pandemics. 

Figure VI.7.8 Global issues covered in the curriculum

Based on principals’ reports, OECD average

Issues are ranked in descending order of the proportion of students in schools whose principal reported that the topic is covered in the curriculum.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.13.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170697
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Figure VI.7.9 Public health issues covered in the curriculum

Percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that public health issues are covered in the curriculum, 
based on principals’ reports

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are shown in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that public health issues are covered in 
the curriculum.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.13.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170716
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Variations were observed across countries/economies (Table VI.B1.7.13). For instance, global warming and climate change were 
almost universally included in the curriculum in schools in Hong Kong (China), Korea, Lithuania, Macao (China), Peru, Poland and 
Thailand. In these countries/economies, more than 98% of students attended a school whose principal reported that climate 
change is included in the curriculum. In Baku (Azerbaijan), Israel, Italy, Kazakhstan and Moldova, less than 60% of students 
attended such schools.

Public health issues, such as pandemics, are covered in the curriculum in most schools. More than 95% of students in 
Hong Kong (China), Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Thailand were exposed to these issues at school, while these subjects were 
infrequently covered in schools in Baku (Azerbaijan), Colombia, Israel and Italy (Figure VI.7.9). 

More than 95% of students in the Dominican Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Ukraine attended a school whose 
principal reported that the curriculum includes migration and the movement of people, while less than 50% of students in 
Baku (Azerbaijan), Israel and Italy attended such schools. In the Dominican Republic, New Zealand and Poland, more than 95% of 
students attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum covers international confl icts. That proportion was 
much smaller and did not exceed 50% in Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria, Italy, Kazakhstan and Moldova. 
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More than 90% of students in Brunei Darussalam, the Dominican Republic, Ireland, Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Morocco, Poland, Russia 
and Thailand attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum covers hunger and malnutrition. This proportion did 
not exceed 45% in Israel, Italy, Kazakhstan and Moldova. Moreover, more than 95% of students in the Dominican Republic, Ireland, 
Poland and Thailand attended a school whose principal reported that the causes of poverty are examined as part of the school 
curriculum, while less than 50% of students in Belarus, Bulgaria, Israel, Italy, Kazakhstan, Moldova and Serbia attended such schools.

In Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, France, Iceland, Korea, Lithuania, Peru, Poland, Russia, Spain, Chinese Taipei, Thailand and 
Uruguay, more than 90% of students attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum covers gender equality. 
By contrast, in Belarus, Bulgaria, Israel, Italy, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Saudi Arabia and Serbia, less than 60% of students attended 
such schools.

In a few countries and economies, covering global issues in the school curriculum was positively associated with students’ 
awareness of those issues, after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. These positive associations were 
not influenced by response style, because coverage of the issues in the curriculum was reported by school principals, while 
awareness of the issues was reported by students. Hence, positive associations indicate that exposure to learning activities at 
school could improve students’ knowledge. However, those associations held in a small number of countries and economies. 

The strongest associations were found between coverage of climate change and global warming in the curriculum and students’ 
awareness of this issue. On average across OECD countries, students who attended schools that cover climate change in the 
curriculum were 12% more likely to be aware of this issue than those who attended schools where the topic is not covered. The 
next strongest associations between topics covered in the curriculum and students’ awareness about an issue were: 1) migration 
and movement of people; and 2) causes of poverty. Students whose school curriculum covers these topics were 8% more likely 
to be aware of these issues. 

However, there were substantial variations across countries in the strength of the associations. Figure VI.7.10 shows whether the 
associations were positive, negative or non-significant. Results are based on logistic regressions after accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-economic profile. Associations between covering climate change in the curriculum and students’ awareness of 
that issue were positive in seven countries/economies and negative in four, while associations related to migration and movement 
of people were positive in seven countries/economies, and those related to international conflicts were positive in ten. 

Moreover, in seven countries/economies, students’ awareness of hunger and malnutrition was positively associated with this topic 
being included in the curriculum. In six countries/economies, a similarly positive association was observed between students’ 
awareness of the causes of poverty and covering this topic in the curriculum.

Intercultural learning
In many countries/economies, intercultural learning skills are covered by school curricula (Figure VI.7.11). The most common topic 
covered by the curriculum is respect for cultural diversity: 87% of students attended a school whose principal reported that the 
curriculum includes this topic. Some 85% of students attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum includes 
critical thinking skills; 81% attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum includes knowledge of different 
cultures; 70% attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum includes openness to intercultural experience; 
and 50% of students attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum includes communicating with people from 
other cultures.

The prevalence of these activities varied substantially across countries and economies (Table VI.B1.7.14). More than 80% of 
students in the Dominican Republic, Poland, Russia and Thailand attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum 
includes communication skills. The proportions were much smaller and did not exceed 30% in Bulgaria, Colombia, Ireland, 
Scotland (United Kingdom) and Serbia. At least 90% of students in Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, France, Germany, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland, Russia, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Thailand and Ukraine attended a school whose principal reported 
that the curriculum includes knowledge of other cultures. Less than 50% of students in Bulgaria, Italy and Serbia attended such 
schools.

In the Dominican Republic, Poland, Russia, Thailand and Ukraine, more than 90% of students attended a school that has a formal 
curriculum on openness to other cultures. In Belarus, Bulgaria, Colombia, Moldova, Montenegro and Serbia, less than 50% of 
students attended such schools. 

Respect for cultural diversity is the topic most widely covered in school curricula: more than 90% of students in 31 countries and 
economies attended a school where this topic is included in the curriculum. In no country or economy was the proportion of 
students who attended such schools below 50%. 
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Critical thinking skills are included in the school curriculum in 23 countries and economies with more than 90% of students 
attended such schools. More than 98% of students in Austria, the Dominican Republic, Macao (China), Poland and Thailand 
attended a school whose principal reported that the curriculum includes critical thinking skills, while less than 50% of students in 
Belarus and Serbia attended such schools. 
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Figure VI.7.10 Coverage in the curriculum and students’ awareness of global issues

 

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are listed in alphabetical order.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.13.
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170735

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

A Climate change and global warming B Global health (e.g. pandemics) C Migration (movement of people) D International conflicts

Change in students’ awareness of the topic associated with this topic being included in the school curriculum

E Hunger or malnutrition in different parts of the world F Causes of poverty G Equality between men and women in different parts of the world

Countries/economies with a positive difference 7 2 7 10 7 6 3

Countries/economies with no difference 45 62 52 52 54 56 60

Countries/economies with a negative difference 4 0 4 1 2 0 1
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Figure VI.7.11 Intercultural learning covered in the curriculum

Based on principals’ reports, OECD average

Items are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose principal reported that the issues are covered in the curriculum.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.14.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170754
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Figure VI.7.12 [1/2] Curriculum coverage and students’ intercultural attitudes

 

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are listed in alphabetical order.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.14.

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170773

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

A Students’ awareness of intercultural communication and learning communication skills D Students’ respect for people from other cultures and learning respect for cultural diversity

B Students’ interest in learning about other cultures and learning about different cultures E Students’ perspective taking and learning critical thinking skills

C Students’ interest in learning about other cultures and learning about openness to other cultures F Students’ cognitive adaptability and learning critical thinking skills

Change in students’ awarness of the topic associated with this topic being included in the school curriculum

Countries/economies with a positive difference 5 3 4 2 5 4

Countries/economies with no difference 54 56 57 56 56 55

Countries/economies with a negative difference 5 1 1 1 0 2
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Based on students’ and principals’ reports
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Figure VI.7.12 [2/2] Curriculum coverage and students’ intercultural attitudes

 

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are listed in alphabetical order.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.14.

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170773

Positive difference Negative difference Difference is not significant Missing values

A Students’ awareness of intercultural communication and learning communication skills D Students’ respect for people from other cultures and learning respect for cultural diversity

B Students’ interest in learning about other cultures and learning about different cultures E Students’ perspective taking and learning critical thinking skills

C Students’ interest in learning about other cultures and learning about openness to other cultures F Students’ cognitive adaptability and learning critical thinking skills

Change in students’ awarness of the topic associated with this topic being included in the school curriculum

Countries/economies with a positive difference 5 3 4 2 5 4

Countries/economies with no difference 54 56 57 56 56 55

Countries/economies with a negative difference 5 1 1 1 0 2

Incorporating intercultural learning topics in the curriculum was correlated with students’ attitudes in only a few countries. The 
associations were mostly weak and sometimes of an unexpected negative sign. For instance, associations between students’ 
awareness of intercultural communication and including communication skills in the curriculum were positive in five countries or 
economies and negative in another five. Associations between students’ interest in learning about other cultures and including 
knowledge about other cultures in the curriculum were positive in three countries/economies, while the association between 
students’ interest in learning about other cultures and including openness to other cultures in the curriculum were positive 
in four countries/economies. Associations between students’ capacity to understand the perspectives of others and including 
critical thinking skills in the curriculum were positive in five countries/economies (Figure VI.7.12).

The findings based on data reported by school principals show that, in most countries/economies, global issues and intercultural 
learning are covered by school curricula, but in varying degrees. In some countries/economies, these topics are almost universally 
covered by schools, but including them in the curriculum was not positively associated with the corresponding attitudes among 
students. A possible explanation is that the effectiveness of the intended curriculum depends on teachers’ capacity to successfully 
integrate these topics into their lessons.

ARE TEACHERS PREPARED TO TEACH GLOBAL COMPETENCE?
Teachers participating in PISA 2018 were asked three sets of questions about their readiness to teach their students the skills 
needed to live in an interconnected world. The questions focused on teachers’ professional development needs, opportunities 
to promote intercultural skills in lessons and their sense of self-efficacy in teaching those topics. Teachers in 18 countries and 
economies completed the teacher questionnaire.
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As noted in Chapter 2, teachers were sampled as part of one of two populations: language teachers and non-language teachers. 
Moreover, students and teachers were sampled randomly and independently within each school. In other words, it was not 
possible to determine whether an individual teacher was teaching a particular student. In order to analyse student and teacher 
data jointly, teacher-reported data were aggregated at the school level. Therefore, any teacher-level variable should be interpreted 
as a school average of what the teachers within each school reported. For a detailed description of the sampling procedures and 
the aggregation procedure, see (Mostafa and Pál, 2018[26]). 

Teachers’ professional development
A pressing concern for many education systems is to ensure that students acquire the skills and competencies they need to live 
in a complex and changing world. Against this backdrop, teachers must continuously update and adapt their skills to the needs 
of their students. Education systems have sought to support their teachers by designing, implementing and promoting diverse 
forms of continuous professional development. This topic was covered in detail by the OECD Teaching and Learning International 
Survey (TALIS) in its two most recent reports (OECD, 2019[27]; OECD, 2020[28]). In this section, the focus is on the intercultural 
aspects of teacher training and preparedness. 

Teachers were asked four yes-or-no questions about whether they received training in teaching in multicultural or multilingual 
settings, second-language teaching, teaching intercultural communication skills, and teaching about equity and diversity. The 
questions covered training in teachers’ development programmes and in-service training during the 12 months prior to the  
PISA 2018 assessment. 

Findings show that few teachers had attended those activities in their professional development programmes, and even fewer had 
done so in the previous 12 months. On average across all countries/economies, about 30% of students attended a school whose 
teachers received professional development on teaching in multicultural or multilingual settings, second-language teaching or 
teaching intercultural communication skills in their teacher development programmes, while about 45% of students attended 
a school whose teachers received training on teaching about equity and diversity. Proportions were particularly larger than the 
overall average in Albania and Malaysia. The proportions were smaller for training activities attended in the previous 12 months. 
Only around 20% of students attended a school whose teachers had participated in training activities in the first three areas, and 
30% of students attended a school whose teachers reported that they had participated in training on equity and diversity in the 
previous 12 months (Table VI.B1.7.15).

Teachers were asked five other questions about whether they received professional development for teaching in multicultural 
settings. The findings show that 30% to 60% of students attended a school whose teachers reported receiving training in the 
different areas (Figure VI.7.13). For instance: 59% of students attended a school whose teachers reported that they had received 
training on conflict resolution; 48% attended a school whose teachers reported that they had received training on the role of 
education in confronting discrimination; 37% attended a school whose teachers reported that they had received training on 
culturally-responsive teaching approaches; 34% attended a school whose teachers reported that they had received training on 
intercultural communication; and 33% attended a school whose teachers reported that they had received training on teaching 
in multicultural classrooms.

Teachers were also asked a set of four questions about their professional development needs. Their answers were given on a 
four-point scale: “No need at present”, “low level of need”, “moderate level of need” and “high level of need”. The questions covered 
the need for training in teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting, second-language teaching, teaching intercultural 
communication skills and teaching about equity and diversity.  

On average across the 18 countries and economies that distributed the teacher questionnaire, 54% of students attended a school 
whose teachers reported a moderate or high need for professional development in teaching in multicultural and multilingual 
settings; 46% attended a school whose teachers reported a moderate or high need for training in teaching intercultural 
communication; 45% of students attended a school whose teachers reported a moderate or high need for training in teaching 
second languages; and 42% attended a school whose teachers reported a moderate to high need for training in teaching about 
equity and diversity.

The results varied substantially between countries and economies. The greatest need for professional development in teaching 
in multicultural and multilingual settings was expressed by teachers in Brazil, Chile, the Dominican Republic, Korea, Malaysia, 
Morocco, Panama and Peru. The greatest need for training in teaching intercultural communication was reported by teachers in 
Brazil, Chile, the Dominican Republic, Korea, Malaysia, Morocco, Panama and Peru (Figure VI.7.14). 

Teachers in Brazil, Chile, the Dominican Republic, Korea, Malaysia, Morocco, Panama and Peru expressed the greatest need for 
training in second-language teaching. Those in Korea, Macao (China) and Malaysia expressed the greatest need for training 
about equity and diversity (Figure VI.7.15).
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Figure VI.7.13 Teachers’ professional development in teaching in multicultural settings

Based on teachers’ reports, Overall average

Items are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students whose teachers reported that they received professional development in those areas.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.15.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170792
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Countries and economies are listed in descending order of the percentage of students in schools whose teachers reported needing professional development in the 
area.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.15.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170830

Items are ranked in descending order of the percentage of students whose teachers reported that those skills are covered in lessons.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.16.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170849
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Figure VI.7.16 Incorporating intercultural skills into school lessons

Based on teachers’ reports, overall average

Opportunities to promote intercultural skills in lessons
Teachers were asked six yes-or-no questions about whether they include opportunities to promote intercultural skills in their 
lessons. These opportunities covered intercultural communication, openness and respect towards other cultures, foreign 
languages and critical thinking. On average across the 18 countries and economies that distributed the teacher questionnaire, 
92% of students attended a school whose teachers included critical thinking in their lessons (Figure VI.7.16); 88% attended a 
school whose teachers included respect for cultural diversity; 74% attended a school whose teachers included knowledge of 
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Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the index of teachers’ self-efficacy in multicultural environments.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.7.17.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170868
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Figure VI.7.17 Teachers’ self-efficacy in multicultural environments

Based on teachers’ reports

other cultures; 73% attended a school whose teachers included openness to people from other cultures; 52% attended a school 
whose teachers included intercultural communication; and 47% attended a school whose teachers included foreign languages 
in their lessons.

Some variations were observed between countries and economies. Albania, the Dominican Republic, Malaysia and 
the United Arab Emirates showed the largest proportion of students in schools where teachers promoted all fi ve intercultural 
skills. 

Teachers’ self-effi  cacy in multicultural environments
Teachers’ self-effi  cacy is found to be strongly associated with the quality of teaching practices and with teachers’ job satisfaction 
and commitment (OECD, 2019[27]). In PISA 2018, teachers were asked to respond to fi ve statements that indicate the extent to 
which they feel capable of teaching in multicultural settings: “I can cope with the challenges of a multicultural classroom”; “I can 
adapt my teaching to the cultural diversity of students”; “I can take care that students with and without migrant backgrounds 
work together”; “I can raise awareness for cultural diff erences amongst the students”; and “I can contribute to reducing ethnic 
stereotypes between the students”. Responses were given on a four-point scale: “strongly agree”, “agree”, “disagree” and “strongly 
disagree”. The responses were combined to create the index of teacher self-effi  cacy in multicultural environments.

More than 80% of students attended a school whose teachers reported a high degree of self-effi  cacy, as measured by the fi ve 
statements (Table VI.B1.7.17). Figure VI.7.17 shows the average of the index of teacher self-effi  cacy in multicultural environments. 
Teachers in Albania, the Dominican Republic and Panama reported the greatest self-effi  cacy, while those in Hong Kong (China), 
Korea and Chinese Taipei reported the least self-effi  cacy in multicultural environments.
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Box VI .7 .2 . Global competence, the Sustainable Development Goals and  
the future of education

Education for living in an interconnected world should ultimately contribute to forming new generations of citizens who 
care about global issues and who are able to take action for sustainability and collective well-being. As stated in the UN 
Sustainable Development Goal for education (SDG 4.7), by 2030, all learners should acquire the knowledge and skills needed 
to promote sustainable development, including through education for sustainable development and sustainable lifestyles, 
human rights, gender equality, promotion of a culture of peace and non-violence, global citizenship, and appreciation 
of cultural diversity and of culture’s contribution to sustainable development (Education 2030, Incheon Declaration and 
Framework for Action).

Chapters 2 to 7 presented the findings from PISA 2018 covering nine indicators focusing on students’ attitudes and 
dispositions for living in an interconnected world and students’ performance on the cognitive global competence test. 
Those attitudes are directly related to aspects of SDG 4.7 such as gender equality, global citizenship and appreciation of 
cultural diversity, in addition to promotion of sustainable development and a culture of peace and non-violence. 

In general, the findings show that there are large disparities between and within countries/economies in terms of the 
attitudes and cognitive skills of their students, with some being well behind in terms of achieving the goals of SDG 4.7. 
Moreover, the findings highlight the role of school-based learning activities and out-of-school experiences. These findings 
corroborate existing evidence on the role of education as a catalyst for many outcomes, such as public health, interpersonal 
trust and tolerance, peace, justice, environmental sustainability, in addition to economic outcomes such as innovation, 
employment and economic growth (UNESCO, 2016[29]; Borgonovi, 2012[30])

In order to achieve the SDGs, concerted and comprehensive efforts should be made towards expanding the opportunities 
to develop global competence. Such opportunities could rely on school-based learning activities, but also on a multitude 
of out-of-school experiences. Students should be able to learn about global issues and how they affect the world around 
them, and they should be able to develop critical thinking skills and fact-based worldviews. In addition, opportunities that 
broaden students’ horizons and develop their intercultural knowledge and skills should be encouraged, such as exchange 
programmes and contact with people from other countries in person or virtually. Such experiences would ultimately help 
students build a sense of value for diversity and encourage sensitivity, respect and appreciation of others.

However, the question remains of how education authorities would develop such learning opportunities.

The OECD’s Future of Education and Skills 2030 project responded to those challenges by developing the Learning 
Compass 2030, a tool that offers a broad vision of the types of competencies students need to thrive in 2030 and beyond 
(OECD, 2019[31]). The Learning Compass was developed to help students attain learning objectives and also to contribute 
to individual and collective well-being, including at the global level. The facets of well-being identified by the Learning 
Compass overlap largely with those of the SDGs.

The Learning Compass develops a common language and understanding that is globally relevant and informed, while 
providing space to adapt the framework to local contexts. The aim of the framework is to assist countries (including education 
authorities, academic researchers, teachers, students and other stakeholders) to reflect together and define what kind of 
competencies today’s students need to thrive in an interconnected world, and to shape the future for better lives and 
for individual and collective well-being. Building on the commonly agreed taxonomy that a competency encompasses 
knowledge, skills, attitudes and values, the key components of the compass include student agency, core foundations, 
transformative competencies and a competency developmental cycle of anticipation, action and reflection as shown in 
Figure VI.6.18.
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Student agency
Student agency is defined as the belief that students have the will and the ability to positively influence their own lives and 
the world around them as well as the capacity to set a goal, reflect and act responsibly to effect change.

Knowledge
Knowledge includes theoretical concepts and ideas in addition to practical understanding based on the experience of 
having performed certain tasks. 

Skills
Skills are the ability and capacity to carry out processes and be able to use one’s knowledge in a responsible way to achieve 
a goal. The OECD Learning Compass 2030 distinguishes three different types of skills: cognitive and metacognitive, social 
and emotional, practical and physical.

Attitudes and values
Attitudes and values refer to the principles and beliefs that influence one’s choices, judgements, behaviours and actions on 
the path towards individual, societal and environmental well-being. Strengthening and renewing trust in institutions and 
among communities require greater efforts to develop core-shared values of citizenship in order to build more inclusive, 
fair, and sustainable economies and societies.

Figure VI.7.18 The OECD Learning Compass 2030
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Note
1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  

See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
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Equity in providing learning opportunities for living together
This chapter examines equity in students’ 
access to learning opportunities at school and 
how access is curtailed by practices such as 
tracking, grade repetition and stratification. 
It explores the association between these 
practices and students’ capacity to live in 
an interconnected world. The chapter also 
investigates how teachers’ behaviours and 
intercultural attitudes are related to students’ 
attitudes and dispositions.

8
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What the data tell us
 –  On average across OECD countries, boys were slightly more likely than girls to have access to intercultural and global 
learning opportunities. The largest differences in favour of boys were observed in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Korea, 
Kosovo, Slovenia and Turkey, while the largest differences in favour of girls were observed in Belarus, Ireland, Jordan, 
Singapore, Thailand and Ukraine.

 –  Advantaged students have access to more learning opportunities than disadvantaged students. This finding holds 
true in 32 of the 64 participating countries and economies, with the largest differences observed in Australia, Canada,  
Hong Kong (China), Korea, Macao (China), New Zealand, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Chinese Taipei. 

 –  Attending a disadvantaged school is associated with less positive intercultural and global attitudes among students 
compared to attending an advantaged school. However, this association is largely attenuated after accounting for 
students’ socio-economic status.

 –  Students who had repeated a grade were likely to report less positive intercultural and global attitudes than their peers 
who had not repeated a grade. On average across OECD countries, repeating a grade was associated with a decline in 
students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues (0.16 of a unit) and awareness of global issues (0.18 of a unit).

 –  Principals in Belarus, Iceland, Ireland, Poland, the Russian Federation, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, Spain, 
Ukraine and the United Arab Emirates reported the greatest prevalence of positive multicultural beliefs among their 
teachers.

 –  Students in Baku (Azerbaijan), the Dominican Republic, Morocco, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia and Thailand reported the 
most perceived discrimination at school, while those in Costa Rica, Iceland, Ireland, Korea, Scotland (United Kingdom) and 
Viet Nam reported the least. On average across OECD countries, relatively few students (less than 15%) reported that they 
perceive discrimination by their teachers.

Two factors, access and acquisition, determine the effectiveness of any teaching or school practice (Hoskins and Janmaat, 2019[1]). 
The findings from Chapter 7 show that certain activities are positively associated with students’ attitudes and dispositions. However, 
not all students participate equally in learning activities. As seen in Chapters 2 through 5, students from socio-economically 
advantaged backgrounds and whose parents have more positive attitudes or are likely to take action for collective well-being 
exhibited more positive attitudes and higher levels of cognitive skills. This could indicate differential access to global education 
due to stratification or other school practices ( Janmaat, Mostafa and Hoskins, 2014[2]).  

Schools can be a major contributor towards improving equity in access to learning opportunities, but in some cases they may 
act as barriers. This can happen in multiple ways. First, stratification and the fact that students do not stay in education for the 
same length of time mean that students will not benefit equally from learning opportunities. Stratification mechanisms include 
early selection and tracking into general and vocational streams and school segregation according to students’ socio-economic 
status (e.g. between public and private schools) (Nie, Junn and Stehlik-Barry, 1996[3]; Hoskins, D’Hombres and Campbell, 2008[4]; 
Borgonovi, d’Hombres and Hoskins, 2010[5]). Second, even students who attend the same school may not benefit from exposure 
to learning opportunities in the same way. This is due to streaming and grouping practices within classrooms, grade repetition, 
teachers’ choice of certain pedagogies, and teachers’ attitudes, preparedness and willingness to integrate global education 
into their lessons. Such practices could be used even in the most comprehensive school system (Kahne and Middaugh, 2008[6]; 
McFarland and Starmanns, 2009[7]; Hoskins, Janmaat and Melis, 2017[8]).

Under these two scenarios, schools could either mitigate or exacerbate inequalities in skills and attitudes. For instance, schools 
could provide much needed learning opportunities that disadvantaged students may lack at home. In contrast, tracking students 
into differentiated streams based on their previous performance amounts to sorting them according to their socio-economic 
status. Students in the less demanding, often less prestigious tracks, may lack the opportunities that others enjoy. In this sense, 
tracking would only exacerbate pre-existing social differences in attitudes and engagement (Hallinan, 1994[9]; Loveless, 1999[10]; 
Hoskins and Janmaat, 2016[11]).

However, explanations focusing on the role of schools in reinforcing the social status quo often omit young people’s agency and 
their ability to overcome socio-economic disadvantage (OECD, 2018[12]; OECD, 2019[13]). They also omit the role that teachers and 
schools play in empowering and engaging students from different backgrounds (Aldridge et al., 2016[14]). School climate, shaped 
by students’ relationships with their teachers and peers, teachers’ attitudes and beliefs, and the quality of teaching and learning 
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are likely to infl uence students’ experiences, attitudes and overall resilience in the face of adversity (Weissbourd, Bouff ard and 
Jones, 2013[15]). A positive and inclusive school climate is a strong predictor of attitudes and behaviours (Roeser, Eccles and 
Sameroff , 2000[16]; Loukas and Robinson, 2004[17]; Wang et al., 2010[18]).

INEQUALITIES IN ACCESS TO LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES 
The analyses of PISA 2018 data show a mixed picture, with substantial diff erences between countries in access to learning 
opportunities, depending on the type of learning activity, student and school characteristics and the extent of stratifi cation in 
the education system. For instance, depending on the design of the education system, vocational tracks may provide learning 
opportunities of equal quality to those in general tracks even though students might be disproportionately sorted into those tracks 
based on their characteristics and prior academic performance. The following sections examine access to learning opportunities 
associated with student and school characteristics. Learning activities in which students are involved are the same ten activities 
discussed and analysed in Chapter 7. 

Students’ gender
On average across OECD countries, boys were slightly more likely than girls to have access to learning opportunities 
(Table VI.B1.8.1). The largest diff erences in favour of boys were observed in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Korea, Kosovo, Slovenia 
and Turkey, while the largest diff erences in favour of girls were observed in Belarus, Ireland, Jordan, Singapore, Thailand and Ukraine 
(Figure VI.8.1). 

Figure VI.8.1 Number of learning activities, by students’ gender

1. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the difference between girls and boys.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.1.
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170887
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More boys than girls (about 5 percentage points more) reported that they learn about the interconnectedness of countries’ and  
economies, on average across OECD countries. Boys were also more likely than girls to read newspapers, look for news on the 
Internet or watch the news together during class (a difference of 3 percentage points), be invited by their teachers to give their 
personal opinion about international news (a difference of 4 percentage points), participate in classroom discussions about world 
events (a difference of 3 percentage points) and analyse global issues together with their classmates (a difference of 3 percentage 
points). In contrast, girls were more likely than boys to report that they learn how to solve conflicts with their peers in the classroom 
(a difference of 4 percentage points), learn about different cultures (a difference of 4 percentage points), and learn how people from 
different cultures can have different perspectives on some issues (a difference of 3 percentage points). 

In general, boys were more likely than girls to participate in activities in which they are expected to give and discuss their views, while 
girls were more likely than boys to report participating in activities related to intercultural understanding and communication. Those 
differences might reflect how girls and boys are socialised in the classroom and how their teachers encourage their engagement in 
the different activities. They could also reflect differences between boys and girls in interests and in self-efficacy. These differences 
provide evidence in favour of empowering girls to take an active role in the more participatory learning activities and for boys 
to engage with activities focusing on intercultural understanding and communication. These differences are consistent across 
countries and economies, but some are statistically non-significant.

Students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile 
Another source of differences in access to learning activities is the socio-economic profile of students and their school. The 
findings show that advantaged students (those in the top quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status) have 
access to more learning opportunities than disadvantaged students. This finding holds true in 32 of 64 participating countries and 
economies, with the largest differences observed in Australia, Canada, Hong Kong (China), Korea, Macao (China), New Zealand, 
Scotland (United Kingdom) and Chinese Taipei (Figure VI.8.2). 

When each learning activity is considered separately, larger differences, in favour of advantaged students, were observed for 
the following activities: learning about different cultures; participating in classroom discussions about world events; analysing 
global issues together with classmates in small groups; and learning how people from different cultures can have different 
perspectives on some issues. Fewer significant differences were observed for: learning how to solve conflicts with other people 
in the classrooms; reading newspapers, looking for news on the Internet or watching the news together during class; giving 
personal opinions about international news; and participating in events celebrating cultural diversity throughout the school year. 

This direct association with students’ socio-economic status could be compounded by differences in favour of students who 
attend socio-economically advantaged schools (those in the top quarter of schools average PISA index of economic, social and 
cultural status) compared with disadvantaged schools (those in the bottom quarter).1 However, evidence shows the opposite 
in many countries/economies, where students attending disadvantaged schools were more likely to report greater exposure 
to learning opportunities. This is the case in 36 of the 64 participating countries and economies. The largest differences in 
favour of students in disadvantaged schools were found in Bulgaria, Chile, Croatia, Israel2, the Republic of Moldova, Montenegro, 
Panama, Peru, Portugal, Romania, the Russian Federation (hereafter “Russia”), Serbia and Switzerland. The opposite was true 
only in Australia, Canada, Iceland, Macao (China) and Scotland (United Kingdom) (Figure VI.8.3). This finding was corroborated by 
evidence when each learning opportunity was analysed separately.

However, students enrolled in advantaged schools tended to enjoy more opportunities than those enrolled in disadvantaged 
schools to participate in three of the ten learning activities assessed: learning about different cultures; participating in classroom 
discussions about world events; and learning how people from different cultures can have different perspectives on some issues 
(Table VI.B1.8.6).  

In summary, disadvantaged students were likely to be exposed to fewer learning opportunities at school. However, inequity 
related to socio-economic status was not reflected at the school level, as students in disadvantaged schools were more likely than 
students in advantaged schools to enjoy greater access to seven learning activities. This finding could reflect a disproportionate 
provision of certain activities in disadvantaged schools that compensate for socio-economic disadvantage at home and a lack of 
social stratification in some education systems (i.e. socio-economic disadvantage at home does not translate into enrolment in 
disadvantaged schools). This finding also raises the issue of take-up among disadvantaged students, as the results suggest that 
even though disadvantaged schools may be providing those learning activities, students from disadvantaged backgrounds may 
not be equally attending them.
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Figure VI.8.2 Number of learning activities, by socio-economic status

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school whose socio-economic profile (i.e. the average socio-economic status of the students in
the school) is in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status amongst all schools in the relevant country/economy.
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the difference between advantaged and disadvantaged students.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.2.
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170906
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Grade repetition
In countries and economies with a high prevalence of grade repetition (i.e. more than 5% of students had repeated a grade), 
students who had repeated a grade reported attendance at more learning activities (Table VI.B1.8.3). This was true in 15 of the 36 
countries and economies with high grade repetition, while the reverse was observed only in Hong Kong (China), Jordan and the 
Philippines. Diff erences in favour of those who had repeated a grade were observed in all but two learning activities: 1) learning 
about diff erent cultures (where diff erence in attendance was in favour of students who had not repeated a grade); and 2) learning 
how people from diff erent cultures can have diff erent perspectives on some issues (where diff erences were not signifi cant). 

This fi nding shows that grade repetition is not a main source of inequity in access to learning activities. Students who had 
repeated a grade would still be exposed to those activities in their classes, given that such activities are provided to all students 
in the class and maybe because such activities are more prevalent in lower grades. However, grade repetition might still be 
negatively associated with other attitudes and dispositions.
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Figure VI.8.3 Number of learning activities, by schools’ socio-economic profile1

1. A socio-economically disadvantaged (advantaged) school is a school whose socio-economic profile (i.e. the average socio-economic status of the students in 
the school) is in the bottom (top) quarter of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status amongst all schools in the relevant country/economy.
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the difference between students enrolled in advantaged schools and students enrolled in disadvantaged 
schools.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.6.
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170925
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Programme orientation
The orientation of the programme in which a student is enrolled (vocational or general education) is associated with diff erences 
in access to learning opportunities. However, these diff erences are not consistent across all countries/economies where more 
than 5% of students are enrolled in vocational programmes. In Austria, Belarus, Costa Rica, Korea, Kosovo, Mexico, Switzerland, 
Chinese Taipei and Uruguay, students enrolled in general or modular programmes were more exposed to learning activities 
focusing on intercultural understanding and on global issues than students enrolled in vocational programmes. The reverse was 
observed in Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Italy, Portugal, Romania, Serbia and Turkey (Figure VI.8.4). Diff erences 
were non-signifi cant in 19 countries and economies and on average across OECD countries. Some countries provide similar 
learning opportunities to all students, regardless of the type of programme in which they are enrolled.

On average across OECD countries, 7% more students in general programmes than in vocational programmes reported learning 
about diff erent cultures, while 7% fewer reported that they read newspapers, look for news on the Internet or watch the news 
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Figure VI.8.4 Number of learning activities, by programme orientation

Note: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the difference between students enrolled in general programmes and students enrolled in vocational 
programmes.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.4.
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170944
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during class. Moreover, 4% fewer students in general programmes than in vocational programmes reported participating in 
events celebrating cultural diversity throughout the school year. These results indicate that the conceptual aspects of intercultural 
learning might be more frequently taught in general programmes, while the practical aspects might be more commonly covered 
in vocational programmes.

School type
School type is associated with diff erences in access to learning opportunities. In 9 countries and economies out of 51 with 
non-missing results, students enrolled in private schools were exposed to more learning opportunities than their peers 
in public schools (Table VI.B1.8.5). Those countries are Albania, Australia, Austria, Costa Rica, Greece, Mexico, New Zealand, 
North Macedonia (hereafter “North Macedonia”) and Switzerland. Nonetheless, there are eight countries where students 
enrolled in public schools were exposed to more learning activities than their peers in private schools. Those countries are: 
Brunei Darussalam, Chile, Dominican Republic, Malaysia, Malta, Panama, Peru and Singapore. Moreover, on average across OECD 
countries, 4% more students in private schools than in public schools reported participating in classroom discussions about 
world events as part of regular instruction, while another 4% more reported that they are often invited by their teachers to give 
their personal opinion about international news. Moreover, 3% more students in private schools than in public schools reported 
that they learn about diff erent cultures, and another 3% more reported that they learn how people from diff erent cultures can 
have diff erent perspectives on some issues. All other diff erences were either too small or statistically non-signifi cant.

VARIATIONS IN STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES, AND SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS AND PRACTICES
This section focuses on the association between the characteristics of students and schools and students’ attitudes and dispositions 
towards living in an interconnected world.3 The attitudes examined are: 1) self-effi  cacy regarding global issues; 2) awareness 
of global issues; 3) interest in learning about other cultures; 4) respect for people from other cultures; 5) perspective taking; 
6) attitudes towards immigrants; 7) cognitive adaptability; 8) awareness of intercultural communication; and 9) engagement 
with global issues. In general, students who had not repeated a grade, were enrolled in a general education track or attended a 
socio-economically advantaged school (a school in the top quarter of schools’ average PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status) were likely to have more positive attitudes and dispositions than their peers who had repeated a grade, were enrolled in 
a vocational track or attended a disadvantaged school.
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Advantaged and disadvantaged schools
In a highly stratified education system, disadvantaged students are likely to attend schools with children of similar socio-economic 
status. Stratification results from tracking and student-allocation policies, but it could also arise naturally through parental choice 
of particular schools (e.g. faith schools), through the choice of a residence area or due to selection of students based on their 
academic performance. Those schools might also lack certain educational resources and qualified teachers and might suffer 
from disciplinary problems, such as truancy and bullying (OECD, 2019[19]). Under those circumstances, the disadvantage students 
may face at home is compounded by disadvantage that they face at school. Ultimately, if no action is taken to counter those 
trends, students may feel disengaged and disempowered.

In general, attending a disadvantaged school (a school in the bottom quarter of the schools’ average PISA index of economic, 
social and cultural status) is associated with less positive attitudes among students compared to attending an advantaged school 
(a school in the top quarter of the schools’ average PISA index of economic, social and cultural status). However, this association 
is largely attenuated after accounting for students’ socio-economic status. This indicates that a student’s socio-economic 
background plays a central role in sorting students into different schools.  

On average across OECD countries, attending an advantaged school was associated with an increase in these indices: self-efficacy 
regarding global issues (0.16 of a unit); awareness of global issues (0.12 of a unit); perspective taking (0.07 of a unit); interest in 
learning about other cultures (0.12 of a unit); respect for people from other cultures (0.26 of a unit); attitudes towards immigrants 
(0.14 of a unit); cognitive adaptability (0.04 of a unit); awareness of intercultural communication (0.2 of a unit); and agency 
regarding global issues (0.07 of a unit). 

The associations between attending an advantaged school and students’ attitudes were positive and significant after accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profiles when considering: self-efficacy regarding global issues (in 35 countries 
and economies); awareness of global issues (in 37 countries/economies); perspective taking and interest in learning about 
other cultures (23 countries/economies); respect for people from other cultures (47 countries/economies); attitudes towards 
immigrants (33 countries/economies); cognitive adaptability (13 countries/economies); awareness of intercultural communication 
(45 countries/economies); and agency regarding global issues (17 countries/economies) (Figure VI.8.5).
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1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.10
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170963
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1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.10
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170963
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B Students’ awareness of global issues E Students’ respect for people from other cultures H Students’ awareness of intercultural communication

C Students’ perspective taking F Students’ attitudes towards immigrants I Students’ agency regarding global issues 

Grade repetition
Although grade repetition, which is used to manage students’ heterogeneity, is on the decline in many countries, it remains widely 
used in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Lebanon, Macao (China), Morocco, Panama, Peru, 
the Philippines, Portugal, Spain and Uruguay, where at least one in five students had repeated a grade by the time they sat the 
PISA test (Table VI.B1.8.7). 

Students who had repeated a grade were likely to report less positive attitudes than their peers who had not repeated a grade. 
The associations held even though they were attenuated after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. 
On average across OECD countries, repeating a grade was associated with a decline in: students’ self-efficacy regarding global 
issues (0.16 of a unit); awareness of global issues (0.18 of a unit); perspective taking, interest in learning about other cultures and 
cognitive adaptability (0.08 of a unit); respect for people from other cultures (0.17 of a unit); attitudes towards immigrants (0.13 of 
a unit); awareness of intercultural communication (0.2 of a unit); and agency regarding global issues (0.10 of a unit). 
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Out of 64 countries and economies taking the global competence questionnaire, the associations between having repeated a 
grade and certain students’ attitudes were negative and significant when considering: self-efficacy regarding global issues (in 
36 countries/economies); awareness of global issues (45 countries/economies); perspective taking (30 countries/economies); 
interest in learning about other cultures (25 countries/economies); respect for people from other cultures (41 countries and 
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1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
2. The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the proportion of students who had repeated a grade.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.8.7.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934170982
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economies); attitudes towards immigrants (35 countries/economies); cognitive adaptability (17 countries/economies); awareness 
of intercultural communication (47 countries/economies); and agency regarding global issues (23 countries/economies).

In general, grade repetition seems to predict less positive attitudes and predispositions among 15-year-olds, even after accounting 
for students’ socio-economic status. This finding corroborates existing evidence that grade repetition penalises students who are 
already struggling at school. This could happen by stigmatising low performers and by discouraging hard work among students 
with low motivation to study, even though grade repetition is not a predictor of lack of access to learning opportunities (Ikeda 
and García, 2014[20]). These results show that the effects of grade repetition extend beyond performance in traditional subjects 
to general attitudes about how people can live together in an interconnected world (Figure VI.8.6). However, the association 
between grade repetition and students’ academic and attitudinal outcomes is not necessarily causal and is likely to be influenced 
by confounders such as the lack of motivation or discipline.

General and vocational tracks
Enrolment in vocational programmes could be a predictor of low performance and attitudes. However, this is not necessarily 
true everywhere and for all attitudes. On average across OECD countries in 2018, 14% of students were enrolled in vocational 
programmes. The countries with more than 50% of students enrolled in vocational programmes were Albania, Austria,  
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Serbia and Slovenia.  

In general, the results show a positive difference in attitudes in favour of students enrolled in general or modular programmes as 
opposed to those enrolled in vocational programmes (Table VI.B1.8.8). On average across OECD countries, and after accounting 
for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile, enrolment in a general education track was associated with an increase in 
these indices: students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues (0.14 of a unit); awareness of global issues (0.18 of a unit); interest in 
learning about other cultures (0.06 of a unit); respect for people from other cultures (0.12 of a unit); attitudes towards immigrants 
(0.11 of a unit); awareness of intercultural communication (0.11 of a unit); agency regarding global issues (0.07 of a unit); and 
cognitive adaptability (0.04 of a unit).

Those associations are weak and largely attenuated after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. This shows 
that the possible negative effect of enrolment in a vocational programme is mostly the result of socio-economic stratification into 
those programmes. Socio-economic status acts indirectly through its effect on academic performance and parental preferences, 
which are key factors affecting sorting into vocational programmes.

Moreover, these associations held in fewer countries and economies than those related to grade repetition. Among countries and 
economies with more than 5% of students enrolled in a vocational programme, the associations between enrolment in a vocational 
programme and students’ attitudes were negative and significant when considering: self-efficacy regarding global issues (in  
18 countries/economies); awareness of global issues (21 countries/economies); perspective taking (11 countries/economies); 
interest in learning about other cultures (15 countries/economies); respect for people from other cultures (18 countries/economies); 
attitudes towards immigrants (18 countries/economies); cognitive adaptability (9 countries/economies); awareness of intercultural 
communication (15 countries/economies); and agency regarding global issues (10 countries/economies) (Figure VI.8.7).

These negative associations could indicate a lack of certain learning opportunities in some countries/economies. However, as 
results from the previous section showed, few differences in participation in learning activities were observed in favour of students 
in general or modular programmes. This observation warrants more in-depth analysis of the negative association between 
enrolment in vocational programmes and students’ attitudes. Factors unrelated to pedagogy, such as school management and 
students’ expectations of future salaries and job opportunities, could play a role.

School type
Enrolment in private or public schools could be a predictor of students’ attitudes and dispositions. However, this association is 
likely to be highly influenced by students’ socio-economic background and parental preferences (e.g. preferences for parochial 
schools). On average across OECD countries, 17% of students attended private schools, with the highest proportions (exceeding 
40%) being observed in Australia, Chile, Hong Kong (China), Indonesia, Lebanon, Macao (China), Malta, Scotland (United Kingdom) 
and the United Arab Emirates (Table VI.B1.8.9).

The results show a positive difference in attitudes in favour of students enrolled in private schools, before accounting for students’ 
and schools’ socio-demographic profiles. These differences hold true, on average across OECD countries, for all nine attitudes and 
dispositions. However, once students’ and schools’ profiles are taken into account, seven of the differences become statistically 
non-significant and two change sign. This is a clear indication that differences in attitudes between students enrolled in private 
and public schools are mostly due to socio-economic variations between the two groups. For two indices, students’ respect 
for people from other cultures and attitudes towards immigrants, students attending public schools exhibited slightly more 
positive attitudes than their peers in private schools, once students’ and schools’ socio-demographic profiles are accounted for. 
Results vary substantially between countries/economies depending on which attitudes are being considered. The associations 
are negative in some and positive in others. All results are presented in Table VI.B1.8.9.
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Figure VI.8.7 Vocational education and students’ attitudes

 

1. After accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural 
status (ESCS).
Countries and economies are ranked in ascending order of the percentage of students who are enrolled in general programmes.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Tables VI.B1.8.8.
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171001
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SCHOOL CLIMATE AND STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES
Principals’ views on teachers’ multicultural beliefs
A major goal of many teacher development programmes is to prepare teachers not only to teach a particular subject, but also 
to work with diverse student populations (Garmon, 2004[21]; Bodur, 2012[22]). Raising awareness about cultural sensitivity in 
schools has become a common feature of teacher preparation, although there is no agreement on what teacher development 
programmes should address. Some courses address diversity by broadly focusing on issues such as race, culture, gender, 
ethnicity, language diversity and sexual orientation, while others are more specific. However, teacher training courses cannot be 
developed without taking stock of teachers’ beliefs and attitudes.

PISA 2018 asked school principals to report their views on their teachers’ multicultural beliefs. Principals were asked to consider 
four statements and report whether these beliefs are widely shared among the teachers in their school. The statements were: 
“It is important for students to learn that people from other cultures can have different values”; “Respecting other cultures is 
something that students should learn as early as possible”; “In the classroom, it is important that students of different origins 
recognise the similarities that exist between them”; and “When there are conflicts between students of different origins, they 
should be encouraged to resolve the argument by finding common ground”. Principals were given a choice of responses 
indicating how many of the teachers in their school shared these beliefs: “none or almost none”, “some”, “many”, or “all or almost 
all”. The responses to these statements were used to construct an index of principals’ views on teachers’ multicultural beliefs. 
Positive values indicate greater multicultural and egalitarian beliefs.

Principals in Belarus, Iceland, Ireland, Poland, Russia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, Spain, Ukraine and  
the United Arab Emirates reported the greatest prevalence of positive multicultural beliefs among their teachers, while those 
in Baku (Azerbaijan), Hong Kong (China), Jordan, Korea, Lebanon, Morocco, Peru, Saudi Arabia, Chinese Taipei and Viet Nam  
reported the least prevalence of these beliefs (Figure VI.8.8). On average across OECD countries, around 93% of school principals 
reported that many or all teachers shared positive multicultural beliefs. In most countries, results were similar across all four 
statements. 

Teachers’ multicultural beliefs, as reported by school principals, were weakly associated with students’ attitudes. Associations 
were positive but weak and non-significant in most countries (Table VI.B1.8.12). 

Students’ perception of discrimination at school
The definition of discrimination has changed over time as researchers have documented its nature and the forms it takes. Existing 
definitions distinguish between symbolic, traditional, institutional and individual discrimination (Rosenbloom and Way, 2004[23]). 
The term symbolic is used to distinguish certain types of discrimination from traditional and more blatant forms, such as racism. 
Traditional discrimination is a shared negative attitude towards a group of people based on stereotypes and generalisations, 
while symbolic discrimination is more subtle. Individual discrimination can be described as an act taken by one individual, while 
institutional discrimination is systemic and entrenched. 

PISA 2018 asked students about their perception of their teachers’ attitudes towards people from other cultural groups. The index 
of perception of discrimination at school was constructed by combining students’ responses to the following four statements: 
“They have misconceptions about the history of some cultural groups”; “They say negative things about people of some cultural 
groups”; “They blame people of some cultural groups for problems faced by [the country of test]”; and “They have lower academic 
expectations for students of some cultural groups”. Responses were given on a four-point scale: “none or almost none of them”, 
“some of them”, “most of them”, and “all or almost all of them”. Positive values in this index indicate a more discriminatory school 
climate.

The PISA measure of discrimination at school could be seen as both individual and institutional, as discrimination can be the act of 
one teacher or a reflection of a more institutional problem. Moreover, the statements focus on traditional forms of discrimination 
rather than subtle ones, as they reflect generalised attitudes about a group of people or a particular culture.  
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Figure VI.8.8 Principals’ views on teachers’ multicultural beliefs

 Based on principals’ reports

Note: The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of principals’ views on teachers’ multicultural beliefs.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.11.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171020
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Students in Baku (Azerbaijan), the Dominican Republic, Morocco, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia and Thailand reported the 
most perceived discrimination at school, while those in Costa Rica, Iceland, Ireland, Korea, Scotland (United Kingdom) and  
Viet Nam reported the least (Figure VI.8.9). On average across OECD countries, relatively few students reported that they perceive 
discrimination by their teachers (the two categories “most of them” and “all or almost all of them” combined). On average, 12% of 
students reported that their teachers have misconceptions about the history of some cultural groups or that they say negative 
things about people of some cultural groups. About 14% of students reported that their teachers blame people of some cultural 
groups for problems faced by their country, and about 15% reported that their teachers have lower academic expectations 
for students from some cultural groups. Even though those percentages are low, they are not negligible. The perception of 
discrimination at school could be a sign of absence of clear guidance on how teachers should behave in order to create an 
inclusive environment for all students.
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Figure VI.8.9 Students’ perception of discrimination at school

Based on students’ reports

Note: The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of students’ perception of discrimination in their schools.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.13.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171039
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In all countries and economies, girls perceived less discrimination at school than boys. The largest gender gaps were observed 
in Albania, Hong Kong (China), Kosovo and Turkey and the smallest in Argentina, Estonia, Korea and Scotland (United Kingdom). 
Students from disadvantaged backgrounds were more likely to perceive discrimination at school than their advantaged peers. 
This was the case in 35 countries and economies of the 59 that took the global competence questionnaire. The largest differences 
between advantaged and disadvantaged students were observed in Australia, the Dominican Republic, Hungary, Iceland and 
Switzerland, while the smallest differences were in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Estonia. Moreover, immigrant students perceived 
greater discrimination at school in 10 countries and economies of the 28 with more than 5% immigrant students. The largest 
differences were observed in Germany, Iceland and Italy and the smallest in Brunei Darussalam and Macao (China).

Students’ perception of discrimination at school was associated with the nine students’ attitudes considered. However, some of 
the associations were not consistent, such as those with the indices of awareness of and self-efficacy regarding global issues, 
interest in learning about other cultures, cognitive adaptability and agency regarding global issues. These associations were 
mostly non-significant, weak and varied in their signs (Table VI.B1.8.14). However, negative and consistent associations were 
observed between students’ perceptions of discrimination in their school and the indices of perspective taking, respect for people 
from other cultures, attitudes towards immigrants and awareness of intercultural communication. Interestingly, the perception 
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Figure VI.8.10 Perception of discrimination at school and students’ respect for people from other cultures

Change in the index of students’ respect for people from other cultures associated with a one-unit increase in the index of 
discriminatory school climate

1. The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Statistically significant values are shown in darker tones.
The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative. See PISA 2018 
Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details.
Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of the strength of the association, after accounting for gender, immigrant background, and students’ and 
schools’ socio-economic profile.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.14.
12https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171058
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of discrimination was less correlated with the knowledge aspects of students’ dispositions and more with intercultural attitudes 
towards people from other backgrounds. Students who perceive discrimination by their teachers towards particular groups, such 
as immigrants and people from other cultural backgrounds, exhibited similar negative attitudes.

Figure VI.8.10 shows the negative association between students’ perception of discrimination in their school and their level 
of respect for people from other cultures. On average across OECD countries, a rise of one unit in the index of perceived 
discrimination at school was associated with a decline of 0.18 of a unit in the index of respect for people from other cultures. 
This fi nding highlights the role of teachers in fi ghting discrimination by acting as role models, or perpetuating it by making 
discrimination routine. The associations were strongest in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Croatia, Iceland, Montenegro, 
Russia, Serbia, the Slovak Republic and Switzerland, weakest in Indonesia, North Macedonia, the Philippines, Thailand and Turkey. 
The associations with the other attitudes were also negative but weak and non-signifi cant in Saudi Arabia.
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Box VI .8 .1 . Teachers’ multicultural and egalitarian beliefs
Teachers were asked about their multicultural and egalitarian beliefs using four statements in the teacher questionnaire: 
“It is important for students to learn that people from other cultures can have different values”; “Respecting other cultures 
is something that students should learn as early as possible”; “In the classroom, it is important that students of different 
origins recognise the similarities that exist between them”; and “When there are conflicts between students of different 
origins, they should be encouraged to resolve the argument by finding common ground”. Teachers reported whether these 
attitudes are: “shared amongst none or almost none of the teachers”, “shared amongst some of the teachers”, “shared 
amongst many of the teachers” and “shared amongst all or almost all of the teachers.” Responses were used to construct 
an index with positive values indicating stronger multicultural and egalitarian beliefs.
Across the 18 countries and economies that distributed the teacher questionnaire, teachers in the Dominican Republic, 
Scotland (United Kingdom) and Spain showed the most prevalent multicultural and egalitarian beliefs, while those in  
Hong Kong (China), Korea, Macao (China) and Malaysia exhibited the least (Figure VI.8.11). In general, a large proportion of 
teachers reported that those beliefs are shared among many or all teachers. For instance, 74% of teachers reported that 
most or all of their colleagues share the belief that it is important for students to learn that people from other cultures can 
have different values. Some 78% of teachers reported that most or all of their colleagues share the belief that it is important 
that students of different origins recognise the similarities that exist between them; 80% reported that most or all of their 
colleagues share the belief that respecting other cultures is something that students should learn as early as possible; 
and 79% reported that most or all of their colleagues share the belief that when there are conflicts between students of 
different origins, they should be encouraged to resolve the argument by finding common ground.

Figure VI.8.11 Teachers’ multicultural and egalitarian beliefs

Based on teachers’ reports

Countries and economies are ranked in descending order of teachers’ multicultural and egalitarian beliefs.
Source: OECD, PISA 2018 Database, Table VI.B1.8.15.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171077
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Note
1. Analyses based on schools’ socio-economic profile were restricted to the modal grade in which students were enrolled.

2.   The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally representative.  
See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) for details. 

3.  The comparability of scaled indices across countries and economies is examined in Annex A5. The annex presents the findings of in-depth 
measurement invariance analyses for every index used in PISA 2018, Volume VI.
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Learning to live in an interconnected world:  
What schools, teachers and parents can do

This chapter provides a synthesis of the 
results of the PISA 2018 global competence 
assessment. It describes how the concerted 
efforts of schools, teachers and parents 
can promote global knowledge, skills and 
positive attitudes among adolescents. 
The chapter highlights the holistic nature 
of global competence and the need for a 
comprehensive education policy in this field.

9
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The backdrop to 21st-century education is our endangered environment. Growing populations, resource depletion and climate 
change compel all of us to think about sustainability and the needs of future generations. At the same time, the interaction between 
technology and globalisation has created new challenges and new opportunities. Digitalisation is connecting people, cities, countries 
and continents in ways that vastly increase our individual and collective potential. However, the same forces have also made the 
world volatile, complex and uncertain. 

In the social and economic sphere, the questions turn to equity and inclusion. People are born with what political scientist Robert 
Putnam calls “bonding social capital” – a sense of belonging to our family or other people with shared experiences, cultural norms, 
common purposes or pursuits. But it requires deliberate and continuous efforts to create the kind of “bridging social capital” 
through which we can share experiences, ideas and innovation, and build a shared understanding among groups with diverse 
experiences and interests, thus increasing our radius of trust to strangers and institutions. Societies that value bridging social capital 
and pluralism often tend to be more creative, as they can draw on the best talent from anywhere, build on multiple perspectives, 
and nurture creativity and innovation. Yet there is growing disenchantment with the values of pluralism and diversity, as is visible in 
shifting political landscapes, including the rise of inward-looking populist parties. 

Algorithms behind social media are sorting us into groups of like-minded individuals. They create virtual bubbles that amplify our 
views and leave us insulated from divergent perspectives; they homogenise opinions while polarising our societies. Tomorrow’s 
schools will need to help students to think for themselves and join others, with empathy, in work and citizenship. They will need to 
help students develop a strong sense of right and wrong, a sensitivity to the claims that others make about us, and a grasp of the 
limits on individual and collective action. At work, at home and in the community, people will need a deep understanding of how 
others live, in different cultures and traditions, and how others think, whether as scientists or artists. Whatever tasks machines may 
be taking over from humans at work, the demands on our knowledge and skills to contribute meaningfully to social and civic life will 
keep rising. 

While digital technologies and globalisation, not to speak of pandemics, can have disruptive implications for our economic and social 
structure, those implications are not predetermined. It is the nature of our collective responses to these disruptions that determines 
their outcomes – the continuous interplay between the technological frontier and the cultural, social, institutional and economic 
contexts and agents that we mobilise in response.

In this environment, the Sustainable Development Goals, set by the global community for 2030, describe a course of action to end 
poverty, protect the planet and ensure prosperity for all. These goals are a shared vision of humanity that provides the missing 
piece of the globalisation puzzle, the glue that can counter the centrifugal forces in the age of accelerations. The extent to which 
those goals will be realised will depend in no small part on what happens in today’s classrooms. Education will be key to reconciling 
the needs and interests of individuals, communities and nations within an equitable framework based on open borders and a 
sustainable future, and it will be key to ensuring that the underlying principles of Sustainable Development Goals become a real 
social contract with citizens.

Schools need to help students learn to be autonomous in their thinking and develop an identity that is aware of the pluralism of 
modern living. At work, at home and in the community, people will need a broad comprehension of how others live, in different 
cultures and traditions, and how others think, as scientists, mathematicians, social scientists and artists. Not least, the ability to read 
and understand diversity, and to recognise the core liberal values of our societies, such as tolerance and empathy, may also be one 
of the most powerful responses to extremism and radicalisation.

These considerations have led PISA to include global competence in its assessment. To do well on this assessment, PISA expects 
that students can combine knowledge about the world with critical reasoning. PISA also examines to what extent students 
understand and appreciate the perspectives and worldviews of others, and surveys students’ disposition to adapt their behaviour 
and communication in order to interact effectively with individuals from different traditions and cultures. 

The PISA 2018 assessment provides a comprehensive picture of the knowledge, skills and attitudes that 15-year-old students need to 
live in an interconnected and complex world. The results highlight the multidimensional nature of global competence and the need 
for a comprehensive approach to nurturing these skills. As the findings show, schools, teachers, parents and the wider environment 
all have a role to play. Any successful approach to promoting knowledge, skills and attitudes in this area will require the simultaneous 
development of competencies under each of the four dimensions of global competence, at school, at home and well beyond. 

One of the most interesting findings in this report is that certain activities, such as learning at school, contact with people from 
other cultures and learning other languages, are positively associated with a variety of skills, including the ability to examine local 
and global issues, perspective taking, intercultural communication and, ultimately, the ability to take action for the betterment of 
the societies we live in. Moreover, all of these skills and attitudes are positively correlated with each other. Hence, the context that 
educators set for the development of one skill or dimension might positively shape the development of other skills or dimensions.
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This chapter offers a synthesis of the findings, focusing on policies that have the potential to promote the acquisition of global skills, 
knowledge and positive attitudes. In particular, it sheds light on the roles of teaching and learning at school, the home environment, 
contact with people from different backgrounds, and inclusive and fair school environments, and on the need for a curriculum and 
a whole-school approach geared towards achieving those goals.

ARE STUDENTS LEARNING ABOUT GLOBAL ISSUES AND INTERCULTURAL RELATIONS AT SCHOOL?
Findings from the analyses of PISA 2018 data (as reported by students) show the existence of large differences across countries 
and economies in participation in global and intercultural learning activities. On average across OECD countries, students 
reported engaging in about five learning activities at school (the maximum being ten). This number varies substantially between 
countries and economies. Students in Albania, Baku (Azerbaijan), Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Indonesia, Jordan, Peru, 
the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand reported engaging in more than seven activities, while students in France, Hungary, 
Israel, Latvia, the Russian Federation (hereafter “Russia”), Scotland (United Kingdom) and Slovenia reported engaging in fewer 
than five. The most common activities students engage in are those that involve direct learning and instruction at school (as 
opposed to activities that involve teamwork), discussion, participation in cultural events and following the news on the Internet 
or by reading newspapers. Students’ reports were confirmed by those of their school principals. According to school principals, 
the most common learning activities were learning about the beliefs, norms, values, customs and arts of diverse cultural groups 
and learning about different cultural perspectives on historical and social events. The least common activities were celebrations 
of festivities of other cultures and student exchanges with schools from other countries.

The findings also show that, across many countries/economies, students’ attitudes and dispositions are positively associated 
with the number of learning activities in which they are engaged (as reported by students). Students engaged in a larger number 
of global-competence-related learning activities tend to report more positive attitudes and dispositions than students who are 
engaged in fewer activities. Therefore, integrating a range of activities into learning environments can help foster intercultural 
understanding.

School principals were also asked whether global issues (public health, climate change, poverty, migration and conflicts) and 
intercultural understanding (communication with people from different cultures, openness to intercultural experiences and 
respect for cultural diversity) are covered in the curriculum. Findings show large differences in coverage of such topics between 
countries/economies. Those where global issues are commonly covered in the curriculum include Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland 
and Russia. By contrast, countries and economies where such topics are rarely covered according to school principals, include 
Baku (Azerbaijan), Bulgaria, Israel, Italy, Kazakhstan and Moldova. 

Coverage of global issues in the curriculum was positively associated with related students’ dispositions. For instance, the 
strongest associations were between coverage of climate change and global warming in the curriculum and students’ awareness 
of this issue. The next strongest associations were between: 1) coverage of causes of poverty in the curriculum and awareness of 
the topic; and 2) coverage of migration and the movement of people and awareness of the topic.

Moreover, school principals reported that intercultural understanding was covered in school curricula, with Latvia, Lithuania, 
Poland, Russia, Thailand and Ukraine among the countries with the largest proportion of students attending schools where 
those topics are included. The most common topics covered are respect for cultural diversity, critical thinking and knowledge of 
different cultures. Incorporating intercultural learning topics in the curriculum was correlated with students’ attitudes in only a 
few countries/economies, and the associations were mostly weak. This indicates that inclusion of global and intercultural topics 
in the curriculum is not enough. Inclusion in the curriculum should translate into effective learning activities in the classroom.

In general, the findings show a positive relationship between exposure to global and intercultural learning at school (as reported 
by students) and students’ attitudes and dispositions. However, substantial variations between countries/economies exist 
in participation in these activities. In some countries/economies, global and intercultural topics are not in the curriculum or 
covered by learning activities. To foster positive dispositions, schools could develop a comprehensive approach to global and 
intercultural learning through which students are systematically exposed to the relevant learning activities. This in turn requires 
the development of an adapted curriculum, teaching materials and practices, and the provision of professional development 
opportunities for teachers focusing on teaching for global competence. 

DO ALL STUDENTS HAVE EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES TO LEARN GLOBAL AND INTERCULTURAL SKILLS AT 
SCHOOL?
An important question is whether students are equally disposed to benefit from those policies within each education system. 
Promoting an educational policy or practice can exacerbate inequalities if students’ exposure to this practice is curtailed by 
factors beyond their control, such as gender, socio-economic background or immigrant status. 
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The analyses in this report confirm the presence of important inequalities in access to learning opportunities and hence in 
students’ global and intercultural skills, attitudes and dispositions. Findings show that, on average across OECD countries, boys 
were more likely than girls to report participating in activities in which they are expected to express and discuss their views, while 
girls were more likely than boys to report participating in activities related to intercultural understanding and communication. 
For instance, boys were more likely to learn about the interconnectedness of countries’ economies, look for news on the Internet 
or watch the news together during class. They were also more likely to be invited by their teachers to give their personal opinion 
about international news, to participate in classroom discussions about world events and to analyse global issues together with 
their classmates. In contrast, girls were more likely than boys to report that they learn how to solve conflicts with their peers in 
the classroom, learn about different cultures and learn how people from different cultures can have different perspectives on 
some issues. These gender differences could reflect personal interests and self-efficacy, but they could also reflect how girls and 
boys are socialised at home and at school. 

The findings also show that advantaged students have access to more opportunities to learn global and intercultural skills than 
disadvantaged students. This finding holds true in half of the participating countries and economies, with large differences 
observed in Australia, Canada, Hong Kong (China), Korea, Macao (China), New Zealand, Scotland (United Kingdom) and  
Chinese Taipei. Moreover, large socio-economic gaps were observed in participation in certain learning activities: 1) learning 
about different cultures; 2) participation in classroom discussions about world events; 3) analysing global issues together with 
classmates in small groups; and 4) learning how people from different cultures can have different perspectives on some issues. 
However, contrary to expectations, in many countries/economies, disadvantaged schools were more likely to offer such learning 
opportunities, but within those schools, advantaged students seem to take greater advantage of those opportunities.

When it comes to students’ skills, attitudes and dispositions, the findings show clear socio-economic gaps in favour of advantaged 
students. These gaps hold true in most countries/economies for all nine attitudes and for performance on the cognitive test. 
Furthermore, in most countries and economies, girls were found to have higher awareness of global issues, greater ability 
to understand different perspectives, greater interest in learning about other cultures, greater respect for people from other 
cultures, more positive attitudes towards immigrants, greater awareness of intercultural communication, and greater agency 
regarding global issues. On the other hand, in a majority of countries and economies, boys were more likely to show higher 
cognitive adaptability than girls.

Fewer gaps in outcomes were observed between immigrant and native-born students in countries/economies with more than 
5% immigrant students. In some countries and economies, immigrant students reported higher awareness of global issues than 
their native-born peers, greater self-efficacy regarding global issues, greater ability to understand different perspectives, higher 
interest in learning about other cultures, greater respect for people from other cultures, higher cognitive adaptability and more 
positive attitudes towards immigrants. This finding suggests that a more multicultural background may be more conducive to 
global and intercultural understanding.

Similarly, more multicultural classrooms could create a culturally rich environment that helps both immigrant and native-born 
students learn about one another. Some of the results align with this hypothesis. In some countries, having more than 10% 
immigrant students in a school is associated with more positive attitudes towards immigrants. However, this was true only in 
long-standing immigrant destinations, suggesting that the positive association may be conditional on successful integration 
policies.

In general, the analyses show the presence of different sources of inequity in access to learning opportunities and in students’ 
outcomes. The most prominent source remains inequity related to students’ socio-economic status. Disadvantaged students 
are less exposed to global and intercultural learning activities and report less positive attitudes than their advantaged peers. 
However, students attending disadvantaged schools are more likely to be exposed to those learning opportunities. At first glance, 
this may seem like a paradox. However, what it means is that lack of access to learning opportunities does not result from lack 
of opportunities in disadvantaged schools, but rather from within-school mechanisms that result in lower engagement among 
disadvantaged students. Thus, when school curricula, educational practices and materials are developed, educators should 
keep in mind that not all students are predisposed for global and intercultural learning. Those who come from disadvantaged 
backgrounds may be facing particular challenges and may require that content or teaching approaches be better adapted to 
their needs.

Furthermore, girls reported more positive attitudes than boys in most countries and economies, while they participated less in 
learning activities requiring expressing and discussing their views and more in activities requiring interpersonal skills, such as 
resolving conflicts. While achieving equal participation among boys and girls in all learning activities is of some concern, fostering 
positive attitudes among boys and bridging the gender gap seem more important issues.
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ARE SCHOOLS AND TEACHERS READY TO TEACH THE SKILLS FOR LIVING IN AN INTERCONNECTED 
WORLD?
Successful integration of global and intercultural learning into school curricula and lessons requires teachers who are committed 
and well prepared to create a school culture that supports global and intercultural learning. Teachers in 18 countries and 
economies participating in PISA 2018 responded to three sets of questions focusing on opportunities to promote global and 
intercultural learning at school, teacher preparedness and teacher confidence in teaching these topics.

The findings show that global and intercultural topics are included in lessons to a varying degree. For instance, teachers commonly 
include critical thinking, respect for cultural diversity, knowledge of other cultures and openness to people from other cultures 
in their lessons. By contrast, intercultural communication and foreign languages are not as commonly integrated into lessons. 
Variations were also observed among participating countries and economies. Albania, the Dominican Republic, Malaysia and the 
United Arab Emirates showed the largest proportion of students enrolled in schools where teachers promote all five intercultural 
skills. The ability of teachers to choose and promote particular topics in their lessons depends on the intended curriculum but 
also on how much autonomy teachers enjoy in implementing the curriculum.

Although teachers do tend to integrate some intercultural topics in their lessons, few of them had attended relevant professional 
development activities in their teacher development programmes, and even fewer had done so in the previous 12 months. 
Across all 18 participating countries and economies, the most common activities were training on conflict resolution strategies, 
the role of education in confronting discrimination and teaching about equity and diversity. By contrast, fewer teachers received 
professional development on teaching in multicultural or multilingual settings, second-language teaching, or teaching intercultural 
communication skills, and even fewer participated in such training activities in the previous 12 months. 

The lack of professional development on teaching in multicultural settings is reflected to some extent by teachers’ self-reported 
need for training in certain areas, such as teaching in multicultural and multilingual settings, teaching intercultural communication, 
teaching second languages and teaching about equity and diversity. Across the 18 countries/economies taking the teacher 
questionnaire, the greatest need for professional development was expressed by teachers in Brazil, Chile, the Dominican Republic, 
Korea, Malaysia, Morocco, Panama and Peru.

However, most teachers reported that they are confident in their ability to teach in multicultural settings. In fact, more than  
80% of students attended a school whose teachers reported a high degree of self-efficacy, as measured by five statements: “I can 
cope with the challenges of a multicultural classroom”; “I can adapt my teaching to the cultural diversity of students”; “I can take care 
that students with and without migrant backgrounds work together”; “I can raise awareness for cultural differences amongst the 
students”; and “I can contribute to reducing ethnic stereotypes between the students”. Teachers in Albania, the Dominican Republic 
and Panama reported the highest levels of self-efficacy regarding teaching in multicultural settings. 

Teachers play an important role in promoting and integrating intercultural understating into their practices and classroom 
lessons. Analyses of PISA data do not show a lack of confidence in teachers’ ability to do so or an unwillingness to promote these 
topics. The main challenge seems to be the lack of adequate professional development opportunities in this field. Just as students 
need to acquire intercultural skills, so do their teachers, and professional development should seek an appropriate balance 
between a focus on the core curriculum and these broader issues. 

Furthermore, professional development for teaching in multicultural classrooms does not have to be conceived as a separate 
activity or an additional burden for teachers. This could be integrated into existing training opportunities by updating the scope 
and content of professional development programmes.  

WHAT IS THE ROLE OF THE SCHOOL IN PROMOTING AN INCLUSIVE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT?
A positive school climate can make a great difference in students’ lives. When asked about the most important criteria they 
consider when choosing a school for their children, parents cite safety, a good reputation and a pleasant environment. Schools 
with safe, respectful and caring learning environments protect students from engaging in maladaptive behaviours, such as 
truancy, smoking, drinking, drug use, and other risky behaviours (Gase et al., 2017[3]). A positive climate can even mitigate the 
pervasive and strong link between socio-economic status and academic achievement (Berkowitz et al., 2016[2]). PISA 2018, 
Volume III examined a number of factors related to school environment, such as students’ sense of belonging, disciplinary 
climate, bullying and truancy. This volume examines perceptions of discrimination at school and teachers’ egalitarian beliefs in 
association with students’ intercultural skills knowledge and attitudes.
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In PISA 2018, school principals were asked about their teachers’ attitudes regarding multiculturalism and fairness. A very high 
proportion of students (more than 90%) attended schools where principals reported positive multicultural beliefs among their 
teachers on all four statements included in the questionnaire. On the scaled index, principals in Belarus, Iceland, Ireland, Poland, 
Russia, Scotland (United Kingdom), Singapore, Spain, Ukraine and the United Arab Emirates reported the highest levels of positive 
multicultural beliefs among their teachers, while those in Baku (Azerbaijan), Hong Kong (China), Jordan, Korea, Lebanon, Morocco, 
Peru, Saudi Arabia, Chinese Taipei and Viet Nam reported the lowest levels of these beliefs.

Another set of questions asked students about their perception of discrimination by teachers at school. Those questions focused 
on teachers’ attitudes towards people from other cultural groups. The PISA measure of discrimination at school could be seen as 
both individual and institutional, as discrimination can be the act of one teacher or a reflection of a more institutional problem. 
Moreover, the statements focus on traditional forms of discrimination as they reflect generalised attitudes about a group of 
people or a particular culture.

Students in Baku (Azerbaijan), the Dominican Republic, Morocco, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia and Thailand reported the most 
perceived discrimination at school, while those in Costa Rica, Iceland, Ireland, Korea, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Viet Nam 
reported the least. Across OECD countries, the proportion of students who reported that their teachers have negative attitudes 
towards particular groups of people varied between 12% and 15%. 

Negative and consistent associations were observed between students’ perceptions of discrimination in their school and 
students’ perspective taking, respect for people from other cultures, attitudes towards immigrants and awareness of intercultural 
communication. Interestingly, perception of discrimination at school was less correlated with the knowledge aspects of students’ 
dispositions (i.e. awareness of and self-efficacy regarding global issues) and more with intercultural attitudes towards people 
from other backgrounds. Students who perceive discrimination by their teachers towards particular groups, such as immigrants 
and people from other cultural backgrounds, exhibited similar negative attitudes.

This finding highlights the role of teachers and school principals and perhaps the broader school climate in countering or 
perpetuating discrimination by acting as role models. Students are likely to emulate the behaviour of their teachers. If teachers 
normalise discrimination and if discrimination becomes an institutional problem, then students may develop discriminatory 
attitudes towards those who are different from them. By contrast, when teachers do not exhibit discriminatory attitudes and set 
clear rules about intercultural relations, then students may become aware of what constitutes discriminatory behaviour. Teacher 
support could also act as a protective factor for students who are at risk of being victims of discrimination. In general, even if 
one or a few teachers do have discriminatory attitudes, if the majority of teachers and school principals take action against 
discrimination and if school regulations are clear on the matter, then discrimination would not go beyond being an individual 
contained issue.

HOW CAN PARENTS PROMOTE GLOBAL KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND ATTITUDES?
Parents play an important role in their children’s lives. Through socialisation and enculturation, they shape their children’s outlook 
on life, their attitudes and belief systems. Global and intercultural attitudes are no different. Parents who are tolerant are likely to 
raise children who are tolerant as well. Those hypotheses are supported by PISA 2018 results.

In PISA 2018, parents in 14 countries and economies were asked questions that mirrored those in the student questionnaire. 
One set of questions focused on awareness of global issues, another on interest in learning about other cultures and a third on 
parents’ attitudes towards immigrants.

The findings show that the parents of students in Croatia, Germany, Ireland and Italy were more aware of global issues than the 
parents of students in Brazil, Chile, Hong Kong (China), Korea, Macao (China), Mexico and Panama. Students’ awareness of global 
issues was also found to be positively associated with levels of awareness of global issues among parents across all participating 
countries and economies, even after accounting for students’ and schools’ socio-economic profile. 

As for interest in learning about other cultures, parents in Croatia, the Dominican Republic and Germany reported the greatest 
interest, while parents in Hong Kong (China), Italy and Macao (China) reported the least interest. In all countries except Panama, 
students’ interest in learning about other cultures was positively associated with their parents’ interest in doing so. Furthermore, a 
positive association was found between parents’ attitudes towards immigrants and those of their children across all 14 countries 
and economies that collected data from the parents’ questionnaire. 

In general, analyses of data from the parent questionnaire confirm the importance of parenting and the home environment in 
promoting global and intercultural interests, awareness and skills. Parents and teachers can play important and complementary 
roles in developing a positive intercultural and global outlook among adolescents. Parents can transmit knowledge about global 
issues and also act as role models in defining their children’s behaviour. Parents who show interest in other people’s culture, 
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tolerance towards those who are different from them and awareness of global issues that affect us all are likely to raise children 
who share those attitudes. This, in turn, will help schools cultivate a climate that embraces those positive attitudes.

WHAT IS THE ROLE OF THE BROADER ENVIRONMENT BEYOND THE SCHOOL?
Contact with people from different cultures has the potential to stir curiosity, open minds and create understanding. Students in 
PISA 2018 were asked whether they have contact with people from other countries in different settings: at school, in their family, 
in their neighbourhood and in their circle of friends. 

On average across OECD countries, 53% of students reported having contact with people from other countries in their school, 
54% in their family, 38% in their neighbourhood and 63% in their circle of friends. There were substantial variations in those 
proportions between countries. The proportion of students who reported having contact with people from other countries at 
school ranged from 70% to 78% in Albania, Germany, Greece, Italy, New Zealand, Panama, Singapore, Switzerland, Chinese Taipei 
and the United Arab Emirates, while it ranged from 20% to 30% in Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Turkey and Viet Nam. Those results 
reflect several factors, such as the proportion of first-generation immigrants in a country/economy, student mobility and the 
degree of interconnectedness between that country and the rest of the world. Those results were mirrored by findings for other 
settings where contact with people from other countries takes place, such as the family, the neighbourhood and the circle of 
friends.

Furthermore, contact with people from different countries has the potential to create understanding about those countries, their 
cultures and traditions. This hypothesis is aligned with the results from PISA 2018. In general, having contact with people from 
other countries at school (and in the family, neighbourhood and circle of friends) is positively, weakly to moderately, associated with 
students’ intercultural skills and attitudes towards living with others. The most notable associations were found between having 
contact with people from other countries at school and students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues, cognitive adaptability, 
interest in learning about other cultures, respect for people from other cultures, ability to understand different perspectives and 
understanding of intercultural communication.

Those positive associations may suggest that contact between people of different origins and cultures could foster understanding 
and mitigate prejudice. In multicultural societies, contact arises naturally at school and beyond. However, in less diverse countries 
or in education systems that are highly stratified, educators may have to make special efforts to ensure that their students 
benefit from cultural exposure. Examples for that are student-exchange or study-abroad programmes that offer an immersive 
experience of another culture. However, these programmes tend to be expensive, and their benefits are limited to those taking 
the programme. In the digital age, educators may overcome these limitations by partnering with foreign schools and using online 
platforms to organise collaborative activities based on the shared interests of their students. These activities could cover topics of 
global or intercultural relevance, but could also focus on introducing students to other cultures and traditions. Engagement with 
the local community is another method of introducing students to the diverse cultures existing within reach of their school. This 
may involve visiting a community centre, a place of worship or a local market.

HOW CAN MULTILINGUAL SKILLS PROMOTE INTERCULTURAL UNDERSTANDING?
Speaking multiple languages is a valuable skill that improves employability and fosters a range of abilities that extend beyond the 
realm of language proficiency. It has the potential to promote social cohesion and intercultural dialogue by opening the door to 
a range of content, including literature, music, theatre and cinema. By doing so, multilingualism brings down barriers and gives 
young people direct access to content that would otherwise be inaccessible. 

Learning foreign languages has become a major goal for many education systems around the world. This is reflected in the 
PISA results when comparing the multilingual skills (i.e. the ability to speak more than one language) of students with those of 
their mothers and fathers. Students who reported that they speak two or more languages tended to have multilingual parents. 
However, in most countries, the proportion of multilingual parents was smaller than that of multilingual students. This shows 
some intergenerational transmission of multilingual skills from parents to children, but also a clear trend of rising multilingualism 
over time that goes beyond simple intergenerational transmission.

The largest proportions of students who speak several languages were observed in Croatia, Estonia, Hong Kong (China), Latvia, 
Macao (China), Malta and Singapore, where more than 90% of students reported that they speak two or more languages.  
Those countries and economies are mostly small but well connected to the rest of the world. By contrast, Australia, Brazil, 
Chile, Colombia, Korea, Mexico, Scotland (United Kingdom) and Viet Nam had the smallest proportion of multilingual students.  
If multilingualism is rare, it may be because of a lack of learning opportunities at school.
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Furthermore, language-learning opportunities are widely available across the countries and economies that participated in PISA 
2018. On average across OECD countries, 50% of students reported that they learn two or more languages at school, 38% 
reported that they learn one foreign language and only 12% reported that they do not learn any foreign language at school. 
The largest proportion of students (more than 20%) who reported that they do not learn any foreign language at school were 
observed in Australia, Brunei Darussalam, Malaysia, New Zealand, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia and Scotland (United Kingdom). 
By contrast, in 42 countries and economies, more than 90% of students reported that they learn at least one foreign language 
at school. The proportion exceeds 99% in Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, Serbia, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Ukraine, where foreign language learning is 
ubiquitous.

The associations between speaking two or more languages and students attitudes were positive in almost all countries and 
economies. This reflects the fact that language learning could contribute to improving attitudes, but also that students who 
have positive global and intercultural attitudes tend to engage in learning multiple languages. Speaking two or more languages 
was positively associated with awareness of global issues, self-efficacy regarding global issues, cognitive adaptability, interest 
in learning about other cultures, respect for people from other cultures, positive attitudes towards immigrants, awareness of 
intercultural communication and the ability to understand the perspectives of others.

Positive associations between speaking multiple languages and students’ attitudes and dispositions were mirrored by positive 
associations between learning multiple languages at school and the same attitudes and dispositions. The associations held even 
when the sample was restricted to monolingual students who learn languages at school other than their mother tongue. 

In conclusion, the findings support the hypothesis that learning multiple languages has the potential to broaden students’ 
horizons and to improve their global and intercultural attitudes. Promoting language learning at school could be a tool that 
educators use to introduce their students to cultural content from around the world. While students are mastering a foreign 
language that they would eventually use in their professional lives, they could be exposed to different cultural content, such as 
literature, poetry, music and cinema that will improve their intercultural understanding.

In conclusion, the countries and economies that are likely to be successful in fostering global knowledge, skills and attitudes 
among their students are those that combine a number of factors. These include learning opportunities for students, an 
adapted curriculum, teachers who are prepared for teaching global competence, availability of opportunities to learn foreign 
languages, availability of opportunities to have contact with people from other cultures and, finally, a positive and inclusive school 
environment.
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ANNEX A1
Construction of indices

EXPLANATION OF THE INDICES
This section explains the indices derived from the PISA 2018 parent, student, school and teacher questionnaires used in this 
volume.

Several PISA measures reflect indices that summarise responses from students, their parents, teachers or school representatives 
(typically principals) to a series of related questions. The questions were selected from a larger pool on the basis of theoretical 
considerations and previous research. The PISA 2018 Assessment and Analytical Framework (OECD, 2019[1]) provides an in-depth 
description of this conceptual framework. Item response theory modelling was used to confirm the theoretically expected 
behaviour of the indices and to validate their comparability across countries. For this purpose a joint model across all countries 
was estimated. Item fit (root mean square deviation) was evaluated separately for each item and each group (country/economy 
by language). This procedure is in line with the PISA 2015 scaling approach. For a detailed description of other PISA indices and 
details on the methods, see the PISA 2015 Technical Report (OECD; 2017) and the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[2]).

There are three types of indices: simple indices, new scale indices and trend scale indices.

Simple indices are the variables that are constructed through the arithmetic transformation or recoding of one or more items in 
exactly the same way across assessments. Here, item responses are used to calculate meaningful variables, such as recoding of 
the four-digit ISCO-08 codes into “highest parents’ socio-economic index” (HISEI) or teacher-student ratio, based on information 
from the school questionnaire.

Scale indices are the variables constructed through the scaling of multiple items. Unless otherwise indicated, the index was 
scaled using a two-parameter item-response model (a generalised partial-credit model was used in the case of items with more 
than two categories) and values of the index correspond to Warm likelihood estimates (Warm, 1989[3]).For details on how each 
scale index was constructed, see the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[2]). In general, the scaling was done in two 
stages. The item parameters were estimated based on all students from equally-weighted countries and economies. Only cases 
with a minimum number of three valid responses to items that are part of the index were included. In the case of trend scale 
indices, a common calibration linking procedure was used: countries/economies that participated in both PISA 2009 and PISA 
2018 contributed both samples to the calibration of item parameters; each cycle and, within each cycle, each country/economy 
contributed equally to the estimation.

For new scale indices, the Warm likelihood estimates were then standardised so that the mean of the index value for the 
OECD student population was zero and the standard deviation was one (countries/economies were given equal weight in the 
standardisation process). 

Sequential codes were assigned to the different response categories of the questions in the sequence in which the response 
categories appeared in the student, school or parent questionnaire. Where indicated in this section, these codes were inverted 
for the purpose of constructing indices or scales. Negative values for an index do not necessarily imply that students responded 
negatively to the underlying questions. A negative value merely indicates that the respondents answered less positively than all 
respondents on average across OECD countries. Likewise, a positive value in an index indicates that the respondents answered 
more favourably, or more positively than all respondents on average across OECD countries. Terms enclosed in brackets < > in the 
following descriptions were replaced in the national versions of the student, school and parent questionnaires by the appropriate 
national equivalent. For example, the term <qualification at ISCED level 5A> was translated in the United States into “Bachelor’s 
degree, post-graduate certificate program, Master’s degree program or first professional degree program”. Similarly the term 
<classes in the language of assessment> in Luxembourg was translated into “German classes” or “French classes”, depending on 
whether students received the German or French version of the assessment instruments.

In addition to the simple and scaled indices described in this annex, there are a number of variables from the questionnaires that 
were used in this volume and correspond to single items not used to construct indices. These non-recoded variables have the 
prefix of “ST” for the questionnaire items in the student questionnaire, “SC” for the items in the school questionnaire, “TC” for the 
items in the teacher questionnaire and “PA” for the items in the parent questionnaire. All the context questionnaires, and the PISA 
international database, including all variables, are available through www.oecd.org/pisa.



PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World? » © OECD 2020 233

Construction of indices Annex A1

STUDENT-LEVEL SIMPLE INDICES
Immigrant background
Information was also collected on the country of birth of students and their parents. Included in the database are three  
country-specific variables related to the country of birth of the student, and his or her mother and father (ST019). The variables 
are binary and indicate whether the student, mother and father were born in the country of assessment or elsewhere. The index 
on immigrant background (IMMIG) is calculated from these variables and has the following categories: 1) native students (those 
who had at least one parent born in the country); 2) second-generation students (those born in the country of assessment but 
whose parent[s] were born in another country); and 3) first-generation students (those born outside the country of assessment 
and whose parents were also born in another country). Students with missing responses for either the student or for both 
parents were given missing values for this variable.

Number of actions taken by students
PISA 2018 assessed students’ willingness to take action using a series of eight yes-or-no statements (ST222). The statements 
covered topics related to environmental protection, gender equality and interest in international and social issues, such as poverty 
and human rights. The eight statements were: “I reduce the energy I use at home to protect the environment”; “I choose certain 
products for ethical or environmental reasons, even if they are a bit more expensive”; “I sign environmental or social petitions 
online”; “I keep myself informed about world events via Twitter or Facebook”; “I boycott products or companies for political, ethical 
or environmental reasons”; “I participate in activities promoting equality between men and women”; “I participate in activities in 
favour of environmental protection”; and “I regularly read websites on international social issues (e.g. poverty, human rights)”. 
The total number of actions for collective well-being and sustainable development was constructed by summing answers on all 
eight questions.

Number of learning activities attended by students
Students who participated in PISA 2018 were asked ten questions about different learning activities to which they are exposed 
(ST221). The activities were: learning about different cultures at school; learning how to solve conflicts with other people in 
the classroom; learning how people from different cultures can have different perspectives on some issues; learning how to 
communicate with people from different backgrounds; participating in classroom discussions about world events; learning about 
the interconnectedness of countries’ economies; analysing global issues together with classmates in small groups during class; 
giving and discussing personal opinions about international news; reading newspapers, looking for news on the Internet or 
watching the news together during classes; and participating in events celebrating cultural diversity throughout the school year. 
The total number of learning activities students are exposed to at school was constructed by summing students’ answers to all 
ten questions.

STUDENT-LEVEL SCALE INDICES
Students’ awareness of global issues
Students’ awareness of global issues was assessed using one question in the PISA 2018 student questionnaire (ST197). Students 
were asked to report the extent to which they are aware of global issues. Answers were given on a four-point scale: “I have never 
heard of this”; “I have heard about this but I would not be able to explain what it is really about”; “I know something about this 
and could explain the general issue”; and “I am familiar with this and I would be able to explain this well”. They responded to 
statements about seven issues: climate change and global warning; global health; migration; international conflicts; hunger or 
malnutrition in different parts of the world; causes of poverty; and equality between men and women in different parts of the 
world. Answers were used to construct the index of awareness of global issues (GCAWARE). Positive values in this index mean that 
students expressed a greater awareness about global issues than the average student across OECD countries.

Students’ self-efficacy regarding global issues
Students in PISA 2018 were asked to report the extent to which they could do certain global competence-related tasks on 
their own (ST196). Answers were given on a four-point scale: “I could not do this”; “I would struggle to do this on my own”; 
“I could do this with a bit of effort”; and “I could do this easily”. Students responded to the following prompts: “Explain how  
carbon-dioxide emissions affect global climate change”; “Establish a connection between prices of textiles and working conditions 
in the countries of production”; “Discuss the different reasons why people become refugees”; “Explain why some countries suffer 
from more global climate change than others”; and “Discuss the consequences of economic development on the environment”. 
Answers were combined to create the index of self-efficacy regarding global competence (GCSELFEFF). Positive values in this 
index mean that students expressed greater self-efficacy than the average student across OECD countries.
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Students’ ability to understand the perspectives of others
PISA 2018 asked students to report on their ability to understand different perspectives by responding to five statements 
(ST215): “I try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision”; “I believe that there are two sides to every 
question and try to look at them both”; “I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from 
their perspective”; “Before criticising somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place”; and “When I’m upset at 
someone, I try to take the perspective of that person for a while”. Responses were given on a five-point scale (“very much like me”, 
“mostly like me”, “somewhat like me”, “not much like me” and “not at all like me”) and were combined into an index of students’ 
ability to understand the perspectives of others (PERSPECT). Positive values in this index indicate a greater ability to understand 
and take different perspectives than the average student across OECD countries.

Students’ interest in learning about other cultures
PISA 2018 asked students about their interest in learning about other cultures (ST214). An index of students’ interest in learning 
about other cultures (INTCULT) was derived from responses to the following four statements: “I want to learn how people live in 
different countries”; “I want to learn more about the religions of the world”; “I am interested in how people from various cultures 
see the world”; and “I am interested in finding out about the traditions of other cultures”. The five response categories were “very 
much like me”, “mostly like me”, “somewhat like me”, “not much like me” and “not at all like me”. Positive values in the index indicate 
that students exhibit a greater interest in learning about other cultures than the average student across OECD countries.

Students’ respect for people from other cultures  
PISA 2018 asked students the extent to which they respect people from other countries (ST217). The five response categories 
were “very much like me”, “mostly like me”, “somewhat like me”, “not much like me” and “not at all like me”. The index of respect 
for people from other cultures (RESPECT) was derived from responses to the following statements: “I respect people from other 
cultures as equal human beings”; “I treat all people with respect regardless of their cultural background”; “I give space to people 
from other cultures to express themselves”; “I respect the values of people from different cultures”; and “I value the opinions of 
people from different cultures”. Positive values in this index indicate that students reported greater respect for people from other 
cultures than the average student across OECD countries.

Students’ cognitive adaptability
PISA 2018 asked students about their ability to adapt to new situations (ST216). Students were asked to respond to six statements: 
“I can deal with unusual situations”; “I can change my behaviour to meet the needs of new situations”; “I can adapt to different 
situations even when under stress or pressure”; “I can adapt easily to a new culture”; “When encountering difficult situations with 
people, I can think of a way to resolve the situation”; and “I am capable of overcoming my difficulties in interacting with people 
from other cultures”. Responses were given on a five-point scale: “very much like me”, “mostly like me”, “somewhat like me”, “not 
much like me” and “not at all like me”. Positive values in the index of cognitive adaptability (COGFLEX) indicate that students have 
a greater ability to adapt than the average student across OECD countries.

Students’ attitudes towards immigrants
PISA 2018 asked students to report their overall attitude towards immigrants (ST204). An index of attitudes towards immigrants 
was derived from responses to the following statements: “Immigrant children should have the same opportunities for education 
that other children in the country have”; “Immigrants who live in a country for several years should have the opportunity to vote 
in elections”; “Immigrants should have the opportunity to continue their own customs and lifestyle”; and “Immigrants should have 
all the same rights that everyone else in the country has”. Responses were provided on a four-point scale: “strongly disagree”, 
“disagree”, “agree” and “strongly agree”. A positive value in the index of attitudes towards immigrants (ATTIMM) indicates that 
students have more positive attitudes towards immigrants than the average student across OECD countries.

Students’ awareness of intercultural communication
PISA 2018 asked students to describe their awareness of intercultural communications (ST218). They were asked to respond 
to seven statements related to the following hypothetical scenario: “Imagine you are talking in your native language to people 
whose native language is different from yours.” The statements were: “I carefully observe their reactions”; “I frequently check that 
we are understanding each other correctly”; “I listen carefully to what they say”; “I choose my words carefully”; “I give concrete 
examples to explain my ideas”; “I explain things very carefully”; and “If there is a problem with communication I find ways around 
it”. Answers were given on a four-point scale (“strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree” or “strongly agree”) and were combined into 
the index of awareness of intercultural communication (AWACOM). A positive value in this index indicates that students have a 
greater awareness of intercultural communication than the average student across OECD countries.
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Students’ agency regarding global issues
PISA 2018 asked students the extent to which they agree (“strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree”, “strongly agree”) with the 
following six statements (ST219): “I think of myself as a citizen of the world”; “When I see the poor conditions that some people 
live under, I feel a responsibility to do something about it”; “I think my behaviour can impact people in other countries”; “It is right 
to boycott companies that are known to provide poor workplace conditions for their employees”; “I can do something about the 
problems of the world”; and “Looking after the global environment is important to me”. Responses to these statements were 
combined to create the index of agency regarding global issues (GLOBMIND). Positive values in this index indicate that students 
have a greater sense of global-mindedness than the average student across OECD countries.

Enjoyment of reading
The index of enjoyment of reading ( JOYREAD) was constructed based on a trend question (ST160) from PISA 2009 asking students 
the extent to which they agree (“strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree”, “strongly agree”) with the following statements: “I read only 
if I have to”; “Reading is one of my favourite hobbies”; “I like talking about books with other people”; “For me, reading is a waste of 
time”; and “I read only to get information that I need”. Positive values in this scale mean that students enjoy reading to a greater 
extent than the average student across OECD countries. Scores of the index of enjoyment of reading are directly comparable 
between PISA 2009 and PISA 2018.

Students’ resilience
Resilience in PISA was assessed by asking students to report the extent to which they agree (“strongly disagree”, “disagree”, 
“agree”, “strongly agree”) with the following statements (ST188) about themselves: “I usually manage one way or another”; “I feel 
proud that I have accomplished things”; “I feel that I can handle many things at a time”; “My belief in myself gets me through hard 
times”; and “When I’m in a difficult situation, I can usually find my way out of it”. These statements were combined to create the 
index of resilience (RESILIENCE). Positive values in this index mean that students reported a greater capacity to deal with adversity 
than the average student across OECD countries.

Scaling of indices related to the PISA index of economic social and cultural status
As in previous cycles, the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) was derived from three variables related 
to family background: parents’ highest level of education (PARED); parents’ highest occupational status (HISEI); and home 
possessions (HOMEPOS), including books in the home. PARED and HISEI are simple indices, described above. HOMEPOS is a 
proxy measure for family wealth.

Household possessions 
In PISA 2018, students reported the availability of 16 household items at home (ST011), including three country-specific household 
items that were seen as appropriate measures of family wealth within the country’s context. In addition, students reported the 
amount of possessions and books at home (ST012, ST013). HOMEPOS is a summary index of all household and possession items 
(ST011, ST012 and ST013).

Computation of ESCS
For the purpose of computing the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status, values for students with missing PARED, 
HISEI or HOMEPOS were imputed with predicted values plus a random component based on a regression on the other two 
variables. If there were missing data on more than one of the three variables, ESCS was not computed and a missing value was 
assigned for ESCS.

In previous cycles, the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was derived from a principal component analysis of 
standardised variables (each variable has an OECD mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1), taking the factor scores for the 
first principal component as measures of ESCS. In PISA 2018, ESCS was computed by attributing equal weight to the three 
standardised components. As in PISA 2015, the three components were standardised across all countries and economies 
(both OECD and partner countries/economies), with each country/economy contributing equally (in cycles prior to 2015, the 
standardisation and principal component analysis was based on OECD countries only). As in every previous cycle, the final ESCS 
variable was transformed, with 0 the score of an average OECD student and 1 the standard deviation across equally weighted 
OECD countries.
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SCHOOL-LEVEL SIMPLE INDICES
Socio-economic profile of schools
Advantaged and disadvantaged schools are defined in terms of the socio-economic profile of schools. All schools in each 
education system participating in PISA are ranked according to their average ESCS and then divided into four groups with 
an approximately equal number of students (quarters). Schools in the bottom quarter are referred to as “socio-economically 
disadvantaged schools” and schools in the top quarter are referred to as “socio-economically advantaged schools”. 

School type
Schools are classified as either public or private, according to whether a private entity or a public agency has the ultimate power 
to make decisions concerning its affairs (Question SC013). Public schools are managed directly or indirectly by a public education 
authority, government agency, or governing board appointed by government or elected by public franchise. Private schools 
are managed directly or indirectly by a non-government organisation, such as a church, trade union, business or other private 
institution. In some countries and economies, such as Ireland, the information from SC013 is combined with administrative data 
to determine whether the school is privately or publicly managed.

SCHOOL-LEVEL SCALE INDICES
Principals’ views on teachers’ multicultural beliefs
PISA 2018 asked school principals to report their views on their teachers’ multicultural beliefs (SC166). Principals were asked to 
consider four statements and report whether these beliefs are widely shared among the teachers in their school. The statements 
were: “It is important for students to learn that people from other cultures can have different values”; “Respecting other cultures 
is something that students should learn as early as possible”; “In the classroom, it is important that students of different origins 
recognise the similarities that exist between them”; and “When there are conflicts between students of different origins, they 
should be encouraged to resolve the argument by finding common ground”. Principals were given a choice of responses 
indicating how many of the teachers in their school shared these beliefs: “none or almost none”, “some”, “many” or “all or almost 
all”. The responses to these statements were used to construct an index of principals’ views on teachers’ multicultural beliefs 
(SCMCEG). Positive values indicate greater multicultural and egalitarian beliefs than the average across OECD countries.

PARENT-LEVEL SCALE INDICES
Parents’ awareness of global issues
In 14 countries/economies, parents were asked to fill out a questionnaire (PA170). One of the questions enquired about parents’ 
awareness of global issues, using the same questions that were asked of their children. Parents had to respond to statements 
about: climate change and global warming; global health (e.g. epidemics); migration (movement of people); international 
conflicts; hunger or malnutrition in different parts of the world; causes of poverty; and equality between men and women in 
different parts of the world. Answers were given on a four-point scale: “I have never heard of this”; “I have heard about this but 
I would not be able to explain what it is really about”; “I know something about this and I could explain the general issue”; and  
“I am familiar with this and I would be able to explain this well”. Answers to these statements were combined to construct the 
index of parents’ awareness of global issues (GCAWAREP). Positive values in the index indicate that parents expressed a greater 
sense of awareness of global issues than the average parent across OECD countries.

Parents’ interest in learning about other cultures
In 14 countries/economies, parents were asked to respond to the same four statements as their children about their interest in 
learning about other cultures (PA168). The five response categories were “very much like me”, “mostly like me”, “somewhat like 
me”, “not much like me” and “not at all like me”. The index of parents’ interest in learning about other cultures was constructed 
by combining responses to those four statements using item response theory scaling (INTCULTP). A positive value in this index 
indicates that parents reported a greater interest in learning about other cultures than the average parent across OECD countries.

Parents’ attitudes towards immigrants
PISA 2018 asked parents to report their overall attitude towards immigrants (PA167). An index of parents’ attitudes towards 
immigrants (ATTIMMP) was derived from responses to the following statements: “Immigrant children should have the same 
opportunities for education that other children in the country have”; “Immigrants who live in a country for several years should 
have the opportunity to vote in elections”; “Immigrants should have the opportunity to continue their own customs and lifestyle”; 
and “Immigrants should have all the same rights that everyone else in the country has”. Responses were provided on a four-point 
scale: “strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree” and “strongly agree”. A positive value in this index indicates that parents have more 
positive attitudes towards immigrants than the average parent across OECD countries (14 countries/economies distributed the 
parent questionnaire).
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TEACHER-LEVEL SIMPLE INDICES
Participation in professional development activities
In the 19 countries and economies that distributed an optional questionnaire for teachers, teachers were asked (TC193) whether, 
during the previous 12 months, they had participated in one of the following professional development activities: “Courses and 
workshops (e.g. on subject matter or methods and/or other education-related topics)”; “Education conferences or seminars 
(where teachers and/or researchers present their research results and discuss educational issues)”; “Observation visits to other 
schools”; “Observation visits to business premises, public organisations, non-governmental organisations”; and “In-service 
training courses in business premises, public organisations, non-governmental organisations”. Answers to this question were 
used to measure the proportion of teachers who had participated in professional development activities (any of these five items) 
during the previous 12 months.

TEACHER-LEVEL SCALE INDICES
Teachers’ multicultural and egalitarian beliefs
Teachers were asked about their multicultural and egalitarian beliefs, using four statements in the teacher questionnaire (TC208): 
“It is important for students to learn that people from other cultures can have different values”; “Respecting other cultures is 
something that students should learn as early as possible”; “In the classroom, it is important that students of different origins 
recognise the similarities that exist between them”; and “When there are conflicts between students of different origins, they 
should be encouraged to resolve the argument by finding common ground”. Teachers reported whether these attitudes are: 
“shared amongst none or almost none of the teachers”; “shared amongst some of the teachers”; “shared amongst many of the 
teachers”; or “shared amongst all or almost all of the teachers.” Responses were used to construct an index with positive values 
indicating stronger multicultural and egalitarian beliefs (TCMCEG) than the average teacher across OECD countries.

Teacher training on global competence
PISA 2018 asked teachers five yes-or-no questions about their professional development activities (TC206). The questions were: 
“Have you received training on intercultural communication?”; “Have you received training on conflict resolution strategies?”; 
“Have you received training on the role education can play in confronting discrimination in all its forms?”; “Have you studied 
culturally responsive teaching approaches and techniques?”; and “Have you received training on issues related to teaching in 
multicultural classrooms?”. Responses were used to construct the index of teacher training on global competence (GCTRAIN), 
with positive values indicating higher levels of training than the average teacher across OECD countries.

Teachers’ self-efficacy in multicultural environments
Teachers were asked five statements about their self-efficacy in multicultural environments (TC209). An index of teachers’ self-
efficacy in multicultural environments (GCSELF) was derived from responses to the following statements: “I can cope with the 
challenges of a multicultural classroom”; “I can adapt my teaching to the cultural diversity of students”; “I take care that students 
with and without migrant background work together”; “I can raise awareness for cultural differences amongst the students”; 
and “I can contribute to reducing ethnic stereotypes between the students”. Responses were provided on a four-point scale: 
“strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “agree” and “strongly agree”. A positive value in the index indicates that teachers reported greater  
self-efficacy in multicultural environments than the average teacher across OECD countries.

Teachers’ attitudes towards immigrants
PISA 2018 asked teachers to report their overall attitude towards immigrants (TC196). An index of attitudes towards immigrants 
was derived from responses to the following statements: “Immigrant children should have the same opportunities for education 
that other children in the country have”; “Immigrants who live in a country for several years should have the opportunity to vote 
in elections”; “Immigrants should have the opportunity to continue their own customs and lifestyle”; and “Immigrants should have 
all the same rights that everyone else in the country has”. Responses were provided on a four-point scale: “strongly disagree”, 
“disagree”, “agree” and “strongly agree”. A positive value in the index of attitudes towards immigrants (TCATTIMM) indicates that 
teachers reported more positive attitudes towards immigrants than the average teacher across OECD countries.

SYSTEM LEVEL DATA
All system level data were obtained from the World Bank.

Annual percentage growth rate of GDP per capita
Annual percentage growth rate of per capita GDP is based on constant local currency. Aggregates are based on constant 2010 
USD. Per capita GDP is gross domestic product divided by mid-year population. GDP at purchaser’s prices is the sum of gross 
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value added by all resident producers in the economy plus any product taxes and minus any subsidies not included in the value 
of the products. It is calculated without making deductions for depreciation of fabricated assets or for depletion and degradation 
of natural resources.

Employment-to-population ratio
Employment-to-population ratio is the proportion of a country’s population that is employed. Employment is defined as persons 
of working age who, during a short reference period, were engaged in any activity to produce goods or provide services for 
pay or profit, whether at work during the reference period (i.e. who worked in a job for at least one hour) or not at work due to 
temporary absence from a job or due to working-time arrangements. People of age 15 and older are generally considered the 
working-age population.

International migrant stock (2010 and 2015)
International migrant stock is the number of people born in a country other than that in which they live. It also includes refugees. 
The data used to estimate the international migrant stock at a particular time are obtained mainly from population censuses. 
The estimates are derived from the data on foreign-born population (people who have residence in one country but were born 
in another country). When data on the foreign-born population are not available, data on foreign population (i.e. people who are 
citizens of a country other than the country in which they reside) are used as estimates. After the breakup of the Soviet Union in 
1991, people living in one of the newly independent countries who were born in another were classified as international migrants. 
Estimates of migrant stock in the newly independent states from 1990 on are based on the 1989 census of the Soviet Union. 
For countries with information on the international migrant stock for at least two points in time, interpolation or extrapolation 
was used to estimate the international migrant stock on July 1 of the reference years. For countries with only one observation, 
estimates for the reference years were derived using rates of change in the migrant stock in the years preceding or following the 
single observation available. A model was used to estimate migrants for countries that had no data.

Per capita GDP 2018 – PPP adjusted
Per capita GDP based on purchasing power parity (PPP) is gross domestic product converted to international dollars using 
purchasing power parity rates. An international dollar has the same purchasing power over GDP as the US dollar has in the 
United States. GDP at purchaser’s prices is the sum of gross value added by all resident producers in the economy plus any 
product taxes and minus any subsidies not included in the value of the products. It is calculated without making deductions for 
depreciation of fabricated assets or for depletion and degradation of natural resources. Data are in current international dollars 
based on the 2011 ICP round.
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The PISA target population, exclusions and coverage ratios

WHO IS THE PISA TARGET POPULATION?
PISA 2018 assessed the cumulative outcomes of education and learning at a point at which most young people are still enrolled 
in formal education – when they are 15 years old.

Any international survey of education must guarantee the comparability of its target population across nations. One way to do 
this is to assess students at the same grade level. However, differences between countries in the nature and extent of pre-primary 
education and care, the age at entry into formal schooling and the institutional structure of education systems do not allow for a 
definition of internationally comparable grade levels.

Other international assessments have defined their target population by the grade level that provides maximum coverage of a 
particular age cohort. However, this method is particularly sensitive to the distribution of students across age and grade levels. 
Small changes in this distribution can lead to the selection of different target grades, even within the same country/economy over 
different PISA cycles. There also may be differences across countries/economies in whether students who are older or younger 
than the desired age cohort are represented in the modal grade, further rendering such grade level-based samples difficult to 
compare. 

To overcome these problems, PISA uses an age-based definition of its target population, one that is not tied to the institutional 
structures of national education systems. PISA assesses students who were aged between 15 years and 3 complete months and 
16 years and 3 complete months1 at the beginning of the assessment period, plus or minus an allowed 1-month variation, and 
who were enrolled in an educational institution2 at Grade 7 or higher.3 All students who met these criteria were eligible to sit the 
PISA assessment, regardless of the type of educational institution in which they were enrolled and whether they were enrolled in 
full-time or part-time education. This also allows PISA to evaluate students shortly before they are faced with major life choices, 
such as whether to continue with education or enter the workforce.

Hence, PISA makes statements about the knowledge and skills of a group of individuals who were born within a comparable 
reference period, but who may have undergone different educational experiences both in and outside of school. These students 
may be distributed over different ranges of grades (both in terms of the specific grade levels and the spread in grade levels) in 
different countries/economies, or in different tracks or streams within countries/economies. It is important to consider these 
differences when comparing PISA results across countries/economies. In addition, differences in performance observed when 
students are 15 may disappear later on if students’ experiences in education converge over time.

If mean scores in reading, mathematics or science in a country/economy are significantly higher than those of another country 
or economy, it cannot automatically be inferred that schools or particular parts of the education system in the first are more 
effective than those in the second. However, one can legitimately conclude that it is the cumulative impact of learning experiences 
in the first country/economy, starting in early childhood and up to the age of 15, and including all experiences, at school, home or 
elsewhere, that have resulted in the better outcomes of the first country/economy in the subjects that PISA assesses.4

The PISA target population does not include residents of a country/economy who attend school in another country/economy. It 
does, however, include foreign nationals who attend school in the country of assessment.

To accommodate countries/economies that requested grade-based results for the purpose of national analyses, PISA 2018 
provided a sampling option to supplement age-based sampling with grade-based sampling.

HOW WERE STUDENTS CHOSEN?
The accuracy of the results from any survey depends on the quality of the information drawn from those surveyed as well as on 
the sampling procedures. Quality standards, procedures, instruments and verification mechanisms were developed for PISA that 
ensured that national samples yielded comparable data and that the results could be compared across countries/economies with 
confidence. Experts from the PISA Consortium selected the samples for most participating countries/economies and monitored 
the sample-selection process closely in those countries/economies that selected their own samples.
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Most PISA samples were designed as two-stage stratified samples.5 The first stage sampled schools in which 15-year-old students 
may be enrolled. Schools were sampled systematically, with probabilities proportional to the estimated size of their (eligible) 
15-year-old population. At least 150 schools6 were selected in each country/economy, although the requirements for national 
analyses often demanded a larger sample. Replacement schools for each sampled school were simultaneously identified, in case 
an originally sampled school chose not to participate in PISA 2018.

The second stage of the selection process sampled students within sampled schools. Once schools were selected, a list of 
each sampled school’s 15-year-old students was prepared. From this list, 42 students were then selected with equal probability  
(all 15-year-old students were selected if fewer than 42 were enrolled). The number of students who were to be sampled in a 
school could deviate from 42 but could not fall below 20.

Data-quality standards in PISA required minimum participation rates for schools and for students. These standards were 
established to minimise the potential for bias resulting from non-response. Indeed, it was likely that any bias resulting from  
non-response would be negligible (i.e. typically smaller than the sampling error) in countries/economies that met these standards.

At least 85% of the schools initially selected to take part in the PISA assessment were required to agree to conduct the test. Where 
the initial response rate of schools was between 65% and 85%, however, an acceptable school-response rate could still be achieved 
through the use of replacement schools. Inherent in this procedure was a risk of introducing bias, if replacement schools differed 
from initially sampled schools along dimensions other than those considered for sampling. Participating countries/economies 
were therefore encouraged to persuade as many of the schools in the original sample as possible to participate. 

Schools with a student participation rate of between 25% and 50% were not considered to be participating schools, but data 
(from both the cognitive assessment and questionnaire) from these schools were included in the database and contributed to 
the various estimates. Data from schools with a student participation rate of less than 25% were excluded from the database.

In PISA 2018, five countries and economies did not meet the 85% threshold among schools initially selected to take part in the 
PISA assessment: Hong Kong (China) (69%), Latvia (82%), New Zealand (83%), the United Kingdom (73%) and the United States 
(65%). But they did meet the 65% threshold. Upon replacement, Hong Kong (China) (79%), the United Kingdom (87%) and 
the United States (76%) still failed to reach an acceptable participation rate.7 Among the schools initially selected before 
replacement, the Netherlands (61%) did not meet the 65% school response-rate threshold, but it reached a response rate  
of 87% upon replacement. However, these were not considered to be major issues as, for each of these countries/economies, 
additional non-response analyses showed that there were limited differences between schools that did participate and the full 
set of schools originally drawn in the sample.8 Data from these jurisdictions were hence considered to be largely comparable with 
data from other countries/economies and were therefore reported together with that data. 

PISA 2018 also required that at least 80% of the students chosen within participating schools actually participated. This threshold 
was calculated at the national level and did not have to be met in each participating school. Follow-up sessions were required in 
schools where too few students had participated in the original assessment sessions. Student-participation rates were calculated 
over all original schools and also over all schools, whether original or replacement schools. Students who participated in either 
the original or in any follow-up assessment sessions were counted in these participation rates. Those who attended only the 
questionnaire session were included in the international database and contributed to the statistics presented in this publication 
if they provided at least a description of their father’s or mother’s occupation.

This 80% threshold was met in every country/economy except Portugal, where only 76% of students who were sampled actually 
participated. The high level of non-responding students could lead to biased results (e.g. if students who did not respond were 
more likely to be low-performing students). This was indeed the case in Portugal, but a non-response analysis based on data 
from a national mathematics assessment in the country showed that the upward bias of Portugal’s overall results was likely small 
enough to preserve comparability over time and with other countries/economies. Data from Portugal were therefore reported 
along with data from the countries/economies that met this 80% student-participation threshold.

Table I.A2.6 shows the response rate for students and schools, before and after replacement.

• Column 1 shows the weighted participation rate of schools before replacement; it is equivalent to Column 2 divided by 
Column 3 (multiplied by 100 to obtain a percentage).

• Column 2 shows the number of responding schools before school replacement, weighted by student enrolment.

• Column 3 shows the number of sampled schools before school replacement, weighted by student enrolment. This includes 
both responding and non-responding schools.

• Column 4 shows the unweighted number of responding schools before school replacement.
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• Column 5 shows the unweighted number of sampled schools before school replacement, including both responding and 
non-responding schools.

•  Columns 6 to 10 repeat Columns 1 to 5 for schools after school replacement (i.e. after non-responding schools were replaced 
by the replacement schools identified during the initial sampling procedure).

•  Columns 11 to 15 repeat Columns 6 to 10 but for students in schools after school replacement. Note that the weighted and 
unweighted numbers of students sampled (Columns 13 and 15) include students who were assessed and those who should 
have been assessed but who were absent on the day of assessment. Furthermore, as mentioned above, any students in 
schools where the student response rate was less than 50% were not considered to be attending participating schools and 
were thus excluded from Columns 14 and 15 (and, similarly, from Columns 4, 5, 9 and 10). 

WHAT PROPORTION OF 15-YEAR-OLDS DOES PISA REPRESENT?
All countries and economies attempted to maximise the coverage of 15-year-olds enrolled in education in their national samples, 
including students enrolled in special-education institutions. 

The sampling standards used in PISA only permitted countries to exclude up to a total of 5% of the relevant population (i.e. 
15-year-old students enrolled in school at Grade 7 or higher) either by excluding schools or excluding students within schools. 
Only 16 countries did not achieve this standard: Sweden (11.09%), Israel (10.21%), Luxembourg (7.92%), Norway (7.88%), Canada 
(6.87%), New Zealand (6.78%), Switzerland (6.68%), the Netherlands (6.24%), Cyprus (5.99%), Iceland (5.99%), Kazakhstan (5.87%), 
Australia (5.72%), Denmark (5.70%), Turkey (5.66%), the United Kingdom (5.45%) and Estonia (5.03%), and the overall exclusion 
rate was less than 2% in 28 countries and economies (Table I.A2.1). When language exclusions9 were accounted for (i.e. removed 
from the overall exclusion rate), Estonia and Iceland no longer had exclusion rates greater than 5%. More details can be found in 
the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[1]).

Exclusions that should remain within the above limits include both at the school level and the student level:

• School level: 

 –  schools that were geographically inaccessible or where the administration of the PISA assessment was not considered 
feasible 

 –  schools that provided teaching only for students in the categories defined under “within-school exclusions”, such as schools 
for the blind. 

The percentage of 15-year-olds enrolled in such schools had to be less than 2.5% of the nationally desired target population 
(0.5% maximum for schools that were geographically inaccessible or where administration of PISA was not feasible and 2% 
maximum for schools only for students in the categories defined under “within-school exclusions). The magnitude, nature 
and justification of school-level exclusions are documented in the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[1]).

• Student level: 

 –  students with an intellectual disability (i.e. a mental or emotional disability resulting in the student being so cognitively 
delayed that he/she could not perform in the PISA testing environment) 

 –  students with a functional disability (i.e. a moderate to severe permanent physical disability resulting in the student being 
unable to perform in the PISA testing environment) 

 –  students with limited assessment-language proficiency (i.e. students unable to read or speak any of the languages 
of assessment in the country at a sufficient level and unable to overcome such a language barrier in the PISA testing 
environment, typically students who had received less than one year of instruction in the language of assessment) 

 –  other exclusions (a category defined by the PISA national centres in individual participating countries and approved by the 
PISA international consortium)

 –  students taught in a language of instruction for the major domain for which no materials were available.

Students could not be excluded solely because of low proficiency or common disciplinary problems. The percentage of 15-year-olds 
excluded within schools had to be less than 2.5% of the national desired target population.

Although exceeding the exclusion rate limit of 5% (Table I.A2.1), data from the 16 countries listed above were all deemed to be 
acceptable for the reasons listed below. In particular, all of these reasons were accepted by a data-adjudication panel to allow for 
the reliable comparison of PISA results across countries/economies and across time. Thus the data from these countries were 
reported together with data from other countries/economies.
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•  In Australia, Canada, Denmark, Luxembourg, New Zealand and Norway, exclusion rates have consistently been above 5% 
across cycles. In the United Kingdom, exclusion rates were also above 5%, but they have decreased markedly across cycles. 

•  In Cyprus, Iceland, Kazakhstan, the Netherlands and Switzerland, this could be largely attributed to a marked increase in 
students who were excluded within schools due to intellectual or functional disabilities. Moreover, in the Netherlands, some 
17% of students were not excluded but assigned to UH (une heure) booklets, which were intended for students with special 
education needs. As these booklets did not cover the domain of financial literacy (OECD, 2020[2]), the effective exclusion rate 
for the Netherlands in financial literacy was over 20%. This resulted in a strong upward bias in the country mean and other 
population statistics in that domain. Data from the Netherlands in financial literacy are not comparable with data from other 
education systems, but data from the Netherlands in the core PISA subjects were still deemed to be largely comparable.

•  The higher exclusion rate in Turkey was likely the result of a higher school-level exclusion rate, due to a particular type of  
non-formal educational institution that was not listed (and hence not excluded) in 2015 but was listed and excluded in 2018. 
The global competence sample from Israel does not include students in ultra-Orthodox schools and, thus, is not nationally 
representative. See PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[1]) for details.

•  The higher exclusion rate in Israel was the result of a higher school-level exclusion rate due to the lack of participation by a 
particular type of boys’ school. These schools were considered to be non-responding schools in cycles up to 2015 but were 
treated as school-level exclusions in 2018.

•  Sweden had the highest exclusion rate: 11.07%. It is believed that this increase in the exclusion rate was due to a large 
and temporary increase in immigrant and refugee inflows, although because of Swedish data-collection laws, this could not 
be explicitly stated in student-tracking forms. Instead, students confronted with language barriers were classified as being 
excluded “for other reasons”, as were students with intellectual and functional disabilities. It is expected that the exclusion rate 
will decrease to previous levels in future cycles of PISA, as such inflows stabilise or shrink.10

Table I.A2.1 describes the target population of the countries/economies participating in PISA 2018. Further information on 
the target population and the implementation of PISA sampling standards can be found in the PISA 2018 Technical Report  
(OECD, forthcoming[1]).

•  Column 1 shows the total number of 15-year-olds according to the most recent available information, which in most countries 
and economies means from 2017, the year before the assessment.

•  Column 2 shows the number of 15-year-olds enrolled in school in Grade 7 or above, which is referred to as the “eligible 
population”.

•  Column 3 shows the national desired target population. Countries were allowed to exclude up to 0.5% of students a priori 
from the eligible population, essentially for practical reasons. The following a priori exclusions exceed this limit but were 
agreed with the PISA Consortium:

 –  Canada excluded 1.17% of its population: students living in the Yukon, Northwest Territories and Nunavut, and Indigenous 
students living on reserves.

 –  Chile excluded 0.05% of its population: students living on Easter Island, the Juan Fernandez Archipelago and Antarctica.

 –  Cyprus excluded 0.10% of its population: students attending schools on the northern part of the island.

 –  The Philippines excluded 2.42% of its population: students living in the Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao.

 –  Saudi Arabia excluded 7.59% of its population: students living in the regions of Najran and Jizan. 

 –  Ukraine excluded 0.37% of its population: some students attending schools in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions.

 –  The United Arab Emirates excluded 0.04% of its population: home-schooled students.

• Column 4 shows the number of students enrolled in schools that were excluded from the national desired target population, 
either from the sampling frame or later in the field during data collection. In other words, these are school-level exclusions.

•  Column 5 shows the size of the national desired target population after subtracting the students enrolled in excluded schools. 
This column is obtained by subtracting Column 4 from Column 3.

•  Column 6 shows the percentage of students enrolled in excluded schools. This is obtained by dividing Column 4 by Column 
3 and multiplying by 100.
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•  Column 7 shows the number of students who participated in PISA 2018. Note that, in some cases, this number does not 
account for 15-year-olds assessed as part of additional national options.

• Column 8 shows the weighted number of participating students (i.e. the number of students in the nationally defined target 
population that the PISA sample represents).

•  Column 9 shows the total number of students excluded within schools. In each sampled school, all eligible students  
(i.e. those 15 years of age, regardless of grade) were listed, and a reason for the exclusion was provided for each student who 
was to be excluded from the sample. These reasons are further described and classified into specific categories in Table I.A2.4.

•  Column 10 shows the weighted number of students excluded within schools (i.e. the overall number of students in the 
national defined target population represented by the number of students from the sample excluded within schools). This 
weighted number is also described and classified by exclusion categories in Table I.A2.4.

•  Column 11 shows the percentage of students excluded within schools. This is equivalent to the weighted number of excluded 
students (Column 10) divided by the weighted number of excluded and participating students (the sum of Columns 8 and 10), 
multiplied by 100.

•  Column 12 shows the overall exclusion rate, which represents the weighted percentage of the national desired target 
population excluded from PISA, either through school-level exclusions or through the exclusion of students within schools. 
It is equivalent to the school-level exclusion rate (Column 6) plus the product of the within-school exclusion rate and 1 minus 
the school-level exclusion rate expressed as a decimal (Column 6 divided by 100).11

•  Column 13 shows an index of the extent to which the national desired target population was covered by the PISA sample. As 
mentioned above, 15 countries fell below the coverage of 95%. This is also known as Coverage Index 1.

•  Column 14 shows an index of the extent to which 15-year-olds enrolled in school were covered by the PISA sample. The index, 
also known as Coverage Index 2, measures the overall proportion of the national enrolled population that is covered by the 
non-excluded portion of the student sample and takes into account both school- and student-level exclusions. Values close to 
100 indicate that the PISA sample represents the entire (Grade 7 and higher) education system as defined for PISA 2018. This 
is calculated in a similar manner to Column 13, but the total enrolled population of 15-year-olds in Grade 7 or above (Column 2) 
is used as a base instead of the national desired target population (Column 3).

•  Column 15 shows an index of the coverage of the 15-year-old population. The index is the weighted number of participating 
students (Column 8) divided by the total population of 15-year-old students (Column 1). This is also known as Coverage Index 3.

The high level of coverage contributes to the comparability of the assessment results. For example, even assuming that the 
excluded students would have systematically scored worse than those who participated and that this relationship is moderately 
strong, an exclusion rate on the order of 5% would likely lead to an overestimation of national mean scores of less than 5 score 
points on the PISA scale (where the standard deviation is 100 score points). 12

DEFINITION OF SCHOOLS
In some countries, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools, which may affect the estimate of the between-
school variance. In Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Japan, Romania and Slovenia, schools with more than one 
programme of study were split into the units delivering these programmes. In the Netherlands, locations were listed as sampling 
units. In the Flemish Community of Belgium, each campus (or implantation) of a multi-campus school was sampled independently 
while, in the French Community of Belgium the larger administrative unit of a multi-campus school was sampled as a whole.

In Argentina, Australia, Colombia and Croatia, each campus of a multi-campus school was sampled independently. Schools in 
the Basque Country of Spain that were divided into sections by language of instruction were split into these linguistic sections 
for sampling. International schools in Luxembourg were split into two sampling units: one for students who were instructed in a 
language for which testing material was available,13 and one for students who were instructed in a language for which no testing 
material was available (and who were hence excluded).

Some schools in the United Arab Emirates were sampled as a whole unit, while others were split by curriculum and sometimes by 
gender. Due to reorganisation, some schools in Sweden were split into two parts, each part with its own principal. Some schools 
in Portugal were organised into clusters where all units in a cluster shared the same teachers and principal; each of these clusters 
constituted a single sampling unit.

THE DISTRIBUTION OF PISA STUDENTS ACROSS GRADES
Students assessed in PISA 2018 were enrolled in various grade levels. The percentage of students at each grade level is presented, 
by country, in Table I.A2.8 and Table I.A2.9, and by gender within each country/economy in Table I.A2.12 and Table I.A2.13.
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Table VI.A2.1 [1/4] PISA target populations and samples 

 

Population and sample information

Total population  
of 15-year-olds

Total enrolled 
population  

of 15-year-olds  
at grade 7  
or above

Total in national 
desired target 

population
Total school-level 

exclusions

Total in national 
desired target 

population after all 
school exclusions 

and before  
within-school 

exclusions
School-level 

exclusion rate (%)

Number 
of participating 

students
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

O
EC

D Australia  288 195  284 687  284 687  5 610  279 077 1.97  14 273
Austria  84 473  80 108  80 108   603  79 505 0.75  6 802
Belgium  126 031  122 808  122 808  1 877  120 931 1.53  8 475
Canada  388 205  400 139  395 448  7 950  387 498 2.01  22 653
Chile  239 492  215 580  215 470  2 151  213 319 1.00  7 621

Colombia  856 081  645 339  645 339   950  644 389 0.15  7 522
Czech Republic  92 013  90 835  90 835  1 510  89 325 1.66  7 019
Denmark  68 313  67 414  67 414   653  66 761 0.97  7 657
Estonia  12 257  12 120  12 120   413  11 707 3.41  5 316
Finland  58 325  57 552  57 552   496  57 056 0.86  5 649
France  828 196  798 480  798 480  13 732  784 748 1.72  6 308
Germany  739 792  739 792  739 792  15 448  724 344 2.09  5 451
Greece  102 868  100 203  100 203  1 266  98 937 1.26  6 403
Hungary  96 838  91 297  91 297  1 992  89 305 2.18  5 132
Iceland  4 232  4 177  4 177   35  4 142 0.84  3 294
Ireland  61 999  61 188  61 188   59  61 129 0.10  5 577
Israel  136 848  128 419  128 419  10 613  117 806 8.26  6 623
Italy  616 185  544 279  544 279   748  543 531 0.14  11 785
Japan 1 186 849 1 159 226 1 159 226  27 743 1 131 483 2.39  6 109
Korea  517 040  517 040  517 040  2 489  514 551 0.48  6 650

Latvia  17 977  17 677  17 677   692  16 985 3.92  5 303
Lithuania  27 075  25 998  25 998   494  25 504 1.90  6 885
Luxembourg  6 291  5 952  5 952   156  5 796 2.62  5 230
Mexico 2 231 751 1 697 100 1 697 100  8 013 1 689 087 0.47  7 299
Netherlands  208 704  204 753  204 753  10 347  194 406 5.05  4 765
New Zealand  59 700  58 131  58 131   857  57 274 1.47  6 173
Norway  60 968  60 794  60 794   852  59 942 1.40  5 813
Poland  354 020  331 850  331 850  6 853  324 997 2.07  5 625
Portugal  112 977  110 732  110 732   709  110 023 0.64  5 932
Slovak Republic  51 526  50 100  50 100   587  49 513 1.17  5 965
Slovenia  17 501  18 236  18 236   337  17 899 1.85  6 401
Spain  454 168  436 560  436 560  2 368  434 192 0.54  35 943
Sweden  108 622  107 824  107 824  1 492  106 332 1.38  5 504

Switzerland  80 590  78 059  78 059  3 227  74 832 4.13  5 822
Turkey 1 218 693 1 038 993 1 038 993  43 928  995 065 4.23  6 890
United Kingdom  703 991  697 603  697 603  1 315  64 076 2.01  13 818
United States 4 133 719 4 058 637 4 058 637  24 757 4 033 880 0.61  4 838

Notes:  For a full explanation of the details in this table, please refer to the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming).
The figure for total national population of 15-year-olds enrolled in Column 2 may occasionally be larger than the total number of 15-year-olds in Column 1, due to differing 
data sources. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096
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Table VI.A2.1 [2/4] PISA target populations and samples

 

Population and sample information

Total population  
of 15-year-olds

Total enrolled 
population  

of 15-year-olds  
at grade 7  
or above

Total in national 
desired target 

population
Total school-level 

exclusions

Total in national 
desired target 

population after all 
school exclusions 

and before  
within-school 

exclusions
School-level 

exclusion rate (%)

Number 
of participating 

students
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania  36 955  30 160  30 160   0  30 160 0.00  6 359

Argentina  702 788  678 151  678 151  5 597  672 554 0.83  11 975
Baku (Azerbaijan)  43 798  22 672  22 672   454  22 218 2.00  6 827
Belarus  89 440  82 580  82 580  1 440  81 140 1.74  5 803
Bosnia and Herzegovina  35 056  32 313  32 313   243  32 070 0.75  6 480
Brazil 3 132 463 2 980 084 2 980 084  74 772 2 905 312 2.51  10 691
Brunei Darussalam  7 081  7 384  7 384   0  7 384 0.00  6 828
B-S-J-Z (China) 1 221 746 1 097 296 1 097 296  33 279 1 064 017 3.03  12 058
Bulgaria  66 499  51 674  51 674   388  51 286 0.75  5 294
Costa Rica  72 444  58 789  58 789   0  58 789 0.00  7 221
Croatia  39 812  30 534  30 534   409  30 125 1.34  6 609
Cyprus  8 285  8 285  8 277   138  8 139 1.67  5 503
Dominican Republic  192 198  148 033  148 033  2 755  145 278 1.86  5 674
Georgia  46 605  41 750  41 750  1 018  40 732 2.44  5 572
Hong Kong (China)  51 935  51 328  51 328   643  50 685 1.25  6 037
Indonesia 4 439 086 3 684 980 3 684 980  3 892 3 681 088 0.11  12 098
Jordan  212 777  132 291  132 291   90  132 201 0.07  8 963
Kazakhstan  230 646  230 018  230 018  9 814  220 204 4.27  19 507
Kosovo  30 494  27 288  27 288   87  27 201 0.32  5 058
Lebanon  61 979  59 687  59 687  1 300  58 387 2.18  5 614
Macao (China)  4 300  3 845  3 845   14  3 831 0.36  3 775
Malaysia  537 800  455 358  455 358  3 503  451 855 0.77  6 111
Malta  4 039  4 056  4 056   37  4 019 0.91  3 363
Moldova  29 716  29 467  29 467   78  29 389 0.26  5 367
Montenegro  7 484  7 432  7 432   40  7 392 0.54  6 666
Morocco  601 250  415 806  415 806  8 292  407 514 1.99  6 814
North Macedonia  18 812  18 812  18 812   298  18 514 1.59  5 569
Panama  72 084  60 057  60 057   585  59 472 0.97  6 270
Peru  580 690  484 352  484 352  10 483  473 869 2.16  6 086
Philippines 2 063 564 1 734 997 1 692 950  42 290 1 650 660 2.50  7 233
Qatar  16 492  16 408  16 408   245  16 163 1.49  13 828
Romania  203 940  171 685  171 685  4 653  167 032 2.71  5 075
Russia 1 343 738 1 339 706 1 339 706  48 114 1 291 592 3.59  7 608
Saudi Arabia  418 788  406 768  375 914  8 940  366 974 2.38  6 136
Serbia  69 972  66 729  66 729  1 175  65 554 1.76  6 609
Singapore  46 229  45 178  45 178   552  44 626 1.22  6 676
Chinese Taipei  246 260  240 241  240 241  1 978  238 263 0.82  7 243
Thailand  795 130  696 833  696 833  10 014  686 819 1.44  8 633
Ukraine  351 424  321 833  320 636  8 352  312 284 2.60  5 998
United Arab Emirates  59 275  59 203  59 178   847  58 331 1.43  19 277
Uruguay  50 965  46 768  46 768   0  46 768 0.00  5 263

Viet Nam 1 332 000 1 251 842 1 251 842  6 169 1 245 673 0.49  5 377

Notes:  For a full explanation of the details in this table, please refer to the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming).
The figure for total national population of 15-year-olds enrolled in Column 2 may occasionally be larger than the total number of 15-year-olds in Column 1, due to differing 
data sources. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?246

Annex A2  The PISA target population, the PISA samples and the definition of schools

Table VI.A2.1 [3/4] PISA target populations and samples

 

Population and sample information Coverage indices

Weighted 
number  

of participating 
students

Number  
of excluded 

students

Weighted 
number  

of excluded 
students

Within-school 
exclusion rate 

(%)

Overall 
exclusion rate 

(%)

Coverage Index 1:
Coverage of  

national desired 
population

Coverage Index 2: 
Coverage of  

national enrolled 
population

Coverage Index 3: 
Coverage of  
15-year-old 
population

(8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
EC

D Australia  257 779 716  10 249 3.82 5.72 0.943 0.943 0.894
Austria  75 077 117  1 379 1.80 2.54 0.975 0.975 0.889
Belgium  118 025 45   494 0.42 1.94 0.981 0.981 0.936
Canada  335 197 1 481  17 496 4.96 6.87 0.931 0.920 0.863
Chile  213 832 68  2 029 0.94 1.93 0.981 0.980 0.893

Colombia  529 976 28  1 812 0.34 0.49 0.995 0.995 0.619
Czech Republic  87 808 1   11 0.01 1.67 0.983 0.983 0.954
Denmark  59 967 444  3 009 4.78 5.70 0.943 0.943 0.878
Estonia  11 414 96   195 1.68 5.03 0.950 0.950 0.931
Finland  56 172 157  1 491 2.59 3.42 0.966 0.966 0.963
France  756 477 56  6 644 0.87 2.58 0.974 0.974 0.913
Germany  734 915 42  4 847 0.66 2.73 0.973 0.973 0.993
Greece  95 370 52   798 0.83 2.08 0.979 0.979 0.927
Hungary  86 754 75  1 353 1.54 3.68 0.963 0.963 0.896
Iceland  3 875 209   212 5.19 5.99 0.940 0.940 0.916
Ireland  59 639 257  2 370 3.82 3.91 0.961 0.961 0.962
Israel  110 645 152  2 399 2.12 10.21 0.898 0.898 0.809
Italy  521 223 93  3 219 0.61 0.75 0.992 0.992 0.846
Japan 1 078 921 0   0 0.00 2.39 0.976 0.976 0.909
Korea  455 544 7   378 0.08 0.56 0.994 0.994 0.881

Latvia  15 932 23   62 0.38 4.29 0.957 0.957 0.886
Lithuania  24 453 95   360 1.45 3.32 0.967 0.967 0.903
Luxembourg  5 478 315   315 5.44 7.92 0.921 0.921 0.871
Mexico 1 480 904 44  11 457 0.77 1.24 0.988 0.988 0.664
Netherlands  190 281 78  2 407 1.25 6.24 0.938 0.938 0.912
New Zealand  53 000 443  3 016 5.38 6.78 0.932 0.932 0.888
Norway  55 566 452  3 906 6.57 7.88 0.921 0.921 0.911
Poland  318 724 116  5 635 1.74 3.77 0.962 0.962 0.900
Portugal  98 628 158  1 749 1.74 2.37 0.976 0.976 0.873
Slovak Republic  44 418 12   72 0.16 1.33 0.987 0.987 0.862
Slovenia  17 138 124   298 1.71 3.52 0.965 0.965 0.979
Spain  416 703 747  8 951 2.10 2.63 0.974 0.974 0.918
Sweden  93 129 681  10 163 9.84 11.09 0.889 0.889 0.857

Switzerland  71 683 152  1 955 2.66 6.68 0.933 0.933 0.889
Turkey  884 971 95  13 463 1.50 5.66 0.943 0.943 0.726
United Kingdom  597 240 688  20 562 3.33 5.45 0.945 0.945 0.848
United States 3 559 045 194  119 057 3.24 3.83 0.962 0.962 0.861

Notes:  For a full explanation of the details in this table, please refer to the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming).
The figure for total national population of 15-year-olds enrolled in Column 2 may occasionally be larger than the total number of 15-year-olds in Column 1, due to differing 
data sources. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096
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Table VI.A2.1 [4/4] PISA target populations and samples

 

Population and sample information Coverage indices

Weighted 
number  

of participating 
students

Number  
of excluded 

students

Weighted 
number  

of excluded 
students

Within-school 
exclusion rate 

(%)

Overall 
exclusion rate 

(%)

Coverage Index 1:
Coverage of  

national desired 
population

Coverage Index 2: 
Coverage of  

national enrolled 
population

Coverage Index 3: 
Coverage of  
15-year-old 
population

(8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania  27 963 0   0 0.00 0.00 1.000 1.000 0.757

Argentina  566 486 118  4 083 0.72 1.54 0.985 0.985 0.806
Baku (Azerbaijan)  20 271 0   0 0.00 2.00 0.980 0.980 0.463
Belarus  78 333 31   462 0.59 2.32 0.977 0.977 0.876
Bosnia and Herzegovina  28 843 24   106 0.36 1.11 0.989 0.989 0.823
Brazil 2 036 861 41  8 180 0.40 2.90 0.971 0.971 0.650
Brunei Darussalam  6 899 53   53 0.76 0.76 0.992 0.992 0.974
B-S-J-Z (China)  992 302 34  1 452 0.15 3.17 0.968 0.968 0.812
Bulgaria  47 851 80   685 1.41 2.15 0.978 0.978 0.720
Costa Rica  45 475 39   249 0.54 0.54 0.995 0.995 0.628
Croatia  35 462 135   637 1.76 3.08 0.969 0.969 0.891
Cyprus  7 639 201   351 4.40 5.99 0.940 0.939 0.922
Dominican Republic  140 330 0   0 0.00 1.86 0.981 0.981 0.730
Georgia  38 489 26   180 0.46 2.89 0.971 0.971 0.826
Hong Kong (China)  51 101 0   0 0.00 1.25 0.987 0.987 0.984
Indonesia 3 768 508 0   0 0.00 0.11 0.999 0.999 0.849
Jordan  114 901 44   550 0.48 0.54 0.995 0.995 0.540
Kazakhstan  212 229 300  3 624 1.68 5.87 0.941 0.941 0.920
Kosovo  25 739 26   132 0.51 0.83 0.992 0.992 0.844
Lebanon  53 726 1   8 0.02 2.19 0.978 0.978 0.867
Macao (China)  3 799 0   0 0.00 0.36 0.996 0.996 0.883
Malaysia  388 638 37  2 419 0.62 1.38 0.986 0.986 0.723
Malta  3 925 56   56 1.41 2.31 0.977 0.977 0.972
Moldova  28 252 35   207 0.73 0.99 0.990 0.990 0.951
Montenegro  7 087 4   12 0.18 0.71 0.993 0.993 0.947
Morocco  386 408 4   220 0.06 2.05 0.980 0.980 0.643
North Macedonia  17 820 18   85 0.48 2.05 0.979 0.979 0.947
Panama  38 540 24   106 0.27 1.24 0.988 0.988 0.535
Peru  424 586 20  1 360 0.32 2.48 0.975 0.975 0.731
Philippines 1 400 584 10  2 039 0.15 2.64 0.974 0.950 0.679
Qatar  15 228 192   192 1.25 2.72 0.973 0.973 0.923
Romania  148 098 24   930 0.62 3.32 0.967 0.967 0.726
Russia 1 257 388 96  14 905 1.17 4.72 0.953 0.953 0.936
Saudi Arabia  354 013 1   53 0.01 2.39 0.976 0.902 0.845
Serbia  61 895 42   409 0.66 2.41 0.976 0.976 0.885
Singapore  44 058 35   232 0.52 1.74 0.983 0.983 0.953
Chinese Taipei  226 698 38  1 297 0.57 1.39 0.986 0.986 0.921
Thailand  575 713 17  1 002 0.17 1.61 0.984 0.984 0.724
Ukraine  304 855 34  1 704 0.56 3.15 0.969 0.965 0.867
United Arab Emirates  54 403 166   331 0.60 2.03 0.980 0.979 0.918
Uruguay  39 746 25   164 0.41 0.41 0.996 0.996 0.780

Viet Nam  926 260 0   0 0.00 0.49 0.995 0.995 0.695

Notes:  For a full explanation of the details in this table, please refer to the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming).
The figure for total national population of 15-year-olds enrolled in Column 2 may occasionally be larger than the total number of 15-year-olds in Column 1, due to differing 
data sources. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096
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Table VI.A2.2 [1/4] Change in the enrolment of 15-year-olds in grade 7 and above (PISA 2003 through PISA 2018)
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O
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D Australia 288 195 284 687 257 779 0.89 282 888 282 547 256 329 0.91 291 967 288 159 250 779 0.86
Austria 84 473 80 108 75 077 0.89 88 013 82 683 73 379 0.83 93 537 89 073 82 242 0.88
Belgium 126 031 122 808 118 025 0.94 123 630 121 954 114 902 0.93 123 469 121 493 117 912 0.95
Canada 388 205 400 139 335 197 0.86 396 966 381 660 331 546 0.84 417 873 409 453 348 070 0.83
Chile 239 492 215 580 213 832 0.89 255 440 245 947 203 782 0.80 274 803 252 733 229 199 0.83

Colombia 856 081 645 339 529 976 0.62 760 919 674 079 567 848 0.75 889 729 620 422 560 805 0.63
Czech Republic 92 013 90 835 87 808 0.95 90 391 90 076 84 519 0.94 96 946 93 214 82 101 0.85
Denmark 68 313 67 414 59 967 0.88 68 174 67 466 60 655 0.89 72 310 70 854 65 642 0.91
Estonia 12 257 12 120 11 414 0.93 11 676 11 491 10 834 0.93 12 649 12 438 11 634 0.92
Finland 58 325 57 552 56 172 0.96 58 526 58 955 56 934 0.97 62 523 62 195 60 047 0.96
France 828 196 798 480 756 477 0.91 807 867 778 679 734 944 0.91 792 983 755 447 701 399 0.88
Germany 739 792 739 792 734 915 0.99 774 149 774 149 743 969 0.96 798 136 798 136 756 907 0.95
Greece 102 868 100 203 95 370 0.93 105 530 105 253 96 157 0.91 110 521 105 096 96 640 0.87
Hungary 96 838 91 297 86 754 0.90 94 515 90 065 84 644 0.90 111 761 108 816 91 179 0.82
Iceland 4 232 4 177 3 875 0.92 4 250 4 195 3 966 0.93 4 505 4 491 4 169 0.93
Ireland 61 999 61 188 59 639 0.96 61 234 59 811 59 082 0.96 59 296 57 979 54 010 0.91
Israel 136 848 128 419 110 645 0.81 124 852 118 997 117 031 0.94 118 953 113 278 107 745 0.91
Italy 616 185 544 279 521 223 0.85 616 761 567 268 495 093 0.80 605 490 566 973 521 288 0.86
Japan 1 186 849 1 159 226 1 078 921 0.91 1 201 615 1 175 907 1 138 349 0.95 1 241 786 1 214 756 1 128 179 0.91
Korea 517 040 517 040 455 544 0.88 620 687 619 950 569 106 0.92 687 104 672 101 603 632 0.88

Latvia 17 977 17 677 15 932 0.89 17 255 16 955 15 320 0.89 18 789 18 389 16 054 0.85
Lithuania 27 075 25 998 24 453 0.90 33 163 32 097 29 915 0.90 38 524 35 567 33 042 0.86
Luxembourg 6 291 5 952 5 478 0.87 6 327 6 053 5 540 0.88 6 187 6 082 5 523 0.85
Mexico 2 231 751 1 697 100 1 480 904 0.66 2 257 399 1 401 247 1 392 995 0.62 2 114 745 1 472 875 1 326 025 0.63
Netherlands 208 704 204 753 190 281 0.91 203 234 200 976 191 817 0.94 194 000 193 190 196 262 1.01
New Zealand 59 700 58 131 53 000 0.89 60 162 57 448 54 274 0.90 60 940 59 118 53 414 0.88
Norway 60 968 60 794 55 566 0.91 63 642 63 491 58 083 0.91 64 917 64 777 59 432 0.92
Poland 354 020 331 850 318 724 0.90 380 366 361 600 345 709 0.91 425 597 410 700 379 275 0.89
Portugal 112 977 110 732 98 628 0.87 110 939 101 107 97 214 0.88 108 728 127 537 96 034 0.88
Slovak Republic 51 526 50 100 44 418 0.86 55 674 55 203 49 654 0.89 59 723 59 367 54 486 0.91
Slovenia 17 501 18 236 17 138 0.98 18 078 17 689 16 773 0.93 19 471 18 935 18 303 0.94
Spain 454 168 436 560 416 703 0.92 440 084 414 276 399 935 0.91 423 444 404 374 374 266 0.88
Sweden 108 622 107 824 93 129 0.86 97 749 97 210 91 491 0.94 102 087 102 027 94 988 0.93

Switzerland 80 590 78 059 71 683 0.89 85 495 83 655 82 223 0.96 87 200 85 239 79 679 0.91
Turkey 1 218 693 1 038 993 884 971 0.73 1 324 089 1 100 074 925 366 0.70 1 266 638 965 736 866 681 0.68
United Kingdom 703 991 697 603 597 240 0.85 747 593 746 328 627 703 0.84 738 066 745 581 688 236 0.93
United States 4 133 719 4 058 637 3 559 045 0.86 4 220 325 3 992 053 3 524 497 0.84 3 985 714 4 074 457 3 536 153 0.89

Notes: Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
For Albania, Brazil, Chile, Jordan, the Netherlands, Romania and Uruguay, estimates of the Total population of 15-year-olds across years have been updated to align data 
sources with those used in 2018. Therefore, the estimates reported in this table do not match those that appear in previous PISA reports. 
For Mexico, in 2015, the total population of 15-year-olds enrolled in Grade 7 or above is an estimate of the target population size of the sample frame from which the 15-year-
olds students were selected for the PISA test. At the time Mexico provided the information to PISA, the official figure for this population was 1 573 952.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096
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Table VI.A2.2 [2/4] Change in the enrolment of 15-year-olds in grade 7 and above (PISA 2003 through PISA 2018)
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ne
rs Albania 36 955 30 160 27 963 0.76 45 667 45 163 40 896 0.90 55 099 50 157 42 466 0.77

Argentina 702 788 678 151 566 486 0.81 718 635 578 308 394 917 0.55 684 879 637 603 545 942 0.80
Baku (Azerbaijan) 43 798 22 672 20 271 0.46 m m m m m m m m
Belarus 89 440 82 580 78 333 0.88 m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina 35 056 32 313 28 843 0.82 m m m m m m m m
Brazil 3 132 463 2 980 084 2 036 861 0.65 3 379 467 2 853 388 2 425 961 0.72 3 520 371 2 786 064 2 470 804 0.70
Brunei Darussalam 7 081 7 384 6 899 0.97 m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) 1 221 746 1 097 296 992 302 0.81 m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 66 499 51 674 47 851 0.72 66 601 59 397 53 685 0.81 70 188 59 684 54 255 0.77
Costa Rica 72 444 58 789 45 475 0.63 81 773 66 524 51 897 0.63 81 489 64 326 40 384 0.50
Croatia 39 812 30 534 35 462 0.89 45 031 35 920 40 899 0.91 48 155 46 550 45 502 0.94
Cyprus 8 285 8 285 7 639 0.92 9 255 9 255 8 785 0.95 9 956 9 956 9 650 0.97
Dominican Republic 192 198 148 033 140 330 0.73 193 153 139 555 132 300 0.68 m m m m
Georgia 46 605 41 750 38 489 0.83 48 695 43 197 38 334 0.79 m m m m
Hong Kong (China) 51 935 51 328 51 101 0.98 65 100 61 630 57 662 0.89 84 200 77 864 70 636 0.84
Indonesia 4 439 086 3 684 980 3 768 508 0.85 4 534 216 3 182 816 3 092 773 0.68 4 174 217 3 599 844 2 645 155 0.63
Jordan 212 777 132 291 114 901 0.54 196 734 121 729 108 669 0.55 153 293 125 333 111 098 0.72
Kazakhstan 230 646 230 018 212 229 0.92 211 407 209 555 192 909 0.91 258 716 247 048 208 411 0.81
Kosovo 30 494 27 288 25 739 0.84 31 546 28 229 22 333 0.71 m m m m
Lebanon 61 979 59 687 53 726 0.87 64 044 62 281 42 331 0.66 m m m m
Macao (China) 4 300 3 845 3 799 0.88 5 100 4 417 4 507 0.88 6 600 5 416 5 366 0.81
Malaysia 537 800 455 358 388 638 0.72 540 000 448 838 412 524 0.76 544 302 457 999 432 080 0.79
Malta 4 039 4 056 3 925 0.97 4 397 4 406 4 296 0.98 m m m m
Moldova 29 716 29 467 28 252 0.95 31 576 30 601 29 341 0.93 m m m m
Montenegro 7 484 7 432 7 087 0.95 7 524 7 506 6 777 0.90 8 600 8 600 7 714 0.90
Morocco 601 250 415 806 386 408 0.64 m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia 18 812 18 812 17 820 0.95 16 719 16 717 15 847 0.95 m m m m
Panama 72 084 60 057 38 540 0.53 m m m m m m m m
Peru 580 690 484 352 424 586 0.73 580 371 478 229 431 738 0.74 584 294 508 969 419 945 0.72
Philippines 2 063 564 1 734 997 1 400 584 0.68 m m m m m m m m
Qatar 16 492 16 408 15 228 0.92 13 871 13 850 12 951 0.93 11 667 11 532 11 003 0.94
Romania 203 940 171 685 148 098 0.73 218 846 176 334 164 216 0.75 212 694 146 243 140 915 0.66
Russia 1 343 738 1 339 706 1 257 388 0.94 1 176 473 1 172 943 1 120 932 0.95 1 272 632 1 268 814 1 172 539 0.92
Saudi Arabia 418 788 406 768 354 013 0.85 m m m m m m m m
Serbia 69 972 66 729 61 895 0.88 m m m m 85 121 75 870 67 934 0.80
Singapore 46 229 45 178 44 058 0.95 48 218 47 050 46 224 0.96 53 637 52 163 51 088 0.95
Chinese Taipei 246 260 240 241 226 698 0.92 m m m m m m m m
Thailand 795 130 696 833 575 713 0.72 895 513 756 917 634 795 0.71 982 080 784 897 703 012 0.72
Ukraine 351 424 321 833 304 855 0.87 m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 59 275 59 203 54 403 0.92 51 687 51 518 46 950 0.91 48 824 48 446 40 612 0.83
Uruguay 50 965 46 768 39 746 0.78 53 533 43 865 38 287 0.72 54 638 46 442 39 771 0.73

Viet Nam 1 332 000 1 251 842 926 260 0.70 1 340 000 1 032 599 874 859 0.65 1 393 000 1 091 462 956 517 0.69

Notes: Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
For Albania, Brazil, Chile, Jordan, the Netherlands, Romania and Uruguay, estimates of the Total population of 15-year-olds across years have been updated to align data 
sources with those used in 2018. Therefore, the estimates reported in this table do not match those that appear in previous PISA reports. 
For Mexico, in 2015, the total population of 15-year-olds enrolled in Grade 7 or above is an estimate of the target population size of the sample frame from which the 15-year-
olds students were selected for the PISA test. At the time Mexico provided the information to PISA, the official figure for this population was 1 573 952.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?250

Annex A2  The PISA target population, the PISA samples and the definition of schools

Table VI.A2.2 [3/4] Change in the enrolment of 15-year-olds in grade 7 and above (PISA 2003 through PISA 2018)
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To
ta

l p
op

ul
at

io
n 

 
of

 15
-y

ea
r-o

ld
s

To
ta

l p
op

ul
at

io
n 

 
of

 15
-y

ea
r-o

ld
s e

nr
ol

led
 

in
 g

ra
de

 7 
or

 ab
ov

e

W
eig

ht
ed

 n
um

be
r  

of
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

in
g 

stu
de

nt
s

Co
ve

ra
ge

 In
de

x 3
:

 Co
ve

ra
ge

 of
 th

e n
ati

on
al 

15
-ye

ar
-o

ld 
po

pu
lat

ion

To
ta

l p
op

ul
at

io
n 

 
of

 15
-y

ea
r-o

ld
s

To
ta

l p
op

ul
at

io
n 

 
of

 15
-y

ea
r-o

ld
s e

nr
ol

led
 

in
 g

ra
de

 7 
or

 ab
ov

e

W
eig

ht
ed

 n
um

be
r  

of
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

in
g 

stu
de

nt
s

Co
ve

ra
ge

 In
de

x 3
:

 Co
ve

ra
ge

 of
 th

e n
ati

on
al 

15
-ye

ar
-o

ld 
po

pu
lat

ion

To
ta

l p
op

ul
at

io
n 

 
of

 15
-y

ea
r-o

ld
s

To
ta

l p
op

ul
at

io
n 

 
of

 15
-y

ea
r-o

ld
s e

nr
ol

led
 

in
 g

ra
de

 7 
or

 ab
ov

e

W
eig

ht
ed

 n
um

be
r  

of
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

in
g 

stu
de

nt
s

Co
ve

ra
ge

 In
de

x 3
:

 Co
ve

ra
ge

 of
 th

e n
ati

on
al 

15
-ye

ar
-o

ld 
po

pu
lat

ion

O
EC

D Australia 286 334 269 669 240 851 0.84 270 115 256 754 234 940 0.87 268 164 250 635 235 591 0.88
Austria 99 818 94 192 87 326 0.87 97 337 92 149 89 925 0.92 94 515 89 049 85 931 0.91
Belgium 126 377 126 335 119 140 0.94 124 943 124 557 123 161 0.99 120 802 118 185 111 831 0.93
Canada 430 791 426 590 360 286 0.84 426 967 428 876 370 879 0.87 398 865 399 265 330 436 0.83
Chile 290 056 265 542 247 270 0.85 297 085 255 459 233 526 0.79 m m m m

Colombia 893 057 582 640 522 388 0.58 897 477 543 630 537 262 0.60 m m m m
Czech Republic 122 027 116 153 113 951 0.93 127 748 124 764 128 827 1.01 130 679 126 348 121 183 0.93
Denmark 70 522 68 897 60 855 0.86 66 989 65 984 57 013 0.85 59 156 58 188 51 741 0.87
Estonia 14 248 14 106 12 978 0.91 19 871 19 623 18 662 0.94 m m m m
Finland 66 198 66 198 61 463 0.93 66 232 66 232 61 387 0.93 61 107 61 107 57 883 0.95
France 749 808 732 825 677 620 0.90 809 375 809 375 739 428 0.91 809 053 808 276 734 579 0.91
Germany 852 044 852 044 766 993 0.90 951 535 1 062 920 903 512 0.95 951 800 916 869 884 358 0.93
Greece 102 229 105 664 93 088 0.91 107 505 110 663 96 412 0.90 111 286 108 314 105 131 0.94
Hungary 121 155 118 387 105 611 0.87 124 444 120 061 106 010 0.85 129 138 123 762 107 044 0.83
Iceland 4 738 4 738 4 410 0.93 4 820 4 777 4 624 0.96 4 168 4 112 3 928 0.94
Ireland 56 635 55 464 52 794 0.93 58 667 57 648 55 114 0.94 61 535 58 997 54 850 0.89
Israel 122 701 112 254 103 184 0.84 122 626 109 370 93 347 0.76 m m m m
Italy 586 904 573 542 506 733 0.86 578 131 639 971 520 055 0.90 561 304 574 611 481 521 0.86
Japan 1 211 642 1 189 263 1 113 403 0.92 1 246 207 1 222 171 1 113 701 0.89 1 365 471 1 328 498 1 240 054 0.91
Korea 717 164 700 226 630 030 0.88 660 812 627 868 576 669 0.87 606 722 606 370 533 504 0.88

Latvia 28 749 28 149 23 362 0.81 34 277 33 659 29 232 0.85 37 544 37 138 33 643 0.90
Lithuania 51 822 43 967 40 530 0.78 53 931 51 808 50 329 0.93 m m m m
Luxembourg 5 864 5 623 5 124 0.87 4 595 4 595 4 733 1.03 4 204 4 204 4 080 0.97
Mexico 2 151 771 1 425 397 1 305 461 0.61 2 200 916 1 383 364 1 190 420 0.54 2 192 452 1 273 163 1 071 650 0.49
Netherlands 199 000 198 334 183 546 0.92 197 046 193 769 189 576 0.96 194 216 194 216 184 943 0.95
New Zealand 63 460 60 083 55 129 0.87 63 800 59 341 53 398 0.84 55 440 53 293 48 638 0.88
Norway 63 352 62 948 57 367 0.91 61 708 61 449 59 884 0.97 56 060 55 648 52 816 0.94
Poland 482 500 473 700 448 866 0.93 549 000 546 000 515 993 0.94 589 506 569 294 534 900 0.91
Portugal 115 669 107 583 96 820 0.84 115 426 100 816 90 079 0.78 109 149 99 216 96 857 0.89
Slovak Republic 72 826 72 454 69 274 0.95 79 989 78 427 76 201 0.95 84 242 81 945 77 067 0.91
Slovenia 20 314 19 571 18 773 0.92 23 431 23 018 20 595 0.88 m m m m
Spain 433 224 425 336 387 054 0.89 439 415 436 885 381 686 0.87 454 064 418 005 344 372 0.76
Sweden 121 486 121 216 113 054 0.93 129 734 127 036 126 393 0.97 109 482 112 258 107 104 0.98

Switzerland 90 623 89 423 80 839 0.89 87 766 86 108 89 651 1.02 83 247 81 020 86 491 1.04
Turkey 1 336 842 859 172 757 298 0.57 1 423 514 800 968 665 477 0.47 1 351 492 725 030 481 279 0.36
United Kingdom 786 626 786 825 683 380 0.87 779 076 767 248 732 004 0.94 768 180 736 785 698 579 0.91
United States 4 103 738 4 210 475 3 373 264 0.82 4 192 939 4 192 939 3 578 040 0.85 3 979 116 3 979 116 3 147 089 0.79

Notes: Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
For Albania, Brazil, Chile, Jordan, the Netherlands, Romania and Uruguay, estimates of the Total population of 15-year-olds across years have been updated to align data 
sources with those used in 2018. Therefore, the estimates reported in this table do not match those that appear in previous PISA reports. 
For Mexico, in 2015, the total population of 15-year-olds enrolled in Grade 7 or above is an estimate of the target population size of the sample frame from which the 15-year-
olds students were selected for the PISA test. At the time Mexico provided the information to PISA, the official figure for this population was 1 573 952.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096
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Table VI.A2.2 [4/4] Change in the enrolment of 15-year-olds in grade 7 and above (PISA 2003 through PISA 2018)

 

PISA 2009 PISA 2006 PISA 2003
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ne
rs Albania 55 587 42 767 34 134 0.61 m m m m m m m m

Argentina 688 434 636 713 472 106 0.69 662 686 579 222 523 048 0.79 m m m m
Baku (Azerbaijan) m m m m m m m m m m m m
Belarus m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bosnia and Herzegovina m m m m m m m m m m m m
Brazil 3 434 101 2 654 489 2 080 159 0.61 3 439 795 2 374 044 1 875 461 0.55 3 560 650 2 359 854 1 952 253 0.55
Brunei Darussalam m m m m m m m m m m m m
B-S-J-Z (China) m m m m m m m m m m m m
Bulgaria 80 226 70 688 57 833 0.72 89 751 88 071 74 326 0.83 m m m m
Costa Rica 80 523 63 603 42 954 0.53 m m m m m m m m
Croatia 48 491 46 256 43 065 0.89 54 500 51 318 46 523 0.85 m m m m
Cyprus m m m m m m m m m m m m
Dominican Republic m m m m m m m m m m m m
Georgia 56 070 51 351 42 641 0.76 m m m m m m m m
Hong Kong (China) 85 000 78 224 75 548 0.89 77 398 75 542 75 145 0.97 75 000 72 631 72 484 0.97
Indonesia 4 267 801 3 158 173 2 259 118 0.53 4 238 600 3 119 393 2 248 313 0.53 4 281 895 3 113 548 1 971 476 0.46
Jordan 133 953 107 254 104 056 0.78 122 354 126 708 90 267 0.74 m m m m
Kazakhstan 281 659 263 206 250 657 0.89 m m m m m m m m
Kosovo m m m m m m m m m m m m
Lebanon m m m m m m m m m m m m
Macao (China) 7 500 5 969 5 978 0.80 m m m m 8 318 6 939 6 546 0.79
Malaysia 539 295 492 758 421 448 0.78 m m m m m m m m
Malta 5 152 4 930 4 807 0.93 m m m m m m m m
Moldova 47 873 44 069 43 195 0.90 m m m m m m m m
Montenegro 8 500 8 493 7 728 0.91 9 190 8 973 7 734 0.84 m m m m
Morocco m m m m m m m m m m m m
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Panama 57 919 43 623 30 510 0.53 m m m m m m m m
Peru 585 567 491 514 427 607 0.73 m m m m m m m m
Philippines m m m m m m m m m m m m
Qatar 10 974 10 665 9 806 0.89 8 053 7 865 7 271 0.90 m m m m
Romania 220 264 152 084 151 130 0.69 312 483 241 890 223 887 0.72 m m m m
Russia 1 673 085 1 667 460 1 290 047 0.77 2 243 924 2 077 231 1 810 856 0.81 2 496 216 2 366 285 2 153 373 0.86
Saudi Arabia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Serbia 85 121 75 128 70 796 0.83 88 584 80 692 73 907 0.83 m m m m
Singapore 54 982 54 212 51 874 0.94 m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei m m m m m m m m m m m m
Thailand 949 891 763 679 691 916 0.73 895 924 727 860 644 125 0.72 927 070 778 267 637 076 0.69
Ukraine m m m m m m m m m m m m
United Arab Emirates 41 564 40 447 38 707 0.93 m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 53 801 43 281 33 971 0.63 52 119 40 815 36 011 0.69 53 948 40 023 33 775 0.63

Viet Nam m m m m m m m m m m m m

Notes: Costa Rica, Georgia, Malta and Moldova conducted the PISA 2009 assessment in 2010 as part of PISA 2009+.
For Albania, Brazil, Chile, Jordan, the Netherlands, Romania and Uruguay, estimates of the Total population of 15-year-olds across years have been updated to align data 
sources with those used in 2018. Therefore, the estimates reported in this table do not match those that appear in previous PISA reports. 
For Mexico, in 2015, the total population of 15-year-olds enrolled in Grade 7 or above is an estimate of the target population size of the sample frame from which the 15-year-
olds students were selected for the PISA test. At the time Mexico provided the information to PISA, the official figure for this population was 1 573 952.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096
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Table VI.A2.4 [1/2] Exclusions

 

Student exclusions (unweighted) Student exclusions (weighted)
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number  

of excluded 
students(Code 1) (Code 2) (Code 3) (Code 4) (Code 5) (Code 1) (Code 2) (Code 3) (Code 4) (Code 5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

O
EC

D Australia   69   555   92   0   0   716  1 054  7 895  1 300   0   0  10 249
Austria   7   49   61   0   0   117   77   531   771   0   0  1 379
Belgium   8   19   18   0   0   45   87   211   196   0   0   494
Canada   125  1 040   316   0   0  1 481  1 611  11 744  4 141   0   0  17 496
Chile   6   58   4   0   0   68   173  1 727   129   0   0  2 029
Colombia   4   24   0   0   0   28   346  1 466   0   0   0  1 812

Czech Republic   1   0   0   0   0   1   11   0   0   0   0   11
Denmark   15   179   88   162   0   444   98  1 453   427  1 032   0  3 009
Estonia   3   85   8   0   0   96   8   174   13   0   0   195
Finland   6   100   22   17   12   157   55   966   204   155   111  1 491
France   8   28   20   0   0   56   776  3 397  2 471   0   0  6 644
Germany   2   18   22   0   0   42   199  1 859  2 789   0   0  4 847
Greece   2   39   11   0   0   52   29   590   179   0   0   798
Hungary   5   20   4   46   0   75   77   432   67   777   0  1 353
Iceland   5   133   61   10   0   209   5   135   62   10   0   212
Ireland   39   90   45   83   0   257   367   831   420   752   0  2 370
Israel   25   87   40   0   0   152   406  1 382   611   0   0  2 399
Italy   0   0   0   93   0   93   0   0   0  3 219   0  3 219
Japan   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0
Korea   5   1   1   0   0   7   302   74   2   0   0   378
Latvia   2   20   1   0   0   23   5   54   2   0   0   62

Lithuania   4   91   0   0   0   95   16   344   0   0   0   360
Luxembourg   5   233   77   0   0   315   5   233   77   0   0   315
Mexico   13   28   3   0   0   44  2 609  7 301  1 547   0   0  11 457
Netherlands   7   58   9   4   0   78   236  1 813   224   134   0  2 407
New Zealand   42   279   119   0   3   443   278  1 905   812   0   21  3 016
Norway   17   327   108   0   0   452   147  2 814   944   0   0  3 906
Poland   21   87   8   0   0   116   964  4 190   481   0   0  5 635
Portugal   10   139   9   0   0   158   126  1 551   73   0   0  1 749
Slovak Republic   1   8   0   3   0   12   5   50   0   18   0   72
Slovenia   13   36   75   0   0   124   20   85   193   0   0   298
Spain   39   481   227   0   0   747   423  5 400  3 128   0   0  8 951
Sweden   0   0   0   681   0   681   0   0   0  10 163   0  10 163
Switzerland   8   71   73   0   0   152   86   813  1 056   0   0  1 955

Turkey   10   46   39   0   0   95  1 248  6 389  5 825   0   0  13 463
United Kingdom   75   573   40   0   0   688  2 448  16 592  1 522   0   0  20 562
United States   38   106   39   11   0   194  25 164  62 555  24 972  6 367   0  119 057

Note: For a full explanation of other details in this table please refer to the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming).
Exclusion codes:

Code 1: Functional disability – student has a moderate to severe permanent physical disability.
Code 2: Intellectual disability – student has a mental or emotional disability and has either been tested as cognitively delayed or is considered in the professional opinion 
of qualified staff to be cognitively delayed.
Code 3: Limited assessment language proficiency – student is not a native speaker of any of the languages of the assessment in the country; he/she has limited 
proficiency in the assessment language, and he/she has received less than one year of instruction in the assessment language. 
Code 4: Other reasons defined by the national centres and approved by the international centre. 
Code 5: No materials available in the language of instruction.
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Table VI.A2.4 [2/2] Exclusions
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number  

of excluded 
students(Code 1) (Code 2) (Code 3) (Code 4) (Code 5) (Code 1) (Code 2) (Code 3) (Code 4) (Code 5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0

Argentina   21   96   1   0   0   118   871  3 199   13   0   0  4 083
Baku (Azerbaijan)   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0
Belarus   30   1   0   0   0   31   449   13   0   0   0   462
Bosnia and Herzegovina   8   16   0   0   0   24   29   77   0   0   0   106
Brazil   4   36   1   0   0   41   693  7 100   386   0   0  8 180
Brunei Darussalam   9   44   0   0   0   53   9   44   0   0   0   53
B-S-J-Z (China)   2   24   8   0   0   34   49  1 194   209   0   0  1 452
Bulgaria   4   76   0   0   0   80   31   653   0   0   0   685
Costa Rica   22   12   5   0   0   39   139   78   31   0   0   249
Croatia   7   84   4   0   40   135   33   397   24   0   182   637
Cyprus   17   143   41   0   0   201   25   250   77   0   0   351
Dominican Republic   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0
Georgia   6   20   0   0   0   26   46   134   0   0   0   180
Hong Kong (China)   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0
Indonesia   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0
Jordan   25   17   2   0   0   44   322   204   23   0   0   550
Kazakhstan   132   157   11   0   0   300  1 673  1 617   334   0   0  3 624
Kosovo   0   14   0   0   12   26   0   53   0   0   79   132
Lebanon   0   1   0   0   0   1   0   8   0   0   0   8
Macao (China)   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0
Malaysia   15   22   0   0   0   37   968  1 451   0   0   0  2 419
Malta   6   48   2   0   0   56   6   48   2   0   0   56
Moldova   4   29   2   0   0   35   25   164   18   0   0   207
Montenegro   0   4   0   0   0   4   0   12   0   0   0   12
Morocco   4   0   0   0   0   4   220   0   0   0   0   220
North Macedonia   2   3   0   0   13   18   4   8   0   0   73   85
Panama   5   18   1   0   0   24   12   91   3   0   0   106
Peru   11   9   0   0   0   20   756   603   0   0   0  1 360
Philippines   2   8   0   0   0   10   376  1 663   0   0   0  2 039
Qatar   30   150   12   0   0   192   30   150   12   0   0   192
Romania   2   19   3   0   0   24   58   700   172   0   0   930
Russia   14   81   1   0   0   96  2 126  12 620   159   0   0  14 905
Saudi Arabia   0   1   0   0   0   1   0   53   0   0   0   53
Serbia   8   11   2   0   21   42   71   148   16   0   174   409
Singapore   4   22   9   0   0   35   25   145   62   0   0   232
Chinese Taipei   9   28   1   0   0   38   320   957   20   0   0  1 297
Thailand   1   16   0   0   0   17   75   927   0   0   0  1 002
Ukraine   28   6   0   0   0   34  1 389   315   0   0   0  1 704
United Arab Emirates   16   124   26   0   0   166   26   256   49   0   0   331
Uruguay   4   20   1   0   0   25   29   131   5   0   0   164

Viet Nam   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0

Note: For a full explanation of other details in this table please refer to the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming).
Exclusion codes:

Code 1: Functional disability – student has a moderate to severe permanent physical disability.
Code 2: Intellectual disability – student has a mental or emotional disability and has either been tested as cognitively delayed or is considered in the professional opinion 
of qualified staff to be cognitively delayed.
Code 3: Limited assessment language proficiency – student is not a native speaker of any of the languages of the assessment in the country; he/she has limited 
proficiency in the assessment language, and he/she has received less than one year of instruction in the assessment language. 
Code 4: Other reasons defined by the national centres and approved by the international centre. 
Code 5: No materials available in the language of instruction.
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Table VI.A2.6 [1/2] Response rates

 

Initial sample – before school replacement Final sample – after school replacement Final sample – students within schools  
after school replacement
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

O
EC

D Australia   95  264 304  278 765   734   779   96  267 078  278 765   740   779   85  210 665  247 433  14 081  16 756
Austria   100  78 872  78 946   291   293   100  78 872  78 946   291   293   93  69 426  75 019  6 802  7 555
Belgium   87  103 631  119 744   256   308   95  113 259  119 719   285   308   91  101 504  111 421  8 431  9 271
Canada   86  328 935  383 699   782   914   89  339 896  383 738   804   914   84  251 025  298 737  22 440  26 252
Chile   90  190 060  210 669   224   258   100  209 953  210 666   255   258   93  197 940  212 625  7 601  8 156
Colombia   95  596 406  629 729   238   250   97  610 211  629 088   244   250   93  475 820  512 614  7 480  8 036

Czech Republic   99  86 650  87 689   330   334   99  86 650  87 689   330   334   92  79 903  86 943  6 996  7 628
Denmark   88  52 392  59 459   328   371   93  55 170  59 109   344   371   86  48 473  56 078  7 607  8 891
Estonia   100  11 684  11 684   231   231   100  11 684  11 684   231   231   92  10 532  11 436  5 316  5 786
Finland   99  57 420  57 710   213   214   100  57 710  57 710   214   214   93  52 102  56 124  5 649  6 084
France   98  769 117  784 728   244   252   100  783 049  784 728   250   252   93  698 721  754 842  6 295  6 817
Germany   96  739 666  773 082   215   226   98  759 094  773 040   221   226   90  652 025  721 258  5 431  6 036
Greece   85  83 158  97 793   212   256   96  94 540  98 005   240   256   96  88 019  91 991  6 371  6 664
Hungary   98  89 754  91 208   235   245   99  90 303  91 208   236   245   94  80 693  85 878  5 129  5 458
Iceland   98  4 178  4 282   140   160   98  4 178  4 282   140   160   87  3 285  3 791  3 285  3 791
Ireland   100  63 179  63 179   157   157   100  63 179  63 179   157   157   86  51 575  59 639  5 577  6 445
Israel   95  109 810  115 015   164   174   100  114 896  115 108   173   174   91  99 978  110 459  6 614  7 306
Italy   93  505 813  541 477   510   550   98  529 552  541 672   531   550   86  437 219  506 762  11 679  13 540
Japan   89  995 577 1 114 316   175   196   93 1 041 540 1 114 316   183   196   96  971 454 1 008 286  6 109  6 338
Korea   100  514 768  514 768   188   188   100  514 768  514 768   188   188   97  443 719  455 544  6 650  6 810
Latvia   82  14 020  17 049   274   349   89  15 219  17 021   308   349   89  12 752  14 282  5 303  5 923

Lithuania   100  25 370  25 467   363   364   100  25 370  25 467   363   364   93  22 614  24 405  6 885  7 421
Luxembourg   100  5 796  5 796   44   44   100  5 796  5 796   44   44   95  5 230  5 478  5 230  5 478
Mexico   89 1 494 409 1 670 484   268   302   96 1 599 670 1 670 484   286   302   96 1 357 446 1 412 604  7 299  7 612
Netherlands   61  118 705  194 486   106   175   87  169 033  194 397   150   175   83  138 134  165 739  4 668  5 617
New Zealand   83  47 335  57 316   170   208   91  52 085  57 292   189   208   83  39 801  48 214  6 128  7 450
Norway   98  58 521  59 889   247   254   99  59 128  59 889   250   254   91  50 009  54 862  5 802  6 368
Poland   92  302 200  329 827   222   253   99  325 266  329 756   239   253   86  267 756  311 300  5 603  6 540
Portugal   85  92 797  108 948   233   280   91  99 760  109 168   255   280   76  68 659  90 208  5 690  7 431
Slovak Republic   92  45 799  49 713   348   388   96  48 391  50 361   373   388   93  39 730  42 628  5 947  6 406
Slovenia   99  17 702  17 900   337   350   99  17 744  17 900   340   350   91  15 409  16 994  6 374  7 021
Spain   99  427 230  432 969  1 079  1 102   99  427 899  432 969  1 082  1 102   90  368 767  410 820  35 849  39 772
Sweden   99  101 591  102 873   218   227   99  102 075  102 873   219   227   86  79 604  92 069  5 487  6 356
Switzerland   86  68 579  79 671   201   231   99  78 808  79 213   228   231   94  67 261  71 290  5 822  6 157

Turkey   97  947 428  975 317   181   186   100  975 317  975 317   186   186   99  873 992  884 971  6 890  6 980
United Kingdom   73  496 742  681 510   399   538   87  590 558  682 212   461   538   83  427 944  514 975  13 668  16 443
United States   65 2 516 631 3 874 298   136   215   76 2 960 088 3 873 842   162   215   85 2 301 006 2 713 513  4 811  5 686
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Table VI.A2.6 [2/2] Response rates

 

Initial sample – before school replacement Final sample – after school replacement Final sample – students within schools  
after school replacement
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania   97  29 234  30 163   322   336   97  29 260  30 163   323   336   98  26 611  27 081  6 333  6 438

Argentina   95  626 740  658 143   439   458   96  629 651  658 143   445   458   86  467 613  541 981  11 836  13 532
Baku (Azerbaijan)   93  18 730  20 040   181   197   100  20 249  20 249   197   197   89  18 049  20 312  6 827  7 607
Belarus   100  79 623  79 623   234   234   100  79 623  79 623   234   234   97  76 321  78 333  5 803  5 963
Bosnia and Herzegovina   100  31 025  31 058   212   213   100  31 051  31 051   213   213   96  27 562  28 843  6 480  6 781
Brazil   87 2 483 766 2 862 749   547   638   93 2 649 165 2 858 009   586   638   89 1 683 080 1 894 398  10 606  11 956
Brunei Darussalam   100  6 681  6 681   55   55   100  6 681  6 681   55   55   99  6 828  6 899  6 828  6 899
B-S-J-Z (China)   96 1 030 427 1 068 463   355   362   99 1 062 001 1 068 486   361   362   99  978 803  986 556  12 058  12 156
Bulgaria   96  48 095  50 164   191   199   99  49 568  50 145   197   199   93  44 003  47 275  5 294  5 673
Costa Rica   100  58 843  58 843   205   205   100  58 843  58 843   205   205   97  44 179  45 522  7 221  7 433
Croatia   97  28 382  29 188   178   183   100  29 177  29 177   183   183   92  32 632  35 462  6 609  7 190
Cyprus   98  7 946  8 122   90   99   98  7 946  8 122   90   99   93  6 975  7 472  5 503  5 890
Dominican Republic   96  138 500  143 842   225   235   100  143 816  143 816   235   235   90  126 090  140 330  5 674  6 328
Georgia   99  40 450  40 814   321   326   99  40 542  40 810   322   326   95  36 366  38 226  5 572  5 874
Hong Kong (China)   69  34 976  50 371   120   174   79  39 765  50 608   136   174   85  34 219  40 108  5 706  6 692
Indonesia   99 3 623 573 3 647 226   398   399   99 3 623 573 3 647 226   398   399   96 3 570 441 3 733 024  12 098  12 570
Jordan   100  123 056  123 056   313   313   100  123 056  123 056   313   313   98  112 213  114 901  8 963  9 172
Kazakhstan   100  220 344  220 344   616   616   100  220 344  220 344   616   616   99  210 226  212 229  19 507  19 721
Kosovo   94  25 768  27 304   203   224   97  26 324  27 269   211   224   96  23 902  24 845  5 058  5 259
Lebanon   94  54 392  58 119   302   320   98  56 652  58 093   313   320   91  47 855  52 453  5 614  6 154
Macao (China)   100  3 830  3 830   45   45   100  3 830  3 830   45   45   99  3 775  3 799  3 775  3 799
Malaysia   99  445 667  450 371   189   191   100  450 371  450 371   191   191   97  378 791  388 638  6 111  6 264
Malta   100  3 997  3 999   50   51   100  3 997  3 999   50   51   86  3 363  3 923  3 363  3 923
Moldova   100  29 054  29 054   236   236   100  29 054  29 054   236   236   98  27 700  28 252  5 367  5 474
Montenegro   99  7 242  7 299   60   61   100  7 280  7 280   61   61   96  6 822  7 087  6 666  6 912
Morocco   99  404 138  406 348   178   179   100  406 348  406 348   179   179   97  375 677  386 408  6 814  7 011
North Macedonia   100  18 489  18 502   117   120   100  18 489  18 502   117   120   92  16 467  17 808  5 569  5 999
Panama   94  54 475  57 873   241   260   97  56 455  58 002   251   260   90  34 060  37 944  6 256  7 058
Peru   99  455 964  460 276   336   342   100  460 276  460 276   342   342   99  419 329  425 036  6 086  6 170
Philippines   99 1 551 977 1 560 748   186   187   100 1 560 748 1 560 748   187   187   97 1 359 350 1 400 584  7 233  7 457
Qatar   100  16 163  16 163   188   188   100  16 163  16 163   188   188   91  13 828  15 228  13 828  15 228
Romania   98  157 747  160 607   167   170   100  160 607  160 607   170   170   98  144 688  148 098  5 075  5 184
Russia   100 1 354 843 1 355 318   264   265   100 1 354 843 1 355 318   264   265   96 1 209 339 1 257 352  7 608  7 911
Saudi Arabia   99  362 426  364 675   233   235   100  364 291  364 620   234   235   97  343 747  353 702  6 136  6 320
Serbia   97  62 037  63 877   183   190   99  63 448  63 877   187   190   94  57 342  61 233  6 609  7 062
Singapore   97  43 138  44 691   161   167   98  43 738  44 569   164   167   95  40 960  43 290  6 646  7 019
Chinese Taipei   97  232 563  238 821   186   193   99  236 227  239 027   189   193   95  211 796  223 812  7 196  7 584
Thailand   100  691 460  691 460   290   290   100  691 460  691 460   290   290   99  568 456  575 713  8 633  8 739
Ukraine   98  301 552  308 245   244   250   100  308 163  308 163   250   250   96  291 850  304 855  5 998  6 263
United Arab Emirates   99  57 891  58 234   754   760   99  57 891  58 234   754   760   96  51 517  53 904  19 265  20 191
Uruguay   97  44 528  46 032   183   189   99  45 745  46 018   188   189   87  34 333  39 459  5 247  6 026
Viet Nam   100 1 116 404 1 116 404   151   151   100 1 116 404 1 116 404   151   151   99  914 874  926 260  5 377  5 445
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Annex A2  The PISA target population, the PISA samples and the definition of schools

Table VI.A2.8 [1/2] Percentage of students at each grade level

 

All students

7th grade 8th grade 9th grade 10th grade 11th grade
12th grade  
and above

Information 
unavailable

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 0.0 c 0.1 (0.0) 11.5 (0.4) 81.0 (0.5) 7.4 (0.4) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Austria 0.4 (0.1) 6.8 (0.4) 44.5 (0.7) 48.1 (0.8) 0.2 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Belgium 0.3 (0.1) 6.1 (0.4) 26.7 (0.7) 63.3 (0.8) 1.3 (0.1) 0.0 c 2.3 (0.3)
Canada 0.3 (0.1) 1.0 (0.2) 9.7 (0.3) 87.7 (0.3) 1.1 (0.1) 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 c
Chile 1.0 (0.2) 4.4 (0.5) 20.6 (0.7) 68.5 (0.9) 5.6 (0.3) 0.0 c 0.0 c

Colombia 4.4 (0.4) 11.3 (0.5) 22.8 (0.6) 43.0 (0.8) 18.5 (0.7) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Czech Republic 0.6 (0.2) 3.3 (0.4) 48.5 (1.2) 47.5 (1.3) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Denmark 0.1 (0.0) 16.3 (0.5) 81.7 (0.5) 1.7 (0.3) 0.0 c 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c
Estonia 0.4 (0.1) 21.8 (0.6) 76.4 (0.6) 1.3 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Finland 0.3 (0.1) 13.9 (0.4) 85.6 (0.5) 0.2 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
France 0.0 (0.0) 0.5 (0.1) 16.9 (0.6) 79.2 (0.6) 3.2 (0.2) 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 c
Germany 0.4 (0.1) 8.1 (0.4) 46.4 (1.0) 44.0 (1.1) 1.1 (0.3) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Greece 0.1 (0.0) 0.7 (0.2) 3.7 (0.5) 95.5 (0.6) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Hungary 1.7 (0.3) 8.3 (0.5) 71.1 (0.7) 18.9 (0.6) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Iceland 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 99.2 (0.1) 0.8 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Ireland 0.0 (0.0) 2.0 (0.2) 61.6 (0.7) 27.9 (0.9) 8.5 (0.7) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Israel 0.0 (0.0) 0.1 (0.1) 16.7 (0.9) 82.4 (0.9) 0.7 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Italy 0.0 c 1.0 (0.2) 13.5 (0.5) 77.8 (0.5) 7.7 (0.3) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Japan 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 100.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Korea 0.0 c 0.0 c 16.1 (0.7) 83.8 (0.7) 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c

Latvia 0.7 (0.1) 9.8 (0.5) 86.0 (0.5) 2.5 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 1.1 (0.2)
Lithuania 0.1 (0.1) 2.4 (0.2) 90.2 (0.5) 7.3 (0.4) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Luxembourg 0.3 (0.1) 10.0 (0.1) 48.3 (0.1) 40.3 (0.1) 1.1 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Mexico 0.9 (0.2) 2.9 (0.4) 17.6 (1.1) 77.8 (1.0) 0.6 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c
Netherlands 0.1 (0.0) 2.6 (0.3) 36.8 (0.8) 59.3 (0.8) 1.2 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
New Zealand 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.1 (0.0) 6.6 (0.5) 89.0 (0.4) 4.2 (0.2) 0.0 c
Norway 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.3 (0.1) 99.3 (0.3) 0.4 (0.2) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Poland 0.3 (0.1) 3.1 (0.3) 95.1 (0.5) 1.4 (0.4) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Portugal 2.4 (0.2) 7.2 (0.4) 17.2 (0.9) 57.4 (1.3) 0.2 (0.1) 0.0 c 15.7 (1.5)
Slovak Republic 1.9 (0.2) 4.3 (0.4) 40.8 (1.1) 51.3 (1.0) 1.7 (0.5) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Slovenia 0.3 (0.0) 0.7 (0.2) 6.2 (0.4) 92.4 (0.4) 0.4 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Spain 0.0 (0.0) 5.9 (0.2) 24.1 (0.4) 69.9 (0.5) 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Sweden 0.0 c 2.1 (0.3) 96.3 (0.6) 1.6 (0.5) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c

Switzerland 0.5 (0.1) 10.2 (0.6) 60.8 (1.4) 27.8 (1.4) 0.7 (0.3) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Turkey 0.1 (0.1) 0.4 (0.2) 17.7 (1.1) 78.8 (1.1) 2.9 (0.3) 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 c
United Kingdom 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 (0.0) 1.0 (0.6) 93.4 (0.6) 5.6 (0.2) 0.0 c
United States 0.0 c 0.1 (0.1) 7.5 (0.5) 73.6 (0.8) 18.7 (0.7) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c

Note: The large number of students with missing grade-level information in Ukraine can be attributed to missing data from students in the first and second year of vocational 
colleges. Most of these 15-year-old students would have been in the first year of vocational college, which is equivalent to grade 10. 
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Table VI.A2.8 [2/2] Percentage of students at each grade level

 

All students

7th grade 8th grade 9th grade 10th grade 11th grade
12th grade  
and above

Information 
unavailable

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.2 (0.1) 1.2 (0.3) 36.6 (1.4) 61.5 (1.4) 0.5 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c

Argentina 2.1 (0.5) 9.8 (0.7) 22.1 (0.8) 63.8 (1.4) 1.8 (1.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.4 (0.4)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.2 (0.1) 2.8 (0.9) 34.7 (0.7) 61.5 (1.2) 0.7 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Belarus 0.1 (0.0) 0.9 (0.2) 42.8 (0.9) 56.2 (0.9) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.0 (0.0) 0.2 (0.1) 16.2 (1.1) 83.4 (1.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Brazil 4.1 (0.2) 8.1 (0.5) 13.5 (0.6) 33.5 (0.8) 39.3 (0.8) 1.5 (0.1) 0.0 c
Brunei Darussalam 0.0 (0.0) 0.5 (0.1) 6.5 (0.1) 59.7 (0.1) 29.2 (0.1) 4.1 (0.0) 0.0 c
B-S-J-Z (China) 0.3 (0.1) 1.5 (0.2) 38.7 (1.7) 58.2 (1.6) 1.3 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Bulgaria 0.2 (0.1) 2.7 (0.4) 92.8 (0.5) 4.2 (0.3) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Costa Rica 4.8 (0.5) 13.8 (0.7) 36.5 (1.1) 44.7 (1.5) 0.2 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Croatia 0.0 (0.0) 0.3 (0.2) 78.9 (0.4) 20.8 (0.4) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Cyprus 0.0 c 0.1 (0.1) 4.4 (0.4) 94.4 (0.4) 1.1 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Dominican Republic 6.4 (0.6) 12.5 (0.8) 23.6 (0.8) 43.8 (1.2) 12.6 (0.7) 1.2 (0.1) 0.0 c
Georgia 0.1 (0.0) 0.5 (0.1) 14.3 (0.6) 84.2 (0.6) 1.0 (0.2) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Hong Kong (China) 1.2 (0.2) 5.9 (0.5) 26.1 (0.9) 66.0 (1.1) 0.8 (0.5) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Indonesia 3.4 (1.1) 8.1 (1.0) 33.7 (2.0) 49.2 (2.2) 4.2 (0.7) 1.4 (0.9) 0.0 c
Jordan 0.2 (0.1) 1.6 (0.2) 11.2 (0.6) 87.0 (0.7) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Kazakhstan 0.1 (0.0) 1.7 (0.1) 44.0 (0.7) 53.4 (0.7) 0.8 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Kosovo 0.0 c 0.4 (0.1) 23.2 (0.9) 74.6 (0.9) 1.7 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Lebanon 5.3 (0.5) 8.5 (0.5) 16.3 (0.9) 58.2 (1.0) 11.7 (0.5) 0.1 (0.1) 0.0 c
Macao (China) 1.9 (0.1) 9.4 (0.2) 29.7 (0.2) 57.9 (0.2) 1.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Malaysia 0.0 c 0.0 c 5.5 (0.6) 94.2 (0.6) 0.3 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Malta 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.1 (0.0) 5.4 (0.2) 94.4 (0.1) 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 c
Moldova 0.2 (0.1) 6.2 (0.5) 83.2 (0.8) 10.4 (0.8) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Montenegro 0.0 c 0.0 c 3.3 (0.3) 93.8 (0.3) 2.9 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Morocco 8.0 (0.7) 13.9 (1.1) 32.1 (1.9) 38.4 (2.7) 7.7 (0.8) 0.0 c 0.0 c
North Macedonia 0.0 c 0.2 (0.1) 95.8 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Panama 3.2 (0.5) 6.9 (0.6) 20.6 (1.0) 65.4 (1.4) 3.8 (0.4) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Peru 1.8 (0.3) 5.7 (0.4) 14.3 (0.5) 54.5 (0.7) 23.6 (0.6) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Philippines 4.5 (0.4) 12.8 (0.6) 51.1 (0.7) 30.9 (0.7) 0.6 (0.3) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Qatar 1.3 (0.1) 4.5 (0.1) 18.0 (0.1) 63.4 (0.1) 12.9 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c
Romania 0.9 (0.3) 6.0 (0.9) 77.9 (0.9) 15.1 (0.5) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Russia 0.4 (0.0) 7.7 (0.4) 81.1 (0.9) 10.7 (1.1) 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Saudi Arabia 1.2 (0.2) 3.6 (0.6) 14.0 (1.8) 77.5 (2.4) 3.6 (0.3) 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 c
Serbia 0.1 (0.1) 0.8 (0.2) 87.7 (0.4) 11.4 (0.4) 0.0 c 0.0 c 0.0 c
Singapore 0.0 (0.0) 1.1 (0.1) 7.6 (0.3) 90.8 (0.5) 0.4 (0.2) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Chinese Taipei 0.0 c 0.1 (0.0) 35.7 (0.9) 64.2 (0.9) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Thailand 0.2 (0.1) 0.7 (0.2) 19.9 (0.9) 76.6 (0.9) 2.5 (0.3) 0.0 c 0.0 c
Ukraine 0.0 c 0.4 (0.1) 29.8 (1.3) 41.3 (1.8) 0.5 (0.1) 0.0 c 28.0 (2.4)
United Arab Emirates 0.3 (0.1) 1.5 (0.1) 9.6 (0.3) 56.8 (0.6) 29.9 (0.5) 1.9 (0.2) 0.0 c
Uruguay 4.2 (0.5) 11.2 (0.5) 20.5 (0.7) 63.4 (1.1) 0.6 (0.1) 0.0 c 0.0 c

Viet Nam 0.2 (0.1) 0.8 (0.3) 4.0 (1.2) 92.3 (2.5) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 c 2.7 (2.0)

Note: The large number of students with missing grade-level information in Ukraine can be attributed to missing data from students in the first and second year of vocational 
colleges. Most of these 15-year-old students would have been in the first year of vocational college, which is equivalent to grade 10. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?258

Annex A2  The PISA target population, the PISA samples and the definition of schools

Tables available on line
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171096

• Table VI.A2.3 PISA target populations and samples, by adjudicated regions

• Table VI.A2.5 Exclusions, by adjudicated regions

• Table VI.A2.7 Response rates, by adjudicated regions

• Table VI.A2.9 Percentage of students at each grade level, excluding students with missing grade information

• Table VI.A2.10 Percentage of students at each grade level, by adjudicated regions

• Table VI.A2.11  Percentage of students at each grade level, by adjudicated regions, excluding students  
with missing grade information

• Table VI.A2.12 Percentage of students at each grade level, by gender

• Table VI.A2.13 Percentage of students at each grade level, by gender, excluding students with missing grade information

• Table VI.A2.14 Percentage of students at each grade level, by gender and adjudicated regions

• Table VI.A2.15  Percentage of students at each grade level, by gender and adjudicated regions, excluding students  
with missing grade information

• Table VI.A2.16 Participation in the global competence cognitive test and questionnaire modules
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Note
1.   More precisely, PISA assessed students who were at least 15 years and 3 complete months old and who were at most 16 years and 3 complete 

months old (i.e. younger than 16 years, 2 months and roughly 30 days old), with a tolerance of one month on each side of this age window. If the 
PISA assessment was conducted in April 2018, as was the case in most countries/economies, all students born in 2002 would have been eligible. 

 2.   Educational institutions are generally referred to as schools in this publication, although some educational institutions (in particular, some types 
of vocational education establishments) may not be referred to as schools in certain countries/economies.

3.    As might be expected from this definition, the average age of students across OECD countries was 15 years and 9 months. The range in country 
means was 2 months and 13 days (0.20 year), from the minimum country mean of 15 years and 8 months to the maximum country mean of 
15 years and 10 months (OECD, 2019[3]).

4.  Such a comparison is complicated by first-generation immigrant students, who received part of their education in a country/economy other 
than the one in which they were assessed. Mean scores in any country/economy should be interpreted in the context of student demographics 
within that country/economy.

5.   Details for countries/economies that applied different sampling designs are documented in the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[1]).

6.   Due to the small size of their education systems, all schools and all eligible students within these schools were included in the samples of Brunei 
Darussalam, Cyprus (see Note 8), Iceland, Luxembourg, Macao (China), Malta, Montenegro and Qatar.

7.   The threshold for an acceptable participation rate after replacement varies between 85% and 100%, depending on the participation rate before 
replacement. 

8.  In particular, in the case of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, non-response bias analyses relied on direct measures of school 
performance external to PISA, typically from national assessments. More indirect correlates of school performance were analysed in Hong Kong 
(China) and the United States, due to the absence of national assessments. The non-response problem in Hong Kong (China) can be attributed 
to two causes: lack of initiative among schools and teachers to participate in PISA and a large number of schools that were considered to be 
non-responding schools, as less than 50% of sampled students in these schools sat the assessment.  

9.  These exclusions refer only to those students with limited proficiency in the language of instruction/assessment. Exclusions related to the 
unavailability of test material in the language of instruction are not considered in this analysis.

10. The preliminary attribution of school codes in the process of selecting and then excluding students and schools may have resulted in the double 
exclusion (at both school and student levels) of some of the students with special education needs in Sweden. As a result, the overall exclusion 
rate in Sweden may have been overestimated by at most 0.5 of a percentage point. In this scenario, the overall exclusion rate would still be over 
10%, the highest among countries/economies participating in PISA. 

11. The overall exclusion rate includes those students who were excluded at the school level (Column 6) and those students who were excluded 
within schools (Column 11). However, only students enrolled in non-excluded schools were affected by within-school exclusions, hence the 
presence of the term equivalent to 1 minus Column 6 (expressed as a decimal).

12. If the correlation between the propensity of exclusions and student performance were 0.3, then resulting mean scores would likely have been 
overestimated by: 1 score point if the exclusion rate were 1%; 3 score points if the exclusion rate were 5%; and 6 score points if the exclusion 
rate were 10%. If the correlation between the propensity of exclusions and student performance were 0.5, then resulting mean scores would 
likely have been overestimated by: 1 score point if the exclusion rate were 1%; 5 score points if the exclusion rate were 5%; and 10 score points 
if the exclusion rate were 10%. For this calculation, a model was used that assumed a bivariate normal distribution for performance and the 
propensity to participate.

13. Testing material was adapted to each country. Versions in the same language thus differed across countries/economies, and students in 
Luxembourg who were not instructed in one of the three languages in which testing material was available (English, French and German) were 
unable to sit the PISA assessment, even if such material was available in their language of instruction in a different country.
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Technical notes on analyses in this volume

STANDARD ERRORS, CONFIDENCE INTERVALS AND SIGNIFICANCE TESTS 
The statistics in this report represent estimates based on samples of students, rather than values that could be calculated if every 
student in every country/economy had answered every question. Consequently, it is important to measure the degree of uncertainty 
of the estimates. In PISA, each estimate has an associated degree of uncertainty, which is expressed through a standard error. The 
use of confidence intervals provides a way to make inferences about the population parameters (e.g. means and proportions) in 
a manner that reflects the uncertainty associated with the sample estimates. If numerous different samples were drawn from the 
same population, according to the same procedures as the original sample, then in 95 out of 100 samples the calculated confidence 
interval would encompass the true population parameter. For many parameters, sample estimators follow a normal distribution, 
and the 95% confidence interval can be constructed as the estimated parameter, plus or minus 1.96 times the associated standard 
error.

In many cases, readers are primarily interested in whether a given value in a particular country/economy is different from a 
second value in the same or another country/economy (e.g. whether girls in a country/economy perform better than boys in the 
same country/economy). In the tables and figures used in this report, differences are labelled as statistically significant when a 
difference of that size or larger, in either direction, would be observed less than 5% of the time, if there were actually no difference 
in corresponding population values. Similarly, the risk of reporting an association as significant if there is, in fact, no correlation 
between two measures, is contained at 5%. 

Throughout the report, significance tests were undertaken to assess the statistical significance of the comparisons made.

Statistical significance of gender differences and differences between subgroup means
Gender differences in student performance or other indices were tested for statistical significance. Positive differences indicate 
higher scores for girls, while negative differences indicate higher scores for boys. Generally, differences marked in bold in the tables 
in this volume are statistically significant at the 95% confidence level. 

Similarly, differences between other groups of students (e.g. non-immigrant students and students with an immigrant background 
or socio-economically advantaged and disadvantaged students) were tested for statistical significance. The definitions of the 
subgroups can, in general, be found in the tables and text accompanying the analysis. All differences marked in bold in the tables 
presented in Annex B1 of this report are statistically significant at the 95% level.

Statistical significance of differences between subgroup means, after accounting for other variables
For many tables, subgroup comparisons were performed both on the observed difference (“before accounting for other variables”) 
and after accounting for other variables, such as the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status of students. The adjusted 
differences were estimated using linear regression and tested for significance at the 95% confidence level. Significant differences 
are marked in bold. 

ODDS RATIOS
The odds ratio is a measure of the relative likelihood of a particular outcome across two groups. The odds ratio for observing the 
outcome when an antecedent is present is simply

Equation VI.A3.1 
OR = (𝑝𝑝!! 𝑝𝑝!")

(𝑝𝑝!" 𝑝𝑝!!)
	

	

where p11/p12 represents the “odds” of observing the outcome when the antecedent is present, and p11/p12 represents the “odds” 
of observing the outcome when the antecedent is not present. 
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Logistic regression can be used to estimate the log ratio: the exponentiated logit coefficient for a binary variable is equivalent to 
the odds ratio. A “generalised” odds ratio, after accounting for other differences across groups, can be estimated by introducing 
control variables in the logistic regression.

Statistical significance of odds ratios
Figures in bold in the data tables presented in Annex B1 of this report indicate that the odds ratio is statistically significantly 
different from 1 at the 95% confidence level. To construct a 95% confidence interval for the odds ratio, the estimator is assumed 
to follow a log-normal distribution, rather than a normal distribution.

In many tables, odds ratios after accounting for other variables are also presented. These odds ratios were estimated using 
logistic regression and tested for significance against the null hypothesis of an odds ratio equal to 1 (i.e. equal likelihoods, after 
accounting for other variables).

STATISTICS BASED ON MULTILEVEL MODELS
Statistics based on multilevel models include variance components (between-school and within-school variance). Multilevel 
models are generally specified as two-level regression models (student and school levels), with normally distributed residuals, 
and estimated with maximum likelihood procedure. Models were estimated using the Stata (version 15.1) “mixed” module. 
Components from those regressions are used to estimate the ratio of between-school variation to total variation on the indices 
derived from data in the student questionnaire.

Standard errors in statistics estimated from multilevel models
For statistics based on multilevel models (such as the estimates of variance components and regression coefficients from  
two-level regression models), the standard errors are not estimated with the usual replication method, which accounts for 
stratification and sampling rates from finite populations. Instead, standard errors are “model-based”: their computation assumes 
that schools and students within schools are sampled at random (with sampling probabilities reflected in school and student 
weights) from a theoretical, infinite population of schools and students, which complies with the model’s parametric assumptions.

MODAL GRADE SCHOOLS
Measures such as between-school variations are influenced by how schools are defined and organised within countries and 
economies and by the units that were chosen for sampling purposes. For example, in some countries, some of the schools in the 
PISA sample were defined as administrative units (even if they spanned several geographically separate institutions, as in Italy); 
in others, they were defined as those parts of larger educational institutions that serve 15-year-olds; in others they were defined 
as physical school buildings; and in others they were defined from a management perspective (e.g. entities having a principal). 

The PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming) and Annex A2 provide an overview of how schools are defined. In PISA 2018, 
the estimation of variance components was restricted to schools with the “modal ISCED level” for 15-year-old students. The 
“modal ISCED level” is defined here as the level attended by at least one-third of the PISA sample. As PISA students are sampled to 
represent all 15-year-old students, whatever type of schools they are enrolled in, they may not be representative of their schools. 
Restricting the sample to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students ensures that the characteristics of students 
represent the profile of the typical student attending the school. Modal grade may be either lower secondary (ISCED level 2), upper 
secondary (ISCED level 3) or both, as in Albania, Argentina, Baku (Azerbaijan), Beijing, Shanghai, Jiangsu and Zhejiang (China), 
Belarus, Colombia, Costa Rica, the Czech Republic, the Dominican Republic, Indonesia, Ireland, Kazakhstan, Luxembourg, Macao 
[China], Morocco, the Slovak Republic, Chinese Taipei and Uruguay. In all other countries/economies, variance decomposition 
analyses are restricted to either lower secondary or upper secondary schools. In several countries/economies, lower and upper 
secondary education is provided in the same school. As the restriction is made at the school level, some students from a grade 
other than the modal grade in the country/economy may also be used in the analysis. Table VI.A3.1 (in the Excel file corresponding 
to Annex A3) shows the type of ISCED used for every country and economy, as well as the respective proportions of schools and 
students in the sample used in the analysis.  

USE OF STUDENT, SCHOOL AND TEACHER WEIGHTS
The target population in PISA is 15-year-old students, but a two-stage sampling procedure was used. After the population was 
defined, school samples were selected with a probability proportional to the expected number of eligible students in each school. 
Only in a second sampling stage were students drawn from among the eligible students in each selected school. 

Although the student samples were drawn from within a sample of schools, the school sample was designed to optimise 
the resulting sample of students, rather than to give an optimal sample of schools. It is therefore preferable to analyse the  
school-level variables as attributes of students (e.g. in terms of the share of 15-year-old students affected), rather than as 
elements in their own right. 
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Most analyses of student and school characteristics are therefore weighted by student final weights (or their sum, in the case of 
school characteristics) and use student replicate weights for estimating standard errors. 

In PISA 2018, as in PISA 2012 and 2015, multilevel models weights are used at both the student and school levels. The purpose 
of these weights is to account for differences in the probabilities of students being selected in the sample. Since PISA applies a  
two-stage sampling procedure, these differences are due to factors at both the school and student levels. For the multilevel 
models, student final weights (W_FSTUWT) were used. Within-school weights correspond to student final weights, rescaled 
to amount to the sample size within each school. Between-school weights correspond to the sum of final student weights  
(W_FSTUWT) within each school.

Table VI.A3.1 [1/2] Modal grade, by country/economy 

 Modal ISCED level
Students in the modal ISCED level in the 

sample
Students in a modal ISCED school in the 

sample

% %

O
EC

D Australia 2 92.6 99.2
Austria m m m
Belgium 3 91.2 96.0
Canada 3 88.9 98.8
Chile 3 94.7 96.9

Colombia 2
3

38.5
61.5 100.0

Czech Republic 2
3

52.9
47.1 100.0

Denmark 2 99.0 99.0
Estonia 2 98.6 99.5
Finland 2 99.8 99.8
France 3 82.6 84.9
Germany 2 96.7 99.1
Greece 3 95.5 95.6
Hungary 3 89.8 90.2
Iceland 2 99.2 99.2

Ireland 2
3

63.6
36.4 100.0

Israel 3 87.8 97.6
Italy 3 99.0 99.0
Japan 3 100.0 100.0
Korea 3 83.9 83.9

Latvia 2 96.4 99.0
Lithuania 2 100.0 100.0

Luxembourg 2
3

55.9
44.1 100.0

Mexico 3 78.5 78.5
Netherlands 2 66.8 99.0
New Zealand 3 93.3 99.6
Norway 2 99.6 99.6
Poland 2 98.6 98.6
Portugal 3 69.4 88.5

Slovak Republic 2
3

46.5
53.5 100.0

Slovenia 3 92.9 92.9
Spain 2 99.9 100.0
Sweden 2 98.4 98.4

Switzerland 2 71.5 76.0
Turkey 3 99.5 99.5
United Kingdom 3 100.0 100.0
United States 3 92.4 100.0

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171115
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Table VI.A3.1 [2/2] Modal grade, by country/economy 

 Modal ISCED level
Students in the modal ISCED level in the 

sample
Students in a modal ISCED school in the 

sample

% %

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 2

3
38.0
62.0 100.0

Argentina 2
3

34.0
66.5 99.6

Baku (Azerbaijan) 2
3

37.8
62.2 100.0

Belarus 2
3

43.8
56.2 100.0

Bosnia and Herzegovina 3 83.5 83.5

Brazil 3 74.3 82.7

Brunei Darussalam 3 99.4 100.0

B-S-J-Z (China) 2
3

40.4
59.6 100.0

Bulgaria 3 99.7 100.0

Costa Rica 2
3

55.1
44.9 100.0

Croatia 3 99.7 99.7
Cyprus 3 95.5 96.0

Dominican Republic 2
3

42.4
57.6 100.0

Georgia 3 85.2 99.3
Hong Kong (China) 3 66.8 98.4

Indonesia 2
3

45.2
54.8 100.0

Jordan 2 100.0 100.0

Kazakhstan 2
3

45.8
34.6 80.4

Kosovo 3 76.3 76.3
Lebanon 3 70.0 80.2

Macao (China) 2
3

41.0
59.0 100.0

Malaysia 3 94.5 100.0
Malta 3 99.9 100.0
Moldova 2 89.5 94.7
Montenegro 3 96.7 96.7

Morocco 2
3

53.9
46.1 100.0

North Macedonia 3 99.8 99.8
Panama 3 69.3 84.8
Peru 3 77.9 98.0
Philippines 2 99.3 99.7
Qatar 3 76.3 86.3
Romania 3 93.1 93.1
Russia 2 88.8 96.4

Saudi Arabia 3 81.2 81.2

Serbia 3 99.1 99.1
Singapore 3 98.5 100.0

Chinese Taipei 2
3

35.8
64.2 100.0

Thailand 3 79.1 93.0
Ukraine 3 100.0 100.0
United Arab Emirates 3 88.6 97.4

Uruguay 2
3

36.0
64.0 100.0

Viet Nam 3 95.0 95.2

12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171115
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ANNEX A4
Quality assurance

Quality assurance procedures were implemented in all parts of PISA 2018, as was done for all previous PISA surveys. The PISA 
2018 Technical Standards (available on line at www.oecd.org/pisa/) specify the way in which PISA must be implemented in each 
country, economy and adjudicated region. International contractors monitor the implementation in each of these and adjudicate 
on their adherence to the standards. 

The consistent quality and linguistic equivalence of the PISA 2018 assessment instruments were facilitated by assessing the 
ease with which the original English version could be translated. Two source versions of the assessment instruments, in English 
and French, were prepared (except for the financial literacy assessment and the operational manuals, which were provided 
only in English) in order for countries to conduct a double translation design, i.e. two independent translations from the source 
language(s), and reconciliation by a third person. Detailed instructions for the localisation (adaptation, translation and validation) 
of the instruments for the field trial and for their review for the main survey, and translation/adaptation guidelines were supplied. 
An independent team of expert verifiers, appointed and trained by the PISA Consortium, verified each national version against 
the English and/or French source versions. These translators’ mother tongue was the language of instruction in the country 
concerned, and the translators were knowledgeable about education systems. For further information on PISA translation 
procedures, see the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[1]). 

The survey was implemented through standardised procedures. The PISA Consortium provided comprehensive manuals that 
explained the implementation of the survey, including precise instructions for the work of school co-ordinators and scripts for test 
administrators to use during the assessment sessions. Proposed adaptations to survey procedures, or proposed modifications 
to the assessment session script, were submitted to the PISA Consortium for approval prior to verification. The PISA Consortium 
then verified the national translation and adaptation of these manuals. 

To establish the credibility of PISA as valid and unbiased and to encourage uniformity in conducting the assessment sessions, test 
administrators in participating countries were selected using the following criteria: it was required that the test administrator not 
be the reading, mathematics or science instructor of any student in the sessions he or she would conduct for PISA; and it was 
considered preferable that the test administrator not be a member of the staff of any school in the PISA sample. Participating 
countries organised an in-person training session for test administrators.

Participating countries and economies were required to ensure that test administrators worked with the school co-ordinator to 
prepare the assessment session, including reviewing and updating the Student Tracking Form; completing the Session Attendance 
Form, which is designed to record students’ attendance and instruments allocation; completing the Session Report Form, 
which is designed to summarise session times, any disturbance to the session, etc.; ensuring that the number of test booklets 
and questionnaires collected from students tallied with the number sent to the school (for countries using the paper-based 
assessment) or ensuring that the number of USB sticks or external laptops used for the assessment were accounted for (for 
countries using the computer-based assessment); and sending or uploading the school questionnaire, student questionnaires, 
parent and teacher questionnaires (if applicable), and all test materials (both completed and not completed) to the national 
centre after the assessment.

The PISA Consortium responsible for overseeing survey operations implemented all phases of the PISA Quality Monitor (PQM) 
process: interviewing and hiring PQM candidates in each of the countries, organising their training, selecting the schools to 
visit, and collecting information from the PQM visits. PQMs are independent contractors located in participating countries who 
are hired by the international survey operations contractor. They visit a sample of schools to observe test administration and to 
record the implementation of the documented field-operations procedures in the main survey.

Typically, two or four PQMs were hired for each country, and they visited an average of 15 schools in each country. If there were 
adjudicated regions in a country, it was usually necessary to hire additional PQMs, as a minimum of five schools were observed 
in adjudicated regions. 

Approximately one-third of test items are open-ended items in PISA. Reliable human coding is critical for ensuring the validity 
of assessment results within a country, as well as the comparability of assessment results across countries. Coder reliability in  
PISA 2018 was evaluated and reported at both within- and across-country levels. The evaluation of coder reliability was made 
possible by the design of multiple coding: a portion or all of the responses from each human-coded constructed-response item 
were coded by at least two human coders.
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All quality-assurance data collected throughout the PISA 2018 assessment were entered and collated in a central data-adjudication 
database on the quality of field operations, printing, translation, school and student sampling, and coding. Comprehensive 
reports were then generated for the PISA Adjudication Group. This group was formed by the Technical Advisory Group and the 
Sampling Referee. Its role is to review the adjudication database and reports in order to recommend adequate treatment to 
preserve the quality of PISA data. For further information, see the PISA 2018 Technical Report (OECD, forthcoming[1]). Overall, the 
review suggests good adherence of national implementations of PISA to the technical standards. Despite the overall high quality 
of data, a few countries’ data failed to meet critical standards or presented inexplicable anomalies, such that the Adjudication 
Group recommends a special treatment of these data in databases and/or reporting. 

The major issues for adjudication discussed at the adjudication meeting that are relevant to the financial literacy assessment are 
listed below:

• The Netherlands missed the standard for overall exclusions by a small margin. At the same time, in the Netherlands UH 
booklets, intended for students with special education needs, were assigned to about 17% of the non-excluded students. 
Because UH booklets do not cover the domain of financial literacy, the effective exclusion rate for the financial literacy additional 
sample is above 20%. The fact that students that receive support for learning in school were systematically excluded from 
the financial literacy sample results in a strong upward bias for the country mean and other population statistics. Therefore,  
the Netherlands’ results in financial literacy may not be comparable to those of other countries or to results for the Netherlands 
from previous years. The Netherlands also missed the school response rate (before replacement) by a large margin, and 
could only reach close to an acceptable response rate through the use of replacement schools. However, based on evidence 
provided in a non-response bias analysis, the Netherlands’ results in reading, mathematics and science were accepted as 
largely comparable. 

• Portugal did not meet the student-response rate standard. In Portugal, response rates dropped between 2015 and 2018. 
A student-non-response-bias analysis was submitted, investigating bias amongst students in grades 9 and above. Students 
in grades 7 and 8 represented about 11% of the total sample, but 20% of the non-respondents. A comparison of the linked 
responding and non-responding cases, using sampling weights, revealed that non-respondents tended to score about  
one-third of a standard deviation below respondents on the national mathematics examination (implying a “raw” upward bias of 
about 10% of a standard deviation on population statistics that are based on respondents only). At the same time, a significant 
proportion of the performance differences could be accounted for by variables considered in non-response adjustments 
(including grade level). Nevertheless, a residual upward bias in population statistics remained, even when using non-response 
adjusted weights. The non-response bias analysis therefore implies a small upward bias for PISA 2018 performance results in 
Portugal. The Adjudication Group also considered that trend comparisons and performance comparisons with other countries 
may not be particularly affected, because an upward bias of that size cannot be excluded even in countries that met the  
response-rate standard or for previous cycles of PISA. Therefore, Portugal’s results are reported with an annotation.

While the adjudication group did not consider the violation of response-rate standards by the United States (see Annex A2) as a 
major adjudication issue, they noted several limitations in the data used in non-response-bias analyses submitted by the United 
States. In consideration of the lower response rates, compared to other countries, the data for the United States are reported 
with an annotation.

In 2018, some regions in Spain conducted their high-stakes exams for tenth-grade students earlier in the year than in the past, 
which resulted in the testing period for these exams coinciding with the end of the PISA testing window. Because of this overlap, 
a number of students were negatively disposed towards the PISA test and did not try their best to demonstrate their proficiency. 
Although the data of only a minority of students show clear signs of lack of engagement, the comparability of PISA 2018 data for 
Spain with those from earlier PISA assessments cannot be fully ensured. See PISA 2018 Results (Volume I): What Students Know and 
Can Do, Annex A9 (OECD, 2019) for further details. 

Reference
OECD (2019), Annex A9A note about Spain in PISA 2018: Further analysis of Spain’s data by testing date (updated on 23 July 2020),  
PISA 2018 Results (Volume I): What Students Know and Can Do, PISA, OECD Publishing, Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/5f07c754-en.

[1]
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All tables in Annex B are available on line 

Annex B1: Results for countries and economies
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171153
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171172
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171191
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171210
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171229
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171248
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267

Annex B2: Results for regions within countries
 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286

Annex B3: PISA 2018 system-level indicators

ANNEX B
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Table VI.B1.2.1 [1/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Students’ awareness of global issues

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 0.10 (0.01) 1.05 (0.01) 1.11 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 1.04 (0.02) 4.4 (0.7)
Austria -0.02 (0.02) 0.99 (0.02) 0.97 (0.03) 0.10 (0.01) 0.86 (0.03) 10.2 (1.2)
Canada 0.14 (0.01) 1.04 (0.01) 1.08 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 1.05 (0.02) 3.4 (0.5)
Chile -0.10 (0.02) 0.99 (0.02) 0.97 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 3.0 (0.6)
Colombia -0.14 (0.02) 0.98 (0.02) 0.95 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 4.8 (1.1)
Estonia -0.01 (0.02) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.81 (0.03) 3.9 (0.9)
France 0.05 (0.02) 0.95 (0.02) 0.83 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.80 (0.03) 3.5 (0.9)
Germany 0.06 (0.02) † 0.96 (0.02) † 0.93 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) † 0.87 (0.04) † 5.2 (1.1) †
Greece 0.28 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.97 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.92 (0.03) 4.3 (1.0)
Hungary -0.05 (0.01) 0.94 (0.02) 0.84 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.78 (0.03) 5.8 (1.2)
Iceland -0.13 (0.02) 1.13 (0.02) 1.27 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 1.20 (0.04) 2.4 (1.0)
Ireland 0.12 (0.01) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.90 (0.02) 1.3 (0.5)
Israel -0.15 (0.02) 1.08 (0.01) 1.17 (0.03) 0.08 (0.02) 1.10 (0.04) 6.4 (1.2)
Italy -0.03 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.79 (0.03) 4.0 (0.7)
Korea -0.26 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 4.1 (0.8)
Latvia -0.14 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.80 (0.03) 4.9 (1.3)
Lithuania 0.28 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.22 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 1.12 (0.03) 4.5 (0.7)
Mexico -0.04 (0.02) † 0.96 (0.02) † 0.88 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) † 0.83 (0.03) † 4.2 (1.0) †
New Zealand -0.06 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 0.96 (0.03) 1.5 (0.6)
Poland 0.10 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.04 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.02 (0.03) 3.2 (0.6)
Portugal 0.20 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 0.99 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.95 (0.03) 2.6 (0.8)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.09 (0.02) ‡ 0.97 (0.01) ‡ 0.93 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) ‡ 0.90 (0.03) ‡ 3.0 (0.8) ‡
Slovak Republic -0.16 (0.02) 1.09 (0.02) 1.19 (0.03) 0.09 (0.01) 1.04 (0.03) 8.3 (1.0)
Slovenia -0.01 (0.02) 0.96 (0.01) 0.90 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.84 (0.03) 6.2 (1.0)
Spain 0.03 (0.01) 0.88 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.74 (0.02) 2.5 (0.5)
Switzerland -0.12 (0.02) 0.96 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.92 (0.04) 3.5 (0.9)
Turkey 0.13 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.04 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.97 (0.03) 4.6 (0.8)

OECD average 0.01 (0.00) 0.99 (0.00) 0.98 (0.01) 0.04 (0.00) 0.92 (0.01) 4.3 (0.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171153
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.2.1 [2/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Students’ awareness of global issues

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.46 (0.02) 1.20 (0.02) 1.44 (0.04) 0.12 (0.02) 1.27 (0.04) 8.6 (1.2)

Argentina -0.41 (0.02) 1.05 (0.02) 1.10 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 1.01 (0.03) 4.8 (0.9)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.08 (0.02) † 1.40 (0.02) † 1.95 (0.05) 0.04 (0.01) † 1.91 (0.04) † 2.0 (0.7) †
Belarus -0.08 (0.02) 1.02 (0.02) 1.04 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.97 (0.03) 5.2 (1.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina -0.05 (0.03) 1.18 (0.02) 1.38 (0.05) 0.06 (0.01) 1.31 (0.04) 4.4 (0.9)
Brazil -0.24 (0.02) † 1.09 (0.01) † 1.10 (0.03) 0.09 (0.01) † 1.00 (0.03) † 8.4 (1.0) †
Brunei Darussalam -0.58 (0.01) 1.06 (0.01) 1.12 (0.02) 0.11 (0.03) 0.99 (0.04) 10.1 (2.3)
Bulgaria -0.07 (0.03) 1.25 (0.02) 1.55 (0.05) 0.12 (0.02) 1.39 (0.04) 7.9 (1.2)
Costa Rica -0.05 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.94 (0.03) 5.4 (0.9)
Croatia 0.17 (0.02) 1.02 (0.02) 1.04 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.00 (0.03) 4.1 (0.7)
Cyprus 0.00 (0.02) 1.14 (0.01) 1.31 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 1.25 (0.05) 4.0 (0.9)
Dominican Republic -0.07 (0.03) ‡ 1.27 (0.02) ‡ 1.61 (0.06) 0.06 (0.02) ‡ 1.48 (0.06) ‡ 4.0 (1.2) ‡
Hong Kong (China) -0.10 (0.02) 0.88 (0.02) 0.78 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.76 (0.03) 2.3 (1.3)
Indonesia -0.51 (0.02) 1.08 (0.02) 1.17 (0.03) 0.08 (0.02) 1.07 (0.04) 7.2 (1.3)
Jordan 0.17 (0.03) 1.37 (0.02) 1.88 (0.04) 0.19 (0.02) 1.68 (0.04) 10.0 (1.0)
Kazakhstan 0.09 (0.01) 1.26 (0.01) 1.53 (0.03) 0.09 (0.01) 1.41 (0.03) 5.7 (0.6)
Kosovo 0.18 (0.02) 1.20 (0.02) 1.39 (0.04) 0.14 (0.02) 1.25 (0.05) 10.0 (1.2)
Lebanon -0.27 (0.03) 1.11 (0.01) 1.20 (0.03) 0.22 (0.03) 0.97 (0.03) 18.4 (2.0)
Macao (China) -0.28 (0.01) 0.83 (0.01) 0.69 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.64 (0.04) 4.2 (1.1)
Malaysia -0.41 (0.02) 0.94 (0.01) 0.88 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 6.8 (1.1)
Malta 0.23 (0.02) 1.16 (0.01) 1.35 (0.03) 0.06 (0.02) 1.32 (0.06) 4.3 (1.5)
Moldova -0.04 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.99 (0.03) 5.1 (1.0)
Montenegro 0.12 (0.02) 1.22 (0.01) 1.50 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 1.42 (0.06) 3.7 (0.8)
Morocco -0.30 (0.03) † 1.14 (0.02) † 1.31 (0.04) 0.13 (0.02) † 1.18 (0.04) † 9.9 (1.3) †
North Macedonia 0.10 (0.02) 1.18 (0.01) 1.39 (0.03) 0.16 (0.03) 1.22 (0.05) 11.7 (2.1)
Panama -0.08 (0.02) ‡ 1.08 (0.02) ‡ 1.09 (0.04) 0.05 (0.02) ‡ 1.01 (0.04) ‡ 4.5 (1.5) ‡
Peru 0.07 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.02) † 0.96 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) † 0.91 (0.03) † 2.7 (1.0) †
Philippines -0.12 (0.02) 1.20 (0.01) 1.44 (0.03) 0.08 (0.01) 1.36 (0.03) 5.6 (0.8)
Romania -0.40 (0.02) 0.98 (0.02) 0.94 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 5.2 (0.8)
Russia 0.12 (0.02) 1.14 (0.01) 1.29 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.26 (0.03) 2.8 (0.7)
Saudi Arabia -0.50 (0.03) 1.18 (0.02) 1.35 (0.03) 0.15 (0.02) 1.19 (0.04) 11.0 (1.3)
Serbia 0.07 (0.02) 1.16 (0.02) 1.35 (0.04) 0.06 (0.01) 1.29 (0.04) 4.7 (0.7)
Singapore -0.01 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 5.2 (1.0)
Chinese Taipei -0.07 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.95 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.92 (0.03) 1.9 (0.5)
Thailand -0.25 (0.02) 0.97 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 3.7 (0.7)
Ukraine -0.08 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 0.91 (0.03) 6.9 (1.1)
United Arab Emirates 0.22 (0.01) 1.24 (0.01) 1.52 (0.02) 0.16 (0.02) 1.36 (0.03) 10.5 (0.9)
Uruguay -0.20 (0.02) † 1.01 (0.02) † 1.02 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.03) † 3.6 (0.8) †
Viet Nam -0.34 (0.02) 0.81 (0.02) 0.64 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.61 (0.02) 4.6 (1.0)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171153
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.2.1 [3/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how informed they are about the following topics:

Climate change and 
global warming

Global health  
(e.g. epidemics)

Migration  
(movement of people) International conflicts

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 17.4 (0.5) 82.6 (0.5) 34.9 (0.5) 65.1 (0.5) 19.1 (0.4) 80.9 (0.4) 33.7 (0.6) 66.3 (0.6)
Austria 22.4 (0.8) 77.6 (0.8) 43.4 (0.8) 56.6 (0.8) 25.9 (0.7) 74.1 (0.7) 37.2 (0.6) 62.8 (0.6)
Canada 12.6 (0.4) 87.4 (0.4) 29.2 (0.5) 70.8 (0.5) 23.0 (0.4) 77.0 (0.4) 32.2 (0.5) 67.8 (0.5)
Chile 28.0 (1.0) 72.0 (1.0) 39.1 (0.8) 60.9 (0.8) 20.6 (0.7) 79.4 (0.7) 38.1 (0.8) 61.9 (0.8)
Colombia 28.2 (0.9) 71.8 (0.9) 36.0 (0.8) 64.0 (0.8) 30.3 (0.9) 69.7 (0.9) 31.5 (0.8) 68.5 (0.8)
Estonia 18.6 (0.7) 81.4 (0.7) 37.3 (0.9) 62.7 (0.9) 20.5 (0.7) 79.5 (0.7) 23.7 (0.6) 76.3 (0.6)
France 19.1 (0.7) 80.9 (0.7) 24.0 (0.6) 76.0 (0.6) 19.3 (0.6) 80.7 (0.6) 39.8 (0.8) 60.2 (0.8)
Germany 17.4 (0.8) † 82.6 (0.8) † 43.0 (0.9) † 57.0 (0.9) † 16.8 (0.8) † 83.2 (0.8) † 30.3 (0.8) † 69.7 (0.8) †
Greece 27.5 (0.8) 72.5 (0.8) 24.9 (0.7) 75.1 (0.7) 11.7 (0.6) 88.3 (0.6) 34.0 (0.6) 66.0 (0.6)
Hungary 24.0 (0.7) 76.0 (0.7) 36.7 (0.7) 63.3 (0.7) 14.0 (0.6) 86.0 (0.6) 41.8 (0.8) 58.2 (0.8)
Iceland 23.2 (0.8) 76.8 (0.8) 39.4 (0.7) 60.6 (0.7) 28.2 (0.8) 71.8 (0.8) 55.2 (0.9) 44.8 (0.9)
Ireland 13.5 (0.5) 86.5 (0.5) 43.1 (0.7) 56.9 (0.7) 13.9 (0.5) 86.1 (0.5) 36.9 (0.7) 63.1 (0.7)
Israel 31.8 (0.9) 68.2 (0.9) 35.9 (0.8) 64.1 (0.8) 29.6 (0.8) 70.4 (0.8) 32.4 (0.8) 67.6 (0.8)
Italy 22.1 (0.6) 77.9 (0.6) 33.7 (0.8) 66.3 (0.8) 14.3 (0.7) 85.7 (0.7) 33.3 (0.7) 66.7 (0.7)
Korea 11.9 (0.5) 88.1 (0.5) 43.5 (0.7) 56.5 (0.7) 39.2 (0.7) 60.8 (0.7) 45.7 (0.8) 54.3 (0.8)
Latvia 24.2 (0.7) 75.8 (0.7) 38.7 (0.8) 61.3 (0.8) 19.7 (0.6) 80.3 (0.6) 27.4 (0.7) 72.6 (0.7)
Lithuania 19.6 (0.6) 80.4 (0.6) 19.3 (0.6) 80.7 (0.6) 12.7 (0.5) 87.3 (0.5) 21.7 (0.6) 78.3 (0.6)
Mexico 23.0 (0.8) † 77.0 (0.8) † 30.3 (0.8) † 69.7 (0.8) † 22.7 (0.6) † 77.3 (0.6) † 34.2 (0.8) † 65.8 (0.8) †
New Zealand 19.5 (0.6) 80.5 (0.6) 42.3 (0.8) 57.7 (0.8) 23.8 (0.8) 76.2 (0.8) 38.0 (0.6) 62.0 (0.6)
Poland 24.6 (0.8) 75.4 (0.8) 28.7 (0.7) 71.3 (0.7) 14.8 (0.6) 85.2 (0.6) 19.0 (0.7) 81.0 (0.7)
Portugal 16.6 (0.7) 83.4 (0.7) 24.9 (0.8) 75.1 (0.8) 19.4 (0.6) 80.6 (0.6) 24.7 (0.8) 75.3 (0.8)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 21.6 (0.9) ‡ 78.4 (0.9) ‡ 40.6 (1.2) ‡ 59.4 (1.2) ‡ 20.9 (1.0) ‡ 79.1 (1.0) ‡ 34.5 (1.1) ‡ 65.5 (1.1) ‡
Slovak Republic 30.6 (0.7) 69.4 (0.7) 43.2 (0.7) 56.8 (0.7) 22.9 (0.7) 77.1 (0.7) 32.2 (0.7) 67.8 (0.7)
Slovenia 22.3 (0.6) 77.7 (0.6) 31.7 (0.8) 68.3 (0.8) 18.1 (0.5) 81.9 (0.5) 34.5 (0.7) 65.5 (0.7)
Spain 19.0 (0.5) 81.0 (0.5) 29.0 (0.5) 71.0 (0.5) 22.9 (0.4) 77.1 (0.4) 33.0 (0.5) 67.0 (0.5)
Switzerland 21.3 (1.0) 78.7 (1.0) 39.7 (0.9) 60.3 (0.9) 24.6 (0.8) 75.4 (0.8) 38.6 (1.0) 61.4 (1.0)
Turkey 21.2 (0.7) 78.8 (0.7) 30.9 (0.8) 69.1 (0.8) 13.7 (0.5) 86.3 (0.5) 32.6 (0.7) 67.4 (0.7)

OECD average 21.5 (0.1) 78.5 (0.1) 34.9 (0.1) 65.1 (0.1) 20.8 (0.1) 79.2 (0.1) 33.9 (0.1) 66.1 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171153
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Table VI.B1.2.1 [4/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how informed they are about the following topics:

Climate change and 
global warming

Global health  
(e.g. epidemics)

Migration  
(movement of people) International conflicts

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 17.9 (0.7) 82.1 (0.7) 21.1 (0.7) 78.9 (0.7) 14.5 (0.7) 85.5 (0.7) 26.7 (0.7) 73.3 (0.7)

Argentina 50.3 (0.8) 49.7 (0.8) 50.4 (0.8) 49.6 (0.8) 41.5 (0.9) 58.5 (0.9) 48.7 (0.7) 51.3 (0.7)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 30.7 (0.9) † 69.3 (0.9) † 34.7 (0.9) † 65.3 (0.9) † 28.0 (0.8) † 72.0 (0.8) † 29.6 (0.9) † 70.4 (0.9) †
Belarus 27.1 (0.8) 72.9 (0.8) 27.6 (0.8) 72.4 (0.8) 23.3 (0.6) 76.7 (0.6) 27.2 (0.8) 72.8 (0.8)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 35.5 (0.9) 64.5 (0.9) 36.4 (1.0) 63.6 (1.0) 26.4 (0.9) 73.6 (0.9) 28.5 (0.7) 71.5 (0.7)
Brazil 38.9 (0.9) † 61.1 (0.9) † 39.1 (0.8) † 60.9 (0.8) † 30.6 (0.7) † 69.4 (0.7) † 38.0 (0.7) † 62.0 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 28.3 (0.5) 71.7 (0.5) 46.6 (0.6) 53.4 (0.6) 38.4 (0.6) 61.6 (0.6) 61.8 (0.6) 38.2 (0.6)
Bulgaria 30.2 (1.0) 69.8 (1.0) 31.7 (1.0) 68.3 (1.0) 27.1 (0.9) 72.9 (0.9) 30.6 (0.8) 69.4 (0.8)
Costa Rica 26.4 (0.9) 73.6 (0.9) 34.7 (1.0) 65.3 (1.0) 25.2 (0.7) 74.8 (0.7) 34.6 (0.7) 65.4 (0.7)
Croatia 22.2 (0.7) 77.8 (0.7) 31.0 (0.7) 69.0 (0.7) 17.0 (0.6) 83.0 (0.6) 27.4 (0.6) 72.6 (0.6)
Cyprus 34.3 (0.6) 65.7 (0.6) 32.4 (0.8) 67.6 (0.8) 22.6 (0.7) 77.4 (0.7) 34.5 (0.6) 65.5 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 33.8 (1.2) ‡ 66.2 (1.2) ‡ 32.9 (1.1) ‡ 67.1 (1.1) ‡ 26.7 (1.0) ‡ 73.3 (1.0) ‡ 35.7 (0.9) ‡ 64.3 (0.9) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 9.4 (0.6) 90.6 (0.6) 18.6 (0.7) 81.4 (0.7) 34.6 (0.9) 65.4 (0.9) 33.7 (0.7) 66.3 (0.7)
Indonesia 43.4 (1.2) 56.6 (1.2) 52.0 (1.0) 48.0 (1.0) 34.4 (1.0) 65.6 (1.0) 49.5 (1.1) 50.5 (1.1)
Jordan 30.2 (1.0) 69.8 (1.0) 37.5 (0.8) 62.5 (0.8) 23.4 (0.8) 76.6 (0.8) 28.7 (0.7) 71.3 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 25.6 (0.4) 74.4 (0.4) 25.6 (0.4) 74.4 (0.4) 21.6 (0.5) 78.4 (0.5) 24.8 (0.4) 75.2 (0.4)
Kosovo 32.2 (0.7) 67.8 (0.7) 29.3 (0.7) 70.7 (0.7) 19.1 (0.7) 80.9 (0.7) 34.8 (0.7) 65.2 (0.7)
Lebanon 41.8 (1.5) 58.2 (1.5) 46.3 (1.1) 53.7 (1.1) 32.6 (1.1) 67.4 (1.1) 52.5 (0.9) 47.5 (0.9)
Macao (China) 12.8 (0.5) 87.2 (0.5) 32.9 (0.7) 67.1 (0.7) 36.5 (0.7) 63.5 (0.7) 43.0 (0.7) 57.0 (0.7)
Malaysia 31.8 (0.9) 68.2 (0.9) 32.0 (0.9) 68.0 (0.9) 38.7 (0.8) 61.3 (0.8) 53.5 (0.7) 46.5 (0.7)
Malta 16.6 (0.6) 83.4 (0.6) 32.3 (0.9) 67.7 (0.9) 16.2 (0.6) 83.8 (0.6) 34.9 (0.7) 65.1 (0.7)
Moldova 28.1 (0.7) 71.9 (0.7) 28.1 (0.8) 71.9 (0.8) 20.2 (0.7) 79.8 (0.7) 32.4 (0.8) 67.6 (0.8)
Montenegro 30.2 (0.7) 69.8 (0.7) 27.1 (0.6) 72.9 (0.6) 22.8 (0.6) 77.2 (0.6) 27.3 (0.6) 72.7 (0.6)
Morocco 42.4 (1.4) † 57.6 (1.4) † 40.5 (1.2) † 59.5 (1.2) † 32.7 (1.1) † 67.3 (1.1) † 44.5 (0.9) † 55.5 (0.9) †
North Macedonia 30.9 (0.7) 69.1 (0.7) 38.0 (0.7) 62.0 (0.7) 22.5 (0.5) 77.5 (0.5) 34.9 (0.7) 65.1 (0.7)
Panama 32.1 (1.1) † 67.9 (1.1) † 31.5 (1.1) ‡ 68.5 (1.1) ‡ 26.9 (0.9) ‡ 73.1 (0.9) ‡ 38.4 (0.9) ‡ 61.6 (0.9) ‡
Peru 17.8 (0.8) † 82.2 (0.8) † 26.2 (0.7) † 73.8 (0.7) † 19.0 (0.7) † 81.0 (0.7) † 31.5 (0.8) † 68.5 (0.8) †
Philippines 27.1 (0.8) 72.9 (0.8) 32.1 (0.8) 67.9 (0.8) 32.1 (0.7) 67.9 (0.7) 42.3 (0.6) 57.7 (0.6)
Romania 39.1 (1.3) 60.9 (1.3) 32.3 (1.0) 67.7 (1.0) 37.2 (1.0) 62.8 (1.0) 47.0 (0.9) 53.0 (0.9)
Russia 21.6 (0.7) 78.4 (0.7) 20.9 (0.6) 79.1 (0.6) 19.3 (0.6) 80.7 (0.6) 21.3 (0.6) 78.7 (0.6)
Saudi Arabia 59.8 (0.9) 40.2 (0.9) 56.5 (0.7) 43.5 (0.7) 33.1 (0.9) 66.9 (0.9) 52.2 (0.9) 47.8 (0.9)
Serbia 26.4 (1.0) 73.6 (1.0) 27.9 (0.8) 72.1 (0.8) 20.2 (0.8) 79.8 (0.8) 36.1 (0.6) 63.9 (0.6)
Singapore 10.6 (0.4) 89.4 (0.4) 36.3 (0.6) 63.7 (0.6) 20.7 (0.5) 79.3 (0.5) 34.1 (0.6) 65.9 (0.6)
Chinese Taipei 14.2 (0.5) 85.8 (0.5) 22.5 (0.5) 77.5 (0.5) 28.0 (0.6) 72.0 (0.6) 26.2 (0.6) 73.8 (0.6)
Thailand 22.6 (0.8) 77.4 (0.8) 28.1 (0.7) 71.9 (0.7) 30.3 (0.8) 69.7 (0.8) 34.9 (0.7) 65.1 (0.7)
Ukraine 26.0 (1.0) 74.0 (1.0) 21.0 (0.9) 79.0 (0.9) 24.6 (1.0) 75.4 (1.0) 28.6 (0.9) 71.4 (0.9)
United Arab Emirates 25.6 (0.4) 74.4 (0.4) 33.7 (0.5) 66.3 (0.5) 21.7 (0.4) 78.3 (0.4) 32.5 (0.5) 67.5 (0.5)
Uruguay 32.6 (0.9) † 67.4 (0.9) † 37.1 (1.0) † 62.9 (1.0) † 29.1 (0.8) † 70.9 (0.8) † 37.9 (1.0) † 62.1 (1.0) †
Viet Nam 25.2 (1.1) 74.8 (1.1) 27.3 (0.9) 72.7 (0.9) 32.2 (0.8) 67.8 (0.8) 54.4 (0.8) 45.6 (0.8)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B2.2.1 [5/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how informed they are about the following topics:

Hunger or malnutrition in 
different parts of the world Causes of poverty Equality between men and women in 

different parts of the world

Never heard of topic
or doesn't know 

much about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

Never heard of topic
or doesn't know 

much about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

Never heard of topic
or doesn't know 

much about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 22.3 (0.5) 77.7 (0.5) 20.2 (0.5) 79.8 (0.5) 13.3 (0.4) 86.7 (0.4)
Austria 20.4 (0.6) 79.6 (0.6) 20.2 (0.7) 79.8 (0.7) 15.7 (0.7) 84.3 (0.7)
Canada 22.2 (0.4) 77.8 (0.4) 21.0 (0.5) 79.0 (0.5) 12.5 (0.3) 87.5 (0.3)
Chile 28.7 (0.6) 71.3 (0.6) 26.2 (0.7) 73.8 (0.7) 16.6 (0.7) 83.4 (0.7)
Colombia 23.4 (0.7) 76.6 (0.7) 21.0 (0.7) 79.0 (0.7) 21.5 (0.7) 78.5 (0.7)
Estonia 19.8 (0.6) 80.2 (0.6) 20.3 (0.7) 79.7 (0.7) 18.5 (0.6) 81.5 (0.6)
France 18.4 (0.6) 81.6 (0.6) 23.4 (0.7) 76.6 (0.7) 15.3 (0.6) 84.7 (0.6)
Germany 19.7 (0.8) † 80.3 (0.8) † 18.2 (0.7) † 81.8 (0.7) † 15.3 (0.8) † 84.7 (0.8) †
Greece 14.4 (0.6) 85.6 (0.6) 13.5 (0.6) 86.5 (0.6) 12.8 (0.6) 87.2 (0.6)
Hungary 22.7 (0.7) 77.3 (0.7) 22.1 (0.7) 77.9 (0.7) 22.8 (0.7) 77.2 (0.7)
Iceland 22.2 (0.8) 77.8 (0.8) 27.1 (0.7) 72.9 (0.7) 14.0 (0.6) 86.0 (0.6)
Ireland 22.1 (0.6) 77.9 (0.6) 20.4 (0.6) 79.6 (0.6) 12.1 (0.5) 87.9 (0.5)
Israel 33.3 (0.8) 66.7 (0.8) 29.4 (0.7) 70.6 (0.7) 18.7 (0.6) 81.3 (0.6)
Italy 22.1 (0.7) 77.9 (0.7) 23.6 (0.7) 76.4 (0.7) 16.5 (0.6) 83.5 (0.6)
Korea 33.7 (0.7) 66.3 (0.7) 35.9 (0.7) 64.1 (0.7) 18.1 (0.6) 81.9 (0.6)
Latvia 22.5 (0.7) 77.5 (0.7) 24.8 (0.7) 75.2 (0.7) 28.1 (0.7) 71.9 (0.7)
Lithuania 17.1 (0.5) 82.9 (0.5) 15.9 (0.5) 84.1 (0.5) 18.6 (0.5) 81.4 (0.5)
Mexico 22.6 (0.8) † 77.4 (0.8) † 19.1 (0.7) † 80.9 (0.7) † 16.3 (0.6) † 83.7 (0.6) †
New Zealand 27.4 (0.6) 72.6 (0.6) 22.7 (0.6) 77.3 (0.6) 17.3 (0.5) 82.7 (0.5)
Poland 14.7 (0.6) 85.3 (0.6) 23.7 (0.8) 76.3 (0.8) 19.0 (0.6) 81.0 (0.6)
Portugal 18.5 (0.7) 81.5 (0.7) 16.5 (0.7) 83.5 (0.7) 11.2 (0.5) 88.8 (0.5)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 24.5 (0.9) ‡ 75.5 (0.9) ‡ 13.0 (0.7) ‡ 87.0 (0.7) ‡ 15.0 (0.7) ‡ 85.0 (0.7) ‡
Slovak Republic 26.9 (0.7) 73.1 (0.7) 29.0 (0.7) 71.0 (0.7) 28.8 (0.7) 71.2 (0.7)
Slovenia 18.2 (0.6) 81.8 (0.6) 18.5 (0.7) 81.5 (0.7) 16.8 (0.7) 83.2 (0.7)
Spain 18.2 (0.4) 81.8 (0.4) 21.0 (0.4) 79.0 (0.4) 8.3 (0.4) 91.7 (0.4)
Switzerland 23.7 (0.7) 76.3 (0.7) 24.9 (0.9) 75.1 (0.9) 19.9 (0.7) 80.1 (0.7)
Turkey 16.9 (0.6) 83.1 (0.6) 14.4 (0.6) 85.6 (0.6) 16.4 (0.6) 83.6 (0.6)

OECD average 22.1 (0.1) 77.9 (0.1) 21.7 (0.1) 78.3 (0.1) 17.0 (0.1) 83.0 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B2.2.1 [6/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how informed they are about the following topics:

Hunger or malnutrition in 
different parts of the world Causes of poverty Equality between men and women in 

different parts of the world

Never heard of topic
or doesn't know 

much about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

Never heard of topic
or doesn't know 

much about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

Never heard of topic
or doesn't know 

much about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 17.3 (0.6) 82.7 (0.6) 13.9 (0.6) 86.1 (0.6) 14.4 (0.6) 85.6 (0.6)

Argentina 34.8 (0.6) 65.2 (0.6) 29.7 (0.7) 70.3 (0.7) 26.6 (0.9) 73.4 (0.9)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 24.3 (0.7) † 75.7 (0.7) † 21.2 (0.6) † 78.8 (0.6) † 21.9 (0.7) † 78.1 (0.7) †
Belarus 23.6 (0.7) 76.4 (0.7) 22.2 (0.6) 77.8 (0.6) 26.3 (0.8) 73.7 (0.8)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 23.9 (0.8) 76.1 (0.8) 22.2 (0.7) 77.8 (0.7) 22.8 (0.8) 77.2 (0.8)
Brazil 28.3 (0.7) † 71.7 (0.7) † 26.2 (0.7) † 73.8 (0.7) † 25.6 (0.7) † 74.4 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 43.0 (0.6) 57.0 (0.6) 50.5 (0.6) 49.5 (0.6) 42.7 (0.6) 57.3 (0.6)
Bulgaria 24.8 (0.9) 75.2 (0.9) 24.1 (0.9) 75.9 (0.9) 26.1 (0.9) 73.9 (0.9)
Costa Rica 23.0 (0.7) 77.0 (0.7) 18.8 (0.6) 81.2 (0.6) 16.7 (0.7) 83.3 (0.7)
Croatia 14.9 (0.5) 85.1 (0.5) 14.9 (0.5) 85.1 (0.5) 14.2 (0.5) 85.8 (0.5)
Cyprus 21.2 (0.6) 78.8 (0.6) 20.6 (0.6) 79.4 (0.6) 17.3 (0.5) 82.7 (0.5)
Dominican Republic 26.7 (1.0) ‡ 73.3 (1.0) ‡ 23.4 (1.0) ‡ 76.6 (1.0) ‡ 24.6 (1.0) ‡ 75.4 (1.0) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 20.7 (0.6) 79.3 (0.6) 15.8 (0.6) 84.2 (0.6) 18.6 (0.7) 81.4 (0.7)
Indonesia 38.9 (1.0) 61.1 (1.0) 32.3 (1.0) 67.7 (1.0) 45.4 (1.0) 54.6 (1.0)
Jordan 23.3 (0.8) 76.7 (0.8) 21.3 (0.7) 78.7 (0.7) 21.5 (0.6) 78.5 (0.6)
Kazakhstan 22.3 (0.4) 77.7 (0.4) 21.8 (0.5) 78.2 (0.5) 23.4 (0.5) 76.6 (0.5)
Kosovo 22.3 (0.6) 77.7 (0.6) 20.3 (0.6) 79.7 (0.6) 19.0 (0.6) 81.0 (0.6)
Lebanon 34.4 (1.0) 65.6 (1.0) 27.2 (1.1) 72.8 (1.1) 28.5 (1.1) 71.5 (1.1)
Macao (China) 24.0 (0.7) 76.0 (0.7) 26.8 (0.8) 73.2 (0.8) 25.7 (0.7) 74.3 (0.7)
Malaysia 36.6 (0.8) 63.4 (0.8) 29.8 (0.9) 70.2 (0.9) 38.4 (0.8) 61.6 (0.8)
Malta 23.0 (0.8) 77.0 (0.8) 23.7 (0.8) 76.3 (0.8) 13.3 (0.6) 86.7 (0.6)
Moldova 33.2 (0.8) 66.8 (0.8) 21.3 (0.7) 78.7 (0.7) 28.1 (0.8) 71.9 (0.8)
Montenegro 20.7 (0.5) 79.3 (0.5) 19.5 (0.5) 80.5 (0.5) 19.8 (0.5) 80.2 (0.5)
Morocco 32.3 (1.0) † 67.7 (1.0) † 25.9 (1.1) † 74.1 (1.1) † 24.8 (1.0) † 75.2 (1.0) †
North Macedonia 24.4 (0.6) 75.6 (0.6) 20.2 (0.6) 79.8 (0.6) 26.1 (0.6) 73.9 (0.6)
Panama 23.2 (0.8) ‡ 76.8 (0.8) ‡ 21.2 (0.9) ‡ 78.8 (0.9) ‡ 21.6 (0.8) ‡ 78.4 (0.8) ‡
Peru 18.8 (0.7) † 81.2 (0.7) † 15.8 (0.6) † 84.2 (0.6) † 13.5 (0.6) † 86.5 (0.6) †
Philippines 32.6 (0.8) 67.4 (0.8) 29.5 (0.7) 70.5 (0.7) 27.9 (0.8) 72.1 (0.8)
Romania 44.7 (0.9) 55.3 (0.9) 33.1 (0.9) 66.9 (0.9) 32.2 (1.2) 67.8 (1.2)
Russia 21.5 (0.6) 78.5 (0.6) 18.8 (0.5) 81.2 (0.5) 23.8 (0.6) 76.2 (0.6)
Saudi Arabia 38.5 (0.9) 61.5 (0.9) 33.9 (0.9) 66.1 (0.9) 42.6 (0.9) 57.4 (0.9)
Serbia 21.9 (0.7) 78.1 (0.7) 20.5 (0.7) 79.5 (0.7) 21.0 (0.7) 79.0 (0.7)
Singapore 24.0 (0.5) 76.0 (0.5) 25.8 (0.5) 74.2 (0.5) 22.6 (0.6) 77.4 (0.6)
Chinese Taipei 19.2 (0.5) 80.8 (0.5) 25.7 (0.6) 74.3 (0.6) 16.3 (0.5) 83.7 (0.5)
Thailand 32.6 (0.8) 67.4 (0.8) 23.9 (0.6) 76.1 (0.6) 24.1 (0.7) 75.9 (0.7)
Ukraine 28.7 (0.7) 71.3 (0.7) 22.8 (0.7) 77.2 (0.7) 25.1 (0.8) 74.9 (0.8)
United Arab Emirates 21.2 (0.4) 78.8 (0.4) 20.0 (0.4) 80.0 (0.4) 17.8 (0.4) 82.2 (0.4)
Uruguay 26.9 (0.9) † 73.1 (0.9) † 26.3 (0.8) † 73.7 (0.8) † 16.8 (0.7) † 83.2 (0.7) †
Viet Nam 35.3 (0.9) 64.7 (0.9) 30.4 (0.7) 69.6 (0.7) 24.0 (1.0) 76.0 (1.0)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.2.4 [1/6] Self-efficacy regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Self-efficacy regarding global issues

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 0.05 (0.01) 1.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 6.3 (0.8)
Austria 0.04 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.03) 0.10 (0.01) 0.88 (0.03) 10.4 (1.2)

Canada 0.14 (0.01) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 1.05 (0.02) 4.7 (0.6)
Chile 0.01 (0.02) 0.98 (0.02) 0.96 (0.03) 0.02 (0.00) 0.92 (0.03) 2.1 (0.5)
Colombia 0.15 (0.02) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.85 (0.03) 4.8 (1.0)
Estonia -0.11 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 3.9 (0.9)
France 0.07 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.88 (0.03) 4.9 (0.9)
Germany 0.21 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.03) 0.08 (0.01) † 0.88 (0.03) † 8.6 (1.2) †
Greece 0.11 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 3.2 (0.7)
Hungary -0.03 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.00 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 0.94 (0.03) 5.9 (1.0)
Iceland -0.11 (0.02) 1.10 (0.01) 1.21 (0.03) 0.04 (0.02) 1.13 (0.07) 3.7 (1.6)
Ireland -0.03 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.87 (0.02) 1.2 (0.5)
Israel 0.05 (0.02) 1.08 (0.01) 1.18 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.12 (0.03) 3.7 (0.9)
Italy -0.16 (0.02) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.87 (0.03) 2.8 (0.7)
Korea 0.16 (0.02) 1.10 (0.01) 1.18 (0.03) 0.08 (0.01) 1.10 (0.03) 7.0 (1.1)
Latvia -0.04 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.81 (0.02) 4.5 (0.9)
Lithuania 0.08 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.90 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 3.7 (0.9)
Mexico 0.09 (0.02) † 0.90 (0.01) † 0.77 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.75 (0.03) † 2.5 (0.8) †
New Zealand -0.08 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.96 (0.03) 2.9 (0.6)
Poland 0.10 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 4.4 (0.9)
Portugal 0.01 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 3.5 (0.8)
Scotland (United Kingdom) -0.19 (0.02) ‡ 1.03 (0.02) ‡ 1.06 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) ‡ 1.03 (0.03) ‡ 2.3 (0.8) ‡
Slovak Republic -0.42 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.03) 0.08 (0.01) 0.90 (0.03) 7.9 (1.0)
Slovenia -0.10 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.91 (0.03) 5.9 (1.0)
Spain -0.04 (0.01) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.02) 0.03 (0.00) 0.89 (0.02) 2.7 (0.5)
Switzerland 0.02 (0.02) 0.96 (0.02) 0.96 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 0.92 (0.03) 2.7 (1.0)
Turkey 0.03 (0.02) 1.08 (0.01) 1.16 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 1.09 (0.03) 5.6 (0.8)

OECD average 0.00 (0.00) 0.99 (0.00) 0.98 (0.01) 0.04 (0.00) 0.92 (0.01) 4.5 (0.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.2.4 [2/6] Self-efficacy regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Self-efficacy regarding global issues

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.51 (0.02) 1.10 (0.01) 1.20 (0.03) 0.08 (0.01) 1.09 (0.03) 6.7 (1.0)

Argentina -0.24 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.04 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) 4.3 (0.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.00 (0.02) † 1.27 (0.01) † 1.62 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.60 (0.04) † 1.2 (0.6) †
Belarus -0.17 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.99 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.95 (0.03) 3.1 (0.8)
Bosnia and Herzegovina -0.22 (0.03) 1.17 (0.01) 1.37 (0.04) 0.07 (0.01) 1.29 (0.04) 4.9 (0.9)
Brazil -0.15 (0.02) † 1.15 (0.01) † 1.28 (0.03) 0.09 (0.01) † 1.19 (0.03) † 7.0 (0.9) †
Brunei Darussalam -0.26 (0.01) 0.87 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.71 (0.04) 6.0 (1.8)
Bulgaria -0.04 (0.02) 1.11 (0.02) 1.23 (0.04) 0.05 (0.01) 1.16 (0.04) 4.1 (1.1)
Costa Rica 0.05 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 4.1 (0.7)
Croatia 0.08 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.05 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 0.99 (0.03) 5.9 (0.8)
Cyprus -0.04 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.11 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.07 (0.04) 3.8 (1.2)
Dominican Republic 0.21 (0.03) ‡ 1.17 (0.02) ‡ 1.36 (0.05) 0.04 (0.01) ‡ 1.27 (0.05) ‡ 3.3 (1.1) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 0.04 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.96 (0.03) 3.0 (1.0)
Indonesia -0.62 (0.02) 1.01 (0.02) 1.02 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.97 (0.03) 2.6 (0.6)
Jordan -0.20 (0.02) 1.20 (0.01) 1.43 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 1.36 (0.03) 4.1 (0.8)
Kazakhstan -0.23 (0.01) 1.16 (0.01) 1.30 (0.03) 0.08 (0.01) 1.22 (0.02) 6.1 (0.6)
Kosovo -0.31 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.05 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.02 (0.04) 2.0 (0.7)
Lebanon -0.22 (0.02) 0.94 (0.01) 0.85 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.79 (0.03) 6.5 (1.1)
Macao (China) -0.27 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.76 (0.03) 5.6 (1.7)
Malaysia -0.21 (0.01) 0.84 (0.01) 0.70 (0.02) † 0.05 (0.01) 0.65 (0.02) 7.3 (1.1)
Malta 0.03 (0.02) 1.05 (0.02) 1.09 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 1.06 (0.04) 2.9 (1.0)
Moldova -0.08 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 4.4 (1.0)
Montenegro -0.02 (0.02) 1.15 (0.01) 1.31 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.24 (0.05) 3.4 (0.9)
Morocco -0.50 (0.02) † 1.06 (0.01) † 1.11 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) † 1.08 (0.03) † 2.5 (0.7) †
North Macedonia -0.39 (0.01) 1.04 (0.01) 1.08 (0.03) 0.09 (0.02) 0.98 (0.03) 8.1 (1.7)
Panama 0.06 (0.02) † 0.95 (0.02) † 0.88 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) † 0.82 (0.04) † 3.0 (1.1) †
Peru 0.23 (0.02) † 0.90 (0.01) † 0.80 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.78 (0.02) † 1.5 (0.7) †
Philippines -0.22 (0.02) 0.91 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 3.6 (0.7)
Romania -0.30 (0.02) 0.90 (0.01) 0.81 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 5.7 (0.8)
Russia -0.13 (0.02) 1.07 (0.01) 1.16 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.13 (0.03) 1.8 (0.5)
Saudi Arabia -0.45 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.19 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.16 (0.03) 2.8 (0.6)
Serbia -0.11 (0.02) 1.13 (0.01) 1.28 (0.03) 0.07 (0.01) 1.21 (0.03) 5.3 (1.0)
Singapore 0.15 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.78 (0.02) 7.0 (1.0)
Chinese Taipei 0.03 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.96 (0.03) 3.9 (0.6)
Thailand -0.11 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.87 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.83 (0.03) 3.9 (0.7)
Ukraine -0.14 (0.02) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 7.4 (1.0)
United Arab Emirates 0.23 (0.01) 1.13 (0.01) 1.24 (0.02) 0.08 (0.01) 1.16 (0.03) 6.6 (0.7)
Uruguay -0.03 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.92 (0.03) † 2.2 (0.8) †
Viet Nam -0.30 (0.02) 0.84 (0.01) 0.70 (0.03) † 0.05 (0.01) 0.64 (0.02) 7.7 (1.3)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.2.4 [3/6] Self-efficacy regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how easy they think it would be for them to perform the following tasks on their own:

Explain how carbon-dioxide emissions 
affect global climate change

Establish a connection between prices 
of textiles and working conditions in 

the countries of production
Discuss the different reasons why 

people become refugees

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily or 
with some effort

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 30.2 (0.6) 69.8 (0.6) 45.5 (0.6) 54.5 (0.6) 18.0 (0.5) 82.0 (0.5)
Austria 47.5 (0.8) 52.5 (0.8) 36.2 (0.8) 63.8 (0.8) 14.6 (0.6) 85.4 (0.6)
Canada 26.7 (0.6) 73.3 (0.6) 45.1 (0.7) 54.9 (0.7) 20.1 (0.4) 79.9 (0.4)
Chile 35.0 (0.8) 65.0 (0.8) 46.1 (0.8) 53.9 (0.8) 30.0 (0.7) 70.0 (0.7)
Colombia 29.1 (1.0) 70.9 (1.0) 33.7 (0.8) 66.3 (0.8) 24.6 (0.9) 75.4 (0.9)
Estonia 40.5 (0.8) 59.5 (0.8) 46.5 (0.7) 53.5 (0.7) 28.3 (0.7) 71.7 (0.7)
France 33.5 (0.8) 66.5 (0.8) 34.0 (0.8) 66.0 (0.8) 22.7 (0.7) 77.3 (0.7)
Germany 39.4 (0.9) † 60.6 (0.9) † 28.4 (1.0) † 71.6 (1.0) † 11.7 (0.5) † 88.3 (0.5) †
Greece 54.9 (0.7) 45.1 (0.7) 37.8 (0.7) 62.2 (0.7) 18.4 (0.8) 81.6 (0.8)
Hungary 33.1 (0.8) 66.9 (0.8) 43.7 (0.8) 56.3 (0.8) 22.4 (0.7) 77.6 (0.7)
Iceland 36.3 (0.9) 63.7 (0.9) 47.0 (0.9) 53.0 (0.9) 20.4 (0.7) 79.6 (0.7)
Ireland 27.7 (0.8) 72.3 (0.8) 46.5 (0.8) 53.5 (0.8) 19.5 (0.7) 80.5 (0.7)
Israel 35.9 (0.8) 64.1 (0.8) 27.1 (0.7) 72.9 (0.7) 32.1 (0.8) 67.9 (0.8)
Italy 42.2 (0.7) 57.8 (0.7) 48.4 (0.8) 51.6 (0.8) 29.5 (0.7) 70.5 (0.7)
Korea 18.7 (0.7) 81.3 (0.7) 41.5 (0.8) 58.5 (0.8) 22.2 (0.6) 77.8 (0.6)
Latvia 36.3 (0.7) 63.7 (0.7) 48.1 (0.7) 51.9 (0.7) 19.8 (0.5) 80.2 (0.5)
Lithuania 37.9 (0.8) 62.1 (0.8) 39.0 (0.7) 61.0 (0.7) 17.3 (0.6) 82.7 (0.6)
Mexico 33.3 (0.9) † 66.7 (0.9) † 41.3 (0.7) † 58.7 (0.7) † 29.2 (0.8) † 70.8 (0.8) †
New Zealand 31.3 (0.7) 68.7 (0.7) 52.4 (0.7) 47.6 (0.7) 22.3 (0.7) 77.7 (0.7)
Poland 37.4 (0.9) 62.6 (0.9) 37.2 (0.8) 62.8 (0.8) 16.6 (0.8) 83.4 (0.8)
Portugal 35.6 (0.9) 64.4 (0.9) 42.9 (1.0) 57.1 (1.0) 20.7 (0.5) 79.3 (0.5)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 38.6 (1.0) ‡ 61.4 (1.0) ‡ 54.2 (1.2) ‡ 45.8 (1.2) ‡ 20.5 (1.0) ‡ 79.5 (1.0) ‡
Slovak Republic 58.5 (0.8) 41.5 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8) 46.3 (0.8) 35.8 (0.8) 64.2 (0.8)
Slovenia 35.8 (0.7) 64.2 (0.7) 38.9 (0.8) 61.1 (0.8) 27.9 (0.8) 72.1 (0.8)
Spain 41.8 (0.5) 58.2 (0.5) 43.0 (0.5) 57.0 (0.5) 26.6 (0.5) 73.4 (0.5)
Switzerland 42.3 (1.2) 57.7 (1.2) 36.9 (0.9) 63.1 (0.9) 16.9 (0.9) 83.1 (0.9)
Turkey 41.1 (0.8) 58.9 (0.8) 39.7 (0.7) 60.3 (0.7) 26.7 (0.7) 73.3 (0.7)

OECD average 37.1 (0.2) 62.9 (0.2) 42.0 (0.2) 58.0 (0.2) 22.8 (0.1) 77.2 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.2.4 [4/6] Self-efficacy regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how easy they think it would be for them to perform the following tasks on their own:

Explain how carbon-dioxide emissions 
affect global climate change

Establish a connection between prices 
of textiles and working conditions in 

the countries of production
Discuss the different reasons why 

people become refugees

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 25.1 (0.7) 74.9 (0.7) 27.8 (0.6) 72.2 (0.6) 17.0 (0.7) 83.0 (0.7)

Argentina 54.6 (0.8) 45.4 (0.8) 57.2 (0.7) 42.8 (0.7) 39.7 (0.9) 60.3 (0.9)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 49.8 (0.8) † 50.2 (0.8) † 44.4 (0.8) † 55.6 (0.8) † 29.8 (0.8) † 70.2 (0.8) †
Belarus 35.2 (0.8) 64.8 (0.8) 47.5 (0.8) 52.5 (0.8) 25.6 (0.7) 74.4 (0.7)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 53.3 (1.1) 46.7 (1.1) 51.6 (0.9) 48.4 (0.9) 32.8 (1.1) 67.2 (1.1)
Brazil 55.1 (0.8) † 44.9 (0.8) † 41.1 (0.8) † 58.9 (0.8) † 31.4 (0.6) † 68.6 (0.6) †
Brunei Darussalam 35.5 (0.6) 64.5 (0.6) 58.0 (0.6) 42.0 (0.6) 36.3 (0.6) 63.7 (0.6)
Bulgaria 41.7 (1.0) 58.3 (1.0) 41.8 (0.9) 58.2 (0.9) 28.5 (0.9) 71.5 (0.9)
Costa Rica 36.3 (0.8) 63.7 (0.8) 49.3 (0.8) 50.7 (0.8) 30.4 (0.8) 69.6 (0.8)
Croatia 36.3 (0.8) 63.7 (0.8) 39.1 (0.7) 60.9 (0.7) 17.4 (0.6) 82.6 (0.6)
Cyprus 48.3 (0.7) 51.7 (0.7) 53.6 (0.8) 46.4 (0.8) 23.9 (0.6) 76.1 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 33.6 (1.1) † 66.4 (1.1) † 34.2 (1.1) ‡ 65.8 (1.1) ‡ 26.7 (1.0) ‡ 73.3 (1.0) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 20.9 (0.7) 79.1 (0.7) 45.2 (0.9) 54.8 (0.9) 25.5 (0.7) 74.5 (0.7)
Indonesia 66.1 (0.8) 33.9 (0.8) 65.7 (0.9) 34.3 (0.9) 54.1 (0.9) 45.9 (0.9)
Jordan 51.7 (0.9) 48.3 (0.9) 56.3 (0.7) 43.7 (0.7) 40.3 (0.9) 59.7 (0.9)
Kazakhstan 48.0 (0.5) 52.0 (0.5) 53.8 (0.6) 46.2 (0.6) 44.4 (0.6) 55.6 (0.6)
Kosovo 65.8 (0.9) 34.2 (0.9) 54.8 (0.9) 45.2 (0.9) 47.9 (0.9) 52.1 (0.9)
Lebanon 41.6 (1.1) 58.4 (1.1) 50.8 (1.0) 49.2 (1.0) 36.2 (0.9) 63.8 (0.9)
Macao (China) 39.1 (0.8) 60.9 (0.8) 64.3 (0.8) 35.7 (0.8) 43.0 (0.7) 57.0 (0.7)
Malaysia 35.7 (0.8) 64.3 (0.8) 48.8 (0.8) 51.2 (0.8) 36.1 (0.8) 63.9 (0.8)
Malta 31.6 (0.8) 68.4 (0.8) 54.3 (0.9) 45.7 (0.9) 19.0 (0.7) 81.0 (0.7)
Moldova 48.5 (0.7) 51.5 (0.7) 49.4 (0.8) 50.6 (0.8) 27.4 (0.7) 72.6 (0.7)
Montenegro 46.2 (0.6) 53.8 (0.6) 42.5 (0.6) 57.5 (0.6) 27.2 (0.6) 72.8 (0.6)
Morocco 59.8 (1.0) † 40.2 (1.0) † 64.1 (0.8) † 35.9 (0.8) † 48.1 (1.0) † 51.9 (1.0) †
North Macedonia 59.1 (0.8) 40.9 (0.8) 59.8 (0.6) 40.2 (0.6) 39.4 (0.7) 60.6 (0.7)
Panama 36.2 (1.1) † 63.8 (1.1) † 41.3 (1.0) † 58.7 (1.0) † 28.5 (1.0) ‡ 71.5 (1.0) ‡
Peru 30.6 (0.9) † 69.4 (0.9) † 33.6 (0.9) † 66.4 (0.9) † 24.7 (0.8) † 75.3 (0.8) †
Philippines 37.7 (0.8) 62.3 (0.8) 48.2 (0.7) 51.8 (0.7) 41.1 (0.7) 58.9 (0.7)
Romania 60.3 (1.1) 39.7 (1.1) 52.8 (1.0) 47.2 (1.0) 31.8 (1.1) 68.2 (1.1)
Russia 43.8 (0.8) 56.2 (0.8) 50.7 (0.7) 49.3 (0.7) 31.0 (0.7) 69.0 (0.7)
Saudi Arabia 60.1 (0.7) 39.9 (0.7) 58.9 (0.7) 41.1 (0.7) 41.1 (0.8) 58.9 (0.8)
Serbia 46.0 (0.8) 54.0 (0.8) 47.9 (0.9) 52.1 (0.9) 28.2 (0.8) 71.8 (0.8)
Singapore 14.8 (0.5) 85.2 (0.5) 47.7 (0.6) 52.3 (0.6) 27.5 (0.5) 72.5 (0.5)
Chinese Taipei 22.9 (0.6) 77.1 (0.6) 45.8 (0.8) 54.2 (0.8) 24.9 (0.7) 75.1 (0.7)
Thailand 32.7 (0.8) 67.3 (0.8) 36.2 (0.6) 63.8 (0.6) 32.6 (0.7) 67.4 (0.7)
Ukraine 42.6 (1.2) 57.4 (1.2) 35.6 (0.8) 64.4 (0.8) 25.8 (0.9) 74.2 (0.9)
United Arab Emirates 28.5 (0.4) 71.5 (0.4) 37.6 (0.4) 62.4 (0.4) 24.8 (0.4) 75.2 (0.4)
Uruguay 49.0 (0.8) † 51.0 (0.8) † 49.1 (0.9) † 50.9 (0.9) † 30.3 (0.9) † 69.7 (0.9) †
Viet Nam 30.9 (1.2) 69.1 (1.2) 63.7 (1.1) 36.3 (1.1) 40.7 (1.1) 59.3 (1.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.2.4 [5/6] Self-efficacy regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how easy they think it would be for them to perform the following tasks on their own:

Explain why some countries suffer 
more from global climate change than others

Explain how economic crises in single 
countries affect the global economy

Discuss the consequences of economic 
development on the environment

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 24.4 (0.5) 75.6 (0.5) 42.0 (0.6) 58.0 (0.6) 35.2 (0.5) 64.8 (0.5)
Austria 28.5 (0.7) 71.5 (0.7) 44.3 (0.7) 55.7 (0.7) 34.4 (0.6) 65.6 (0.6)
Canada 22.1 (0.5) 77.9 (0.5) 37.2 (0.5) 62.8 (0.5) 32.7 (0.6) 67.3 (0.6)
Chile 23.6 (0.7) 76.4 (0.7) 31.7 (0.7) 68.3 (0.7) 28.7 (0.6) 71.3 (0.6)
Colombia 21.9 (0.8) 78.1 (0.8) 23.9 (0.8) 76.1 (0.8) 21.1 (0.7) 78.9 (0.7)
Estonia 31.1 (0.8) 68.9 (0.8) 44.7 (0.9) 55.3 (0.9) 35.5 (0.7) 64.5 (0.7)
France 27.0 (0.7) 73.0 (0.7) 38.7 (0.7) 61.3 (0.7) 37.2 (0.7) 62.8 (0.7)
Germany 23.4 (0.8) † 76.6 (0.8) † 39.8 (0.8) † 60.2 (0.8) † 30.8 (0.9) † 69.2 (0.9) †
Greece 28.5 (0.6) 71.5 (0.6) 32.2 (0.7) 67.8 (0.7) 35.7 (0.6) 64.3 (0.6)
Hungary 31.0 (0.7) 69.0 (0.7) 41.0 (0.6) 59.0 (0.6) 37.9 (0.8) 62.1 (0.8)
Iceland 28.6 (0.9) 71.4 (0.9) 44.1 (0.9) 55.9 (0.9) 42.9 (0.9) 57.1 (0.9)
Ireland 24.5 (0.6) 75.5 (0.6) 47.5 (0.7) 52.5 (0.7) 40.1 (0.7) 59.9 (0.7)
Israel 33.5 (0.7) 66.5 (0.7) 33.0 (0.6) 67.0 (0.6) 34.0 (0.7) 66.0 (0.7)
Italy 32.7 (0.7) 67.3 (0.7) 39.2 (0.8) 60.8 (0.8) 36.6 (0.7) 63.4 (0.7)
Korea 21.4 (0.7) 78.6 (0.7) 30.4 (0.6) 69.6 (0.6) 26.5 (0.7) 73.5 (0.7)
Latvia 25.1 (0.6) 74.9 (0.6) 42.6 (0.7) 57.4 (0.7) 41.9 (0.8) 58.1 (0.8)
Lithuania 20.8 (0.6) 79.2 (0.6) 35.9 (0.7) 64.1 (0.7) 33.9 (0.7) 66.1 (0.7)
Mexico 23.0 (0.7) † 77.0 (0.7) † 28.4 (0.8) † 71.6 (0.8) † 25.2 (0.7) † 74.8 (0.7) †
New Zealand 24.9 (0.7) 75.1 (0.7) 45.7 (0.7) 54.3 (0.7) 40.1 (0.7) 59.9 (0.7)
Poland 25.6 (0.7) 74.4 (0.7) 40.4 (0.8) 59.6 (0.8) 27.3 (0.8) 72.7 (0.8)
Portugal 27.6 (0.7) 72.4 (0.7) 37.7 (0.7) 62.3 (0.7) 33.9 (0.8) 66.1 (0.8)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 32.4 (0.9) ‡ 67.6 (0.9) ‡ 48.3 (1.1) ‡ 51.7 (1.1) ‡ 48.5 (1.1) ‡ 51.5 (1.1) ‡
Slovak Republic 45.7 (0.8) 54.3 (0.8) 56.7 (0.8) 43.3 (0.8) 47.3 (0.8) 52.7 (0.8)
Slovenia 34.2 (0.8) 65.8 (0.8) 42.8 (0.8) 57.2 (0.8) 37.1 (0.8) 62.9 (0.8)
Spain 30.6 (0.5) 69.4 (0.5) 38.0 (0.5) 62.0 (0.5) 41.3 (0.5) 58.7 (0.5)
Switzerland 26.0 (0.9) 74.0 (0.9) 43.7 (0.9) 56.3 (0.9) 37.5 (0.9) 62.5 (0.9)
Turkey 31.1 (0.7) 68.9 (0.7) 35.7 (0.7) 64.3 (0.7) 25.6 (0.6) 74.4 (0.6)

OECD average 27.7 (0.1) 72.3 (0.1) 39.5 (0.1) 60.5 (0.1) 35.2 (0.1) 64.8 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.2.4 [6/6] Self-efficacy regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how easy they think it would be for them to perform the following tasks on their own:

Explain why some countries suffer 
more from global climate change than others

Explain how economic crises in single 
countries affect the global economy

Discuss the consequences of economic 
development on the environment

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

Could not or
struggle to do task

Could do task easily
or with some effort

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 17.5 (0.6) 82.5 (0.6) 21.9 (0.7) 78.1 (0.7) 16.0 (0.6) 84.0 (0.6)

Argentina 31.4 (0.8) 68.6 (0.8) 36.5 (0.9) 63.5 (0.9) 39.1 (0.8) 60.9 (0.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 33.3 (0.8) † 66.7 (0.8) † 37.3 (0.8) † 62.7 (0.8) † 29.2 (0.7) † 70.8 (0.7) †
Belarus 36.0 (0.7) 64.0 (0.7) 46.3 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8) 40.8 (0.8) 59.2 (0.8)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 39.3 (0.9) 60.7 (0.9) 43.6 (0.9) 56.4 (0.9) 38.3 (0.9) 61.7 (0.9)
Brazil 38.3 (0.8) † 61.7 (0.8) † 38.8 (0.8) † 61.2 (0.8) † 37.3 (0.6) † 62.7 (0.6) †
Brunei Darussalam 31.1 (0.6) 68.9 (0.6) 51.6 (0.6) 48.4 (0.6) 46.0 (0.6) 54.0 (0.6)
Bulgaria 31.3 (0.9) 68.7 (0.9) 37.5 (0.8) 62.5 (0.8) 33.7 (0.8) 66.3 (0.8)
Costa Rica 22.6 (0.7) 77.4 (0.7) 28.5 (0.7) 71.5 (0.7) 27.9 (0.7) 72.1 (0.7)
Croatia 27.0 (0.7) 73.0 (0.7) 32.9 (0.6) 67.1 (0.6) 28.1 (0.7) 71.9 (0.7)
Cyprus 29.2 (0.7) 70.8 (0.7) 35.6 (0.7) 64.4 (0.7) 33.3 (0.6) 66.7 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 22.8 (1.0) ‡ 77.2 (1.0) ‡ 25.5 (1.0) ‡ 74.5 (1.0) ‡ 23.4 (1.0) ‡ 76.6 (1.0) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 25.3 (0.7) 74.7 (0.7) 37.1 (0.8) 62.9 (0.8) 30.4 (0.7) 69.6 (0.7)
Indonesia 57.0 (0.9) 43.0 (0.9) 57.1 (0.8) 42.9 (0.8) 55.7 (0.9) 44.3 (0.9)
Jordan 41.1 (0.8) 58.9 (0.8) 45.5 (0.8) 54.5 (0.8) 44.2 (0.7) 55.8 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 44.3 (0.6) 55.7 (0.6) 46.5 (0.5) 53.5 (0.5) 42.8 (0.6) 57.2 (0.6)
Kosovo 50.5 (0.9) 49.5 (0.9) 50.0 (0.8) 50.0 (0.8) 42.9 (0.8) 57.1 (0.8)
Lebanon 38.3 (0.9) 61.7 (0.9) 48.4 (0.9) 51.6 (0.9) 44.6 (0.8) 55.4 (0.8)
Macao (China) 43.2 (0.8) 56.8 (0.8) 56.3 (0.8) 43.7 (0.8) 50.9 (0.8) 49.1 (0.8)
Malaysia 36.6 (0.8) 63.4 (0.8) 46.1 (0.8) 53.9 (0.8) 34.5 (0.8) 65.5 (0.8)
Malta 25.4 (0.7) 74.6 (0.7) 44.8 (0.9) 55.2 (0.9) 38.1 (0.9) 61.9 (0.9)
Moldova 32.9 (0.8) 67.1 (0.8) 40.1 (0.8) 59.9 (0.8) 33.6 (0.7) 66.4 (0.7)
Montenegro 33.7 (0.7) 66.3 (0.7) 34.1 (0.7) 65.9 (0.7) 31.2 (0.7) 68.8 (0.7)
Morocco 49.3 (1.0) † 50.7 (1.0) † 53.0 (0.8) † 47.0 (0.8) † 50.9 (0.8) † 49.1 (0.8) †
North Macedonia 46.8 (0.7) 53.2 (0.7) 55.3 (0.7) 44.7 (0.7) 48.3 (0.7) 51.7 (0.7)
Panama 24.3 (1.0) ‡ 75.7 (1.0) ‡ 28.5 (0.9) ‡ 71.5 (0.9) ‡ 26.1 (1.0) ‡ 73.9 (1.0) ‡
Peru 17.5 (0.6) † 82.5 (0.6) † 22.6 (0.7) † 77.4 (0.7) † 22.1 (0.7) † 77.9 (0.7) †
Philippines 34.6 (0.8) 65.4 (0.8) 40.8 (0.6) 59.2 (0.6) 38.6 (0.7) 61.4 (0.7)
Romania 36.6 (1.1) 63.4 (1.1) 46.2 (0.9) 53.8 (0.9) 43.1 (1.0) 56.9 (1.0)
Russia 38.4 (0.6) 61.6 (0.6) 48.9 (0.7) 51.1 (0.7) 40.9 (0.5) 59.1 (0.5)
Saudi Arabia 46.3 (0.7) 53.7 (0.7) 50.7 (0.8) 49.3 (0.8) 50.7 (0.9) 49.3 (0.9)
Serbia 34.7 (0.9) 65.3 (0.9) 40.3 (0.8) 59.7 (0.8) 36.0 (0.8) 64.0 (0.8)
Singapore 19.4 (0.5) 80.6 (0.5) 31.2 (0.6) 68.8 (0.6) 28.0 (0.6) 72.0 (0.6)
Chinese Taipei 25.1 (0.6) 74.9 (0.6) 33.8 (0.7) 66.2 (0.7) 29.8 (0.7) 70.2 (0.7)
Thailand 31.5 (0.7) 68.5 (0.7) 35.6 (0.7) 64.4 (0.7) 29.5 (0.6) 70.5 (0.6)
Ukraine 36.2 (0.9) 63.8 (0.9) 49.1 (1.0) 50.9 (1.0) 42.1 (0.9) 57.9 (0.9)
United Arab Emirates 23.6 (0.4) 76.4 (0.4) 33.4 (0.4) 66.6 (0.4) 28.5 (0.4) 71.5 (0.4)
Uruguay 24.3 (0.8) † 75.7 (0.8) † 30.5 (0.8) † 69.5 (0.8) † 31.4 (0.8) † 68.6 (0.8) †
Viet Nam 35.9 (1.1) 64.1 (1.1) 49.5 (1.0) 50.5 (1.0) 33.9 (1.2) 66.1 (1.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.1 [1/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Perspective taking

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 0.05 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.99 (0.02) 1.2 (0.5)
Austria 0.03 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 2.4 (0.7)
Canada 0.14 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.02 (0.00) 0.96 (0.01) 1.6 (0.3)
Chile 0.01 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.03 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.99 (0.02) 3.4 (0.7)
Colombia -0.21 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.86 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.84 (0.03) 1.2 (0.6)
Estonia 0.07 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 2.6 (0.8)
France -0.25 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.93 (0.02) 1.0 (0.5)
Germany 0.06 (0.02) † 0.94 (0.01) † 0.88 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.87 (0.03) † 0.7 (0.8) †
Greece -0.10 (0.01) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 0.00 (0.00) 1.10 (0.02) 0.1 (0.4)
Hungary -0.17 (0.01) 0.91 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 2.4 (0.6)
Iceland 0.08 (0.02) 1.06 (0.01) 1.12 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 1.10 (0.03) 0.6 (0.7)
Ireland 0.14 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.87 (0.02) 1.7 (0.5)
Israel -0.08 (0.02) 1.08 (0.01) 1.18 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.17 (0.04) 1.7 (0.7)
Italy -0.34 (0.01) 0.90 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.78 (0.02) 1.2 (0.6)
Korea 0.22 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 4.2 (0.9)
Latvia -0.19 (0.01) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 2.4 (0.8)
Lithuania -0.23 (0.01) 1.05 (0.01) 1.11 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 1.06 (0.02) 2.4 (0.6)
Mexico 0.17 (0.02) † 1.08 (0.01) † 1.15 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.14 (0.02) † 1.4 (0.5) †
New Zealand 0.00 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 1.5 (0.6)
Poland 0.05 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.88 (0.02) 1.8 (0.5)
Portugal 0.17 (0.02) 0.94 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.85 (0.02) 1.1 (0.6)
Scotland (United Kingdom) -0.07 (0.02) ‡ 0.97 (0.01) ‡ 0.94 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) ‡ 0.94 (0.03) ‡ 0.6 (0.6) ‡
Slovak Republic -0.24 (0.02) 1.04 (0.01) 1.07 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.04 (0.03) 1.5 (0.6)
Slovenia 0.05 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 2.8 (0.6)
Spain 0.19 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.01 (0.00) 0.93 (0.01) 1.3 (0.3)
Switzerland -0.05 (0.02) 0.94 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 1.6 (0.7)
Turkey 0.25 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.97 (0.03) 1.2 (0.4)

OECD average -0.01 (0.00) 0.98 (0.00) 0.97 (0.00) 0.02 (0.00) 0.94 (0.00) 1.7 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.1 [2/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Perspective taking

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.47 (0.02) 1.04 (0.01) 1.09 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 1.04 (0.03) 4.3 (0.8)

Argentina 0.00 (0.02) 1.06 (0.01) 1.13 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.09 (0.02) 1.4 (0.5)
Baku (Azerbaijan) -0.01 (0.02) † 1.25 (0.02) † 1.57 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) † 1.54 (0.04) † 1.7 (0.7) †
Belarus 0.09 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.11 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.08 (0.02) 1.9 (0.6)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.23 (0.01) 1.12 (0.01) 1.25 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.21 (0.03) 2.6 (0.6)
Brazil 0.12 (0.02) † 1.11 (0.01) † 1.20 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.17 (0.03) † 1.9 (0.6) †
Brunei Darussalam -0.13 (0.01) 0.89 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 4.3 (1.0)
Bulgaria -0.08 (0.03) 1.21 (0.02) 1.47 (0.04) 0.06 (0.01) 1.41 (0.04) 4.1 (1.0)
Costa Rica 0.15 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.02) 1.8 (0.7)
Croatia -0.11 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.23 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.19 (0.02) 2.7 (0.6)
Cyprus 0.10 (0.01) 1.09 (0.01) 1.20 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 1.18 (0.03) 1.0 (0.5)
Dominican Republic 0.02 (0.02) ‡ 1.20 (0.02) ‡ 1.45 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) ‡ 1.41 (0.05) ‡ 1.2 (0.9) ‡
Hong Kong (China) -0.11 (0.01) 0.93 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 2.8 (0.6)
Indonesia 0.06 (0.02) 0.83 (0.02) 0.68 (0.03) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.67 (0.03) 1.6 (0.7)
Jordan -0.02 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.02 (0.03) 1.7 (0.5)
Kazakhstan 0.07 (0.01) 1.09 (0.01) 1.17 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 1.13 (0.02) 0.6 (0.2)
Kosovo 0.30 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.01 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.97 (0.04) 3.6 (0.8)
Lebanon 0.26 (0.02) 1.03 (0.02) 0.99 (0.03) 0.09 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 8.7 (1.4)
Macao (China) -0.12 (0.01) 0.88 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.72 (0.02) 1.5 (0.7)
Malaysia -0.14 (0.02) 0.88 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.74 (0.02) 3.3 (0.9)
Malta 0.18 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.01 (0.04) 3.8 (1.3)
Moldova 0.14 (0.02) 0.90 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.79 (0.02) 1.0 (0.6)
Montenegro 0.18 (0.01) 1.08 (0.01) 1.16 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 1.15 (0.03) 1.0 (0.5)
Morocco -0.12 (0.02) † 1.03 (0.01) † 1.05 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.05 (0.03) † 0.9 (0.5) †
North Macedonia 0.70 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.91 (0.03) 2.5 (0.7)
Panama -0.06 (0.02) ‡ 1.05 (0.02) ‡ 1.08 (0.04) 0.04 (0.01) ‡ 1.02 (0.03) ‡ 3.6 (1.2) ‡
Peru -0.04 (0.02) † 0.99 (0.01) † 0.98 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.03) † 0.9 (0.6) †
Philippines 0.12 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 3.8 (0.8)
Romania 0.22 (0.02) 0.89 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) 4.2 (0.8)
Russia 0.17 (0.02) 1.14 (0.01) 1.29 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.28 (0.03) 1.5 (0.5)
Saudi Arabia 0.05 (0.01) 1.03 (0.01) 1.03 (0.03) 0.00 (0.00) 1.01 (0.03) 0.4 (0.4)
Serbia 0.06 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.23 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.20 (0.03) 2.6 (0.6)
Singapore 0.17 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.88 (0.01) 0.02 (0.00) 0.85 (0.02) 2.0 (0.5)
Chinese Taipei 0.17 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 3.9 (0.7)
Thailand -0.08 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.90 (0.02) 6.4 (0.9)
Ukraine 0.06 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.09 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.06 (0.02) 1.6 (0.5)
United Arab Emirates 0.14 (0.01) 1.15 (0.01) 1.31 (0.02) 0.08 (0.01) 1.24 (0.03) 6.0 (0.7)
Uruguay -0.05 (0.02) † 1.04 (0.02) † 1.08 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.04 (0.03) † 1.5 (0.8) †
Viet Nam 0.01 (0.02) 0.86 (0.01) 0.72 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.69 (0.02) 3.9 (0.8)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.1 [3/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I try to look at everybody's side of 
a disagreement before I make a 

decision"

"I believe that there are two sides 
to every question and try to look 

at them both"

"I sometimes try to understand my 
friends better by imagining how 

things look from their perspective"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 37.9 (0.6) 62.1 (0.6) 35.9 (0.5) 64.1 (0.5) 33.7 (0.5) 66.3 (0.5)
Austria 39.1 (0.7) 60.9 (0.7) 32.7 (0.8) 67.3 (0.8) 33.8 (0.7) 66.2 (0.7)
Canada 33.5 (0.5) 66.5 (0.5) 31.4 (0.4) 68.6 (0.4) 29.8 (0.5) 70.2 (0.5)
Chile 47.6 (0.8) 52.4 (0.8) 37.9 (1.0) 62.1 (1.0) 32.1 (0.8) 67.9 (0.8)
Colombia 51.2 (0.8) 48.8 (0.8) 46.8 (0.8) 53.2 (0.8) 40.5 (0.8) 59.5 (0.8)
Estonia 37.7 (0.7) 62.3 (0.7) 31.3 (0.8) 68.7 (0.8) 34.4 (0.7) 65.6 (0.7)
France 48.4 (0.7) 51.6 (0.7) 45.6 (0.6) 54.4 (0.6) 37.4 (0.8) 62.6 (0.8)
Germany 35.8 (1.0) † 64.2 (1.0) † 30.8 (1.0) † 69.2 (1.0) † 31.4 (0.9) † 68.6 (0.9) †
Greece 42.2 (0.7) 57.8 (0.7) 40.4 (0.7) 59.6 (0.7) 46.0 (0.7) 54.0 (0.7)
Hungary 47.2 (0.7) 52.8 (0.7) 46.1 (0.7) 53.9 (0.7) 42.8 (0.7) 57.2 (0.7)
Iceland 44.3 (1.0) 55.7 (1.0) 36.7 (1.0) 63.3 (1.0) 35.7 (0.9) 64.3 (0.9)
Ireland 34.0 (0.7) 66.0 (0.7) 24.1 (0.6) 75.9 (0.6) 33.3 (0.7) 66.7 (0.7)
Israel 42.3 (0.8) 57.7 (0.8) 41.3 (0.7) 58.7 (0.7) 42.1 (0.8) 57.9 (0.8)
Italy 55.4 (0.8) 44.6 (0.8) 54.3 (0.7) 45.7 (0.7) 44.4 (0.8) 55.6 (0.8)
Korea 30.1 (0.6) 69.9 (0.6) 32.0 (0.7) 68.0 (0.7) 28.9 (0.6) 71.1 (0.6)
Latvia 47.6 (0.7) 52.4 (0.7) 42.7 (0.8) 57.3 (0.8) 43.1 (0.8) 56.9 (0.8)
Lithuania 49.7 (0.8) 50.3 (0.8) 46.5 (0.7) 53.5 (0.7) 40.4 (0.7) 59.6 (0.7)
Mexico 36.9 (0.8) † 63.1 (0.8) † 34.0 (0.7) † 66.0 (0.7) † 31.9 (0.7) † 68.1 (0.7) †
New Zealand 38.7 (0.7) 61.3 (0.7) 37.1 (0.7) 62.9 (0.7) 37.1 (0.7) 62.9 (0.7)
Poland 31.5 (0.7) 68.5 (0.7) 30.1 (0.7) 69.9 (0.7) 30.4 (0.8) 69.6 (0.8)
Portugal 30.9 (0.8) 69.1 (0.8) 29.5 (0.8) 70.5 (0.8) 32.2 (0.8) 67.8 (0.8)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 43.0 (0.9) ‡ 57.0 (0.9) ‡ 41.7 (0.9) ‡ 58.3 (0.9) ‡ 37.9 (1.0) ‡ 62.1 (1.0) ‡
Slovak Republic 45.6 (0.7) 54.4 (0.7) 45.9 (0.7) 54.1 (0.7) 47.4 (0.7) 52.6 (0.7)
Slovenia 33.5 (0.8) 66.5 (0.8) 34.0 (0.8) 66.0 (0.8) 28.7 (0.7) 71.3 (0.7)
Spain 33.5 (0.4) 66.5 (0.4) 32.2 (0.4) 67.8 (0.4) 25.6 (0.4) 74.4 (0.4)
Switzerland 41.0 (0.8) 59.0 (0.8) 38.6 (0.7) 61.4 (0.7) 33.6 (0.9) 66.4 (0.9)
Turkey 35.9 (0.6) 64.1 (0.6) 27.3 (0.6) 72.7 (0.6) 24.2 (0.6) 75.8 (0.6)

OECD average 40.5 (0.1) 59.5 (0.1) 37.3 (0.1) 62.7 (0.1) 35.5 (0.1) 64.5 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.1 [4/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I try to look at everybody's side of 
a disagreement before I make a 

decision"

"I believe that there are two sides 
to every question and try to look 

at them both"

"I sometimes try to understand my 
friends better by imagining how 

things look from their perspective"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 18.7 (0.6) 81.3 (0.6) 21.4 (0.7) 78.6 (0.7) 23.1 (0.7) 76.9 (0.7)

Argentina 39.9 (0.7) 60.1 (0.7) 44.3 (0.8) 55.7 (0.8) 36.4 (0.6) 63.6 (0.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 37.7 (0.8) † 62.3 (0.8) † 36.4 (0.8) † 63.6 (0.8) † 37.8 (0.8) † 62.2 (0.8) †
Belarus 36.8 (0.8) 63.2 (0.8) 33.4 (0.8) 66.6 (0.8) 35.6 (0.7) 64.4 (0.7)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 27.0 (0.6) 73.0 (0.6) 29.5 (0.6) 70.5 (0.6) 29.4 (0.7) 70.6 (0.7)
Brazil 39.0 (0.7) † 61.0 (0.7) † 34.2 (0.7) † 65.8 (0.7) † 36.0 (0.7) † 64.0 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 47.8 (0.6) 52.2 (0.6) 48.5 (0.6) 51.5 (0.6) 34.8 (0.6) 65.2 (0.6)
Bulgaria 38.3 (0.8) 61.7 (0.8) 39.9 (0.8) 60.1 (0.8) 41.6 (1.0) 58.4 (1.0)
Costa Rica 37.2 (0.9) 62.8 (0.9) 33.0 (0.9) 67.0 (0.9) 27.7 (0.7) 72.3 (0.7)
Croatia 42.8 (0.7) 57.2 (0.7) 39.7 (0.8) 60.3 (0.8) 40.5 (0.8) 59.5 (0.8)
Cyprus 35.4 (0.6) 64.6 (0.6) 34.4 (0.6) 65.6 (0.6) 37.4 (0.7) 62.6 (0.7)
Dominican Republic 42.8 (0.9) ‡ 57.2 (0.9) ‡ 40.9 (1.1) ‡ 59.1 (1.1) ‡ 39.3 (1.2) ‡ 60.7 (1.2) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 45.7 (0.8) 54.3 (0.8) 39.7 (0.9) 60.3 (0.9) 39.4 (0.8) 60.6 (0.8)
Indonesia 27.5 (0.7) 72.5 (0.7) 30.2 (0.8) 69.8 (0.8) 29.9 (0.9) 70.1 (0.9)
Jordan 39.2 (0.7) 60.8 (0.7) 37.2 (0.7) 62.8 (0.7) 37.9 (0.7) 62.1 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 36.8 (0.4) 63.2 (0.4) 34.8 (0.4) 65.2 (0.4) 37.3 (0.5) 62.7 (0.5)
Kosovo 22.6 (0.7) 77.4 (0.7) 24.6 (0.8) 75.4 (0.8) 28.2 (0.8) 71.8 (0.8)
Lebanon 30.6 (0.8) 69.4 (0.8) 28.8 (0.8) 71.2 (0.8) 26.3 (0.8) 73.7 (0.8)
Macao (China) 46.4 (0.7) 53.6 (0.7) 39.1 (0.8) 60.9 (0.8) 38.3 (0.7) 61.7 (0.7)
Malaysia 50.2 (0.8) 49.8 (0.8) 51.6 (0.8) 48.4 (0.8) 38.1 (0.9) 61.9 (0.9)
Malta 35.5 (0.8) 64.5 (0.8) 30.8 (0.9) 69.2 (0.9) 27.3 (0.8) 72.7 (0.8)
Moldova 32.7 (0.7) 67.3 (0.7) 32.9 (0.7) 67.1 (0.7) 26.5 (0.6) 73.5 (0.6)
Montenegro 28.4 (0.6) 71.6 (0.6) 29.2 (0.6) 70.8 (0.6) 31.7 (0.6) 68.3 (0.6)
Morocco 40.1 (0.8) † 59.9 (0.8) † 41.3 (0.8) † 58.7 (0.8) † 41.1 (1.0) † 58.9 (1.0) †
North Macedonia 18.9 (0.6) 81.1 (0.6) 18.9 (0.6) 81.1 (0.6) 14.0 (0.6) 86.0 (0.6)
Panama 43.0 (1.1) ‡ 57.0 (1.1) ‡ 39.8 (1.0) ‡ 60.2 (1.0) ‡ 37.2 (1.0) ‡ 62.8 (1.0) ‡
Peru 44.2 (0.9) † 55.8 (0.9) † 41.4 (0.9) † 58.6 (0.9) † 36.5 (0.8) † 63.5 (0.8) †
Philippines 33.0 (0.6) 67.0 (0.6) 32.5 (0.7) 67.5 (0.7) 30.6 (0.5) 69.4 (0.5)
Romania 21.1 (0.9) 78.9 (0.9) 24.7 (0.9) 75.3 (0.9) 24.8 (0.8) 75.2 (0.8)
Russia 30.0 (0.6) 70.0 (0.6) 30.5 (0.7) 69.5 (0.7) 33.7 (0.7) 66.3 (0.7)
Saudi Arabia 38.4 (0.7) 61.6 (0.7) 46.9 (0.7) 53.1 (0.7) 31.2 (0.7) 68.8 (0.7)
Serbia 35.6 (0.8) 64.4 (0.8) 36.2 (0.7) 63.8 (0.7) 33.3 (0.8) 66.7 (0.8)
Singapore 34.0 (0.6) 66.0 (0.6) 29.1 (0.6) 70.9 (0.6) 27.2 (0.6) 72.8 (0.6)
Chinese Taipei 28.2 (0.7) 71.8 (0.7) 28.7 (0.7) 71.3 (0.7) 26.5 (0.7) 73.5 (0.7)
Thailand 48.7 (0.9) 51.3 (0.9) 45.2 (0.8) 54.8 (0.8) 42.7 (0.9) 57.3 (0.9)
Ukraine 37.5 (0.8) 62.5 (0.8) 35.5 (0.8) 64.5 (0.8) 35.9 (0.9) 64.1 (0.9)
United Arab Emirates 36.2 (0.4) 63.8 (0.4) 35.9 (0.4) 64.1 (0.4) 32.8 (0.4) 67.2 (0.4)
Uruguay 44.8 (0.9) † 55.2 (0.9) † 44.3 (0.8) † 55.7 (0.8) † 36.6 (0.9) † 63.4 (0.9) †
Viet Nam 50.7 (1.0) 49.3 (1.0) 33.2 (1.2) 66.8 (1.2) 35.1 (0.9) 64.9 (0.9)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.1 [5/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"Before criticising somebody, I try 
to imagine how I would feel

if I were in their place"

"When I’m upset at someone, I try 
to take the perspective of that 

person for a while"

Somewhat like them, not much or 
not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

Somewhat like them, not much or 
not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 43.2 (0.6) 56.8 (0.6) 57.0 (0.5) 43.0 (0.5)
Austria 47.2 (0.8) 52.8 (0.8) 63.4 (0.7) 36.6 (0.7)
Canada 40.4 (0.5) 59.6 (0.5) 56.3 (0.5) 43.7 (0.5)
Chile 42.5 (0.9) 57.5 (0.9) 59.2 (0.8) 40.8 (0.8)
Colombia 44.6 (0.9) 55.4 (0.9) 56.6 (0.7) 43.4 (0.7)
Estonia 42.9 (0.8) 57.1 (0.8) 47.8 (0.7) 52.2 (0.7)
France 46.7 (0.7) 53.3 (0.7) 68.4 (0.6) 31.6 (0.6)
Germany 47.5 (0.9) † 52.5 (0.9) † 64.8 (0.9) † 35.2 (0.9) †
Greece 45.8 (0.8) 54.2 (0.8) 63.0 (0.6) 37.0 (0.6)
Hungary 55.0 (0.8) 45.0 (0.8) 66.6 (0.7) 33.4 (0.7)
Iceland 42.8 (1.0) 57.2 (1.0) 57.6 (0.9) 42.4 (0.9)
Ireland 45.7 (0.7) 54.3 (0.7) 62.5 (0.7) 37.5 (0.7)
Israel 48.2 (0.7) 51.8 (0.7) 57.3 (0.6) 42.7 (0.6)
Italy 50.2 (0.7) 49.8 (0.7) 71.0 (0.7) 29.0 (0.7)
Korea 37.0 (0.7) 63.0 (0.7) 47.1 (0.6) 52.9 (0.6)
Latvia 50.6 (0.8) 49.4 (0.8) 68.0 (0.7) 32.0 (0.7)
Lithuania 50.4 (0.7) 49.6 (0.7) 57.8 (0.7) 42.2 (0.7)
Mexico 36.4 (0.8) † 63.6 (0.8) † 46.1 (0.7) † 53.9 (0.7) †
New Zealand 46.0 (0.6) 54.0 (0.6) 61.7 (0.6) 38.3 (0.6)
Poland 53.6 (0.7) 46.4 (0.7) 62.9 (0.7) 37.1 (0.7)
Portugal 38.8 (0.8) 61.2 (0.8) 52.6 (0.9) 47.4 (0.9)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 47.6 (1.0) ‡ 52.4 (1.0) ‡ 66.1 (1.0) ‡ 33.9 (1.0) ‡
Slovak Republic 55.3 (0.8) 44.7 (0.8) 62.2 (0.7) 37.8 (0.7)
Slovenia 42.8 (0.9) 57.2 (0.9) 65.3 (0.7) 34.7 (0.7)
Spain 40.9 (0.4) 59.1 (0.4) 51.9 (0.5) 48.1 (0.5)
Switzerland 45.3 (0.8) 54.7 (0.8) 65.0 (0.8) 35.0 (0.8)
Turkey 27.3 (0.7) 72.7 (0.7) 49.3 (0.6) 50.7 (0.6)

OECD average 45.0 (0.1) 55.0 (0.1) 59.5 (0.1) 40.5 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.1 [6/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"Before criticising somebody, I try 
to imagine how I would feel

if I were in their place"

"When I’m upset at someone, I try 
to take the perspective of that 

person for a while"

Somewhat like them, not much or 
not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

Somewhat like them, not much or 
not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 21.6 (0.7) 78.4 (0.7) 26.5 (0.8) 73.5 (0.8)

Argentina 37.8 (0.7) 62.2 (0.7) 55.6 (0.7) 44.4 (0.7)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 39.8 (0.9) † 60.2 (0.9) † 40.1 (0.9) † 59.9 (0.9) †
Belarus 42.7 (0.8) 57.3 (0.8) 51.0 (0.8) 49.0 (0.8)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 35.0 (0.6) 65.0 (0.6) 45.2 (0.6) 54.8 (0.6)
Brazil 39.0 (0.7) † 61.0 (0.7) † 53.6 (0.7) † 46.4 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 39.7 (0.6) 60.3 (0.6) 51.3 (0.6) 48.7 (0.6)
Bulgaria 47.7 (0.9) 52.3 (0.9) 59.6 (0.9) 40.4 (0.9)
Costa Rica 37.2 (0.8) 62.8 (0.8) 52.6 (0.8) 47.4 (0.8)
Croatia 47.1 (0.8) 52.9 (0.8) 60.3 (0.7) 39.7 (0.7)
Cyprus 42.7 (0.6) 57.3 (0.6) 56.8 (0.8) 43.2 (0.8)
Dominican Republic 40.8 (0.9) ‡ 59.2 (0.9) ‡ 52.1 (1.0) ‡ 47.9 (1.0) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 53.0 (0.8) 47.0 (0.8) 56.3 (0.7) 43.7 (0.7)
Indonesia 28.8 (0.9) 71.2 (0.9) 35.4 (0.9) 64.6 (0.9)
Jordan 40.1 (0.9) 59.9 (0.9) 48.0 (0.7) 52.0 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 37.3 (0.5) 62.7 (0.5) 45.2 (0.5) 54.8 (0.5)
Kosovo 24.8 (0.7) 75.2 (0.7) 29.6 (0.8) 70.4 (0.8)
Lebanon 31.1 (1.2) 68.9 (1.2) 49.4 (0.9) 50.6 (0.9)
Macao (China) 55.0 (0.8) 45.0 (0.8) 61.0 (0.8) 39.0 (0.8)
Malaysia 41.9 (0.8) 58.1 (0.8) 38.9 (0.9) 61.1 (0.9)
Malta 35.7 (0.8) 64.3 (0.8) 49.9 (0.9) 50.1 (0.9)
Moldova 30.7 (0.7) 69.3 (0.7) 40.6 (0.8) 59.4 (0.8)
Montenegro 35.4 (0.7) 64.6 (0.7) 46.3 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8)
Morocco 39.9 (0.8) † 60.1 (0.8) † 49.2 (0.8) † 50.8 (0.8) †
North Macedonia 18.7 (0.6) 81.3 (0.6) 37.8 (0.8) 62.2 (0.8)
Panama 40.6 (1.2) ‡ 59.4 (1.2) ‡ 57.1 (1.0) ‡ 42.9 (1.0) ‡
Peru 39.3 (0.8) † 60.7 (0.8) † 53.5 (0.9) † 46.5 (0.9) †
Philippines 33.4 (0.7) 66.6 (0.7) 38.1 (0.7) 61.9 (0.7)
Romania 29.7 (0.9) 70.3 (0.9) 39.0 (0.9) 61.0 (0.9)
Russia 41.8 (0.5) 58.2 (0.5) 55.1 (0.6) 44.9 (0.6)
Saudi Arabia 33.5 (0.8) 66.5 (0.8) 44.4 (0.8) 55.6 (0.8)
Serbia 42.6 (0.7) 57.4 (0.7) 57.1 (0.7) 42.9 (0.7)
Singapore 43.5 (0.7) 56.5 (0.7) 48.4 (0.6) 51.6 (0.6)
Chinese Taipei 39.6 (0.8) 60.4 (0.8) 39.4 (0.8) 60.6 (0.8)
Thailand 47.5 (0.9) 52.5 (0.9) 54.3 (0.8) 45.7 (0.8)
Ukraine 42.0 (0.9) 58.0 (0.9) 50.4 (0.8) 49.6 (0.8)
United Arab Emirates 35.9 (0.4) 64.1 (0.4) 44.0 (0.5) 56.0 (0.5)
Uruguay 41.1 (1.0) † 58.9 (1.0) † 58.9 (1.0) † 41.1 (1.0) †
Viet Nam 36.6 (1.0) 63.4 (1.0) 57.7 (0.8) 42.3 (0.8)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171172



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?286

Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.4 [1/4] Students’ interest in learning about other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Students interest in learning about other cultures

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia -0.03 (0.01) 1.01 (0.01) 1.02 (0.01) 0.03 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 2.9 (0.5)
Austria -0.15 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.02) 0.10 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 9.7 (1.3)
Canada 0.04 (0.01) 1.03 (0.01) 1.06 (0.01) 0.02 (0.00) 1.04 (0.02) 1.9 (0.4)
Chile 0.08 (0.02) 0.97 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 3.3 (0.7)
Colombia 0.11 (0.01) 0.88 (0.01) 0.78 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.77 (0.02) 1.7 (0.5)
Estonia 0.02 (0.02) 0.96 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 3.1 (0.8)
France 0.06 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.94 (0.02) 3.3 (0.9)
Germany -0.18 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) † 0.90 (0.03) † 5.3 (1.1) †
Greece -0.04 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 3.1 (0.7)
Hungary -0.21 (0.02) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.78 (0.02) 7.4 (1.0)
Iceland -0.05 (0.02) 1.07 (0.01) 1.15 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.09 (0.04) 2.5 (0.8)
Ireland -0.10 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 2.9 (0.6)
Israel -0.09 (0.02) 1.06 (0.01) 1.11 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 1.05 (0.02) 5.6 (1.1)
Italy -0.25 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.87 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.81 (0.02) 5.1 (0.9)
Korea -0.14 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 2.5 (0.8)
Latvia 0.02 (0.01) 0.96 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.90 (0.02) 1.9 (0.6)
Lithuania 0.09 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.06 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 2.6 (0.6)
Mexico 0.29 (0.02) † 1.01 (0.01) † 1.01 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) † 0.97 (0.02) † 4.0 (0.8) †
New Zealand 0.03 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.99 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 3.3 (0.7)
Poland 0.05 (0.01) 0.96 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.92 (0.02) 2.0 (0.6)
Portugal 0.14 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 2.1 (0.6)
Scotland (United Kingdom) -0.16 (0.02) ‡ 1.01 (0.01) ‡ 1.02 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) ‡ 1.02 (0.03) ‡ 0.5 (0.7) ‡
Slovak Republic -0.27 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 5.3 (0.9)
Slovenia -0.07 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.90 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 6.9 (1.0)
Spain 0.18 (0.01) 1.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.01) 0.01 (0.00) 1.01 (0.01) 1.4 (0.3)
Switzerland -0.10 (0.02) 0.97 (0.01) 0.97 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.95 (0.03) 2.9 (0.8)
Turkey 0.65 (0.01) 0.88 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.74 (0.02) 2.9 (0.7)

OECD average 0.00 (0.00) 0.98 (0.00) 0.96 (0.00) 0.03 (0.00) 0.92 (0.00) 3.6 (0.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students interest in learning about other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each 
country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, 
does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.4 [2/4] Students’ interest in learning about other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Students interest in learning about other cultures

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.51 (0.01) 0.82 (0.01) 0.67 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.67 (0.02) 2.9 (0.7)

Argentina 0.08 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 2.3 (0.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.20 (0.02) † 1.08 (0.01) † 1.16 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.14 (0.03) † 1.4 (0.6) †
Belarus 0.11 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 1.7 (0.8)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.34 (0.02) 1.04 (0.01) 1.07 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.04 (0.03) 2.4 (0.6)
Brazil 0.22 (0.01) † 1.03 (0.01) † 1.03 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) † 1.00 (0.02) † 3.0 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 0.24 (0.01) 0.87 (0.01) 0.76 (0.01) 0.02 (0.01) 0.74 (0.01) 2.5 (0.7)
Bulgaria -0.01 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 1.04 (0.02) 4.3 (0.9)
Costa Rica 0.30 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.97 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 2.2 (0.9)
Croatia 0.00 (0.01) 1.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 1.03 (0.02) 3.1 (0.6)
Cyprus 0.07 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 0.97 (0.02) 1.4 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 0.39 (0.03) ‡ 1.02 (0.02) ‡ 1.04 (0.03) 0.03 (0.02) ‡ 0.99 (0.03) ‡ 3.3 (1.4) ‡
Hong Kong (China) -0.11 (0.02) 0.87 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.73 (0.02) 2.8 (0.7)
Indonesia 0.05 (0.01) 0.73 (0.01) 0.53 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.00) 0.50 (0.02) 3.4 (0.7)
Jordan 0.35 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 2.9 (0.6)
Kazakhstan 0.30 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.96 (0.01) 0.02 (0.00) 0.93 (0.01) 2.2 (0.4)
Kosovo 0.50 (0.01) 0.81 (0.01) 0.66 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.65 (0.02) 1.3 (0.6)
Lebanon m m m m m m m m m m m m
Macao (China) 0.02 (0.01) 0.85 (0.01) 0.72 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.70 (0.02) 1.4 (0.6)
Malaysia 0.18 (0.02) 0.86 (0.01) 0.74 (0.01) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.70 (0.01) 4.4 (0.9)
Malta 0.05 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 2.5 (0.7)
Moldova 0.26 (0.02) 0.86 (0.01) 0.74 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.72 (0.02) 1.6 (0.6)
Montenegro 0.34 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.99 (0.03) 2.4 (0.9)
Morocco 0.16 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) † 0.90 (0.02) † 5.3 (1.1) †
North Macedonia 0.13 (0.01) 0.91 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 3.6 (0.7)
Panama 0.33 (0.02) ‡ 1.00 (0.01) ‡ 0.99 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) ‡ 0.96 (0.03) ‡ 2.0 (0.8) ‡
Peru 0.24 (0.02) † 0.91 (0.01) † 0.82 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.81 (0.02) † 0.8 (0.7) †
Philippines 0.38 (0.01) 0.85 (0.01) 0.72 (0.01) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.71 (0.01) 1.2 (0.4)
Romania 0.09 (0.02) 0.87 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.74 (0.02) 3.1 (0.7)
Russia -0.03 (0.02) 1.06 (0.01) 1.13 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 1.11 (0.02) 1.0 (0.4)
Saudi Arabia 0.15 (0.01) 0.93 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.84 (0.02) 1.4 (0.5)
Serbia 0.07 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.05 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 3.8 (0.8)
Singapore 0.19 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.86 (0.02) 1.4 (0.5)
Chinese Taipei 0.06 (0.01) 0.86 (0.01) 0.74 (0.01) † 0.03 (0.00) 0.71 (0.01) 3.4 (0.6)
Thailand -0.13 (0.01) 0.73 (0.01) 0.54 (0.01) † 0.02 (0.00) 0.52 (0.01) 2.8 (0.5)
Ukraine -0.13 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.88 (0.02) 1.5 (0.5)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 0.16 (0.02) † 1.02 (0.01) † 1.04 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.01 (0.02) † 1.2 (0.7) †
Viet Nam -0.08 (0.02) 0.79 (0.01) 0.62 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.59 (0.01) 5.6 (1.6)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students interest in learning about other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each 
country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, 
does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.4 [3/4] Students’ interest in learning about other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I want to learn how people live
in different countries"

"I want to learn more about the 
religions of the world"

"I am interested in how people 
from various cultures

see the world"

"I am interested in finding out 
about the traditions

of other cultures"

Somewhat like 
them, not much or 

not at all
like them

Very much or 
mostly like them

Somewhat like 
them, not much or 

not at all
like them

Very much or 
mostly like them

Somewhat like 
them, not much 

or not at all
like them

Very much or 
mostly like them

Somewhat like 
them, not much or 

not at all
like them

Very much or 
mostly like them

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 44.2 (0.6) 55.8 (0.6) 63.0 (0.5) 37.0 (0.5) 45.7 (0.6) 54.3 (0.6) 47.0 (0.6) 53.0 (0.6)
Austria 47.2 (1.0) 52.8 (1.0) 65.6 (0.9) 34.4 (0.9) 49.3 (0.9) 50.7 (0.9) 50.0 (0.9) 50.0 (0.9)
Canada 42.6 (0.6) 57.4 (0.6) 57.5 (0.6) 42.5 (0.6) 42.5 (0.5) 57.5 (0.5) 44.2 (0.6) 55.8 (0.6)
Chile 41.9 (1.0) 58.1 (1.0) 61.8 (0.8) 38.2 (0.8) 42.1 (0.9) 57.9 (0.9) 42.7 (1.0) 57.3 (1.0)
Colombia 36.1 (0.9) 63.9 (0.9) 48.6 (0.7) 51.4 (0.7) 39.2 (0.8) 60.8 (0.8) 41.8 (0.8) 58.2 (0.8)
Estonia 36.8 (0.7) 63.2 (0.7) 58.7 (0.7) 41.3 (0.7) 43.5 (0.7) 56.5 (0.7) 46.6 (0.8) 53.4 (0.8)
France 37.5 (0.7) 62.5 (0.7) 56.3 (0.7) 43.7 (0.7) 43.7 (0.8) 56.3 (0.8) 36.1 (0.8) 63.9 (0.8)
Germany 49.6 (1.1) † 50.4 (1.1) † 68.8 (1.0) † 31.2 (1.0) † 50.0 (1.1) † 50.0 (1.1) † 52.7 (1.0) † 47.3 (1.0) †
Greece 40.7 (0.7) 59.3 (0.7) 59.0 (0.8) 41.0 (0.8) 45.4 (0.8) 54.6 (0.8) 49.6 (0.9) 50.4 (0.9)
Hungary 57.8 (0.9) 42.2 (0.9) 70.2 (0.9) 29.8 (0.9) 54.8 (0.9) 45.2 (0.9) 55.7 (0.9) 44.3 (0.9)
Iceland 43.5 (0.9) 56.5 (0.9) 64.7 (0.7) 35.3 (0.7) 49.3 (0.8) 50.7 (0.8) 46.9 (0.8) 53.1 (0.8)
Ireland 43.3 (0.8) 56.7 (0.8) 71.1 (0.7) 28.9 (0.7) 47.5 (0.7) 52.5 (0.7) 47.8 (0.8) 52.2 (0.8)
Israel 46.4 (0.9) 53.6 (0.9) 55.9 (0.8) 44.1 (0.8) 47.6 (0.8) 52.4 (0.8) 53.4 (0.9) 46.6 (0.9)
Italy 56.3 (0.9) 43.7 (0.9) 72.8 (0.7) 27.2 (0.7) 55.6 (0.9) 44.4 (0.9) 52.7 (0.9) 47.3 (0.9)
Korea 42.3 (0.7) 57.7 (0.7) 73.0 (0.6) 27.0 (0.6) 51.7 (0.7) 48.3 (0.7) 54.8 (0.6) 45.2 (0.6)
Latvia 33.4 (0.7) 66.6 (0.7) 58.3 (0.8) 41.7 (0.8) 45.1 (0.7) 54.9 (0.7) 46.3 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8)
Lithuania 33.7 (0.7) 66.3 (0.7) 54.6 (0.7) 45.4 (0.7) 43.2 (0.7) 56.8 (0.7) 44.9 (0.7) 55.1 (0.7)
Mexico 33.1 (0.9) † 66.9 (0.9) † 45.4 (0.8) † 54.6 (0.8) † 35.3 (0.9) † 64.7 (0.9) † 35.6 (1.0) † 64.4 (1.0) †
New Zealand 43.1 (0.6) 56.9 (0.6) 60.0 (0.8) 40.0 (0.8) 42.9 (0.7) 57.1 (0.7) 45.2 (0.7) 54.8 (0.7)
Poland 34.5 (0.8) 65.5 (0.8) 54.0 (0.7) 46.0 (0.7) 44.2 (0.8) 55.8 (0.8) 42.8 (0.9) 57.2 (0.9)
Portugal 38.3 (0.9) 61.7 (0.9) 54.8 (0.9) 45.2 (0.9) 39.0 (0.8) 61.0 (0.8) 37.5 (0.8) 62.5 (0.8)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 47.7 (0.9) ‡ 52.3 (0.9) ‡ 70.7 (0.8) ‡ 29.3 (0.8) ‡ 51.2 (1.0) ‡ 48.8 (1.0) ‡ 51.6 (1.0) ‡ 48.4 (1.0) ‡
Slovak Republic 48.0 (0.9) 52.0 (0.9) 65.8 (0.8) 34.2 (0.8) 58.2 (0.9) 41.8 (0.9) 56.4 (0.9) 43.6 (0.9)
Slovenia 39.1 (0.8) 60.9 (0.8) 61.8 (0.9) 38.2 (0.9) 48.9 (0.9) 51.1 (0.9) 53.6 (0.8) 46.4 (0.8)
Spain 33.4 (0.5) 66.6 (0.5) 56.7 (0.5) 43.3 (0.5) 37.9 (0.5) 62.1 (0.5) 37.4 (0.5) 62.6 (0.5)
Switzerland 45.6 (1.0) 54.4 (1.0) 63.4 (1.0) 36.6 (1.0) 48.7 (0.9) 51.3 (0.9) 47.9 (1.0) 52.1 (1.0)
Turkey 15.3 (0.5) 84.7 (0.5) 24.0 (0.6) 76.0 (0.6) 20.2 (0.6) 79.8 (0.6) 21.5 (0.6) 78.5 (0.6)

OECD average 41.2 (0.2) 58.8 (0.2) 59.9 (0.1) 40.1 (0.1) 45.3 (0.2) 54.7 (0.2) 46.0 (0.2) 54.0 (0.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students interest in learning about other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.3.4 [4/4] Students’ interest in learning about other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I want to learn how people live
in different countries"

"I want to learn more about the 
religions of the world"

"I am interested in how people 
from various cultures

see the world"

"I am interested in finding out 
about the traditions

of other cultures"

Somewhat like 
them, not much or 

not at all
like them

Very much or 
mostly like them

Somewhat like 
them, not much or 

not at all
like them

Very much or 
mostly like them

Somewhat like 
them, not much 

or not at all
like them

Very much or 
mostly like them

Somewhat like 
them, not much or 

not at all
like them

Very much or 
mostly like them

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 15.6 (0.5) 84.4 (0.5) 36.3 (0.7) 63.7 (0.7) 21.2 (0.6) 78.8 (0.6) 19.8 (0.6) 80.2 (0.6)

Argentina 40.6 (0.7) 59.4 (0.7) 57.3 (0.8) 42.7 (0.8) 44.4 (0.8) 55.6 (0.8) 39.9 (0.9) 60.1 (0.9)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 32.7 (0.9) † 67.3 (0.9) † 40.6 (0.9) † 59.4 (0.9) † 37.5 (1.0) † 62.5 (1.0) † 41.0 (1.0) † 59.0 (1.0) †
Belarus 32.3 (0.6) 67.7 (0.6) 55.9 (0.7) 44.1 (0.7) 46.2 (0.7) 53.8 (0.7) 41.3 (0.7) 58.7 (0.7)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 27.8 (0.7) 72.2 (0.7) 38.0 (0.8) 62.0 (0.8) 33.0 (0.8) 67.0 (0.8) 34.4 (0.8) 65.6 (0.8)
Brazil 36.2 (0.8) † 63.8 (0.8) † 49.4 (0.8) † 50.6 (0.8) † 38.5 (0.7) † 61.5 (0.7) † 40.0 (0.7) † 60.0 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 29.4 (0.7) 70.6 (0.7) 48.4 (0.6) 51.6 (0.6) 35.4 (0.6) 64.6 (0.6) 37.4 (0.6) 62.6 (0.6)
Bulgaria 38.5 (1.0) 61.5 (1.0) 51.5 (0.8) 48.5 (0.8) 46.1 (1.0) 53.9 (1.0) 46.2 (1.1) 53.8 (1.1)
Costa Rica 30.4 (0.8) 69.6 (0.8) 50.2 (0.7) 49.8 (0.7) 32.6 (0.9) 67.4 (0.9) 32.2 (1.0) 67.8 (1.0)
Croatia 42.6 (0.6) 57.4 (0.6) 54.7 (0.7) 45.3 (0.7) 46.5 (0.7) 53.5 (0.7) 48.5 (0.8) 51.5 (0.8)
Cyprus 35.9 (0.8) 64.1 (0.8) 51.7 (0.8) 48.3 (0.8) 43.7 (0.8) 56.3 (0.8) 47.3 (0.9) 52.7 (0.9)
Dominican Republic 26.6 (1.1) ‡ 73.4 (1.1) ‡ 40.0 (1.2) ‡ 60.0 (1.2) ‡ 33.8 (1.2) ‡ 66.2 (1.2) ‡ 35.2 (1.1) ‡ 64.8 (1.1) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 46.6 (0.8) 53.4 (0.8) 70.1 (0.8) 29.9 (0.8) 50.1 (0.9) 49.9 (0.9) 51.9 (0.8) 48.1 (0.8)
Indonesia 38.6 (1.0) 61.4 (1.0) 45.6 (0.8) 54.4 (0.8) 38.7 (0.9) 61.3 (0.9) 35.7 (0.9) 64.3 (0.9)
Jordan 23.6 (0.6) 76.4 (0.6) 35.3 (0.7) 64.7 (0.7) 36.1 (0.7) 63.9 (0.7) 35.7 (0.7) 64.3 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 31.8 (0.5) 68.2 (0.5) 44.6 (0.6) 55.4 (0.6) 35.0 (0.6) 65.0 (0.6) 35.4 (0.5) 64.6 (0.5)
Kosovo 17.0 (0.6) 83.0 (0.6) 27.5 (0.7) 72.5 (0.7) 21.7 (0.8) 78.3 (0.8) 24.9 (0.7) 75.1 (0.7)
Lebanon 41.2 (1.0) 58.8 (1.0) 45.3 (1.0) 54.7 (1.0) 44.5 (0.9) 55.5 (0.9) 43.4 (0.9) 56.6 (0.9)
Macao (China) 41.7 (0.8) 58.3 (0.8) 66.8 (0.8) 33.2 (0.8) 42.5 (0.7) 57.5 (0.7) 44.4 (0.8) 55.6 (0.8)
Malaysia 39.7 (0.8) 60.3 (0.8) 51.6 (0.8) 48.4 (0.8) 42.9 (0.9) 57.1 (0.9) 40.9 (0.9) 59.1 (0.9)
Malta 38.8 (0.8) 61.2 (0.8) 59.4 (0.9) 40.6 (0.9) 44.0 (0.9) 56.0 (0.9) 42.9 (1.0) 57.1 (1.0)
Moldova 28.9 (0.6) 71.1 (0.6) 51.3 (0.8) 48.7 (0.8) 34.8 (0.8) 65.2 (0.8) 29.0 (0.7) 71.0 (0.7)
Montenegro 24.6 (0.5) 75.4 (0.5) 36.4 (0.6) 63.6 (0.6) 31.0 (0.6) 69.0 (0.6) 32.4 (0.6) 67.6 (0.6)
Morocco 32.5 (0.9) † 67.5 (0.9) † 41.9 (0.9) † 58.1 (0.9) † 39.9 (1.0) † 60.1 (1.0) † 40.7 (1.1) † 59.3 (1.1) †
North Macedonia 37.5 (0.6) 62.5 (0.6) 50.9 (0.8) 49.1 (0.8) 39.3 (0.7) 60.7 (0.7) 40.4 (0.7) 59.6 (0.7)
Panama 30.7 (1.0) ‡ 69.3 (1.0) ‡ 43.5 (1.2) ‡ 56.5 (1.2) ‡ 32.5 (0.9) ‡ 67.5 (0.9) ‡ 33.2 (1.1) ‡ 66.8 (1.1) ‡
Peru 35.9 (0.8) † 64.1 (0.8) † 49.4 (0.9) † 50.6 (0.9) † 34.9 (0.8) † 65.1 (0.8) † 34.7 (0.8) † 65.3 (0.8) †
Philippines 26.1 (0.6) 73.9 (0.6) 33.5 (0.7) 66.5 (0.7) 30.3 (0.6) 69.7 (0.6) 29.8 (0.5) 70.2 (0.5)
Romania 33.4 (0.8) 66.6 (0.8) 50.8 (0.9) 49.2 (0.9) 37.1 (1.1) 62.9 (1.1) 36.1 (1.0) 63.9 (1.0)
Russia 41.3 (0.7) 58.7 (0.7) 58.4 (0.8) 41.6 (0.8) 46.5 (0.8) 53.5 (0.8) 45.2 (0.8) 54.8 (0.8)
Saudi Arabia 32.4 (0.6) 67.6 (0.6) 50.9 (0.9) 49.1 (0.9) 41.2 (0.7) 58.8 (0.7) 40.8 (0.7) 59.2 (0.7)
Serbia 38.1 (0.8) 61.9 (0.8) 50.6 (0.7) 49.4 (0.7) 43.4 (0.9) 56.6 (0.9) 43.3 (0.8) 56.7 (0.8)
Singapore 35.6 (0.6) 64.4 (0.6) 49.1 (0.6) 50.9 (0.6) 37.1 (0.6) 62.9 (0.6) 40.8 (0.6) 59.2 (0.6)
Chinese Taipei 39.6 (0.8) 60.4 (0.8) 62.9 (0.7) 37.1 (0.7) 41.3 (0.6) 58.7 (0.6) 43.2 (0.7) 56.8 (0.7)
Thailand 56.0 (0.7) 44.0 (0.7) 62.2 (0.7) 37.8 (0.7) 55.9 (0.8) 44.1 (0.8) 54.3 (0.9) 45.7 (0.9)
Ukraine 46.3 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8) 62.4 (0.8) 37.6 (0.8) 52.1 (0.8) 47.9 (0.8) 48.9 (0.7) 51.1 (0.7)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 33.6 (0.9) † 66.4 (0.9) † 57.7 (0.9) † 42.3 (0.9) † 40.2 (1.0) † 59.8 (1.0) † 39.7 (1.0) † 60.3 (1.0) †
Viet Nam 58.2 (1.2) 41.8 (1.2) 69.4 (1.0) 30.6 (1.0) 47.5 (1.1) 52.5 (1.1) 39.8 (1.0) 60.2 (1.0)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students interest in learning about other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.7 [1/6] Respect for people from other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Respect for people from other cultures

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 0.19 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.01) 0.03 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 4.1 (0.6)
Austria -0.04 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.02 (0.03) 0.13 (0.02) 0.88 (0.03) 13.1 (1.5)
Canada 0.30 (0.01) 0.87 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.72 (0.02) 3.3 (0.5)
Chile 0.08 (0.02) † 0.99 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) † 0.89 (0.02) † 5.6 (0.9) †
Colombia -0.34 (0.02) 0.94 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 5.2 (0.9)
Estonia -0.06 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.97 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 6.7 (1.2)
France 0.14 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 0.81 (0.02) 7.3 (1.4)
Germany 0.16 (0.03) † 0.93 (0.02) † 0.87 (0.03) 0.09 (0.01) † 0.77 (0.03) † 10.5 (1.5) †
Greece -0.21 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 1.05 (0.02) 4.6 (0.9)
Hungary -0.54 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.02) 0.11 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 10.3 (1.2)
Iceland 0.00 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.96 (0.06) 4.7 (1.3)
Ireland 0.21 (0.01) 0.85 (0.01) 0.73 (0.02) † 0.04 (0.01) 0.68 (0.02) 6.1 (0.9)
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy -0.41 (0.02) 1.04 (0.01) 1.08 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 1.02 (0.02) 5.4 (0.8)
Korea 0.20 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) 8.8 (1.4)
Latvia -0.25 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) 5.7 (1.1)
Lithuania -0.07 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.09 (0.02) 0.08 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 7.6 (1.1)
Mexico 0.20 (0.02) † 0.97 (0.02) † 0.91 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) † 0.85 (0.03) † 5.0 (0.8) †
New Zealand 0.17 (0.02) 0.89 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) 3.9 (0.8)
Poland -0.13 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.11 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.03) 3.1 (0.7)
Portugal 0.16 (0.01) 0.87 (0.01) 0.70 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.67 (0.02) 3.3 (0.9)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.25 (0.02) ‡ 0.90 (0.01) ‡ 0.82 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) ‡ 0.80 (0.03) ‡ 2.7 (1.1) ‡
Slovak Republic -0.46 (0.02) 1.10 (0.01) 1.20 (0.02) 0.11 (0.02) 1.07 (0.02) 9.2 (1.3)
Slovenia -0.03 (0.02) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.02) 0.12 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 13.2 (1.4)
Spain 0.38 (0.01) 0.83 (0.01) 0.70 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.00) 0.67 (0.01) 3.0 (0.4)
Switzerland 0.08 (0.02) † 0.99 (0.01) † 1.00 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) † 0.93 (0.04) † 5.8 (1.1) †
Turkey 0.08 (0.02) 0.90 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 5.1 (0.8)

OECD average 0.00 (0.00) 0.97 (0.00) 0.93 (0.00) 0.06 (0.00) 0.86 (0.01) 6.3 (0.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of respect for people from other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.7 [2/6] Respect for people from other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Respect for people from other cultures

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.23 (0.02) 0.85 (0.01) 0.72 (0.02) † 0.04 (0.01) 0.69 (0.03) 5.9 (0.8)

Argentina -0.04 (0.02) † 0.99 (0.01) † 0.98 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) † 0.91 (0.02) † 4.2 (0.8) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) -0.38 (0.02) † 1.13 (0.01) † 1.27 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) † 1.23 (0.03) † 2.8 (0.8) †
Belarus -0.16 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.97 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 5.6 (1.1)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.06 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.95 (0.03) 4.6 (0.9)
Brazil 0.10 (0.02) † 1.04 (0.01) † 1.02 (0.03) 0.07 (0.01) † 0.94 (0.03) † 7.4 (1.1) †
Brunei Darussalam -0.23 (0.01) 0.91 (0.01) 0.83 (0.01) 0.05 (0.01) 0.78 (0.03) 6.6 (1.5)
Bulgaria -0.51 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.24 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 1.18 (0.03) 5.1 (1.0)
Costa Rica 0.24 (0.02) 0.89 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 3.4 (0.8)
Croatia 0.00 (0.02) 1.10 (0.01) 1.21 (0.02) 0.09 (0.01) 1.11 (0.03) 7.8 (1.0)
Cyprus -0.18 (0.01) 1.06 (0.01) 1.12 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 1.06 (0.03) 5.1 (1.2)
Dominican Republic -0.18 (0.03) ‡ 1.10 (0.02) ‡ 1.20 (0.04) 0.07 (0.02) ‡ 1.10 (0.04) ‡ 6.3 (1.9) ‡
Hong Kong (China) -0.30 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.91 (0.01) 0.05 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 5.8 (1.0)
Indonesia -0.34 (0.02) 0.80 (0.01) 0.64 (0.01) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.60 (0.02) 5.5 (0.9)
Jordan -0.05 (0.02) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 7.3 (0.8)
Kazakhstan -0.22 (0.01) 1.06 (0.01) 1.09 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 1.02 (0.02) 4.0 (0.6)
Kosovo 0.11 (0.02) 0.86 (0.01) 0.73 (0.02) † 0.05 (0.01) 0.68 (0.02) 7.2 (1.2)
Lebanon 0.03 (0.03) 0.95 (0.01) 0.87 (0.03) 0.17 (0.02) 0.69 (0.02) 20.0 (2.5)
Macao (China) -0.22 (0.01) 0.89 (0.01) 0.79 (0.01) 0.04 (0.01) 0.72 (0.02) 5.8 (1.4)
Malaysia -0.33 (0.02) 0.94 (0.01) 0.89 (0.01) 0.05 (0.01) 0.84 (0.01) 5.4 (1.1)
Malta 0.01 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.09 (0.02) 0.85 (0.06) 9.9 (1.9)
Moldova 0.04 (0.02) 0.88 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.73 (0.02) 3.9 (0.9)
Montenegro 0.11 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.98 (0.04) 3.3 (1.1)
Morocco -0.29 (0.03) † 1.03 (0.01) † 1.05 (0.02) 0.11 (0.02) † 0.95 (0.02) † 10.5 (1.4) †
North Macedonia 0.38 (0.01) 0.82 (0.01) 0.68 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.64 (0.03) 3.7 (0.9)
Panama -0.07 (0.03) ‡ 1.02 (0.02) ‡ 1.01 (0.04) 0.09 (0.02) ‡ 0.89 (0.04) ‡ 9.3 (2.0) ‡
Peru -0.13 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.01) † 0.95 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) † 0.89 (0.03) † 4.1 (1.3) †
Philippines -0.10 (0.02) 0.88 (0.01) 0.78 (0.01) 0.03 (0.01) 0.75 (0.01) 3.9 (0.7)
Romania -0.08 (0.02) 0.86 (0.01) 0.74 (0.02) † 0.07 (0.01) 0.67 (0.02) 9.2 (1.1)
Russia -0.16 (0.02) 1.09 (0.01) 1.18 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 1.15 (0.02) 2.6 (0.7)
Saudi Arabia -0.05 (0.02) 0.94 (0.01) 0.87 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 4.7 (0.8)
Serbia -0.19 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 1.02 (0.02) 6.6 (1.0)
Singapore 0.13 (0.01) 0.85 (0.01) 0.73 (0.01) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.69 (0.02) 4.2 (0.9)
Chinese Taipei 0.00 (0.02) 0.91 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.78 (0.02) 5.1 (1.1)
Thailand -0.55 (0.02) 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.02) 0.10 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 11.0 (1.2)
Ukraine -0.22 (0.02) 1.06 (0.01) 1.13 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 1.06 (0.02) 5.6 (0.8)
United Arab Emirates 0.15 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 0.99 (0.02) 0.13 (0.01) 0.87 (0.02) 12.6 (1.0)
Uruguay -0.01 (0.02) † 1.02 (0.01) † 1.03 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) † 0.98 (0.03) † 3.5 (1.0) †
Viet Nam -0.36 (0.03) 0.87 (0.01) 0.75 (0.03) † 0.07 (0.02) 0.67 (0.02) 9.9 (2.3)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of respect for people from other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.7 [4/6] Respect for people from other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I respect people from other 
cultures as equal human beings"

"I treat all people with respect 
regardless of their cultural 

background"
"I give space to people from other 

cultures to express themselves"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 11.6 (0.4) 88.4 (0.4) 12.7 (0.3) 87.3 (0.3) 16.8 (0.4) 83.2 (0.4)
Austria 17.5 (0.7) 82.5 (0.7) 18.9 (0.8) 81.1 (0.8) 25.1 (0.8) 74.9 (0.8)
Canada 9.0 (0.4) 91.0 (0.4) 9.8 (0.4) 90.2 (0.4) 12.7 (0.4) 87.3 (0.4)
Chile 17.9 (0.9) † 82.1 (0.9) † 18.2 (0.9) † 81.8 (0.9) † 20.1 (0.9) † 79.9 (0.9) †
Colombia 23.1 (0.8) 76.9 (0.8) 25.2 (0.9) 74.8 (0.9) 27.1 (0.9) 72.9 (0.9)
Estonia 18.4 (0.6) 81.6 (0.6) 20.5 (0.6) 79.5 (0.6) 20.9 (0.6) 79.1 (0.6)
France 12.9 (0.7) 87.1 (0.7) 14.9 (0.7) 85.1 (0.7) 15.4 (0.7) 84.6 (0.7)
Germany 12.8 (0.8) † 87.2 (0.8) † 13.8 (0.7) † 86.2 (0.7) † 16.9 (0.8) † 83.1 (0.8) †
Greece 23.0 (0.7) 77.0 (0.7) 25.7 (0.7) 74.3 (0.7) 28.5 (0.8) 71.5 (0.8)
Hungary 39.1 (0.8) 60.9 (0.8) 34.8 (0.8) 65.2 (0.8) 41.7 (0.8) 58.3 (0.8)
Iceland 22.3 (0.7) 77.7 (0.7) 23.1 (0.7) 76.9 (0.7) 22.2 (0.7) 77.8 (0.7)
Ireland 9.2 (0.4) 90.8 (0.4) 10.5 (0.5) 89.5 (0.5) 17.0 (0.5) 83.0 (0.5)
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy 28.7 (0.8) 71.3 (0.8) 31.1 (0.8) 68.9 (0.8) 37.2 (0.8) 62.8 (0.8)
Korea 13.6 (0.6) 86.4 (0.6) 15.5 (0.6) 84.5 (0.6) 15.2 (0.6) 84.8 (0.6)
Latvia 25.0 (0.7) 75.0 (0.7) 25.2 (0.7) 74.8 (0.7) 29.0 (0.7) 71.0 (0.7)
Lithuania 19.9 (0.6) 80.1 (0.6) 20.8 (0.6) 79.2 (0.6) 24.8 (0.7) 75.2 (0.7)
Mexico 15.3 (0.7) † 84.7 (0.7) † 16.2 (0.7) † 83.8 (0.7) † 16.7 (0.7) † 83.3 (0.7) †

New Zealand 10.7 (0.6) 89.3 (0.6) 12.5 (0.6) 87.5 (0.6) 16.2 (0.5) 83.8 (0.5)
Poland 20.0 (0.6) 80.0 (0.6) 21.8 (0.8) 78.2 (0.8) 23.9 (0.7) 76.1 (0.7)
Portugal 11.3 (0.5) 88.7 (0.5) 11.4 (0.6) 88.6 (0.6) 14.5 (0.6) 85.5 (0.6)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 12.8 (0.7) ‡ 87.2 (0.7) ‡ 13.7 (0.7) ‡ 86.3 (0.7) ‡ 14.9 (0.7) ‡ 85.1 (0.7) ‡
Slovak Republic 29.8 (0.7) 70.2 (0.7) 33.6 (0.8) 66.4 (0.8) 37.3 (0.8) 62.7 (0.8)
Slovenia 15.7 (0.6) 84.3 (0.6) 16.2 (0.5) 83.8 (0.5) 21.3 (0.7) 78.7 (0.7)
Spain 8.0 (0.3) 92.0 (0.3) 9.6 (0.3) 90.4 (0.3) 11.5 (0.4) 88.5 (0.4)
Switzerland 15.2 (0.7) † 84.8 (0.7) † 17.0 (0.7) † 83.0 (0.7) † 19.4 (0.9) † 80.6 (0.9) †
Turkey 13.4 (0.6) 86.6 (0.6) 16.5 (0.5) 83.5 (0.5) 15.5 (0.6) 84.5 (0.6)

OECD average 17.5 (0.1) 82.5 (0.1) 18.8 (0.1) 81.2 (0.1) 21.6 (0.1) 78.4 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of respect for people from other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.7 [4/6] Respect for people from other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I respect people from other 
cultures as equal human beings"

"I treat all people with respect 
regardless of their cultural 

background"
"I give space to people from other 

cultures to express themselves"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 7.4 (0.5) 92.6 (0.5) 9.6 (0.5) 90.4 (0.5) 11.6 (0.5) 88.4 (0.5)

Argentina 20.4 (0.7) 79.6 (0.7) 18.6 (0.6) † 81.4 (0.6) † 24.1 (0.7) † 75.9 (0.7) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 26.7 (0.9) † 73.3 (0.9) † 30.7 (0.9) † 69.3 (0.9) † 32.4 (0.9) † 67.6 (0.9) †
Belarus 21.8 (0.7) 78.2 (0.7) 21.2 (0.7) 78.8 (0.7) 27.4 (0.8) 72.6 (0.8)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 13.4 (0.5) 86.6 (0.5) 16.3 (0.6) 83.7 (0.6) 20.3 (0.7) 79.7 (0.7)
Brazil 17.4 (0.6) † 82.6 (0.6) † 18.0 (0.7) † 82.0 (0.7) † 21.8 (0.7) † 78.2 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 17.9 (0.5) 82.1 (0.5) 24.2 (0.6) 75.8 (0.6) 28.1 (0.6) 71.9 (0.6)
Bulgaria 30.0 (0.9) 70.0 (0.9) 33.7 (0.9) 66.3 (0.9) 36.4 (0.9) † 63.6 (0.9) †
Costa Rica 10.7 (0.5) 89.3 (0.5) 12.2 (0.5) 87.8 (0.5) 14.0 (0.6) 86.0 (0.6)
Croatia 18.9 (0.5) 81.1 (0.5) 20.4 (0.5) 79.6 (0.5) 21.8 (0.6) 78.2 (0.6)
Cyprus 22.1 (0.6) 77.9 (0.6) 24.1 (0.7) 75.9 (0.7) 28.2 (0.7) 71.8 (0.7)
Dominican Republic 23.3 (1.2) ‡ 76.7 (1.2) ‡ 26.5 (1.2) ‡ 73.5 (1.2) ‡ 28.8 (1.4) ‡ 71.2 (1.4) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 23.9 (0.7) 76.1 (0.7) 27.3 (0.8) 72.7 (0.8) 27.3 (0.8) 72.7 (0.8)
Indonesia 15.1 (0.6) 84.9 (0.6) 18.9 (0.8) 81.1 (0.8) 25.8 (0.8) 74.2 (0.8)
Jordan 13.5 (0.5) 86.5 (0.5) 19.6 (0.6) 80.4 (0.6) 25.5 (0.7) 74.5 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 24.0 (0.4) 76.0 (0.4) 24.2 (0.4) 75.8 (0.4) 28.0 (0.5) 72.0 (0.5)
Kosovo 7.9 (0.5) 92.1 (0.5) 10.5 (0.6) 89.5 (0.6) 14.7 (0.6) 85.3 (0.6)
Lebanon 12.8 (0.7) 87.2 (0.7) 18.9 (1.0) 81.1 (1.0) 21.4 (1.1) 78.6 (1.1)
Macao (China) 20.5 (0.7) 79.5 (0.7) 22.4 (0.7) 77.6 (0.7) 24.0 (0.7) 76.0 (0.7)
Malaysia 26.5 (0.8) 73.5 (0.8) 29.4 (0.8) 70.6 (0.8) 34.4 (0.9) 65.6 (0.9)
Malta 15.1 (0.6) 84.9 (0.6) 17.1 (0.7) 82.9 (0.7) 21.6 (0.7) 78.4 (0.7)
Moldova 13.5 (0.5) 86.5 (0.5) 16.7 (0.6) 83.3 (0.6) 15.1 (0.6) 84.9 (0.6)
Montenegro 14.0 (0.4) 86.0 (0.4) 16.0 (0.5) 84.0 (0.5) 19.1 (0.5) 80.9 (0.5)
Morocco 22.1 (0.9) † 77.9 (0.9) † 26.1 (1.1) † 73.9 (1.1) † 30.5 (1.2) † 69.5 (1.2) †
North Macedonia 7.8 (0.4) 92.2 (0.4) 9.1 (0.4) 90.9 (0.4) 9.8 (0.4) 90.2 (0.4)
Panama 18.6 (1.0) ‡ 81.4 (1.0) ‡ 20.2 (1.0) ‡ 79.8 (1.0) ‡ 22.6 (1.1) ‡ 77.4 (1.1) ‡
Peru 19.5 (0.8) † 80.5 (0.8) † 20.9 (0.8) † 79.1 (0.8) † 21.9 (0.9) † 78.1 (0.9) †
Philippines 14.8 (0.5) 85.2 (0.5) 19.7 (0.6) 80.3 (0.6) 21.7 (0.6) 78.3 (0.6)
Romania 11.7 (0.6) 88.3 (0.6) 14.0 (0.7) 86.0 (0.7) 17.6 (0.8) 82.4 (0.8)
Russia 20.0 (0.6) 80.0 (0.6) 23.0 (0.6) 77.0 (0.6) 26.6 (0.7) 73.4 (0.7)
Saudi Arabia 16.0 (0.6) 84.0 (0.6) 17.7 (0.6) 82.3 (0.6) 24.9 (0.6) 75.1 (0.6)
Serbia 20.8 (0.8) 79.2 (0.8) 22.8 (0.9) 77.2 (0.9) 25.8 (0.9) 74.2 (0.9)
Singapore 11.4 (0.4) 88.6 (0.4) 12.5 (0.4) 87.5 (0.4) 13.6 (0.4) 86.4 (0.4)
Chinese Taipei 13.4 (0.7) 86.6 (0.7) 19.6 (0.7) 80.4 (0.7) 15.0 (0.7) 85.0 (0.7)
Thailand 35.6 (1.0) 64.4 (1.0) 40.3 (0.9) 59.7 (0.9) 39.6 (0.9) 60.4 (0.9)
Ukraine 29.8 (0.9) 70.2 (0.9) 24.7 (0.9) 75.3 (0.9) 28.1 (0.8) 71.9 (0.8)
United Arab Emirates 14.3 (0.4) 85.7 (0.4) 15.9 (0.4) 84.1 (0.4) 18.9 (0.5) 81.1 (0.5)
Uruguay 19.4 (0.8) † 80.6 (0.8) † 19.2 (0.8) † 80.8 (0.8) † 22.3 (0.8) † 77.7 (0.8) †
Viet Nam 19.9 (1.0) 80.1 (1.0) 21.9 (1.1) 78.1 (1.1) 44.5 (1.2) 55.5 (1.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of respect for people from other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.7 [5/6] Respect for people from other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I respect the values of people 
from different cultures"

"I value the opinions of people 
from different cultures"

Somewhat like them, not much or 
not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

Somewhat like them, not much or 
not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 14.5 (0.4) 85.5 (0.4) 16.2 (0.4) 83.8 (0.4)
Austria 23.6 (0.8) 76.4 (0.8) 25.5 (0.9) 74.5 (0.9)
Canada 12.1 (0.4) 87.9 (0.4) 13.6 (0.4) 86.4 (0.4)
Chile 18.4 (0.8) † 81.6 (0.8) † 19.8 (0.9) † 80.2 (0.9) †
Colombia 26.3 (0.9) 73.7 (0.9) 27.6 (0.9) 72.4 (0.9)
Estonia 21.0 (0.6) 79.0 (0.6) 21.6 (0.6) 78.4 (0.6)
France 16.0 (0.7) 84.0 (0.7) 24.0 (0.7) 76.0 (0.7)
Germany 17.1 (0.9) † 82.9 (0.9) † 19.0 (0.9) † 81.0 (0.9) †
Greece 26.8 (0.8) 73.2 (0.8) 28.8 (0.9) 71.2 (0.9)
Hungary 39.1 (0.8) 60.9 (0.8) 38.8 (0.8) 61.2 (0.8)
Iceland 23.9 (0.8) 76.1 (0.8) 23.6 (0.7) 76.4 (0.7)
Ireland 13.1 (0.5) 86.9 (0.5) 15.3 (0.6) 84.7 (0.6)
Israel m m m m m m m m
Italy 35.5 (0.8) 64.5 (0.8) 39.4 (0.9) 60.6 (0.9)
Korea 14.3 (0.6) 85.7 (0.6) 17.0 (0.6) 83.0 (0.6)
Latvia 28.5 (0.7) 71.5 (0.7) 27.9 (0.7) 72.1 (0.7)
Lithuania 23.3 (0.7) 76.7 (0.7) 23.8 (0.7) 76.2 (0.7)
Mexico 16.2 (0.7) † 83.8 (0.7) † 17.1 (0.8) † 82.9 (0.8) †
New Zealand 13.7 (0.5) 86.3 (0.5) 14.7 (0.5) 85.3 (0.5)
Poland 23.4 (0.7) 76.6 (0.7) 26.9 (0.7) 73.1 (0.7)
Portugal 14.1 (0.6) 85.9 (0.6) 15.3 (0.5) 84.7 (0.5)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 14.8 (0.8) ‡ 85.2 (0.8) ‡ 15.1 (0.7) ‡ 84.9 (0.7) ‡
Slovak Republic 36.8 (0.9) 63.2 (0.9) 38.7 (0.8) 61.3 (0.8)
Slovenia 20.7 (0.7) 79.3 (0.7) 20.8 (0.7) 79.2 (0.7)
Spain 11.4 (0.3) 88.6 (0.3) 12.9 (0.3) 87.1 (0.3)
Switzerland 18.7 (0.7) † 81.3 (0.7) † 21.3 (0.8) † 78.7 (0.8) †
Turkey 14.4 (0.6) 85.6 (0.6) 17.0 (0.6) 83.0 (0.6)

OECD average 20.7 (0.1) 79.3 (0.1) 22.4 (0.1) 77.6 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of respect for people from other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.7 [6/6] Respect for people from other cultures
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I respect the values of people 
from different cultures"

"I value the opinions of people 
from different cultures"

Somewhat like them, not much or 
not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

Somewhat like them, not much or 
not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 10.7 (0.5) 89.3 (0.5) 11.9 (0.5) 88.1 (0.5)

Argentina 21.6 (0.7) † 78.4 (0.7) † 23.0 (0.7) † 77.0 (0.7) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 31.3 (0.9) † 68.7 (0.9) † 33.2 (1.1) † 66.8 (1.1) †
Belarus 24.1 (0.8) 75.9 (0.8) 23.7 (0.7) 76.3 (0.7)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 19.6 (0.7) 80.4 (0.7) 19.9 (0.7) 80.1 (0.7)
Brazil 20.3 (0.7) † 79.7 (0.7) † 23.3 (0.7) † 76.7 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 22.9 (0.5) 77.1 (0.5) 30.5 (0.6) 69.5 (0.6)
Bulgaria 36.0 (0.9) † 64.0 (0.9) † 37.3 (1.1) † 62.7 (1.1) †
Costa Rica 11.6 (0.5) 88.4 (0.5) 12.8 (0.5) 87.2 (0.5)
Croatia 21.6 (0.6) 78.4 (0.6) 22.5 (0.5) 77.5 (0.5)
Cyprus 27.2 (0.6) 72.8 (0.6) 28.7 (0.6) 71.3 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 27.1 (1.3) ‡ 72.9 (1.3) ‡ 27.8 (1.2) ‡ 72.2 (1.2) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 26.7 (0.8) 73.3 (0.8) 28.8 (0.7) 71.2 (0.7)
Indonesia 18.8 (0.8) 81.2 (0.8) 19.5 (0.8) 80.5 (0.8)
Jordan 26.4 (0.8) 73.6 (0.8) 26.5 (0.8) 73.5 (0.8)
Kazakhstan 27.6 (0.5) 72.4 (0.5) 28.0 (0.6) 72.0 (0.6)
Kosovo 14.2 (0.7) 85.8 (0.7) 15.3 (0.7) 84.7 (0.7)
Lebanon 20.7 (1.1) 79.3 (1.1) 26.1 (1.0) 73.9 (1.0)
Macao (China) 22.6 (0.7) 77.4 (0.7) 26.1 (0.6) 73.9 (0.6)
Malaysia 30.9 (0.8) 69.1 (0.8) 38.5 (0.8) 61.5 (0.8)
Malta 20.1 (0.6) 79.9 (0.6) 21.0 (0.7) 79.0 (0.7)
Moldova 17.0 (0.7) 83.0 (0.7) 16.6 (0.6) 83.4 (0.6)
Montenegro 17.9 (0.5) 82.1 (0.5) 18.8 (0.5) 81.2 (0.5)
Morocco 29.0 (1.1) † 71.0 (1.1) † 29.4 (1.1) † 70.6 (1.1) †
North Macedonia 12.0 (0.4) 88.0 (0.4) 13.7 (0.5) 86.3 (0.5)
Panama 21.1 (1.0) ‡ 78.9 (1.0) ‡ 22.0 (1.0) ‡ 78.0 (1.0) ‡
Peru 20.8 (0.9) † 79.2 (0.9) † 21.0 (0.9) † 79.0 (0.9) †
Philippines 18.8 (0.7) 81.2 (0.7) 21.8 (0.7) 78.2 (0.7)
Romania 17.9 (0.9) 82.1 (0.9) 18.1 (0.9) 81.9 (0.9)
Russia 25.2 (0.7) 74.8 (0.7) 26.7 (0.8) 73.3 (0.8)
Saudi Arabia 23.4 (0.7) 76.6 (0.7) 25.6 (0.6) 74.4 (0.6)
Serbia 25.2 (0.9) 74.8 (0.9) 26.6 (0.8) 73.4 (0.8)
Singapore 12.2 (0.4) 87.8 (0.4) 13.7 (0.4) 86.3 (0.4)
Chinese Taipei 14.8 (0.6) 85.2 (0.6) 15.9 (0.6) 84.1 (0.6)
Thailand 40.3 (0.9) 59.7 (0.9) 40.7 (1.0) 59.3 (1.0)
Ukraine 27.6 (0.8) 72.4 (0.8) 27.8 (0.9) 72.2 (0.9)
United Arab Emirates 17.7 (0.4) 82.3 (0.4) 19.5 (0.4) 80.5 (0.4)
Uruguay 21.9 (0.8) † 78.1 (0.8) † 23.7 (0.8) † 76.3 (0.8) †
Viet Nam 23.9 (1.1) 76.1 (1.1) 24.2 (1.1) 75.8 (1.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of respect for people from other cultures is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.10 [1/6] Cognitive adaptability
Based on students’ reports

 

Cognitive adaptability

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 0.13 (0.01) 1.01 (0.01) 1.02 (0.01) 0.03 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 2.8 (0.6)
Austria -0.07 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.83 (0.02) 2.0 (0.6)
Canada 0.20 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.99 (0.02) 1.7 (0.4)
Chile -0.06 (0.02) 1.04 (0.01) 1.05 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.00 (0.03) 3.4 (0.7)
Colombia -0.14 (0.02) 0.99 (0.02) 0.97 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 0.94 (0.03) 1.5 (0.5)
Estonia 0.11 (0.02) 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 2.8 (0.6)
France -0.14 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.94 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.92 (0.02) 1.1 (0.5)
Germany 0.07 (0.02) † 0.88 (0.01) † 0.78 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.76 (0.03) † 2.1 (0.8) †
Greece -0.29 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.00 (0.00) 1.00 (0.02) 0.4 (0.5)
Hungary -0.06 (0.01) 0.93 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.82 (0.03) 2.4 (0.8)
Iceland 0.12 (0.02) 1.12 (0.02) 1.25 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.23 (0.02) 1.3 (0.7)
Ireland 0.11 (0.01) 0.95 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 0.00 c 0.90 (0.02) 0.0 c
Israel -0.01 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.22 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 1.18 (0.03) 3.4 (0.8)
Italy -0.33 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.81 (0.02) 0.6 (0.5)
Korea -0.10 (0.02) 1.02 (0.01) 1.02 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.97 (0.02) 4.8 (0.8)
Latvia -0.05 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.97 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.94 (0.02) 2.3 (0.8)
Lithuania 0.00 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.22 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.15 (0.03) 1.7 (0.5)
Mexico 0.22 (0.02) † 1.09 (0.01) † 1.17 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.14 (0.02) † 2.0 (0.6) †
New Zealand 0.09 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.91 (0.02) 0.6 (0.4)
Poland 0.06 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.99 (0.03) 0.8 (0.4)
Portugal -0.15 (0.01) 0.89 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.75 (0.02) 1.6 (0.6)
Scotland (United Kingdom) -0.06 (0.02) ‡ 0.97 (0.02) ‡ 0.93 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) ‡ 0.91 (0.03) ‡ 3.3 (1.0) ‡
Slovak Republic -0.26 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.90 (0.03) 0.9 (0.4)
Slovenia 0.00 (0.02) 0.89 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.76 (0.03) 1.5 (0.6)
Spain 0.28 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.02 (0.00) 0.96 (0.01) 2.2 (0.4)
Switzerland 0.00 (0.01) 0.88 (0.01) 0.82 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 0.79 (0.03) 0.9 (0.6)
Turkey 0.20 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.96 (0.03) 1.1 (0.4)

OECD average -0.01 (0.00) 0.99 (0.00) 0.97 (0.00) 0.02 (0.00) 0.94 (0.00) 1.8 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of cognitive adaptability is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171172
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.10 [1/6] Cognitive adaptability
Based on students’ reports

 

Cognitive adaptability

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.17 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.02 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.99 (0.03) 2.8 (0.6)

Argentina -0.13 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 1.04 (0.02) 1.6 (0.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) -0.03 (0.02) † 1.30 (0.01) † 1.68 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) † 1.64 (0.04) † 2.0 (0.6) †
Belarus 0.17 (0.02) 1.04 (0.01) 1.08 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 1.05 (0.02) 1.3 (0.5)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.31 (0.02) 1.14 (0.01) 1.29 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 1.25 (0.03) 2.2 (0.5)
Brazil -0.12 (0.02) † 1.10 (0.01) † 1.17 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.15 (0.03) † 1.1 (0.5) †
Brunei Darussalam -0.42 (0.01) 0.87 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) 1.6 (0.9)
Bulgaria -0.06 (0.02) 1.18 (0.02) 1.39 (0.04) 0.05 (0.01) 1.35 (0.04) 3.2 (0.8)
Costa Rica 0.04 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.11 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 1.09 (0.03) 0.8 (0.4)
Croatia -0.03 (0.01) 1.06 (0.01) 1.12 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 1.0 (0.5)
Cyprus -0.19 (0.02) 1.06 (0.01) 1.15 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 1.13 (0.04) 1.3 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 0.01 (0.02) ‡ 1.23 (0.02) ‡ 1.51 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) ‡ 1.48 (0.05) ‡ 0.9 (0.6) ‡
Hong Kong (China) -0.29 (0.02) 0.92 (0.01) 0.84 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 0.83 (0.03) 1.6 (0.6)
Indonesia -0.14 (0.02) 0.79 (0.02) 0.62 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.62 (0.02) 2.0 (0.6)
Jordan 0.18 (0.02) 1.12 (0.01) 1.25 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.23 (0.03) 1.5 (0.5)
Kazakhstan -0.04 (0.01) 1.10 (0.01) 1.18 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 1.15 (0.02) 1.0 (0.3)
Kosovo 0.01 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.97 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.96 (0.04) 0.9 (0.6)
Lebanon -0.06 (0.02) 0.96 (0.02) 0.87 (0.03) 0.09 (0.01) 0.78 (0.03) 10.0 (1.3)
Macao (China) -0.45 (0.01) 0.84 (0.01) 0.71 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.67 (0.03) 2.9 (1.1)
Malaysia -0.30 (0.01) 0.91 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.82 (0.02) 2.2 (0.6)
Malta 0.07 (0.02) 0.99 (0.02) 0.99 (0.03) 0.04 (0.02) 0.94 (0.05) 3.8 (1.8)
Moldova 0.19 (0.02) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 1.8 (0.7)
Montenegro 0.17 (0.01) 1.07 (0.01) 1.16 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 1.16 (0.04) 0.8 (0.4)
Morocco -0.20 (0.02) † 1.02 (0.01) † 1.04 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.03 (0.03) † 1.2 (0.6) †
North Macedonia 0.31 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.93 (0.03) 1.0 (0.4)
Panama -0.06 (0.02) ‡ 1.09 (0.02) ‡ 1.18 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) ‡ 1.14 (0.04) ‡ 1.8 (0.9) ‡
Peru -0.06 (0.02) † 1.02 (0.01) † 1.03 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.00 (0.03) † 1.2 (0.9) †
Philippines -0.12 (0.01) 0.89 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.78 (0.02) 1.5 (0.4)
Romania 0.16 (0.02) 0.88 (0.02) 0.76 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.74 (0.03) 2.2 (0.6)
Russia 0.10 (0.02) 1.12 (0.01) 1.25 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.23 (0.03) 1.5 (0.4)
Saudi Arabia -0.06 (0.01) 1.05 (0.01) 1.08 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.05 (0.03) 1.4 (0.6)
Serbia 0.03 (0.02) 1.08 (0.02) 1.16 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 1.15 (0.03) 1.1 (0.6)
Singapore -0.04 (0.01) 0.93 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.84 (0.02) 2.6 (0.5)
Chinese Taipei -0.18 (0.01) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 0.83 (0.02) 2.6 (0.5)
Thailand -0.29 (0.01) 0.89 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 4.3 (0.7)
Ukraine 0.13 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 0.00 (0.01) 1.09 (0.03) 0.4 (0.5)
United Arab Emirates 0.12 (0.01) 1.17 (0.01) 1.35 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 1.30 (0.03) 3.6 (0.7)
Uruguay -0.06 (0.02) † 1.04 (0.01) † 1.08 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.03 (0.04) † 1.7 (0.8) †
Viet Nam -0.43 (0.02) 0.82 (0.01) 0.66 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.63 (0.02) 4.1 (0.9)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of cognitive adaptability is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.10 [3/6] Cognitive adaptability
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I can deal with unusual situations" "I can change my behaviour to meet 
the needs of new situations"

"I can adapt to different situations 
even when under stress or pressure"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 38.3 (0.6) 61.7 (0.6) 26.4 (0.5) 73.6 (0.5) 36.2 (0.5) 63.8 (0.5)
Austria 43.7 (0.8) 56.3 (0.8) 34.8 (0.9) 65.2 (0.9) 45.3 (0.9) 54.7 (0.9)
Canada 35.4 (0.5) 64.6 (0.5) 25.0 (0.5) 75.0 (0.5) 33.6 (0.6) 66.4 (0.6)
Chile 52.1 (0.9) 47.9 (0.9) 39.6 (0.8) 60.4 (0.8) 45.8 (0.8) 54.2 (0.8)
Colombia 48.4 (0.7) 51.6 (0.7) 40.1 (0.7) 59.9 (0.7) 47.4 (0.8) 52.6 (0.8)
Estonia 35.2 (0.7) 64.8 (0.7) 24.3 (0.6) 75.7 (0.6) 37.3 (0.9) 62.7 (0.9)
France 46.0 (0.8) 54.0 (0.8) 34.2 (0.7) 65.8 (0.7) 49.2 (0.8) 50.8 (0.8)
Germany 38.4 (0.8) † 61.6 (0.8) † 26.2 (0.9) † 73.8 (0.9) † 38.1 (0.9) † 61.9 (0.9) †
Greece 50.1 (0.8) 49.9 (0.8) 48.9 (0.7) 51.1 (0.7) 55.9 (0.7) 44.1 (0.7)
Hungary 46.3 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8) 34.5 (0.7) 65.5 (0.7) 41.4 (0.8) 58.6 (0.8)
Iceland 38.8 (0.9) 61.2 (0.9) 34.1 (0.8) 65.9 (0.8) 40.7 (0.8) 59.3 (0.8)
Ireland 37.7 (0.7) 62.3 (0.7) 24.9 (0.6) 75.1 (0.6) 35.4 (0.7) 64.6 (0.7)
Israel 40.5 (0.7) 59.5 (0.7) 38.0 (0.8) 62.0 (0.8) 45.2 (0.7) 54.8 (0.7)
Italy 53.3 (0.7) 46.7 (0.7) 51.0 (0.7) 49.0 (0.7) 58.3 (0.8) 41.7 (0.8)
Korea 47.8 (0.7) 52.2 (0.7) 39.1 (0.8) 60.9 (0.8) 56.6 (0.7) 43.4 (0.7)
Latvia 38.0 (0.8) 62.0 (0.8) 29.8 (0.8) 70.2 (0.8) 44.8 (0.7) 55.2 (0.7)
Lithuania 38.4 (0.6) 61.6 (0.6) 33.1 (0.7) 66.9 (0.7) 42.6 (0.6) 57.4 (0.6)
Mexico 35.6 (0.8) † 64.4 (0.8) † 29.7 (0.8) † 70.3 (0.8) † 34.8 (0.8) † 65.2 (0.8) †
New Zealand 38.5 (0.6) 61.5 (0.6) 26.5 (0.6) 73.5 (0.6) 36.8 (0.6) 63.2 (0.6)
Poland 33.2 (0.7) 66.8 (0.7) 27.3 (0.7) 72.7 (0.7) 38.6 (0.7) 61.4 (0.7)
Portugal 52.5 (0.8) 47.5 (0.8) 35.7 (0.7) 64.3 (0.7) 50.0 (0.8) 50.0 (0.8)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 43.1 (1.1) ‡ 56.9 (1.1) ‡ 30.8 (1.0) ‡ 69.2 (1.0) ‡ 43.9 (1.0) ‡ 56.1 (1.0) ‡
Slovak Republic 46.3 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8) 42.7 (0.7) 57.3 (0.7) 52.5 (0.8) 47.5 (0.8)
Slovenia 35.9 (0.9) 64.1 (0.9) 33.3 (0.7) 66.7 (0.7) 38.3 (0.9) 61.7 (0.9)
Spain 29.6 (0.4) 70.4 (0.4) 24.3 (0.3) 75.7 (0.3) 35.8 (0.4) 64.2 (0.4)
Switzerland 39.7 (0.8) 60.3 (0.8) 30.7 (0.9) 69.3 (0.9) 40.9 (0.8) 59.1 (0.8)
Turkey 25.9 (0.5) 74.1 (0.5) 22.9 (0.6) 77.1 (0.6) 41.7 (0.6) 58.3 (0.6)

OECD average 41.1 (0.1) 58.9 (0.1) 32.9 (0.1) 67.1 (0.1) 43.2 (0.1) 56.8 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of cognitive adaptability is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.10 [4/6] Cognitive adaptability
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I can deal with unusual situations" "I can change my behaviour to meet 
the needs of new situations"

"I can adapt to different situations 
even when under stress or pressure"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 34.1 (0.7) 65.9 (0.7) 31.2 (0.6) 68.8 (0.6) 38.0 (0.6) 62.0 (0.6)

Argentina 55.9 (0.9) 44.1 (0.9) 39.7 (0.6) 60.3 (0.6) 46.0 (0.6) 54.0 (0.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 39.9 (0.9) † 60.1 (0.9) † 39.2 (0.9) † 60.8 (0.9) † 44.2 (0.8) † 55.8 (0.8) †
Belarus 35.0 (0.8) 65.0 (0.8) 27.6 (0.7) 72.4 (0.7) 35.8 (0.7) 64.2 (0.7)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 26.2 (0.6) 73.8 (0.6) 26.8 (0.7) 73.2 (0.7) 32.1 (0.7) 67.9 (0.7)
Brazil 52.3 (0.7) † 47.7 (0.7) † 37.2 (0.7) † 62.8 (0.7) † 47.9 (0.7) † 52.1 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 62.5 (0.6) 37.5 (0.6) 41.8 (0.6) 58.2 (0.6) 55.6 (0.6) 44.4 (0.6)
Bulgaria 44.5 (0.9) 55.5 (0.9) 38.3 (0.9) 61.7 (0.9) 44.5 (0.9) 55.5 (0.9)
Costa Rica 44.4 (0.7) 55.6 (0.7) 34.1 (0.8) 65.9 (0.8) 41.9 (0.7) 58.1 (0.7)
Croatia 35.4 (0.7) 64.6 (0.7) 37.9 (0.6) 62.1 (0.6) 46.3 (0.7) 53.7 (0.7)
Cyprus 48.0 (0.7) 52.0 (0.7) 45.0 (0.7) 55.0 (0.7) 52.9 (0.7) 47.1 (0.7)
Dominican Republic 47.9 (0.9) ‡ 52.1 (0.9) ‡ 37.9 (0.9) ‡ 62.1 (0.9) ‡ 44.4 (0.9) ‡ 55.6 (0.9) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 57.2 (0.8) 42.8 (0.8) 47.1 (0.8) 52.9 (0.8) 54.0 (0.8) 46.0 (0.8)
Indonesia 49.3 (0.9) 50.7 (0.9) 29.6 (0.7) 70.4 (0.7) 43.1 (1.0) 56.9 (1.0)
Jordan 27.6 (0.7) 72.4 (0.7) 30.8 (0.8) 69.2 (0.8) 38.2 (0.7) 61.8 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 46.7 (0.6) 53.3 (0.6) 39.6 (0.6) 60.4 (0.6) 43.0 (0.5) 57.0 (0.5)
Kosovo 39.6 (0.8) 60.4 (0.8) 34.3 (0.8) 65.7 (0.8) 43.3 (1.0) 56.7 (1.0)
Lebanon 37.2 (1.0) 62.8 (1.0) 35.6 (0.8) 64.4 (0.8) 46.8 (1.0) 53.2 (1.0)
Macao (China) 62.4 (0.8) 37.6 (0.8) 46.3 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8) 59.0 (0.7) 41.0 (0.7)
Malaysia 62.0 (0.8) 38.0 (0.8) 45.9 (0.8) 54.1 (0.8) 51.5 (0.8) 48.5 (0.8)
Malta 39.9 (0.9) 60.1 (0.9) 26.7 (0.9) 73.3 (0.9) 38.7 (0.9) 61.3 (0.9)
Moldova 35.8 (0.8) 64.2 (0.8) 20.3 (0.6) 79.7 (0.6) 32.1 (0.6) 67.9 (0.6)
Montenegro 25.7 (0.6) 74.3 (0.6) 37.3 (0.6) 62.7 (0.6) 36.5 (0.6) 63.5 (0.6)
Morocco 44.7 (0.9) † 55.3 (0.9) † 40.3 (0.9) † 59.7 (0.9) † 46.4 (0.8) † 53.6 (0.8) †
North Macedonia 20.8 (0.6) 79.2 (0.6) 32.0 (0.8) 68.0 (0.8) 33.8 (0.7) 66.2 (0.7)
Panama 45.3 (1.0) ‡ 54.7 (1.0) ‡ 40.1 (1.0) ‡ 59.9 (1.0) ‡ 44.8 (1.1) ‡ 55.2 (1.1) ‡
Peru 50.3 (0.9) † 49.7 (0.9) † 41.2 (0.9) † 58.8 (0.9) † 43.9 (0.8) † 56.1 (0.8) †
Philippines 47.2 (0.7) 52.8 (0.7) 35.2 (0.6) 64.8 (0.6) 43.9 (0.6) 56.1 (0.6)
Romania 27.3 (0.7) 72.7 (0.7) 21.7 (0.7) 78.3 (0.7) 30.8 (0.8) 69.2 (0.8)
Russia 36.5 (0.8) 63.5 (0.8) 28.7 (0.7) 71.3 (0.7) 38.0 (0.8) 62.0 (0.8)
Saudi Arabia 44.7 (0.7) 55.3 (0.7) 40.8 (0.7) 59.2 (0.7) 49.7 (0.7) 50.3 (0.7)
Serbia 32.5 (0.7) 67.5 (0.7) 38.9 (0.7) 61.1 (0.7) 42.2 (0.7) 57.8 (0.7)
Singapore 50.1 (0.7) 49.9 (0.7) 31.9 (0.6) 68.1 (0.6) 44.6 (0.7) 55.4 (0.7)
Chinese Taipei 52.1 (0.6) 47.9 (0.6) 35.0 (0.7) 65.0 (0.7) 50.5 (0.6) 49.5 (0.6)
Thailand 63.7 (0.7) 36.3 (0.7) 50.7 (0.8) 49.3 (0.8) 53.5 (0.8) 46.5 (0.8)
Ukraine 32.9 (0.6) 67.1 (0.6) 29.1 (0.7) 70.9 (0.7) 37.0 (0.7) 63.0 (0.7)
United Arab Emirates 38.4 (0.5) 61.6 (0.5) 30.7 (0.4) 69.3 (0.4) 39.5 (0.5) 60.5 (0.5)
Uruguay 42.9 (0.9) † 57.1 (0.9) † 36.4 (0.9) † 63.6 (0.9) † 47.9 (0.9) † 52.1 (0.9) †
Viet Nam 65.2 (0.9) 34.8 (0.9) 36.3 (1.0) 63.7 (1.0) 57.3 (0.9) 42.7 (0.9)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of cognitive adaptability is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.10 [5/6] Cognitive adaptability
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I can adapt easily to a new culture"
"When encountering difficult 

situations with other people, I can 
think of a way to resolve

the situation"

"I am capable of overcoming my 
difficulties in interacting with 
people from other cultures"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 45.5 (0.6) 54.5 (0.6) 37.5 (0.6) 62.5 (0.6) 34.8 (0.6) 65.2 (0.6)
Austria 54.2 (0.9) 45.8 (0.9) 42.2 (0.8) 57.8 (0.8) 41.9 (0.9) 58.1 (0.9)
Canada 45.2 (0.6) 54.8 (0.6) 33.3 (0.5) 66.7 (0.5) 33.3 (0.5) 66.7 (0.5)
Chile 54.7 (0.8) 45.3 (0.8) 42.1 (0.8) 57.9 (0.8) 39.8 (0.8) 60.2 (0.8)
Colombia 54.0 (0.8) 46.0 (0.8) 44.9 (0.7) 55.1 (0.7) 46.5 (0.8) 53.5 (0.8)
Estonia 42.8 (0.9) 57.2 (0.9) 39.5 (0.8) 60.5 (0.8) 38.0 (0.8) 62.0 (0.8)
France 50.1 (0.8) 49.9 (0.8) 41.7 (0.6) 58.3 (0.6) 45.1 (0.7) 54.9 (0.7)
Germany 48.3 (1.0) † 51.7 (1.0) † 38.5 (0.9) † 61.5 (0.9) † 35.1 (1.1) † 64.9 (1.1) †
Greece 57.5 (0.7) 42.5 (0.7) 46.5 (0.7) 53.5 (0.7) 50.5 (0.7) 49.5 (0.7)
Hungary 57.0 (0.7) 43.0 (0.7) 48.4 (0.8) 51.6 (0.8) 53.1 (0.8) 46.9 (0.8)
Iceland 47.9 (0.9) 52.1 (0.9) 42.8 (1.0) 57.2 (1.0) 44.1 (0.9) 55.9 (0.9)
Ireland 51.2 (0.7) 48.8 (0.7) 38.2 (0.7) 61.8 (0.7) 37.4 (0.6) 62.6 (0.6)
Israel 54.6 (0.8) 45.4 (0.8) 46.4 (0.8) 53.6 (0.8) 45.7 (0.8) 54.3 (0.8)
Italy 58.8 (0.7) 41.2 (0.7) 52.4 (0.6) 47.6 (0.6) 52.3 (0.7) 47.7 (0.7)
Korea 46.8 (0.7) 53.2 (0.7) 40.4 (0.7) 59.6 (0.7) 43.3 (0.8) 56.7 (0.8)
Latvia 53.2 (0.7) 46.8 (0.7) 46.8 (0.7) 53.2 (0.7) 48.7 (0.7) 51.3 (0.7)
Lithuania 49.4 (0.7) 50.6 (0.7) 41.4 (0.7) 58.6 (0.7) 45.5 (0.7) 54.5 (0.7)
Mexico 45.5 (1.0) † 54.5 (1.0) † 33.6 (0.8) † 66.4 (0.8) † 37.2 (0.9) † 62.8 (0.9) †
New Zealand 46.3 (0.7) 53.7 (0.7) 39.8 (0.7) 60.2 (0.7) 36.5 (0.6) 63.5 (0.6)
Poland 44.6 (0.8) 55.4 (0.8) 37.2 (0.7) 62.8 (0.7) 40.4 (0.7) 59.6 (0.7)
Portugal 54.0 (0.7) 46.0 (0.7) 43.6 (0.9) 56.4 (0.9) 44.3 (0.9) 55.7 (0.9)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 54.6 (0.8) ‡ 45.4 (0.8) ‡ 43.6 (1.1) ‡ 56.4 (1.1) ‡ 45.0 (1.1) ‡ 55.0 (1.1) ‡
Slovak Republic 59.3 (0.7) 40.7 (0.7) 51.8 (0.8) 48.2 (0.8) 56.4 (0.8) 43.6 (0.8)
Slovenia 54.3 (0.7) 45.7 (0.7) 41.9 (0.8) 58.1 (0.8) 36.5 (0.8) 63.5 (0.8)
Spain 48.9 (0.4) 51.1 (0.4) 29.6 (0.4) 70.4 (0.4) 31.6 (0.4) 68.4 (0.4)
Switzerland 47.0 (0.9) 53.0 (0.9) 39.1 (0.8) 60.9 (0.8) 36.8 (0.8) 63.2 (0.8)
Turkey 43.7 (0.7) 56.3 (0.7) 31.1 (0.6) 68.9 (0.6) 34.5 (0.6) 65.5 (0.6)

OECD average 50.7 (0.1) 49.3 (0.1) 41.3 (0.1) 58.7 (0.1) 42.0 (0.1) 58.0 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of cognitive adaptability is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.10 [6/6] Cognitive adaptability
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I can adapt easily to a new culture"
"When encountering difficult 

situations with other people, I can 
think of a way to resolve

the situation"

"I am capable of overcoming my 
difficulties in interacting with 
people from other cultures"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 36.2 (0.7) 63.8 (0.7) 25.6 (0.7) 74.4 (0.7) 30.9 (0.7) 69.1 (0.7)

Argentina 56.6 (0.7) 43.4 (0.7) 43.0 (0.7) 57.0 (0.7) 51.5 (0.8) 48.5 (0.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 42.5 (1.0) † 57.5 (1.0) † 39.4 (1.0) † 60.6 (1.0) † 42.0 (0.9) † 58.0 (0.9) †
Belarus 37.6 (0.7) 62.4 (0.7) 35.2 (0.7) 64.8 (0.7) 40.0 (0.8) 60.0 (0.8)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 36.7 (0.8) 63.3 (0.8) 29.9 (0.7) 70.1 (0.7) 32.6 (0.8) 67.4 (0.8)
Brazil 56.3 (0.7) † 43.7 (0.7) † 45.1 (0.7) † 54.9 (0.7) † 50.8 (0.7) † 49.2 (0.7) †
Brunei Darussalam 65.9 (0.5) 34.1 (0.5) 59.1 (0.6) 40.9 (0.6) 62.6 (0.5) 37.4 (0.5)
Bulgaria 50.6 (0.9) 49.4 (0.9) 39.9 (1.1) 60.1 (1.1) 45.0 (1.0) 55.0 (1.0)
Costa Rica 49.3 (0.7) 50.7 (0.7) 33.3 (0.7) 66.7 (0.7) 39.8 (0.7) 60.2 (0.7)
Croatia 52.7 (0.7) 47.3 (0.7) 39.2 (0.7) 60.8 (0.7) 44.8 (0.7) 55.2 (0.7)
Cyprus 55.9 (0.7) 44.1 (0.7) 46.6 (0.7) 53.4 (0.7) 51.9 (0.6) 48.1 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 48.4 (1.0) ‡ 51.6 (1.0) ‡ 41.1 (1.1) ‡ 58.9 (1.1) ‡ 44.6 (1.0) ‡ 55.4 (1.0) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 51.4 (0.8) 48.6 (0.8) 51.4 (0.8) 48.6 (0.8) 52.8 (0.8) 47.2 (0.8)
Indonesia 48.9 (0.8) 51.1 (0.8) 36.8 (0.8) 63.2 (0.8) 47.2 (0.8) 52.8 (0.8)
Jordan 39.5 (0.7) 60.5 (0.7) 37.4 (0.8) 62.6 (0.8) 38.6 (0.8) 61.4 (0.8)
Kazakhstan 41.2 (0.5) 58.8 (0.5) 39.0 (0.5) 61.0 (0.5) 44.0 (0.5) 56.0 (0.5)
Kosovo 44.0 (0.9) 56.0 (0.9) 33.5 (0.8) 66.5 (0.8) 37.2 (0.9) 62.8 (0.9)
Lebanon 50.0 (1.0) 50.0 (1.0) 33.9 (0.9) 66.1 (0.9) 42.7 (0.8) 57.3 (0.8)
Macao (China) 57.4 (0.8) 42.6 (0.8) 62.3 (0.8) 37.7 (0.8) 63.2 (0.8) 36.8 (0.8)
Malaysia 54.7 (0.8) 45.3 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8) 46.3 (0.8) 61.9 (0.8) 38.1 (0.8)
Malta 51.2 (0.9) 48.8 (0.9) 36.3 (0.9) 63.7 (0.9) 38.8 (0.9) 61.2 (0.9)
Moldova 41.8 (0.7) 58.2 (0.7) 35.6 (0.7) 64.4 (0.7) 36.9 (0.7) 63.1 (0.7)
Montenegro 36.6 (0.6) 63.4 (0.6) 31.1 (0.6) 68.9 (0.6) 32.7 (0.7) 67.3 (0.7)
Morocco 45.8 (1.0) † 54.2 (1.0) † 44.3 (1.0) † 55.7 (1.0) † 46.4 (1.0) † 53.6 (1.0) †
North Macedonia 49.8 (0.8) 50.2 (0.8) 25.7 (0.7) 74.3 (0.7) 32.6 (0.6) 67.4 (0.6)
Panama 52.2 (1.1) ‡ 47.8 (1.1) ‡ 40.9 (1.1) ‡ 59.1 (1.1) ‡ 38.3 (1.0) ‡ 61.7 (1.0) ‡
Peru 51.1 (1.0) † 48.9 (1.0) † 38.5 (0.9) † 61.5 (0.9) † 38.8 (1.0) † 61.2 (1.0) †
Philippines 51.6 (0.6) 48.4 (0.6) 42.8 (0.6) 57.2 (0.6) 47.4 (0.6) 52.6 (0.6)
Romania 45.8 (0.9) 54.2 (0.9) 28.4 (0.9) 71.6 (0.9) 32.9 (1.0) 67.1 (1.0)
Russia 39.0 (0.8) 61.0 (0.8) 37.7 (0.9) 62.3 (0.9) 39.9 (1.0) 60.1 (1.0)
Saudi Arabia 48.6 (0.7) 51.4 (0.7) 42.7 (0.6) 57.3 (0.6) 44.1 (0.7) 55.9 (0.7)
Serbia 48.5 (0.6) 51.5 (0.6) 35.1 (0.7) 64.9 (0.7) 41.4 (0.7) 58.6 (0.7)
Singapore 49.6 (0.7) 50.4 (0.7) 41.7 (0.7) 58.3 (0.7) 38.6 (0.7) 61.4 (0.7)
Chinese Taipei 48.1 (0.7) 51.9 (0.7) 40.1 (0.6) 59.9 (0.6) 54.7 (0.8) 45.3 (0.8)
Thailand 51.7 (0.8) 48.3 (0.8) 56.8 (0.8) 43.2 (0.8) 57.3 (0.8) 42.7 (0.8)
Ukraine 47.0 (0.8) 53.0 (0.8) 37.9 (0.9) 62.1 (0.9) 45.1 (0.8) 54.9 (0.8)
United Arab Emirates 43.5 (0.5) 56.5 (0.5) 38.3 (0.6) 61.7 (0.6) 38.0 (0.5) 62.0 (0.5)
Uruguay 55.9 (0.9) † 44.1 (0.9) † 41.2 (0.9) † 58.8 (0.9) † 49.8 (0.9) † 50.2 (0.9) †
Viet Nam 63.2 (0.9) 36.8 (0.9) 61.1 (0.9) 38.9 (0.9) 68.1 (1.0) 31.9 (1.0)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of cognitive adaptability is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the 
unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171172



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?302

Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.13 [1/4] Students’ attitudes towards immigrants
Based on students’ reports

 

Students’ attitudes towards immigrants

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 0.31 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.04 (0.01) 0.90 (0.01) 4.1 (0.6)
Austria -0.11 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 0.99 (0.02) 0.11 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 10.7 (1.2)
Canada 0.46 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.95 (0.01) 0.03 (0.00) 0.91 (0.01) 3.5 (0.5)
Chile 0.22 (0.02) † 1.06 (0.01) † 1.13 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) † 1.09 (0.02) † 3.4 (0.6) †
Colombia 0.04 (0.02) 0.86 (0.01) 0.74 (0.01) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.71 (0.01) 3.2 (0.8)
Estonia -0.28 (0.01) 0.81 (0.01) 0.65 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.64 (0.02) 2.6 (0.8)
France m m m m m m m m m m m m
Germany 0.12 (0.02) † 0.96 (0.01) † 0.92 (0.02) 0.09 (0.01) † 0.83 (0.02) † 9.7 (1.3) †
Greece -0.06 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.87 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 4.6 (0.8)
Hungary -0.90 (0.02) 0.81 (0.01) 0.65 (0.02) † 0.05 (0.01) 0.60 (0.02) 7.6 (1.3)
Iceland 0.27 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.03) 3.0 (1.0)
Ireland 0.33 (0.02) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.87 (0.02) 5.0 (0.8)
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy -0.22 (0.02) 0.91 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.78 (0.02) 4.5 (0.9)
Korea 0.45 (0.01) 0.86 (0.01) 0.74 (0.01) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.71 (0.01) 3.3 (0.8)
Latvia -0.44 (0.01) 0.81 (0.01) 0.67 (0.01) † 0.01 (0.01) 0.67 (0.02) 1.9 (0.8)
Lithuania 0.04 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 3.5 (0.8)
Mexico 0.23 (0.02) † 1.00 (0.01) † 1.00 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.98 (0.02) † 2.2 (0.7) †
New Zealand 0.32 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 4.1 (0.8)
Poland -0.47 (0.01) 0.84 (0.01) 0.71 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.70 (0.02) 1.4 (0.6)
Portugal 0.47 (0.01) 0.85 (0.01) 0.70 (0.02) † 0.00 (0.00) 0.70 (0.01) 0.3 (0.5)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.34 (0.02) ‡ 0.96 (0.01) ‡ 0.93 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) ‡ 0.92 (0.02) ‡ 1.7 (0.7) ‡
Slovak Republic -0.49 (0.01) 0.82 (0.01) 0.68 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.63 (0.02) 4.2 (0.8)
Slovenia -0.05 (0.02) 0.92 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 5.5 (0.8)
Spain 0.39 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.04 (0.00) 0.95 (0.01) 3.6 (0.5)
Switzerland 0.00 (0.02) † 1.00 (0.01) † 1.03 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.03) † 5.5 (1.3) †
Turkey -0.36 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.86 (0.01) 0.03 (0.00) 0.83 (0.02) 2.9 (0.6)

OECD average 0.02 (0.00) 0.93 (0.00) 0.87 (0.00) 0.04 (0.00) 0.83 (0.00) 4.1 (0.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ attitudes towards immigrants is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.3.13 [2/4] Students’ attitudes towards immigrants
Based on students’ reports

 

Students’ attitudes towards immigrants

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.41 (0.02) 0.92 (0.01) 0.84 (0.01) 0.05 (0.01) 0.78 (0.02) 5.8 (0.8)

Argentina 0.07 (0.02) † 1.02 (0.01) † 1.05 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) † 0.99 (0.02) † 4.0 (0.8) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) -0.11 (0.02) † 1.01 (0.01) † 1.02 (0.02) 0.00 (0.01) † 1.01 (0.02) † 0.3 (0.6) †
Belarus -0.22 (0.01) 0.78 (0.01) 0.61 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.61 (0.01) 2.1 (0.8)
Bosnia and Herzegovina -0.10 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 5.6 (0.9)
Brazil 0.07 (0.01) † 0.97 (0.01) † 0.92 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) † 0.89 (0.02) † 3.0 (0.8) †
Brunei Darussalam 0.00 (0.01) 0.82 (0.01) 0.66 (0.01) † 0.06 (0.01) 0.59 (0.02) 9.6 (1.7)
Bulgaria -0.43 (0.02) † 0.92 (0.01) † 0.85 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.84 (0.02) † 2.2 (0.7) †
Costa Rica 0.17 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.94 (0.02) 1.3 (0.5)
Croatia 0.05 (0.01) 0.94 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 2.9 (0.6)
Cyprus -0.04 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) 2.2 (1.1)
Dominican Republic -0.21 (0.03) ‡ 0.99 (0.02) ‡ 0.99 (0.04) 0.04 (0.02) ‡ 0.96 (0.04) ‡ 3.9 (1.7) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 0.03 (0.01) 0.79 (0.01) 0.62 (0.01) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.61 (0.01) 1.7 (0.6)
Indonesia -0.29 (0.01) 0.73 (0.01) 0.53 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.52 (0.01) 2.1 (0.7)
Jordan -0.09 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.99 (0.02) 0.08 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 8.0 (1.0)
Kazakhstan -0.24 (0.01) 0.91 (0.00) 0.83 (0.01) 0.03 (0.00) 0.82 (0.01) 3.7 (0.5)
Kosovo 0.08 (0.01) 0.91 (0.01) 0.81 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) 7.1 (1.2)
Lebanon -0.26 (0.02) 0.88 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 0.10 (0.01) 0.67 (0.02) 13.5 (1.7)
Macao (China) -0.02 (0.01) 0.76 (0.01) 0.58 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.55 (0.02) 1.8 (0.8)
Malaysia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Malta -0.06 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.87 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.86 (0.03) 3.6 (1.1)
Moldova 0.00 (0.01) 0.80 (0.01) 0.64 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.00) 0.63 (0.01) 3.1 (0.7)
Montenegro -0.04 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 1.5 (0.5)
Morocco -0.17 (0.02) ‡ 0.91 (0.01) ‡ 0.83 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) ‡ 0.77 (0.02) ‡ 7.4 (1.2) ‡
North Macedonia 0.03 (0.01) 0.95 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.86 (0.03) 5.2 (1.0)
Panama -0.03 (0.03) ‡ 0.99 (0.02) ‡ 0.97 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) ‡ 0.94 (0.03) ‡ 2.3 (1.2) ‡
Peru m m m m m m m m m m m m
Philippines -0.14 (0.02) 0.81 (0.01) 0.66 (0.02) † 0.05 (0.01) 0.61 (0.01) 6.8 (1.3)
Romania -0.20 (0.02) 0.85 (0.01) 0.72 (0.02) † 0.05 (0.01) 0.68 (0.01) 6.4 (1.3)
Russia -0.29 (0.02) 0.87 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.75 (0.02) 1.1 (0.4)
Saudi Arabia -0.31 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.87 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 7.7 (1.4)
Serbia -0.28 (0.02) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.88 (0.02) 4.0 (0.9)
Singapore m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei 0.35 (0.01) 0.90 (0.01) 0.81 (0.01) 0.02 (0.00) 0.79 (0.01) 2.4 (0.5)
Thailand -0.16 (0.01) 0.73 (0.01) 0.53 (0.01) † 0.03 (0.00) 0.51 (0.01) 4.7 (0.8)
Ukraine -0.12 (0.01) 0.86 (0.01) 0.74 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.72 (0.02) 2.8 (0.7)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 0.12 (0.02) † 1.03 (0.01) † 1.07 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.04 (0.02) † 2.1 (0.9) †
Viet Nam -0.26 (0.02) 0.69 (0.01) 0.47 (0.02) ‡ 0.03 (0.00) 0.44 (0.01) 5.4 (0.9)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ attitudes towards immigrants is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171172
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.3.13 [3/4] Students’ attitudes towards immigrants
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how much they agree with the following statements about immigrants

Immigrant children should have 
the same opportunities for 

education that other children
in the country have

Immigrants who live in a country 
for several years should have the 
opportunity to vote in elections

Immigrants should have the 
opportunity to continue their own 

customs and lifestyle

Immigrants should have all the 
same rights that everyone else in 

the country has

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 8.5 (0.3) 91.5 (0.3) 15.0 (0.3) 85.0 (0.3) 14.8 (0.4) 85.2 (0.4) 11.3 (0.3) 88.7 (0.3)
Austria 20.4 (0.8) 79.6 (0.8) 34.6 (0.9) 65.4 (0.9) 36.6 (0.9) 63.4 (0.9) 24.4 (0.7) 75.6 (0.7)
Canada 7.9 (0.3) 92.1 (0.3) 12.3 (0.4) 87.7 (0.4) 12.3 (0.4) 87.7 (0.4) 9.3 (0.4) 90.7 (0.4)
Chile 12.6 (0.6) † 87.4 (0.6) † 19.6 (0.7) † 80.4 (0.7) † 21.4 (0.7) † 78.6 (0.7) † 16.0 (0.6) † 84.0 (0.6) †
Colombia 11.3 (0.7) 88.7 (0.7) 24.8 (0.8) 75.2 (0.8) 16.8 (0.6) 83.2 (0.6) 11.6 (0.6) † 88.4 (0.6) †
Estonia 14.5 (0.6) 85.5 (0.6) 38.9 (0.8) 61.1 (0.8) 29.8 (0.7) 70.2 (0.7) 26.3 (0.7) 73.7 (0.7)
France m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Germany 13.9 (0.7) † 86.1 (0.7) † 26.4 (0.9) † 73.6 (0.9) † 27.5 (1.0) † 72.5 (1.0) † 16.6 (0.8) † 83.4 (0.8) †
Greece 15.7 (0.8) 84.3 (0.8) 33.3 (0.8) 66.7 (0.8) 21.4 (0.6) 78.6 (0.6) 21.1 (0.7) 78.9 (0.7)
Hungary 42.5 (0.9) 57.5 (0.9) 60.4 (1.0) 39.6 (1.0) 59.6 (0.9) 40.4 (0.9) 59.4 (1.0) 40.6 (1.0)
Iceland 11.2 (0.7) 88.8 (0.7) 20.5 (0.8) 79.5 (0.8) 17.3 (0.7) 82.7 (0.7) 15.7 (0.7) 84.3 (0.7)
Ireland 9.4 (0.5) 90.6 (0.5) 15.0 (0.5) 85.0 (0.5) 14.3 (0.5) 85.7 (0.5) 11.3 (0.5) 88.7 (0.5)
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy 17.6 (0.8) 82.4 (0.8) 38.0 (0.9) 62.0 (0.9) 29.8 (0.7) 70.2 (0.7) 23.0 (0.7) 77.0 (0.7)
Korea 3.4 (0.2) 96.6 (0.2) 8.6 (0.4) 91.4 (0.4) 8.8 (0.3) 91.2 (0.3) 5.1 (0.3) 94.9 (0.3)
Latvia 21.7 (0.7) 78.3 (0.7) 45.0 (0.8) 55.0 (0.8) 33.6 (0.8) 66.4 (0.8) 34.5 (0.8) 65.5 (0.8)
Lithuania 18.9 (0.6) 81.1 (0.6) 30.1 (0.8) 69.9 (0.8) 21.4 (0.5) 78.6 (0.5) 20.4 (0.6) 79.6 (0.6)
Mexico 11.7 (0.6) † 88.3 (0.6) † 17.8 (0.7) † 82.2 (0.7) † 12.8 (0.6) † 87.2 (0.6) † 11.9 (0.5) † 88.1 (0.5) †
New Zealand 8.2 (0.4) 91.8 (0.4) 14.8 (0.5) 85.2 (0.5) 12.2 (0.5) 87.8 (0.5) 11.8 (0.5) 88.2 (0.5)
Poland 20.0 (0.7) 80.0 (0.7) 45.7 (0.8) 54.3 (0.8) 37.0 (0.7) 63.0 (0.7) 36.1 (0.9) 63.9 (0.9)
Portugal 4.6 (0.4) 95.4 (0.4) 10.5 (0.5) 89.5 (0.5) 9.7 (0.5) 90.3 (0.5) 5.8 (0.4) 94.2 (0.4)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 8.7 (0.5) ‡ 91.3 (0.5) ‡ 14.6 (0.8) ‡ 85.4 (0.8) ‡ 13.0 (0.8) ‡ 87.0 (0.8) ‡ 12.5 (0.9) ‡ 87.5 (0.9) ‡
Slovak Republic 27.8 (0.7) 72.2 (0.7) 41.7 (0.8) 58.3 (0.8) 41.4 (0.8) 58.6 (0.8) 28.9 (0.6) 71.1 (0.6)
Slovenia 13.6 (0.5) 86.4 (0.5) 26.4 (0.7) 73.6 (0.7) 26.1 (0.7) 73.9 (0.7) 17.4 (0.6) 82.6 (0.6)
Spain 10.2 (0.3) 89.8 (0.3) 18.3 (0.4) 81.7 (0.4) 16.2 (0.4) 83.8 (0.4) 10.7 (0.3) 89.3 (0.3)
Switzerland 17.5 (0.8) † 82.5 (0.8) † 30.7 (0.9) † 69.3 (0.9) † 29.5 (1.0) † 70.5 (1.0) † 21.3 (0.8) † 78.7 (0.8) †
Turkey 21.7 (0.7) 78.3 (0.7) 48.4 (0.8) 51.6 (0.8) 28.3 (0.7) 71.7 (0.7) 31.9 (0.7) 68.1 (0.7)

OECD average 14.9 (0.1) 85.1 (0.1) 27.7 (0.1) 72.3 (0.1) 23.7 (0.1) 76.3 (0.1) 19.8 (0.1) 80.2 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ attitudes towards immigrants is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due 
to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171172
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.3.13 [4/4] Students’ attitudes towards immigrants
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how much they agree with the following statements about immigrants

Immigrant children should have 
the same opportunities for 

education that other children
in the country have

Immigrants who live in a country 
for several years should have the 
opportunity to vote in elections

Immigrants should have the 
opportunity to continue their own 

customs and lifestyle

Immigrants should have all the 
same rights that everyone else in 

the country has

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 9.5 (0.4) 90.5 (0.4) 12.1 (0.4) 87.9 (0.4) 8.3 (0.4) 91.7 (0.4) 7.5 (0.3) 92.5 (0.3)

Argentina 18.1 (0.8) † 81.9 (0.8) † 23.4 (0.7) † 76.6 (0.7) † 19.3 (0.7) † 80.7 (0.7) † 19.4 (0.7) † 80.6 (0.7) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 22.4 (0.9) † 77.6 (0.9) † 26.0 (0.7) † 74.0 (0.7) † 20.5 (0.6) † 79.5 (0.6) † 18.4 (0.7) † 81.6 (0.7) †
Belarus 14.0 (0.5) 86.0 (0.5) 27.2 (0.6) 72.8 (0.6) 27.2 (0.6) 72.8 (0.6) 17.2 (0.5) 82.8 (0.5)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 20.0 (0.7) 80.0 (0.7) 29.0 (0.8) 71.0 (0.8) 21.1 (0.6) 78.9 (0.6) 20.3 (0.6) 79.7 (0.6)
Brazil 15.2 (0.5) † 84.8 (0.5) † 21.0 (0.5) † 79.0 (0.5) † 17.1 (0.5) † 82.9 (0.5) † 15.3 (0.5) † 84.7 (0.5) †
Brunei Darussalam 12.8 (0.4) 87.2 (0.4) 23.4 (0.6) 76.6 (0.6) 15.7 (0.4) 84.3 (0.4) 14.7 (0.4) 85.3 (0.4)
Bulgaria 31.8 (1.1) † 68.2 (1.1) † 43.4 (0.8) † 56.6 (0.8) † 31.7 (0.9) † 68.3 (0.9) † 32.6 (0.8) † 67.4 (0.8) †
Costa Rica 11.5 (0.5) 88.5 (0.5) 23.1 (0.7) 76.9 (0.7) 15.4 (0.5) 84.6 (0.5) 14.9 (0.6) 85.1 (0.6)
Croatia 11.4 (0.6) 88.6 (0.6) 25.8 (0.6) 74.2 (0.6) 19.3 (0.6) 80.7 (0.6) 14.4 (0.5) 85.6 (0.5)
Cyprus 20.6 (0.5) 79.4 (0.5) 30.8 (0.8) 69.2 (0.8) 22.0 (0.5) 78.0 (0.5) 20.4 (0.6) 79.6 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 22.3 (1.2) ‡ 77.7 (1.2) ‡ 36.1 (1.1) ‡ 63.9 (1.1) ‡ 27.7 (1.2) ‡ 72.3 (1.2) ‡ 26.3 (1.1) ‡ 73.7 (1.1) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 10.1 (0.5) 89.9 (0.5) 12.6 (0.4) 87.4 (0.4) 10.4 (0.4) 89.6 (0.4) 11.8 (0.5) 88.2 (0.5)
Indonesia 18.0 (0.7) 82.0 (0.7) 28.5 (0.8) 71.5 (0.8) 23.4 (0.7) 76.6 (0.7) 19.1 (0.7) 80.9 (0.7)
Jordan 25.6 (0.8) 74.4 (0.8) 33.5 (0.8) 66.5 (0.8) 19.4 (0.6) 80.6 (0.6) 20.7 (0.6) 79.3 (0.6)
Kazakhstan 22.4 (0.5) 77.6 (0.5) 27.6 (0.5) 72.4 (0.5) 22.9 (0.4) 77.1 (0.4) 20.4 (0.5) 79.6 (0.5)
Kosovo 15.5 (0.6) 84.5 (0.6) 23.5 (0.7) 76.5 (0.7) 13.1 (0.5) 86.9 (0.5) 12.1 (0.5) 87.9 (0.5)
Lebanon 30.1 (1.2) 69.9 (1.2) 42.7 (1.1) 57.3 (1.1) 27.0 (1.0) 73.0 (1.0) 30.4 (1.0) 69.6 (1.0)
Macao (China) 10.1 (0.5) 89.9 (0.5) 20.8 (0.7) 79.2 (0.7) 10.3 (0.6) 89.7 (0.6) 16.7 (0.6) 83.3 (0.6)
Malaysia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Malta 13.8 (0.6) 86.2 (0.6) 32.2 (0.8) 67.8 (0.8) 21.2 (0.8) 78.8 (0.8) 22.5 (0.8) 77.5 (0.8)
Moldova 10.3 (0.4) 89.7 (0.4) 21.4 (0.6) 78.6 (0.6) 15.3 (0.6) 84.7 (0.6) 12.9 (0.6) 87.1 (0.6)
Montenegro 18.2 (0.6) 81.8 (0.6) 29.1 (0.7) 70.9 (0.7) 18.7 (0.5) 81.3 (0.5) 17.9 (0.6) 82.1 (0.6)
Morocco 24.5 (1.1) ‡ 75.5 (1.1) ‡ 31.5 (1.0) ‡ 68.5 (1.0) ‡ 22.8 (0.9) ‡ 77.2 (0.9) ‡ 20.8 (0.9) ‡ 79.2 (0.9) ‡
North Macedonia 14.9 (0.6) 85.1 (0.6) 34.0 (0.6) 66.0 (0.6) 20.2 (0.7) 79.8 (0.7) 18.3 (0.5) 81.7 (0.5)
Panama 17.7 (1.1) ‡ 82.3 (1.1) ‡ 29.5 (1.2) ‡ 70.5 (1.2) ‡ 22.1 (1.2) ‡ 77.9 (1.2) ‡ 23.3 (1.2) ‡ 76.7 (1.2) ‡
Peru m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Philippines 17.1 (0.7) 82.9 (0.7) 21.1 (0.7) 78.9 (0.7) 16.8 (0.6) 83.2 (0.6) 15.6 (0.5) 84.4 (0.5)
Romania 19.1 (1.0) 80.9 (1.0) 31.1 (0.8) 68.9 (0.8) 24.5 (0.9) 75.5 (0.9) 24.1 (0.8) 75.9 (0.8)
Russia 20.7 (0.7) 79.3 (0.7) 36.1 (0.7) 63.9 (0.7) 26.2 (0.6) 73.8 (0.6) 21.7 (0.8) 78.3 (0.8)
Saudi Arabia 26.5 (0.8) 73.5 (0.8) 45.7 (0.9) 54.3 (0.9) 27.4 (0.8) 72.6 (0.8) 27.7 (0.7) 72.3 (0.7)
Serbia 23.4 (0.9) 76.6 (0.9) 43.9 (0.8) 56.1 (0.8) 24.3 (0.9) 75.7 (0.9) 27.3 (0.8) 72.7 (0.8)
Singapore m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Chinese Taipei 4.6 (0.3) 95.4 (0.3) 9.7 (0.3) 90.3 (0.3) 5.8 (0.3) 94.2 (0.3) 6.2 (0.3) 93.8 (0.3)
Thailand 11.0 (0.6) 89.0 (0.6) 25.1 (0.6) 74.9 (0.6) 14.6 (0.6) 85.4 (0.6) 18.7 (0.5) 81.3 (0.5)
Ukraine 13.9 (0.8) 86.1 (0.8) 33.3 (0.7) 66.7 (0.7) 22.0 (0.8) 78.0 (0.8) 16.9 (0.7) 83.1 (0.7)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 16.6 (0.7) † 83.4 (0.7) † 21.5 (0.7) † 78.5 (0.7) † 19.0 (0.8) † 81.0 (0.8) † 15.8 (0.6) † 84.2 (0.6) †
Viet Nam 12.0 (0.7) 88.0 (0.7) 34.5 (0.9) 65.5 (0.9) 22.9 (0.8) 77.1 (0.8) 19.4 (0.7) 80.6 (0.7)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ attitudes towards immigrants is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due 
to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to 
the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.4.1 [1/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Awareness of intercultural communication

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 0.08 (0.01) 1.01 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.99 (0.02) 2.6 (0.6)
Austria -0.04 (0.02) 1.10 (0.01) 1.22 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 1.17 (0.02) 4.7 (0.8)
Canada 0.11 (0.01) 1.02 (0.01) 1.04 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 1.02 (0.02) 2.0 (0.4)
Chile 0.01 (0.02) 1.10 (0.01) 1.20 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 1.14 (0.03) 4.5 (0.8)
Colombia -0.09 (0.02) 0.90 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 3.7 (0.7)
Estonia -0.09 (0.01) 0.87 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.74 (0.02) 4.3 (0.8)
France 0.14 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 4.4 (0.8)
Germany 0.03 (0.02) † 1.02 (0.01) † 1.05 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) † 0.98 (0.03) † 6.3 (1.1) †
Greece -0.05 (0.02) 0.91 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.78 (0.02) 3.7 (0.7)
Hungary -0.12 (0.01) 0.90 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) 4.1 (0.9)
Iceland -0.05 (0.02) 1.08 (0.02) 1.16 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 1.13 (0.03) 0.7 (0.7)
Ireland 0.05 (0.01) 0.90 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 3.3 (0.7)
Israel 0.05 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.23 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.18 (0.03) 3.6 (0.7)
Italy 0.00 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 5.3 (0.9)
Korea 0.37 (0.01) 0.98 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.90 (0.02) 4.4 (0.8)
Latvia -0.29 (0.02) 0.92 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 2.6 (1.0)
Lithuania -0.01 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 1.03 (0.02) 4.5 (0.9)
Mexico -0.05 (0.02) † 1.00 (0.01) † 0.99 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.03) † 2.8 (0.7) †
New Zealand 0.05 (0.01) 0.96 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 2.8 (0.7)
Poland -0.06 (0.02) 0.97 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.92 (0.02) 3.6 (0.8)
Portugal 0.23 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.81 (0.02) 2.9 (0.8)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 0.00 (0.02) ‡ 0.95 (0.01) ‡ 0.91 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) ‡ 0.90 (0.03) ‡ 0.9 (0.7) ‡
Slovak Republic -0.29 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 0.78 (0.02) 7.8 (1.0)
Slovenia -0.19 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.91 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 6.5 (1.3)
Spain 0.09 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 1.01 (0.01) 0.02 (0.00) 0.99 (0.01) 2.0 (0.3)
Switzerland -0.06 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 4.8 (1.1)
Turkey 0.07 (0.02) 1.08 (0.01) 1.16 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 1.09 (0.02) 6.1 (0.8)

OECD average 0.00 (0.00) 0.98 (0.00) 0.97 (0.00) 0.04 (0.00) 0.93 (0.00) 3.9 (0.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171191
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.4.1 [2/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Awareness of intercultural communication

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.40 (0.02) 1.04 (0.01) 1.08 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 6.7 (1.0)

Argentina -0.07 (0.02) 1.04 (0.01) 1.07 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 5.2 (0.8)
Baku (Azerbaijan) -0.15 (0.02) † 1.24 (0.01) † 1.54 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.51 (0.03) † 1.6 (0.7) †
Belarus -0.09 (0.02) 0.87 (0.01) 0.76 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.74 (0.02) 3.9 (1.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina -0.11 (0.02) 1.07 (0.01) 1.12 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.07 (0.03) 3.7 (0.9)
Brazil -0.08 (0.02) † 1.00 (0.01) † 0.98 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) † 0.92 (0.02) † 5.6 (1.1) †
Brunei Darussalam 0.03 (0.01) 0.83 (0.01) 0.69 (0.01) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.66 (0.02) 3.8 (0.8)
Bulgaria -0.16 (0.02) 1.14 (0.01) 1.30 (0.03) 0.08 (0.01) 1.22 (0.03) 6.0 (1.1)
Costa Rica 0.07 (0.02) 1.07 (0.01) 1.14 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 3.5 (0.9)
Croatia -0.03 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 0.90 (0.02) 4.8 (0.8)
Cyprus -0.13 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.03 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 1.00 (0.03) 1.5 (0.5)
Dominican Republic -0.07 (0.03) ‡ 1.19 (0.02) ‡ 1.41 (0.05) 0.07 (0.02) ‡ 1.33 (0.05) ‡ 4.8 (1.4) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 0.10 (0.02) 0.91 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 2.9 (0.7)
Indonesia -0.09 (0.02) 0.82 (0.01) 0.66 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.64 (0.02) 3.1 (0.8)
Jordan -0.04 (0.02) 1.10 (0.01) 1.21 (0.03) 0.10 (0.01) 1.11 (0.03) 8.6 (1.1)
Kazakhstan -0.27 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.93 (0.02) 0.03 (0.00) 0.91 (0.02) 3.5 (0.4)
Kosovo 0.16 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.95 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 0.90 (0.03) 6.1 (1.1)
Lebanon 0.01 (0.03) 1.14 (0.02) 1.23 (0.03) 0.22 (0.03) 1.02 (0.04) 17.6 (2.0)
Macao (China) -0.01 (0.01) 0.84 (0.01) 0.70 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.67 (0.02) 4.0 (1.0)
Malaysia -0.02 (0.02) 0.80 (0.01) 0.65 (0.02) † 0.04 (0.01) 0.61 (0.02) 6.2 (0.9)
Malta 0.14 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.02 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 0.97 (0.05) 5.0 (1.2)
Moldova 0.07 (0.02) 0.85 (0.01) 0.73 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.70 (0.02) 4.6 (0.9)
Montenegro -0.02 (0.01) 1.07 (0.01) 1.15 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 1.16 (0.03) 1.0 (0.4)
Morocco -0.29 (0.03) † 0.97 (0.01) † 0.95 (0.02) 0.09 (0.01) † 0.86 (0.02) † 9.6 (1.3) †
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Panama -0.04 (0.03) ‡ 1.06 (0.02) ‡ 1.11 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) ‡ 1.07 (0.04) ‡ 2.2 (1.1) ‡
Peru 0.01 (0.02) † 0.94 (0.01) † 0.87 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) † 0.85 (0.03) † 3.2 (0.9) †
Philippines -0.01 (0.02) 0.94 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 0.05 (0.01) 0.84 (0.02) 6.0 (0.8)
Romania 0.04 (0.02) 0.92 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.06 (0.01) 0.77 (0.02) 7.2 (1.1)
Russia -0.30 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.01 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.01 (0.02) 1.6 (0.5)
Saudi Arabia -0.09 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.24 (0.03) 0.12 (0.02) 1.11 (0.03) 9.4 (1.4)
Serbia -0.08 (0.02) 1.07 (0.01) 1.15 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 1.09 (0.03) 4.5 (0.9)
Singapore 0.30 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.99 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 3.0 (1.0)
Chinese Taipei 0.19 (0.02) 1.05 (0.01) 1.09 (0.02) 0.04 (0.01) 1.04 (0.02) 3.8 (0.8)
Thailand -0.25 (0.02) 0.76 (0.01) 0.58 (0.02) † 0.04 (0.01) 0.55 (0.02) 6.1 (1.1)
Ukraine -0.18 (0.02) 0.91 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.80 (0.02) 3.3 (0.8)
United Arab Emirates 0.10 (0.01) 1.11 (0.01) 1.22 (0.02) 0.07 (0.01) 1.15 (0.02) 5.9 (0.9)
Uruguay -0.06 (0.02) † 1.09 (0.01) † 1.18 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) † 1.15 (0.03) † 2.6 (0.9) †
Viet Nam -0.12 (0.02) 0.75 (0.01) 0.56 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.53 (0.02) 5.4 (1.0)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171191
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.4.1 [3/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed that, when talking to people whose native language is
different from theirs, they do the following:

"I carefully observe their reactions"
"I frequently check that
we are understanding
each other correctly"

"I listen carefully to what they say" "I choose my words carefully"

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 13.0 (0.3) 87.0 (0.3) 12.2 (0.4) 87.8 (0.4) 8.5 (0.3) 91.5 (0.3) 14.5 (0.4) 85.5 (0.4)
Austria 29.1 (0.8) 70.9 (0.8) 23.7 (0.7) 76.3 (0.7) 18.2 (0.6) 81.8 (0.6) 26.3 (0.6) 73.7 (0.6)
Canada 13.7 (0.3) 86.3 (0.3) 12.8 (0.3) 87.2 (0.3) 9.5 (0.3) 90.5 (0.3) 16.7 (0.4) 83.3 (0.4)
Chile 16.3 (0.5) 83.7 (0.5) 14.8 (0.6) 85.2 (0.6) 13.7 (0.7) 86.3 (0.7) 25.1 (0.6) 74.9 (0.6)
Colombia 16.2 (0.6) 83.8 (0.6) 15.4 (0.6) 84.6 (0.6) 13.8 (0.6) 86.2 (0.6) 18.6 (0.6) 81.4 (0.6)
Estonia 18.0 (0.6) 82.0 (0.6) 17.0 (0.6) 83.0 (0.6) 9.2 (0.4) 90.8 (0.4) 18.5 (0.5) 81.5 (0.5)
France 12.4 (0.5) 87.6 (0.5) 11.7 (0.5) 88.3 (0.5) 9.2 (0.5) 90.8 (0.5) 20.1 (0.6) 79.9 (0.6)
Germany 24.3 (0.7) † 75.7 (0.7) † 18.1 (0.6) † 81.9 (0.6) † 13.1 (0.6) † 86.9 (0.6) † 23.1 (0.8) † 76.9 (0.8) †
Greece 16.2 (0.6) 83.8 (0.6) 15.9 (0.6) 84.1 (0.6) 12.3 (0.6) 87.7 (0.6) 21.8 (0.6) 78.2 (0.6)
Hungary 14.8 (0.6) 85.2 (0.6) 19.3 (0.7) 80.7 (0.7) 11.5 (0.6) 88.5 (0.6) 24.4 (0.6) 75.6 (0.6)
Iceland 23.4 (0.8) 76.6 (0.8) 15.9 (0.6) 84.1 (0.6) 12.7 (0.5) 87.3 (0.5) 17.7 (0.6) 82.3 (0.6)
Ireland 13.4 (0.5) 86.6 (0.5) 12.6 (0.4) 87.4 (0.4) 7.3 (0.4) 92.7 (0.4) 15.7 (0.5) 84.3 (0.5)
Israel 23.3 (0.7) 76.7 (0.7) 18.9 (0.6) 81.1 (0.6) 16.1 (0.7) 83.9 (0.7) 20.1 (0.6) 79.9 (0.6)
Italy 16.8 (0.7) 83.2 (0.7) 13.8 (0.7) 86.2 (0.7) 13.0 (0.6) 87.0 (0.6) 18.7 (0.6) 81.3 (0.6)
Korea 4.7 (0.3) 95.3 (0.3) 7.4 (0.4) 92.6 (0.4) 4.8 (0.3) 95.2 (0.3) 16.4 (0.4) 83.6 (0.4)
Latvia 27.4 (0.8) 72.6 (0.8) 20.3 (0.6) 79.7 (0.6) 15.8 (0.6) 84.2 (0.6) 23.6 (0.8) 76.4 (0.8)
Lithuania 23.0 (0.7) 77.0 (0.7) 21.9 (0.6) 78.1 (0.6) 15.0 (0.5) 85.0 (0.5) 19.7 (0.6) 80.3 (0.6)
Mexico 15.7 (0.5) † 84.3 (0.5) † 14.6 (0.5) † 85.4 (0.5) † 13.5 (0.5) † 86.5 (0.5) † 21.4 (0.6) † 78.6 (0.6) †
New Zealand 13.8 (0.5) 86.2 (0.5) 12.2 (0.5) 87.8 (0.5) 8.3 (0.4) 91.7 (0.4) 14.9 (0.5) 85.1 (0.5)
Poland 17.6 (0.7) 82.4 (0.7) 14.2 (0.6) 85.8 (0.6) 12.1 (0.6) 87.9 (0.6) 20.0 (0.7) 80.0 (0.7)
Portugal 8.5 (0.4) 91.5 (0.4) 6.1 (0.4) 93.9 (0.4) 6.6 (0.4) 93.4 (0.4) 14.0 (0.5) 86.0 (0.5)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 15.1 (0.7) ‡ 84.9 (0.7) ‡ 14.6 (0.8) ‡ 85.4 (0.8) ‡ 8.7 (0.5) ‡ 91.3 (0.5) ‡ 16.8 (0.7) ‡ 83.2 (0.7) ‡
Slovak Republic 23.7 (0.7) 76.3 (0.7) 20.4 (0.7) 79.6 (0.7) 17.2 (0.6) 82.8 (0.6) 27.7 (0.7) 72.3 (0.7)
Slovenia 18.8 (0.7) 81.2 (0.7) 17.6 (0.7) 82.4 (0.7) 13.9 (0.5) 86.1 (0.5) 24.9 (0.7) 75.1 (0.7)
Spain 17.0 (0.4) 83.0 (0.4) 12.2 (0.4) 87.8 (0.4) 11.4 (0.3) 88.6 (0.3) 21.4 (0.4) 78.6 (0.4)
Switzerland 24.2 (0.9) 75.8 (0.9) 20.6 (0.8) 79.4 (0.8) 14.8 (0.7) 85.2 (0.7) 25.8 (0.9) 74.2 (0.9)
Turkey 19.4 (0.6) 80.6 (0.6) 16.3 (0.6) 83.7 (0.6) 13.9 (0.5) 86.1 (0.5) 17.7 (0.6) 82.3 (0.6)

OECD average 17.8 (0.1) 82.2 (0.1) 15.6 (0.1) 84.4 (0.1) 12.0 (0.1) 88.0 (0.1) 20.2 (0.1) 79.8 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171191
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.4.1 [4/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed that, when talking to people whose native language is
different from theirs, they do the following:

"I carefully observe their reactions"
"I frequently check that
we are understanding
each other correctly"

"I listen carefully to what they say" "I choose my words carefully"

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 13.0 (0.6) 87.0 (0.6) 10.3 (0.5) 89.7 (0.5) 8.7 (0.5) 91.3 (0.5) 8.9 (0.4) 91.1 (0.4)

Argentina 20.9 (0.7) 79.1 (0.7) 22.3 (0.7) 77.7 (0.7) 15.7 (0.6) 84.3 (0.6) 20.8 (0.6) 79.2 (0.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 25.6 (0.8) † 74.4 (0.8) † 25.1 (0.8) † 74.9 (0.8) † 21.6 (0.8) † 78.4 (0.8) † 21.7 (0.7) † 78.3 (0.7) †
Belarus 17.5 (0.6) 82.5 (0.6) 9.7 (0.5) 90.3 (0.5) 9.0 (0.5) 91.0 (0.5) 15.8 (0.5) 84.2 (0.5)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 20.6 (0.6) 79.4 (0.6) 18.5 (0.6) 81.5 (0.6) 15.7 (0.6) 84.3 (0.6) 21.2 (0.6) 78.8 (0.6)
Brazil 17.7 (0.6) † 82.3 (0.6) † 15.9 (0.5) † 84.1 (0.5) † 14.1 (0.5) † 85.9 (0.5) † 20.9 (0.5) † 79.1 (0.5) †
Brunei Darussalam 11.5 (0.4) 88.5 (0.4) 11.8 (0.4) 88.2 (0.4) 7.6 (0.4) 92.4 (0.4) 13.5 (0.4) 86.5 (0.4)
Bulgaria 26.0 (0.9) 74.0 (0.9) 23.4 (0.9) 76.6 (0.9) 21.1 (0.7) 78.9 (0.7) 25.0 (0.8) † 75.0 (0.8) †
Costa Rica 15.8 (0.6) 84.2 (0.6) 13.7 (0.5) 86.3 (0.5) 11.6 (0.5) 88.4 (0.5) 21.0 (0.7) 79.0 (0.7)
Croatia 17.2 (0.6) 82.8 (0.6) 14.9 (0.5) 85.1 (0.5) 11.2 (0.5) 88.8 (0.5) 21.3 (0.6) 78.7 (0.6)
Cyprus 23.7 (0.6) 76.3 (0.6) 20.5 (0.6) 79.5 (0.6) 17.6 (0.7) 82.4 (0.7) 24.8 (0.6) 75.2 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 22.3 (1.0) ‡ 77.7 (1.0) ‡ 21.4 (1.2) ‡ 78.6 (1.2) ‡ 19.2 (1.0) ‡ 80.8 (1.0) ‡ 21.6 (1.0) ‡ 78.4 (1.0) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 8.9 (0.5) 91.1 (0.5) 8.9 (0.5) 91.1 (0.5) 7.5 (0.4) 92.5 (0.4) 13.4 (0.5) 86.6 (0.5)
Indonesia 15.1 (0.7) 84.9 (0.7) 14.2 (0.6) 85.8 (0.6) 11.1 (0.5) 88.9 (0.5) 11.9 (0.5) 88.1 (0.5)
Jordan 31.8 (0.8) 68.2 (0.8) 24.1 (0.8) 75.9 (0.8) 18.9 (0.7) 81.1 (0.7) 18.0 (0.6) 82.0 (0.6)
Kazakhstan 28.9 (0.5) 71.1 (0.5) 22.7 (0.5) 77.3 (0.5) 19.0 (0.5) 81.0 (0.5) 22.2 (0.5) 77.8 (0.5)
Kosovo 20.2 (0.7) 79.8 (0.7) 14.4 (0.6) 85.6 (0.6) 11.9 (0.5) 88.1 (0.5) 10.4 (0.5) 89.6 (0.5)
Lebanon 32.0 (1.3) 68.0 (1.3) 27.9 (1.0) 72.1 (1.0) 21.6 (1.1) 78.4 (1.1) 20.9 (0.8) 79.1 (0.8)
Macao (China) 9.9 (0.5) 90.1 (0.5) 16.8 (0.7) 83.2 (0.7) 7.3 (0.5) 92.7 (0.5) 16.6 (0.6) 83.4 (0.6)
Malaysia 15.7 (0.6) 84.3 (0.6) 10.8 (0.5) 89.2 (0.5) 12.0 (0.4) 88.0 (0.4) 13.9 (0.6) 86.1 (0.6)
Malta 13.8 (0.7) 86.2 (0.7) 12.6 (0.6) 87.4 (0.6) 9.4 (0.6) 90.6 (0.6) 15.8 (0.7) 84.2 (0.7)
Moldova 14.0 (0.5) 86.0 (0.5) 10.9 (0.5) 89.1 (0.5) 8.1 (0.5) 91.9 (0.5) 10.6 (0.4) 89.4 (0.4)
Montenegro 20.5 (0.5) 79.5 (0.5) 18.2 (0.5) 81.8 (0.5) 15.4 (0.4) 84.6 (0.4) 19.2 (0.5) 80.8 (0.5)
Morocco 34.9 (1.1) † 65.1 (1.1) † 31.5 (1.0) † 68.5 (1.0) † 25.6 (1.0) † 74.4 (1.0) † 23.7 (1.0) † 76.3 (1.0) †
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Panama 19.5 (0.9) ‡ 80.5 (0.9) ‡ 18.4 (0.9) ‡ 81.6 (0.9) ‡ 16.2 (0.9) ‡ 83.8 (0.9) ‡ 21.9 (1.0) ‡ 78.1 (1.0) ‡
Peru 12.7 (0.6) † 87.3 (0.6) † 11.9 (0.5) † 88.1 (0.5) † 12.3 (0.5) † 87.7 (0.5) † 15.8 (0.7) † 84.2 (0.7) †
Philippines 13.5 (0.6) 86.5 (0.6) 15.6 (0.6) 84.4 (0.6) 11.7 (0.5) 88.3 (0.5) 14.6 (0.5) 85.4 (0.5)
Romania 14.1 (0.8) 85.9 (0.8) 14.4 (0.8) 85.6 (0.8) 12.1 (0.7) 87.9 (0.7) 14.0 (0.7) 86.0 (0.7)
Russia 30.2 (0.7) 69.8 (0.7) 22.4 (0.6) 77.6 (0.6) 18.4 (0.6) 81.6 (0.6) 23.9 (0.7) 76.1 (0.7)
Saudi Arabia 32.7 (0.8) 67.3 (0.8) 22.8 (0.8) 77.2 (0.8) 22.4 (0.7) 77.6 (0.7) 19.3 (0.7) 80.7 (0.7)
Serbia 21.7 (0.8) 78.3 (0.8) 19.1 (0.7) 80.9 (0.7) 16.8 (0.7) 83.2 (0.7) 20.5 (0.6) 79.5 (0.6)
Singapore 6.9 (0.3) 93.1 (0.3) 8.3 (0.4) 91.7 (0.4) 5.4 (0.3) 94.6 (0.3) 11.1 (0.5) 88.9 (0.5)
Chinese Taipei 7.8 (0.3) 92.2 (0.3) 9.1 (0.4) 90.9 (0.4) 7.4 (0.4) 92.6 (0.4) 13.1 (0.5) 86.9 (0.5)
Thailand 21.7 (0.8) 78.3 (0.8) 15.6 (0.6) 84.4 (0.6) 14.0 (0.6) 86.0 (0.6) 15.9 (0.5) 84.1 (0.5)
Ukraine 25.3 (0.7) 74.7 (0.7) 21.2 (0.6) 78.8 (0.6) 12.3 (0.5) 87.7 (0.5) 18.8 (0.7) 81.2 (0.7)
United Arab Emirates 21.0 (0.4) 79.0 (0.4) 16.4 (0.5) 83.6 (0.5) 15.1 (0.4) 84.9 (0.4) 16.6 (0.4) 83.4 (0.4)
Uruguay 20.3 (0.7) † 79.7 (0.7) † 17.6 (0.6) † 82.4 (0.6) † 14.7 (0.7) † 85.3 (0.7) † 25.4 (0.7) † 74.6 (0.7) †
Viet Nam 14.9 (0.7) 85.1 (0.7) 19.6 (0.6) 80.4 (0.6) 8.1 (0.5) 91.9 (0.5) 15.9 (0.6) 84.1 (0.6)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171191
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.4.1 [5/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed that, when talking to people whose native language is
different from theirs, they do the following:

"I give concrete examples to explain 
my ideas" "I explain things very carefully"

"If there is a problem with communication, 
I find ways around it (e.g. by using gestures, 

re-explaining, writing etc.)"

Disagree or strongly 
disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 18.4 (0.4) 81.6 (0.4) 17.0 (0.4) 83.0 (0.4) 12.0 (0.4) 88.0 (0.4)
Austria 25.5 (0.6) 74.5 (0.6) 25.2 (0.7) 74.8 (0.7) 21.9 (0.7) 78.1 (0.7)
Canada 17.4 (0.3) 82.6 (0.3) 17.6 (0.4) 82.4 (0.4) 11.8 (0.4) 88.2 (0.4)
Chile 20.1 (0.6) 79.9 (0.6) 24.1 (0.8) 75.9 (0.8) 17.0 (0.6) 83.0 (0.6)
Colombia 17.0 (0.6) 83.0 (0.6) 19.7 (0.7) 80.3 (0.7) 14.8 (0.6) 85.2 (0.6)
Estonia 19.6 (0.6) 80.4 (0.6) 23.4 (0.7) 76.6 (0.7) 13.6 (0.6) 86.4 (0.6)
France 18.1 (0.5) 81.9 (0.5) 24.1 (0.7) 75.9 (0.7) 12.4 (0.4) 87.6 (0.4)
Germany 22.2 (0.7) † 77.8 (0.7) † 27.4 (0.7) † 72.6 (0.7) † 17.2 (0.7) † 82.8 (0.7) †
Greece 14.7 (0.5) 85.3 (0.5) 24.7 (0.6) 75.3 (0.6) 13.7 (0.6) 86.3 (0.6)
Hungary 24.1 (0.6) 75.9 (0.6) 30.7 (0.8) 69.3 (0.8) 13.8 (0.6) 86.2 (0.6)
Iceland 19.3 (0.6) 80.7 (0.6) 20.4 (0.8) 79.6 (0.8) 17.1 (0.7) 82.9 (0.7)
Ireland 19.9 (0.6) 80.1 (0.6) 13.9 (0.5) 86.1 (0.5) 11.8 (0.5) 88.2 (0.5)
Israel 19.2 (0.7) 80.8 (0.7) 18.9 (0.6) 81.1 (0.6) 15.3 (0.6) 84.7 (0.6)
Italy 16.6 (0.5) 83.4 (0.5) 24.7 (0.5) 75.3 (0.5) 14.7 (0.6) 85.3 (0.6)
Korea 12.8 (0.4) 87.2 (0.4) 14.1 (0.6) 85.9 (0.6) 5.2 (0.4) 94.8 (0.4)
Latvia 21.8 (0.7) 78.2 (0.7) 32.4 (0.8) 67.6 (0.8) 23.9 (0.8) 76.1 (0.8)
Lithuania 21.1 (0.7) 78.9 (0.7) 27.1 (0.6) 72.9 (0.6) 21.0 (0.6) 79.0 (0.6)
Mexico 18.9 (0.6) † 81.1 (0.6) † 21.9 (0.7) † 78.1 (0.7) † 17.3 (0.7) † 82.7 (0.7) †
New Zealand 20.6 (0.6) 79.4 (0.6) 17.8 (0.6) 82.2 (0.6) 13.4 (0.5) 86.6 (0.5)
Poland 15.4 (0.6) 84.6 (0.6) 23.4 (0.7) 76.6 (0.7) 13.9 (0.6) 86.1 (0.6)
Portugal 11.5 (0.5) 88.5 (0.5) 15.6 (0.6) 84.4 (0.6) 8.1 (0.4) 91.9 (0.4)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 18.4 (0.6) ‡ 81.6 (0.6) ‡ 17.9 (0.9) ‡ 82.1 (0.9) ‡ 15.3 (0.7) ‡ 84.7 (0.7) ‡
Slovak Republic 23.4 (0.7) 76.6 (0.7) 32.1 (0.7) 67.9 (0.7) 20.8 (0.7) 79.2 (0.7)
Slovenia 25.5 (0.6) 74.5 (0.6) 26.3 (0.7) 73.7 (0.7) 16.6 (0.6) 83.4 (0.6)
Spain 16.9 (0.4) 83.1 (0.4) 22.5 (0.4) 77.5 (0.4) 12.2 (0.4) 87.8 (0.4)
Switzerland 21.6 (0.8) 78.4 (0.8) 24.0 (0.7) 76.0 (0.7) 17.5 (0.8) 82.5 (0.8)
Turkey 18.8 (0.6) 81.2 (0.6) 15.4 (0.7) 84.6 (0.7) 16.4 (0.6) 83.6 (0.6)

OECD average 19.2 (0.1) 80.8 (0.1) 22.3 (0.1) 77.7 (0.1) 15.1 (0.1) 84.9 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171191
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.4.1 [6/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed that, when talking to people whose native language is
different from theirs, they do the following:

"I give concrete examples to explain 
my ideas" "I explain things very carefully"

"If there is a problem with communication, 
I find ways around it (e.g. by using gestures, 

re-explaining, writing etc.)"

Disagree or strongly 
disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 8.3 (0.5) 91.7 (0.5) 8.9 (0.4) 91.1 (0.4) 9.9 (0.5) 90.1 (0.5)

Argentina 21.5 (0.5) 78.5 (0.5) 22.9 (0.6) 77.1 (0.6) 17.8 (0.6) 82.2 (0.6)
Baku (Azerbaijan) 21.2 (0.7) † 78.8 (0.7) † 23.3 (0.7) † 76.7 (0.7) † 19.7 (0.8) † 80.3 (0.8) †
Belarus 13.8 (0.4) 86.2 (0.4) 22.6 (0.6) 77.4 (0.6) 11.6 (0.5) 88.4 (0.5)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 18.4 (0.6) 81.6 (0.6) 22.9 (0.7) 77.1 (0.7) 17.9 (0.6) 82.1 (0.6)
Brazil 18.3 (0.5) † 81.7 (0.5) † 21.7 (0.6) † 78.3 (0.6) † 16.4 (0.5) † 83.6 (0.5) †
Brunei Darussalam 16.2 (0.4) 83.8 (0.4) 18.5 (0.5) 81.5 (0.5) 14.9 (0.5) 85.1 (0.5)
Bulgaria 21.3 (0.9) † 78.7 (0.9) † 25.1 (0.8) † 74.9 (0.8) † 22.3 (0.8) 77.7 (0.8)
Costa Rica 17.9 (0.5) 82.1 (0.5) 21.4 (0.6) 78.6 (0.6) 14.7 (0.6) 85.3 (0.6)
Croatia 15.7 (0.4) 84.3 (0.4) 18.8 (0.5) 81.2 (0.5) 12.2 (0.5) 87.8 (0.5)
Cyprus 19.0 (0.6) 81.0 (0.6) 22.1 (0.6) 77.9 (0.6) 18.5 (0.6) 81.5 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 21.0 (0.9) ‡ 79.0 (0.9) ‡ 20.1 (1.0) ‡ 79.9 (1.0) ‡ 19.1 (0.8) ‡ 80.9 (0.8) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 15.2 (0.6) 84.8 (0.6) 11.7 (0.5) 88.3 (0.5) 8.1 (0.5) 91.9 (0.5)
Indonesia 12.9 (0.6) 87.1 (0.6) 11.1 (0.5) 88.9 (0.5) 13.8 (0.7) 86.2 (0.7)
Jordan 18.6 (0.5) 81.4 (0.5) 19.3 (0.6) 80.7 (0.6) 20.0 (0.6) 80.0 (0.6)
Kazakhstan 18.4 (0.4) 81.6 (0.4) 21.6 (0.5) 78.4 (0.5) 19.3 (0.5) 80.7 (0.5)
Kosovo 10.9 (0.5) 89.1 (0.5) 10.3 (0.5) 89.7 (0.5) 12.0 (0.5) 88.0 (0.5)
Lebanon 21.3 (0.9) 78.7 (0.9) 22.6 (0.9) 77.4 (0.9) 23.4 (1.0) 76.6 (1.0)
Macao (China) 17.8 (0.7) 82.2 (0.7) 22.5 (0.7) 77.5 (0.7) 10.4 (0.5) 89.6 (0.5)
Malaysia 14.0 (0.5) 86.0 (0.5) 12.3 (0.7) 87.7 (0.7) 14.4 (0.5) 85.6 (0.5)
Malta 14.3 (0.7) 85.7 (0.7) 14.9 (0.7) 85.1 (0.7) 11.1 (0.6) 88.9 (0.6)
Moldova 12.3 (0.5) 87.7 (0.5) 17.3 (0.6) 82.7 (0.6) 12.8 (0.6) 87.2 (0.6)
Montenegro 15.4 (0.5) 84.6 (0.5) 17.9 (0.5) 82.1 (0.5) 15.7 (0.5) 84.3 (0.5)
Morocco 21.6 (1.0) † 78.4 (1.0) † 23.8 (0.8) † 76.2 (0.8) † 22.7 (0.9) † 77.3 (0.9) †
North Macedonia m m m m m m m m m m m m
Panama 20.8 (0.9) ‡ 79.2 (0.9) ‡ 20.5 (0.9) ‡ 79.5 (0.9) ‡ 18.9 (0.8) ‡ 81.1 (0.8) ‡
Peru 15.7 (0.7) † 84.3 (0.7) † 15.1 (0.7) † 84.9 (0.7) † 13.0 (0.6) † 87.0 (0.6) †
Philippines 14.5 (0.6) 85.5 (0.6) 15.7 (0.6) 84.3 (0.6) 17.7 (0.7) 82.3 (0.7)
Romania 16.3 (0.7) 83.7 (0.7) 16.0 (0.7) 84.0 (0.7) 13.8 (0.8) 86.2 (0.8)
Russia 21.2 (0.8) 78.8 (0.8) 30.9 (0.7) 69.1 (0.7) 20.6 (0.6) 79.4 (0.6)
Saudi Arabia 20.9 (0.7) 79.1 (0.7) 26.0 (0.7) 74.0 (0.7) 23.1 (0.6) 76.9 (0.6)
Serbia 17.1 (0.6) 82.9 (0.6) 19.3 (0.6) 80.7 (0.6) 17.9 (0.6) 82.1 (0.6)
Singapore 15.1 (0.6) 84.9 (0.6) 13.6 (0.5) 86.4 (0.5) 7.7 (0.4) 92.3 (0.4)
Chinese Taipei 12.4 (0.4) 87.6 (0.4) 15.1 (0.5) 84.9 (0.5) 9.6 (0.4) 90.4 (0.4)
Thailand 19.2 (0.7) 80.8 (0.7) 24.0 (0.8) 76.0 (0.8) 17.0 (0.5) 83.0 (0.5)
Ukraine 18.1 (0.6) 81.9 (0.6) 29.2 (0.7) 70.8 (0.7) 16.0 (0.7) 84.0 (0.7)
United Arab Emirates 16.9 (0.5) 83.1 (0.5) 18.3 (0.4) 81.7 (0.4) 15.4 (0.4) 84.6 (0.4)
Uruguay 20.0 (0.7) † 80.0 (0.7) † 25.8 (0.7) † 74.2 (0.7) † 15.8 (0.6) † 84.2 (0.6) †
Viet Nam 16.2 (0.7) 83.8 (0.7) 23.0 (0.7) 77.0 (0.7) 15.7 (0.7) 84.3 (0.7)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not 
necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171191
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.5.1 [1/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Global mindedness

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 0.09 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 3.2 (0.7)
Austria -0.20 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.07 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.04 (0.04) 2.5 (0.6)
Canada 0.16 (0.01) 1.05 (0.01) 1.10 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 1.09 (0.02) 1.6 (0.3)
Chile -0.02 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.02) † 0.96 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.93 (0.03) † 2.0 (0.5) †
Colombia 0.17 (0.02) 0.91 (0.02) 0.83 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 3.1 (0.8)
Estonia -0.19 (0.01) 0.86 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.74 (0.03) 2.7 (0.7)
France -0.05 (0.02) 0.98 (0.02) 0.93 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 3.0 (0.8)
Germany -0.27 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.02) † 0.96 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) † 0.91 (0.03) † 5.3 (1.3) †
Greece 0.06 (0.02) 0.94 (0.02) 0.88 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.86 (0.03) 2.6 (0.6)
Hungary -0.25 (0.02) 0.86 (0.02) 0.72 (0.03) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.70 (0.03) 3.8 (0.7)
Iceland -0.02 (0.02) 1.14 (0.02) 1.28 (0.05) 0.04 (0.01) 1.27 (0.06) 2.9 (1.0)
Ireland 0.00 (0.01) 0.91 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01) 0.79 (0.02) 3.9 (0.8)
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy -0.10 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 0.78 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 0.75 (0.03) 0.9 (0.6)
Korea 0.51 (0.02) 1.09 (0.02) 1.17 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 1.12 (0.03) 4.1 (0.8)
Latvia -0.24 (0.01) 0.85 (0.01) 0.73 (0.02) † 0.00 (0.00) 0.73 (0.03) 0.5 (0.5)
Lithuania 0.09 (0.02) 1.14 (0.01) 1.30 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.26 (0.03) 2.0 (0.6)
Mexico 0.11 (0.02) † 1.01 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.03) † 2.4 (0.7) †
New Zealand 0.08 (0.01) 0.93 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.83 (0.03) 2.7 (0.6)
Poland -0.17 (0.01) 0.89 (0.01) 0.80 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 0.79 (0.03) 0.8 (0.5)
Portugal 0.32 (0.01) 0.85 (0.02) 0.71 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.01) 0.70 (0.02) 1.9 (0.7)
Scotland (United Kingdom) -0.05 (0.02) ‡ 0.92 (0.02) ‡ 0.84 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) ‡ 0.81 (0.03) ‡ 2.7 (0.8) ‡
Slovak Republic -0.30 (0.01) 0.90 (0.02) 0.81 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.75 (0.03) 2.8 (0.7)
Slovenia -0.10 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.90 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.86 (0.03) 3.0 (0.8)
Spain 0.24 (0.01) 1.01 (0.01) 1.02 (0.02) 0.02 (0.00) 1.01 (0.02) 1.5 (0.3)
Switzerland -0.18 (0.02) † 1.01 (0.02) † 1.03 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) † 0.97 (0.04) † 4.2 (1.1) †
Turkey 0.28 (0.02) 1.15 (0.02) 1.31 (0.04) 0.04 (0.01) 1.25 (0.04) 2.7 (0.6)

OECD average 0.00 (0.00) 0.97 (0.00) 0.94 (0.01) 0.03 (0.00) 0.91 (0.01) 2.6 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171210
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Table VI.B1.5.1 [2/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Global mindedness

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 0.54 (0.02) 1.08 (0.01) 1.16 (0.03) 0.05 (0.01) 1.11 (0.03) 4.5 (0.9)

Argentina -0.05 (0.01) † 0.94 (0.01) † 0.88 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.85 (0.02) † 1.8 (0.6) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 0.24 (0.02) † 1.35 (0.02) † 1.82 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.81 (0.05) † 0.6 (0.6) †
Belarus -0.10 (0.02) 0.91 (0.02) 0.83 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.82 (0.03) 1.2 (0.7)
Bosnia and Herzegovina -0.11 (0.02) 1.13 (0.02) 1.25 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 1.21 (0.04) 1.7 (0.6)
Brazil -0.04 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.01) † 0.89 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.87 (0.03) † 1.9 (0.6) †
Brunei Darussalam 0.03 (0.01) 0.75 (0.01) 0.56 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.55 (0.02) 2.1 (0.6)
Bulgaria -0.07 (0.02) † 1.15 (0.02) † 1.31 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.27 (0.04) † 1.4 (0.6) †
Costa Rica 0.29 (0.02) 1.03 (0.01) 1.06 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.04 (0.03) 2.3 (0.7)
Croatia 0.00 (0.01) 0.97 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 0.92 (0.03) 0.7 (0.4)
Cyprus 0.07 (0.02) 1.08 (0.02) 1.18 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.15 (0.05) 1.6 (0.5)
Dominican Republic 0.06 (0.03) ‡ 1.24 (0.02) ‡ 1.53 (0.06) 0.01 (0.01) ‡ 1.51 (0.07) ‡ 0.6 (0.9) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 0.13 (0.02) 0.90 (0.01) 0.82 (0.03) 0.02 (0.00) 0.80 (0.03) 2.2 (0.6)
Indonesia -0.02 (0.02) 0.91 (0.02) 0.83 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.82 (0.03) 2.4 (0.8)
Jordan 0.24 (0.02) 1.18 (0.01) 1.38 (0.03) 0.06 (0.01) 1.32 (0.04) 4.5 (0.8)
Kazakhstan -0.02 (0.01) 1.12 (0.01) 1.24 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 1.21 (0.02) 3.3 (0.4)
Kosovo 0.23 (0.01) 1.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.00 (0.04) 2.6 (0.8)
Lebanon 0.09 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.12 (0.02) 0.81 (0.03) 12.7 (1.7)
Macao (China) 0.00 (0.01) 0.74 (0.01) 0.54 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.53 (0.03) 1.2 (0.6)
Malaysia -0.01 (0.01) 0.79 (0.01) 0.63 (0.02) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.60 (0.02) 4.1 (0.9)
Malta 0.23 (0.02) 1.01 (0.02) 1.02 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 0.99 (0.05) 2.8 (1.0)
Moldova -0.10 (0.01) 0.79 (0.01) 0.62 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.61 (0.02) 3.2 (0.8)
Montenegro -0.03 (0.02) 1.11 (0.01) 1.24 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 1.23 (0.04) 0.8 (0.4)
Morocco -0.10 (0.02) ‡ 1.01 (0.02) ‡ 1.02 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) ‡ 0.98 (0.03) ‡ 4.0 (0.9) ‡
North Macedonia 0.16 (0.01) 1.01 (0.01) 1.01 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.96 (0.04) 3.8 (1.0)
Panama 0.04 (0.02) ‡ 1.05 (0.03) ‡ 1.07 (0.06) 0.01 (0.01) ‡ 1.03 (0.06) ‡ 1.0 (1.1) ‡
Peru 0.12 (0.02) ‡ 0.90 (0.02) ‡ 0.80 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) ‡ 0.79 (0.04) ‡ 0.6 (0.8) ‡
Philippines 0.13 (0.01) 0.87 (0.01) 0.75 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.73 (0.02) 2.8 (0.7)
Romania -0.15 (0.02) 0.81 (0.01) 0.66 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.00) 0.65 (0.02) 2.4 (0.7)
Russia -0.24 (0.01) 1.02 (0.01) 1.05 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 1.06 (0.03) 1.2 (0.4)
Saudi Arabia -0.02 (0.02) 1.09 (0.02) 1.15 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 1.11 (0.04) 3.0 (0.7)
Serbia -0.15 (0.02) 1.10 (0.01) 1.22 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.19 (0.04) 1.6 (0.6)
Singapore 0.31 (0.01) 0.93 (0.01) 0.87 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.86 (0.02) 1.7 (0.4)
Chinese Taipei 0.29 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.99 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.97 (0.03) 1.4 (0.4)
Thailand 0.08 (0.02) 0.79 (0.01) 0.63 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.00) 0.62 (0.02) 2.6 (0.7)
Ukraine -0.16 (0.02) 0.89 (0.02) 0.79 (0.03) 0.02 (0.00) 0.78 (0.03) 1.9 (0.5)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay -0.07 (0.02) † 1.01 (0.02) † 1.03 (0.04) 0.00 c † 1.01 (0.04) † 0.0 c †
Viet Nam -0.15 (0.01) 0.68 (0.02) 0.47 (0.02) ‡ 0.02 (0.01) 0.45 (0.02) 4.6 (1.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.5.1 [3/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed with the following statements:

"I think of myself as a citizen
of the world"

"When I see the poor conditions that 
some people in the world live 

under, I feel a responsibility to do 
something about it"

"I think my behaviour can impact 
people in other countries"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 17.4 (0.4) 82.6 (0.4) 30.9 (0.5) 69.1 (0.5) 37.9 (0.5) 62.1 (0.5)
Austria 39.9 (0.9) 60.1 (0.9) 42.1 (0.8) 57.9 (0.8) 49.4 (0.9) 50.6 (0.9)
Canada 15.5 (0.4) 84.5 (0.4) 29.7 (0.5) 70.3 (0.5) 34.2 (0.5) 65.8 (0.5)
Chile 21.5 (0.7) † 78.5 (0.7) † 28.0 (0.8) † 72.0 (0.8) † 55.0 (0.7) † 45.0 (0.7) †
Colombia 15.9 (0.7) 84.1 (0.7) 20.8 (0.8) 79.2 (0.8) 30.6 (0.7) 69.4 (0.7)
Estonia 24.0 (0.8) 76.0 (0.8) 41.9 (0.7) 58.1 (0.7) 49.0 (0.8) 51.0 (0.8)
France 18.8 (0.6) 81.2 (0.6) 33.4 (0.7) 66.6 (0.7) 44.8 (0.8) 55.2 (0.8)
Germany 38.3 (1.2) † 61.7 (1.2) † 43.8 (1.0) † 56.2 (1.0) † 53.1 (1.0) † 46.9 (1.0) †
Greece 19.2 (0.7) 80.8 (0.7) 32.6 (0.8) 67.4 (0.8) 41.3 (0.9) 58.7 (0.9)
Hungary 39.4 (0.8) 60.6 (0.8) 36.9 (0.7) 63.1 (0.7) 60.0 (0.9) 40.0 (0.9)
Iceland 33.7 (0.8) 66.3 (0.8) 34.9 (0.9) 65.1 (0.9) 40.0 (0.9) 60.0 (0.9)
Ireland 12.8 (0.5) 87.2 (0.5) 36.9 (0.8) 63.1 (0.8) 44.3 (0.8) 55.7 (0.8)
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy 21.2 (0.7) 78.8 (0.7) 32.1 (0.8) 67.9 (0.8) 47.4 (0.7) 52.6 (0.7)
Korea 11.2 (0.4) 88.8 (0.4) 19.1 (0.6) 80.9 (0.6) 20.0 (0.5) 80.0 (0.5)
Latvia 28.8 (0.8) 71.2 (0.8) 37.7 (0.9) 62.3 (0.9) 56.4 (0.7) 43.6 (0.7)
Lithuania 26.3 (0.7) 73.7 (0.7) 35.0 (0.6) 65.0 (0.6) 40.7 (0.7) 59.3 (0.7)
Mexico 16.6 (0.6) † 83.4 (0.6) † 24.3 (0.8) † 75.7 (0.8) † 43.2 (0.8) † 56.8 (0.8) †
New Zealand 15.8 (0.5) 84.2 (0.5) 30.6 (0.7) 69.4 (0.7) 38.7 (0.7) 61.3 (0.7)
Poland 30.9 (0.7) 69.1 (0.7) 42.9 (0.8) 57.1 (0.8) 49.4 (0.8) 50.6 (0.8)
Portugal 8.9 (0.5) 91.1 (0.5) 20.1 (0.7) 79.9 (0.7) 30.7 (0.7) 69.3 (0.7)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 18.6 (0.7) ‡ 81.4 (0.7) ‡ 33.6 (1.1) ‡ 66.4 (1.1) ‡ 47.3 (1.1) ‡ 52.7 (1.1) ‡
Slovak Republic 55.4 (0.7) 44.6 (0.7) 42.3 (0.9) 57.7 (0.9) 54.3 (0.7) 45.7 (0.7)
Slovenia 24.3 (0.7) 75.7 (0.7) 32.1 (0.8) 67.9 (0.8) 52.2 (0.9) 47.8 (0.9)
Spain 11.5 (0.3) 88.5 (0.3) 26.3 (0.4) 73.7 (0.4) 37.9 (0.5) 62.1 (0.5)
Switzerland 34.1 (1.0) † 65.9 (1.0) † 40.2 (1.0) † 59.8 (1.0) † 49.3 (1.1) † 50.7 (1.1) †
Turkey 19.1 (0.7) 80.9 (0.7) 21.1 (0.6) 78.9 (0.6) 36.2 (0.6) 63.8 (0.6)

OECD average 23.8 (0.1) 76.2 (0.1) 32.7 (0.1) 67.3 (0.1) 44.0 (0.2) 56.0 (0.2)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171210



PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World? » © OECD 2020 315

Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.5.1 [4/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed with the following statements:

"I think of myself as a citizen
of the world"

"When I see the poor conditions that 
some people in the world live 

under, I feel a responsibility to do 
something about it"

"I think my behaviour can impact 
people in other countries"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 13.1 (0.6) 86.9 (0.6) 14.0 (0.5) 86.0 (0.5) 25.7 (0.6) 74.3 (0.6)

Argentina 21.6 (0.7) † 78.4 (0.7) † 32.2 (0.7) † 67.8 (0.7) † 45.0 (0.8) † 55.0 (0.8) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 25.5 (0.7) † 74.5 (0.7) † 24.0 (0.7) † 76.0 (0.7) † 31.0 (0.8) † 69.0 (0.8) †
Belarus 23.1 (0.7) 76.9 (0.7) 28.0 (0.7) 72.0 (0.7) 49.1 (0.7) 50.9 (0.7)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 27.9 (0.8) 72.1 (0.8) 29.6 (0.8) 70.4 (0.8) 45.7 (0.8) 54.3 (0.8)
Brazil 22.5 (0.7) † 77.5 (0.7) † 22.3 (0.6) † 77.7 (0.6) † 53.7 (0.8) † 46.3 (0.8) †
Brunei Darussalam 25.4 (0.6) 74.6 (0.6) 17.6 (0.5) 82.4 (0.5) 36.5 (0.7) 63.5 (0.7)
Bulgaria 29.4 (1.0) † 70.6 (1.0) † 37.3 (0.9) † 62.7 (0.9) † 42.4 (0.9) † 57.6 (0.9) †
Costa Rica 14.8 (0.5) 85.2 (0.5) 21.8 (0.6) 78.2 (0.6) 33.5 (0.8) 66.5 (0.8)
Croatia 18.7 (0.6) 81.3 (0.6) 28.0 (0.7) 72.0 (0.7) 43.3 (0.7) 56.7 (0.7)
Cyprus 23.7 (0.6) 76.3 (0.6) 27.7 (0.7) 72.3 (0.7) 38.0 (0.8) 62.0 (0.8)
Dominican Republic 24.8 (1.2) ‡ 75.2 (1.2) ‡ 27.7 (1.3) ‡ 72.3 (1.3) ‡ 33.6 (1.0) ‡ 66.4 (1.0) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 14.3 (0.6) 85.7 (0.6) 21.6 (0.7) 78.4 (0.7) 43.0 (1.1) 57.0 (1.1)
Indonesia 19.8 (0.7) 80.2 (0.7) 26.2 (0.8) 73.8 (0.8) 34.5 (0.8) 65.5 (0.8)
Jordan 23.8 (0.8) 76.2 (0.8) 24.2 (0.7) 75.8 (0.7) 30.5 (0.7) 69.5 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 24.3 (0.5) 75.7 (0.5) 29.3 (0.5) 70.7 (0.5) 37.9 (0.5) 62.1 (0.5)
Kosovo 24.6 (0.7) 75.4 (0.7) 19.1 (0.6) 80.9 (0.6) 26.8 (0.7) 73.2 (0.7)
Lebanon 35.8 (1.3) 64.2 (1.3) 24.8 (1.1) 75.2 (1.1) 36.7 (0.9) 63.3 (0.9)
Macao (China) 19.3 (0.7) 80.7 (0.7) 22.2 (0.8) 77.8 (0.8) 56.0 (0.8) 44.0 (0.8)
Malaysia 23.3 (0.7) 76.7 (0.7) 16.6 (0.6) 83.4 (0.6) 33.9 (0.7) 66.1 (0.7)
Malta 15.1 (0.7) 84.9 (0.7) 26.2 (0.8) 73.8 (0.8) 29.4 (0.8) 70.6 (0.8)
Moldova 17.5 (0.7) 82.5 (0.7) 30.0 (0.8) 70.0 (0.8) 47.6 (0.8) 52.4 (0.8)
Montenegro 23.1 (0.6) 76.9 (0.6) 33.1 (0.7) 66.9 (0.7) 45.5 (0.7) 54.5 (0.7)
Morocco 40.4 (0.9) † 59.6 (0.9) † 32.7 (1.1) ‡ 67.3 (1.1) ‡ 46.2 (0.9) ‡ 53.8 (0.9) ‡
North Macedonia 24.5 (0.7) 75.5 (0.7) 18.3 (0.5) 81.7 (0.5) 41.3 (0.9) 58.7 (0.9)
Panama 21.6 (1.1) ‡ 78.4 (1.1) ‡ 25.7 (1.0) ‡ 74.3 (1.0) ‡ 47.5 (1.1) ‡ 52.5 (1.1) ‡
Peru 21.0 (0.7) ‡ 79.0 (0.7) ‡ 19.9 (0.7) ‡ 80.1 (0.7) ‡ 32.4 (0.8) ‡ 67.6 (0.8) ‡
Philippines 21.8 (0.8) 78.2 (0.8) 19.2 (0.6) 80.8 (0.6) 21.8 (0.6) 78.2 (0.6)
Romania 15.5 (1.0) 84.5 (1.0) 42.5 (0.8) 57.5 (0.8) 49.4 (0.9) 50.6 (0.9)
Russia 32.0 (0.7) 68.0 (0.7) 39.1 (0.6) 60.9 (0.6) 53.5 (0.8) 46.5 (0.8)
Saudi Arabia 23.7 (0.7) 76.3 (0.7) 28.6 (0.7) 71.4 (0.7) 40.7 (0.7) 59.3 (0.7)
Serbia 27.6 (0.9) 72.4 (0.9) 34.5 (0.7) 65.5 (0.7) 50.5 (0.9) 49.5 (0.9)
Singapore 12.7 (0.4) 87.3 (0.4) 18.6 (0.5) 81.4 (0.5) 24.0 (0.5) 76.0 (0.5)
Chinese Taipei 11.2 (0.4) 88.8 (0.4) 17.6 (0.5) 82.4 (0.5) 39.1 (0.7) 60.9 (0.7)
Thailand 15.6 (0.7) 84.4 (0.7) 19.8 (0.7) 80.2 (0.7) 32.9 (0.8) 67.1 (0.8)
Ukraine 20.6 (0.8) 79.4 (0.8) 33.7 (0.7) 66.3 (0.7) 53.8 (0.7) 46.2 (0.7)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 20.8 (0.8) † 79.2 (0.8) † 32.2 (0.9) † 67.8 (0.9) † 52.5 (0.9) † 47.5 (0.9) †
Viet Nam 38.1 (1.3) 61.9 (1.3) 21.7 (0.9) 78.3 (0.9) 51.0 (0.9) 49.0 (0.9)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.5.1 [5/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed with the following statements:

"It is right to boycott companies that 
are known to provide poor 

workplace conditions for their 
employees"

"I can do something about the 
problems of the world"

"Looking after the global 
environment is important to me"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 31.4 (0.6) 68.6 (0.6) 36.9 (0.6) 63.1 (0.6) 23.3 (0.5) 76.7 (0.5)
Austria 38.4 (0.8) 61.6 (0.8) 54.2 (0.9) 45.8 (0.9) 31.3 (0.7) 68.7 (0.7)
Canada 26.2 (0.5) 73.8 (0.5) 35.0 (0.6) 65.0 (0.6) 20.6 (0.4) 79.4 (0.4)
Chile 39.8 (0.9) † 60.2 (0.9) † 41.5 (0.8) † 58.5 (0.8) † 15.5 (0.7) † 84.5 (0.7) †
Colombia 37.1 (0.8) 62.9 (0.8) 27.4 (0.8) 72.6 (0.8) 12.3 (0.6) 87.7 (0.6)
Estonia 36.7 (0.7) 63.3 (0.7) 50.4 (0.9) 49.6 (0.9) 28.7 (0.8) 71.3 (0.8)
France 36.6 (0.8) 63.4 (0.8) 47.8 (0.9) 52.2 (0.9) 23.7 (0.7) 76.3 (0.7)
Germany 39.4 (1.0) † 60.6 (1.0) † 59.1 (1.0) † 40.9 (1.0) † 32.6 (1.0) † 67.4 (1.0) †
Greece 31.6 (0.7) 68.4 (0.7) 38.5 (0.8) 61.5 (0.8) 18.6 (0.7) 81.4 (0.7)
Hungary 41.2 (0.9) 58.8 (0.9) 55.8 (0.9) 44.2 (0.9) 16.1 (0.7) 83.9 (0.7)
Iceland 33.9 (0.8) 66.1 (0.8) 43.7 (0.9) 56.3 (0.9) 26.3 (0.8) 73.7 (0.8)
Ireland 30.8 (0.7) 69.2 (0.7) 40.6 (0.7) 59.4 (0.7) 29.2 (0.8) 70.8 (0.8)
Israel m m m m m m m m m m m m
Italy 42.3 (0.8) 57.7 (0.8) 38.8 (0.7) 61.2 (0.7) 28.2 (0.7) 71.8 (0.7)
Korea 11.2 (0.4) 88.8 (0.4) 32.8 (0.7) 67.2 (0.7) 10.6 (0.5) 89.4 (0.5)
Latvia 36.6 (0.7) 63.4 (0.7) 55.1 (0.9) 44.9 (0.9) 28.6 (0.7) 71.4 (0.7)
Lithuania 28.3 (0.7) 71.7 (0.7) 40.9 (0.8) 59.1 (0.8) 19.0 (0.5) 81.0 (0.5)
Mexico 38.2 (0.9) † 61.8 (0.9) † 29.0 (0.8) † 71.0 (0.8) † 14.7 (0.7) † 85.3 (0.7) †
New Zealand 30.3 (0.7) 69.7 (0.7) 38.8 (0.7) 61.2 (0.7) 19.9 (0.6) 80.1 (0.6)
Poland 34.4 (0.6) 65.6 (0.6) 42.2 (0.7) 57.8 (0.7) 23.7 (0.7) 76.3 (0.7)
Portugal 31.5 (0.8) 68.5 (0.8) 25.7 (0.7) 74.3 (0.7) 6.0 (0.4) 94.0 (0.4)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 29.6 (1.0) ‡ 70.4 (1.0) ‡ 45.6 (1.1) ‡ 54.4 (1.1) ‡ 28.4 (1.0) ‡ 71.6 (1.0) ‡
Slovak Republic 39.6 (0.7) 60.4 (0.7) 58.0 (0.8) 42.0 (0.8) 35.7 (0.8) 64.3 (0.8)
Slovenia 28.8 (0.7) 71.2 (0.7) 52.1 (0.9) 47.9 (0.9) 21.4 (0.8) 78.6 (0.8)
Spain 31.3 (0.4) 68.7 (0.4) 33.3 (0.4) 66.7 (0.4) 16.5 (0.4) 83.5 (0.4)
Switzerland 41.2 (1.1) † 58.8 (1.1) † 53.9 (1.1) † 46.1 (1.1) † 25.3 (1.0) † 74.7 (1.0) †
Turkey 28.6 (0.5) 71.4 (0.5) 29.3 (0.6) 70.7 (0.6) 19.2 (0.6) 80.8 (0.6)

OECD average 33.7 (0.1) 66.3 (0.1) 42.5 (0.2) 57.5 (0.2) 22.1 (0.1) 77.9 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171210
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.5.1 [6/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed with the following statements:

"It is right to boycott companies that 
are known to provide poor 

workplace conditions for their 
employees"

"I can do something about the 
problems of the world"

"Looking after the global 
environment is important to me"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 20.0 (0.5) 80.0 (0.5) 26.7 (0.6) 73.3 (0.6) 9.6 (0.4) 90.4 (0.4)

Argentina 43.7 (0.6) † 56.3 (0.6) † 40.7 (0.7) † 59.3 (0.7) † 21.6 (0.7) † 78.4 (0.7) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 26.9 (0.8) † 73.1 (0.8) † 30.0 (0.9) † 70.0 (0.9) † 23.1 (0.6) † 76.9 (0.6) †
Belarus 36.8 (0.7) 63.2 (0.7) 50.6 (0.8) 49.4 (0.8) 29.9 (0.7) 70.1 (0.7)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 31.8 (0.9) 68.2 (0.9) 47.0 (0.8) 53.0 (0.8) 34.5 (0.7) 65.5 (0.7)
Brazil 49.6 (0.7) † 50.4 (0.7) † 36.1 (0.7) † 63.9 (0.7) † 18.5 (0.5) † 81.5 (0.5) †
Brunei Darussalam 36.3 (0.6) 63.7 (0.6) 43.1 (0.6) 56.9 (0.6) 23.2 (0.4) 76.8 (0.4)
Bulgaria 33.1 (0.9) † 66.9 (0.9) † 43.1 (0.8) † 56.9 (0.8) † 25.4 (0.9) † 74.6 (0.9) †
Costa Rica 41.3 (0.6) 58.7 (0.6) 29.6 (0.8) 70.4 (0.8) 9.3 (0.5) 90.7 (0.5)
Croatia 31.0 (0.6) 69.0 (0.6) 45.7 (0.6) 54.3 (0.6) 25.5 (0.6) 74.5 (0.6)
Cyprus 36.0 (0.7) 64.0 (0.7) 35.1 (0.8) 64.9 (0.8) 24.5 (0.6) 75.5 (0.6)
Dominican Republic 44.3 (1.3) ‡ 55.7 (1.3) ‡ 31.4 (1.1) ‡ 68.6 (1.1) ‡ 20.2 (1.1) ‡ 79.8 (1.1) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 20.2 (0.6) 79.8 (0.6) 29.4 (0.9) 70.6 (0.9) 15.0 (0.6) 85.0 (0.6)
Indonesia 40.7 (0.8) 59.3 (0.8) 42.2 (0.9) 57.8 (0.9) 15.3 (0.7) 84.7 (0.7)
Jordan 26.3 (0.7) 73.7 (0.7) 33.9 (0.7) 66.1 (0.7) 20.7 (0.6) 79.3 (0.6)
Kazakhstan 35.6 (0.4) 64.4 (0.4) 42.7 (0.5) 57.3 (0.5) 22.3 (0.4) 77.7 (0.4)
Kosovo 26.2 (0.8) 73.8 (0.8) 38.6 (0.7) 61.4 (0.7) 15.3 (0.6) 84.7 (0.6)
Lebanon 35.2 (1.0) 64.8 (1.0) 37.7 (0.8) 62.3 (0.8) 27.2 (0.9) 72.8 (0.9)
Macao (China) 29.3 (0.6) 70.7 (0.6) 46.1 (0.9) 53.9 (0.9) 10.0 (0.5) 90.0 (0.5)
Malaysia 38.3 (0.8) 61.7 (0.8) 52.5 (0.9) 47.5 (0.9) 19.6 (0.6) 80.4 (0.6)
Malta 25.6 (0.9) 74.4 (0.9) 31.7 (0.8) 68.3 (0.8) 18.1 (0.7) 81.9 (0.7)
Moldova 42.9 (0.7) 57.1 (0.7) 54.4 (0.9) 45.6 (0.9) 21.4 (0.7) 78.6 (0.7)
Montenegro 30.5 (0.6) 69.5 (0.6) 43.3 (0.8) 56.7 (0.8) 25.5 (0.6) 74.5 (0.6)
Morocco 35.3 (1.0) ‡ 64.7 (1.0) ‡ 40.0 (0.9) ‡ 60.0 (0.9) ‡ 21.3 (0.9) ‡ 78.7 (0.9) ‡
North Macedonia 23.3 (0.6) 76.7 (0.6) 48.5 (0.8) 51.5 (0.8) 15.3 (0.5) 84.7 (0.5)
Panama 46.5 (1.1) ‡ 53.5 (1.1) ‡ 29.1 (0.9) ‡ 70.9 (0.9) ‡ 19.4 (1.1) ‡ 80.6 (1.1) ‡
Peru 54.6 (0.9) ‡ 45.4 (0.9) ‡ 27.3 (0.8) ‡ 72.7 (0.8) ‡ 12.1 (0.6) ‡ 87.9 (0.6) ‡
Philippines 34.1 (0.7) 65.9 (0.7) 27.0 (0.6) 73.0 (0.6) 16.9 (0.6) 83.1 (0.6)
Romania 45.8 (0.9) 54.2 (0.9) 57.5 (1.0) 42.5 (1.0) 17.0 (0.9) 83.0 (0.9)
Russia 38.3 (0.7) 61.7 (0.7) 54.3 (0.8) 45.7 (0.8) 33.1 (0.7) 66.9 (0.7)
Saudi Arabia 35.4 (0.7) 64.6 (0.7) 47.8 (0.9) 52.2 (0.9) 30.3 (0.7) 69.7 (0.7)
Serbia 31.8 (0.7) 68.2 (0.7) 52.0 (0.9) 48.0 (0.9) 34.7 (0.8) 65.3 (0.8)
Singapore 22.7 (0.5) 77.3 (0.5) 28.7 (0.6) 71.3 (0.6) 13.3 (0.5) 86.7 (0.5)
Chinese Taipei 17.3 (0.5) 82.7 (0.5) 19.4 (0.6) 80.6 (0.6) 11.1 (0.4) 88.9 (0.4)
Thailand 26.8 (0.7) 73.2 (0.7) 31.4 (0.8) 68.6 (0.8) 14.6 (0.6) 85.4 (0.6)
Ukraine 41.7 (0.8) 58.3 (0.8) 49.3 (0.8) 50.7 (0.8) 30.6 (0.7) 69.4 (0.7)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 46.9 (1.1) † 53.1 (1.1) † 39.8 (0.9) † 60.2 (0.9) † 20.7 (0.6) † 79.3 (0.6) †
Viet Nam 29.1 (0.9) 70.9 (0.9) 46.4 (0.9) 53.6 (0.9) 26.8 (0.7) 73.2 (0.7)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.6.1 [1/2] Performance on the global competence test

 

Performance on the cognitive test Variation in performance1

Mean
Standard 
deviation

Average residuals, after 
accounting for performance 

in Mathematics, Reading 
and Science (i.e. Relative 

performance) Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean 
score S.E. S.D. S.E.

Mean 
score S.E. Significance5 Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada 554 (2.3) 102 (1.3) 18.1 (1.5) 1 10476 (265) 1688 (152) 8798 (197) 16.1 (1.3)
Chile 466 (2.9) 90 (1.3) -4.4 (1.5) -1 7964 (245) 2381 (233) 5522 (149) 30.1 (2.2)
Colombia 457 (3.3) 88 (1.4) 19.7 (1.3) 1 7805 (243) 2401 (280) 5415 (235) 30.7 (2.9)
Greece 488 (3.6) 96 (1.9) 9.6 (1.6) 1 8878 (379) 2682 (385) 6232 (222) 30.1 (3.3)
Israel 496 (3.8) 115 (1.8) 11.2 (1.8) 1 13271 (417) 5637 (533) 7667 (281) 42.4 (2.7)
Korea 509 (3.0) 96 (1.7) -24.9 (1.3) -1 9297 (368) 2896 (371) 6463 (230) 30.9 (2.9)
Latvia 497 (2.0) 84 (1.6) -6.4 (1.4) -1 7058 (268) 1645 (241) 5390 (162) 23.4 (2.7)
Lithuania 489 (1.9) 96 (1.3) -9.3 (1.3) -1 9232 (245) 3057 (343) 5968 (237) 33.9 (2.7)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 534 (4.9) 107 (3.5) 16.2 (3.9) 1 11494 (760) 958 (299) 10464 (663) 8.4 (2.4)
Slovak Republic 486 (2.3) 97 (1.5) 1.8 (1.7) 0 9324 (296) 3939 (343) 5390 (155) 42.2 (2.3)
Spain* 512 (1.6) 97 (0.9) 12.7 (0.9) 1 9451 (176) 1140 (120) 8317 (137) 12.1 (1.2)

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 427 (2.5) 78 (1.3) -11.6 (1.5) -1 6129 (210) 1546 (191) 4720 (122) 24.7 (2.4)

Brunei Darussalam 429 (1.3) 95 (1.5) -13.7 (1.3) -1 9112 (281) 3489 (935) 5714 (239) 37.9 (6.9)
Costa Rica 456 (3.7) 86 (2.1) 8.0 (1.7) 1 7350 (359) 2321 (343) 5025 (171) 31.6 (3.3)
Croatia 506 (2.8) 90 (2.2) 9.5 (1.5) 1 8142 (403) 3352 (374) 4944 (281) 40.4 (2.9)
Hong Kong (China) 542 (2.8) 97 (1.9) 0.8 (1.5) 0 9386 (360) 2879 (294) 6442 (272) 30.9 (2.2)
Indonesia 408 (2.4) 70 (2.0) -0.4 (1.2) 0 4926 (281) 1620 (224) 3408 (222) 32.2 (3.1)
Kazakhstan 408 (1.6) 75 (1.5) -14.3 (1.3) -1 5853 (260) 1705 (188) 4256 (137) 28.6 (2.3)
Malta 479 (2.1) 107 (1.5) 2.9 (1.6) 0 11372 (316) 2385 (912) 8982 (386) 21.0 (6.9)
Morocco 402 (3.4) 74 (1.5) 6.1 (1.8) 1 5538 (225) 2258 (171) 3242 (124) 41.1 (2.2)
Panama 413 (2.9) 83 (2.2) 10.0 (1.6) 1 6748 (384) 2606 (397) 4164 (184) 38.5 (3.6)
Philippines 371 (3.4) 81 (2.5) -7.6 (1.8) -1 6564 (398) 2164 (376) 4387 (156) 33.0 (3.9)
Russia 480 (2.8) 91 (1.6) -20.0 (1.2) -1 8284 (293) 2147 (231) 6288 (182) 25.4 (2.1)
Serbia 463 (3.2) 99 (1.6) -1.4 (1.4) 0 9756 (305) 3927 (391) 5871 (164) 40.1 (2.5)
Singapore 576 (1.8) 106 (1.3) 11.0 (1.1) 1 11331 (287) 3475 (457) 7677 (306) 31.2 (3.1)
Chinese Taipei 527 (2.9) 92 (1.8) 0.7 (1.9) 0 8528 (327) 2532 (317) 5916 (226) 30.0 (2.9)
Thailand 423 (3.0) 77 (1.7) -8.1 (1.5) -1 5921 (276) 2157 (234) 3905 (149) 35.6 (2.7)

Overall average 474 (0.6) 91 (0.3) 0.6 (0.3) 8488 (65) 2555 (76) 5947 (47) 30.5 (0.6)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in student performance is calculated from the square of the standard deviation for all students. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the 
sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex 
A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
5. Significance shows if relative performance is significantly higher (+1), lower(-1) than the all-country average, or if the difference is non-significant (0).
*In 2018, some regions in Spain conducted their high-stakes exams for tenth-grade students earlier in the year than in the past, which resulted in the testing period for these 
exams coinciding with the end of the PISA testing window. Because of this overlap, a number of students were negatively disposed towards the PISA test and  did not  try their 
best to demonstrate their proficiency. For details, see PISA 2018 Results Volume I, Annex 9.
Notes: Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the global competence test are shown.
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.6.1 [2/2] Performance on the global competence test

 

Proficiency on the cognitive test

Below Level 1 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada 7.1 (0.5) 12.8 (0.5) 20.6 (0.5) 24.1 (0.5) 20.5 (0.6) 14.9 (0.6)
Chile 24.8 (1.3) 25.6 (0.9) 25.2 (0.8) 16.5 (0.8) 6.6 (0.5) 1.3 (0.2)
Colombia 27.3 (1.4) 29.3 (0.9) 23.1 (0.9) 13.3 (0.8) 5.6 (0.5) 1.5 (0.3)
Greece 19.0 (1.3) 21.8 (0.8) 25.4 (0.9) 20.3 (1.0) 10.5 (0.6) 3.1 (0.4)
Israel 22.8 (1.3) 17.7 (0.9) 19.5 (0.8) 18.7 (0.9) 13.5 (0.7) 7.8 (0.6)
Korea 14.2 (0.8) 17.7 (0.8) 24.6 (0.8) 24.7 (0.7) 14.5 (0.8) 4.4 (0.5)
Latvia 13.4 (0.8) 22.6 (0.8) 29.2 (0.9) 22.6 (0.9) 10.1 (0.7) 2.2 (0.4)
Lithuania 18.9 (0.8) 22.0 (0.7) 25.0 (0.8) 20.0 (0.7) 10.4 (0.6) 3.7 (0.3)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 10.5 (1.1) 15.7 (1.4) 23.0 (1.1) 22.6 (1.5) 16.3 (1.2) 12.0 (1.4)
Slovak Republic 19.7 (0.9) 22.6 (0.8) 25.1 (0.9) 18.8 (0.7) 10.2 (0.6) 3.6 (0.5)
Spain* 13.4 (0.5) 18.4 (0.4) 24.5 (0.4) 23.5 (0.5) 14.3 (0.4) 5.8 (0.3)

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 38.4 (1.3) 31.2 (0.9) 20.5 (0.8) 8.1 (0.7) 1.7 (0.3) 0.1 (0.1)

Brunei Darussalam 43.6 (0.6) 23.5 (0.6) 16.8 (0.6) 10.3 (0.4) 4.7 (0.3) 1.0 (0.2)
Costa Rica 27.1 (1.3) 29.1 (1.0) 24.4 (0.8) 13.5 (0.8) 4.9 (0.8) 0.9 (0.2)
Croatia 12.8 (1.0) 20.5 (0.8) 26.6 (1.1) 23.3 (1.0) 12.5 (0.7) 4.2 (0.5)
Hong Kong (China) 8.6 (0.7) 12.7 (0.7) 21.1 (1.0) 26.9 (0.8) 20.9 (0.8) 9.8 (0.7)
Indonesia 47.9 (1.6) 32.6 (1.3) 14.6 (0.8) 4.2 (0.5) 0.7 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0)
Kazakhstan 49.0 (0.9) 30.9 (0.7) 13.9 (0.6) 4.7 (0.3) 1.2 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1)
Malta 24.8 (1.0) 21.2 (0.9) 21.5 (0.9) 18.4 (0.7) 9.4 (0.6) 4.5 (0.4)
Morocco 52.0 (2.1) 27.8 (1.1) 15.1 (1.1) 4.5 (0.4) 0.6 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0)
Panama 46.5 (1.4) 28.3 (0.9) 16.6 (1.1) 6.7 (0.7) 1.6 (0.4) 0.2 (0.1)
Philippines 69.0 (1.6) 18.0 (0.8) 8.8 (0.6) 3.4 (0.5) 0.8 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1)
Russia 19.8 (1.1) 24.6 (0.8) 26.5 (0.7) 18.5 (0.8) 8.4 (0.6) 2.2 (0.4)
Serbia 27.9 (1.3) 24.0 (0.9) 22.8 (0.8) 15.3 (0.8) 7.6 (0.6) 2.3 (0.3)
Singapore 6.4 (0.4) 9.7 (0.5) 15.8 (0.5) 21.8 (0.7) 23.9 (0.7) 22.3 (0.8)
Chinese Taipei 9.4 (0.7) 15.7 (0.8) 24.9 (0.9) 26.3 (0.9) 17.1 (0.8) 6.7 (0.8)
Thailand 40.4 (1.6) 32.0 (1.1) 18.4 (0.9) 7.6 (0.8) 1.6 (0.3) 0.1 (0.1)

Overall average 26.5 (0.2) 22.5 (0.2) 21.2 (0.2) 16.2 (0.2) 9.3 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1)

1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in student performance is calculated from the square of the standard deviation for all students. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum 
of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
5. Significance shows if relative performance is significantly higher (+1), lower(-1) than the all-country average, or if the difference is non-significant (0).
*In 2018, some regions in Spain conducted their high-stakes exams for tenth-grade students earlier in the year than in the past, which resulted in the testing period for these 
exams coinciding with the end of the PISA testing window. Because of this overlap, a number of students were negatively disposed towards the PISA test and  did not  try their 
best to demonstrate their proficiency. For details, see PISA 2018 Results Volume I, Annex 9.
Notes : Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the global competence test are shown.
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.7.1 [1/6] Students engaged in global competence learning activities
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded yes/no to whether they learn the following at school:

I learn about the 
interconnectedness of
countries’ economies

I learn how to solve conflicts with 
other people in our classrooms I learn about different cultures

We read newspapers, look for news 
on the Internet or watch the news 

together during classes

No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 43.5 (0.6) 56.5 (0.6) 34.3 (0.5) 65.7 (0.5) 20.1 (0.4) 79.9 (0.4) 53.5 (0.7) 46.5 (0.7)
Austria 33.7 (0.9) 66.3 (0.9) 34.9 (0.9) 65.1 (0.9) 28.1 (0.8) 71.9 (0.8) 55.7 (1.3) 44.3 (1.3)
Canada 45.5 (0.6) 54.5 (0.6) 34.6 (0.5) 65.4 (0.5) 20.2 (0.5) 79.8 (0.5) 44.8 (0.6) 55.2 (0.6)
Chile 43.2 (0.9) † 56.8 (0.9) † 24.0 (0.9) † 76.0 (0.9) † 20.2 (0.6) † 79.8 (0.6) † 60.3 (1.1) † 39.7 (1.1) †
Colombia 19.4 (0.8) † 80.6 (0.8) † 12.2 (0.7) † 87.8 (0.7) † 11.0 (0.6) † 89.0 (0.6) † 40.6 (1.1) † 59.4 (1.1) †
Estonia 43.5 (0.8) 56.5 (0.8) 42.5 (0.9) 57.5 (0.9) 31.9 (0.8) 68.1 (0.8) 62.2 (0.9) 37.8 (0.9)
France 51.0 (0.8) 49.0 (0.8) 53.6 (0.9) 46.4 (0.9) 24.1 (0.6) 75.9 (0.6) 66.9 (0.8) 33.1 (0.8)
Germany 31.3 (1.0) † 68.7 (1.0) † 35.2 (1.1) † 64.8 (1.1) † 19.1 (0.8) † 80.9 (0.8) † 61.1 (1.2) † 38.9 (1.2) †
Greece 43.5 (0.9) 56.5 (0.9) 33.9 (0.7) 66.1 (0.7) 21.0 (0.7) 79.0 (0.7) 71.6 (0.9) 28.4 (0.9)
Hungary 50.5 (0.9) 49.5 (0.9) 53.1 (1.0) 46.9 (1.0) 41.6 (0.9) 58.4 (0.9) 76.0 (0.9) 24.0 (0.9)
Iceland 45.6 (0.9) 54.4 (0.9) 44.3 (1.0) 55.7 (1.0) 16.3 (0.7) 83.7 (0.7) 49.0 (1.0) 51.0 (1.0)
Ireland 43.1 (0.8) 56.9 (0.8) 39.2 (0.8) 60.8 (0.8) 21.3 (0.8) 78.7 (0.8) 66.1 (0.8) 33.9 (0.8)
Israel 64.0 (1.0) † 36.0 (1.0) † 54.2 (0.9) † 45.8 (0.9) † 36.5 (0.9) † 63.5 (0.9) † 53.1 (1.1) † 46.9 (1.1) †
Italy 50.5 (1.0) 49.5 (1.0) 35.3 (0.7) 64.7 (0.7) 23.0 (0.8) 77.0 (0.8) 51.6 (0.9) 48.4 (0.9)
Korea 38.5 (0.9) 61.5 (0.9) 25.8 (0.6) 74.2 (0.6) 22.3 (0.7) 77.7 (0.7) 48.7 (1.0) 51.3 (1.0)
Latvia 55.6 (0.8) 44.4 (0.8) 33.2 (0.7) 66.8 (0.7) 28.7 (0.7) 71.3 (0.7) 69.0 (0.8) 31.0 (0.8)
Lithuania 35.7 (0.7) 64.3 (0.7) 34.7 (0.8) 65.3 (0.8) 20.3 (0.6) 79.7 (0.6) 64.3 (0.8) 35.7 (0.8)
Mexico 40.3 (1.1) † 59.7 (1.1) † 14.9 (0.6) † 85.1 (0.6) † 19.4 (0.8) † 80.6 (0.8) † 42.6 (0.8) † 57.4 (0.8) †
New Zealand 60.4 (0.8) 39.6 (0.8) 39.2 (0.7) 60.8 (0.7) 24.9 (0.7) 75.1 (0.7) 56.6 (0.9) 43.4 (0.9)
Poland 26.1 (0.8) 73.9 (0.8) 34.5 (0.7) 65.5 (0.7) 19.4 (0.8) 80.6 (0.8) 67.8 (1.0) 32.2 (1.0)
Portugal 45.6 (1.0) 54.4 (1.0) 30.9 (0.9) 69.1 (0.9) 18.6 (0.8) 81.4 (0.8) 66.8 (0.9) 33.2 (0.9)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 60.4 (1.1) ‡ 39.6 (1.1) ‡ 47.6 (1.2) ‡ 52.4 (1.2) ‡ 30.3 (1.1) ‡ 69.7 (1.1) ‡ 54.9 (1.2) ‡ 45.1 (1.2) ‡
Slovak Republic 59.1 (0.8) 40.9 (0.8) 31.7 (0.8) 68.3 (0.8) 24.5 (0.7) 75.5 (0.7) 60.4 (0.9) 39.6 (0.9)
Slovenia 58.8 (0.7) 41.2 (0.7) 45.7 (0.8) 54.3 (0.8) 36.3 (0.8) 63.7 (0.8) 74.7 (0.7) 25.3 (0.7)
Spain 47.5 (0.5) † 52.5 (0.5) † 26.9 (0.4) † 73.1 (0.4) † 28.7 (0.5) † 71.3 (0.5) † 58.5 (0.7) † 41.5 (0.7) †
Switzerland 45.9 (1.0) † 54.1 (1.0) † 42.8 (1.1) † 57.2 (1.1) † 29.6 (1.1) † 70.4 (1.1) † 58.5 (1.1) † 41.5 (1.1) †
Turkey 34.4 (0.7) 65.6 (0.7) 21.0 (0.7) 79.0 (0.7) 22.1 (0.7) 77.9 (0.7) 65.9 (1.0) 34.1 (1.0)

OECD average 45.1 (0.2) 54.9 (0.2) 35.6 (0.2) 64.4 (0.2) 24.4 (0.1) 75.6 (0.1) 59.3 (0.2) 40.7 (0.2)

Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.7.1 [2/6] Students engaged in global competence learning activities
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded yes/no to whether they learn the following at school:

I learn about the 
interconnectedness of
countries’ economies

I learn how to solve conflicts with 
other people in our classrooms I learn about different cultures

We read newspapers, look for news 
on the Internet or watch the news 

together during classes

No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 31.1 (0.9) 68.9 (0.9) 15.5 (0.6) 84.5 (0.6) 8.7 (0.4) 91.3 (0.4) 53.8 (0.8) 46.2 (0.8)

Argentina 30.5 (0.6) † 69.5 (0.6) † 26.8 (0.8) † 73.2 (0.8) † 21.5 (0.6) † 78.5 (0.6) † 47.6 (0.9) † 52.4 (0.9) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 28.1 (0.7) † 71.9 (0.7) † 24.1 (0.8) † 75.9 (0.8) † 20.5 (0.7) † 79.5 (0.7) † 37.4 (0.8) † 62.6 (0.8) †
Belarus 50.9 (0.9) 49.1 (0.9) 31.7 (0.8) 68.3 (0.8) 35.2 (0.8) 64.8 (0.8) 60.3 (1.1) 39.7 (1.1)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 50.0 (1.0) 50.0 (1.0) 33.6 (0.8) 66.4 (0.8) 21.2 (0.7) 78.8 (0.7) 57.0 (0.7) 43.0 (0.7)
Brazil 29.2 (0.7) † 70.8 (0.7) † 33.6 (0.9) † 66.4 (0.9) † 14.4 (0.5) † 85.6 (0.5) † 51.1 (0.8) † 48.9 (0.8) †
Brunei Darussalam 51.0 (0.7) 49.0 (0.7) 28.3 (0.6) 71.7 (0.6) 19.4 (0.5) 80.6 (0.5) 54.7 (0.6) 45.3 (0.6)
Bulgaria 36.7 (0.9) † 63.3 (0.9) † 33.7 (0.9) † 66.3 (0.9) † 25.5 (0.7) † 74.5 (0.7) † 57.3 (1.1) † 42.7 (1.1) †
Costa Rica 38.8 (0.8) 61.2 (0.8) 23.0 (0.7) 77.0 (0.7) 9.6 (0.4) 90.4 (0.4) 55.6 (0.8) 44.4 (0.8)
Croatia 39.3 (0.8) 60.7 (0.8) 33.2 (0.7) 66.8 (0.7) 18.4 (0.6) 81.6 (0.6) 68.4 (0.8) 31.6 (0.8)
Cyprus 50.9 (0.9) 49.1 (0.9) 39.7 (0.8) 60.3 (0.8) 27.7 (0.7) 72.3 (0.7) 59.0 (0.9) 41.0 (0.9)
Dominican Republic 18.9 (1.2) ‡ 81.1 (1.2) ‡ 17.2 (1.0) ‡ 82.8 (1.0) ‡ 10.1 (0.9) ‡ 89.9 (0.9) ‡ 28.7 (1.4) ‡ 71.3 (1.4) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 30.9 (0.9) 69.1 (0.9) 24.5 (0.7) 75.5 (0.7) 20.1 (0.7) 79.9 (0.7) 28.4 (0.8) 71.6 (0.8)
Indonesia 23.6 (0.9) 76.4 (0.9) 13.2 (0.6) 86.8 (0.6) 13.4 (0.6) 86.6 (0.6) 26.5 (0.9) 73.5 (0.9)
Jordan 24.4 (0.7) 75.6 (0.7) 20.3 (0.7) 79.7 (0.7) 16.0 (0.6) 84.0 (0.6) 40.8 (0.8) 59.2 (0.8)
Kazakhstan 39.0 (0.5) 61.0 (0.5) 43.6 (0.5) 56.4 (0.5) 24.8 (0.5) 75.2 (0.5) 40.6 (0.5) 59.4 (0.5)
Kosovo 24.5 (0.7) 75.5 (0.7) 25.2 (0.8) 74.8 (0.8) 13.9 (0.6) 86.1 (0.6) 47.6 (0.9) 52.4 (0.9)
Lebanon 40.0 (1.1) 60.0 (1.1) 26.0 (1.0) 74.0 (1.0) 19.0 (0.9) 81.0 (0.9) 53.4 (1.2) 46.6 (1.2)
Macao (China) 43.5 (0.8) 56.5 (0.8) 25.6 (0.7) 74.4 (0.7) 21.6 (0.7) 78.4 (0.7) 47.0 (0.7) 53.0 (0.7)
Malaysia 41.2 (0.8) 58.8 (0.8) 22.5 (0.7) 77.5 (0.7) 21.1 (0.7) 78.9 (0.7) 39.8 (1.0) 60.2 (1.0)
Malta 55.1 (0.9) 44.9 (0.9) 32.4 (0.8) 67.6 (0.8) 21.9 (0.6) 78.1 (0.6) 68.2 (0.9) 31.8 (0.9)
Moldova 54.5 (1.0) 45.5 (1.0) 28.4 (0.8) 71.6 (0.8) 19.7 (0.7) 80.3 (0.7) 66.7 (0.9) 33.3 (0.9)
Montenegro 35.6 (0.6) 64.4 (0.6) 33.0 (0.6) 67.0 (0.6) 18.1 (0.5) 81.9 (0.5) 57.3 (0.7) 42.7 (0.7)
Morocco 30.6 (1.0) ‡ 69.4 (1.0) ‡ 38.8 (0.9) ‡ 61.2 (0.9) ‡ 26.8 (1.0) ‡ 73.2 (1.0) ‡ 55.5 (1.1) ‡ 44.5 (1.1) ‡
North Macedonia 50.7 (0.6) 49.3 (0.6) 25.6 (0.6) 74.4 (0.6) 17.3 (0.5) 82.7 (0.5) 65.3 (0.7) 34.7 (0.7)
Panama 33.0 (1.5) ‡ 67.0 (1.5) ‡ 24.0 (1.1) ‡ 76.0 (1.1) ‡ 13.9 (0.8) ‡ 86.1 (0.8) ‡ 49.4 (1.7) ‡ 50.6 (1.7) ‡
Peru 29.9 (0.9) ‡ 70.1 (0.9) ‡ 15.0 (0.8) ‡ 85.0 (0.8) ‡ 8.3 (0.6) ‡ 91.7 (0.6) ‡ 46.6 (1.1) ‡ 53.4 (1.1) ‡
Philippines 17.7 (0.6) 82.3 (0.6) 11.0 (0.4) 89.0 (0.4) 11.5 (0.4) 88.5 (0.4) 26.0 (0.7) 74.0 (0.7)
Romania 48.7 (1.4) 51.3 (1.4) 34.1 (0.7) 65.9 (0.7) 26.6 (0.8) 73.4 (0.8) 56.3 (1.0) 43.7 (1.0)
Russia 49.8 (1.0) 50.2 (1.0) 38.2 (1.0) 61.8 (1.0) 36.1 (0.8) 63.9 (0.8) 71.0 (0.9) 29.0 (0.9)
Saudi Arabia 29.5 (0.8) 70.5 (0.8) 27.9 (0.7) 72.1 (0.7) 22.9 (0.8) 77.1 (0.8) 51.6 (0.9) 48.4 (0.9)
Serbia 50.5 (1.0) 49.5 (1.0) 42.7 (0.8) 57.3 (0.8) 29.3 (0.7) 70.7 (0.7) 65.8 (0.9) 34.2 (0.9)
Singapore 18.4 (0.6) 81.6 (0.6) 20.5 (0.4) 79.5 (0.4) 7.4 (0.4) 92.6 (0.4) 24.3 (0.6) 75.7 (0.6)
Chinese Taipei 33.0 (0.7) 67.0 (0.7) 19.8 (0.5) 80.2 (0.5) 13.6 (0.5) 86.4 (0.5) 45.1 (0.8) 54.9 (0.8)
Thailand 20.0 (0.7) 80.0 (0.7) 12.5 (0.5) 87.5 (0.5) 9.5 (0.5) 90.5 (0.5) 21.7 (0.7) 78.3 (0.7)
Ukraine 49.4 (1.0) 50.6 (1.0) 35.2 (0.9) 64.8 (0.9) 25.7 (0.8) 74.3 (0.8) 69.4 (0.9) 30.6 (0.9)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 40.4 (0.9) † 59.6 (0.9) † 28.4 (1.0) † 71.6 (1.0) † 19.3 (0.9) † 80.7 (0.9) † 49.3 (1.2) † 50.7 (1.2) †
Viet Nam 32.2 (1.0) 67.8 (1.0) 16.9 (0.8) 83.1 (0.8) 15.3 (0.9) 84.7 (0.9) 43.3 (1.0) 56.7 (1.0)

Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.7.1 [3/6] Students engaged in global competence learning activities
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded yes/no to whether they learn the following at school:

I am often invited by my teachers 
to give my personal opinion about 

international news

I participate in events celebrating 
cultural diversity throughout the 

school year

I participate in classroom 
discussions about world events as 

part of the regular instruction

I analyse global issues together 
with my classmates in small groups 

during class

No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 56.5 (0.6) 43.5 (0.6) 49.9 (0.7) 50.1 (0.7) 39.6 (0.6) 60.4 (0.6) 47.0 (0.5) 53.0 (0.5)
Austria 49.3 (0.9) 50.7 (0.9) 69.9 (0.8) 30.1 (0.8) 46.5 (0.8) 53.5 (0.8) 50.4 (0.8) 49.6 (0.8)
Canada 47.7 (0.6) 52.3 (0.6) 54.0 (0.6) 46.0 (0.6) 37.4 (0.5) 62.6 (0.5) 45.8 (0.7) 54.2 (0.7)
Chile 47.9 (0.9) † 52.1 (0.9) † 55.2 (1.1) † 44.8 (1.1) † 53.9 (1.0) † 46.1 (1.0) † 48.8 (0.9) † 51.2 (0.9) †
Colombia 45.2 (0.9) † 54.8 (0.9) † 31.8 (0.8) † 68.2 (0.8) † 36.4 (0.8) † 63.6 (0.8) † 29.9 (0.8) † 70.1 (0.8) †
Estonia 60.8 (1.1) 39.2 (1.1) 65.0 (0.9) 35.0 (0.9) 41.6 (0.8) 58.4 (0.8) 54.4 (1.0) 45.6 (1.0)
France 62.4 (0.8) 37.6 (0.8) 74.4 (0.8) 25.6 (0.8) 41.9 (0.9) 58.1 (0.9) 56.3 (0.9) 43.7 (0.9)
Germany 52.3 (1.1) † 47.7 (1.1) † 75.3 (0.9) † 24.7 (0.9) † 42.1 (1.2) † 57.9 (1.2) † 50.5 (1.1) ‡ 49.5 (1.1) ‡
Greece 47.2 (0.9) 52.8 (0.9) 57.1 (0.9) 42.9 (0.9) 35.9 (0.8) 64.1 (0.8) 49.8 (0.8) 50.2 (0.8)
Hungary 70.1 (0.9) 29.9 (0.9) 60.0 (0.9) 40.0 (0.9) 62.0 (0.8) 38.0 (0.8) 71.5 (0.8) 28.5 (0.8)
Iceland 55.1 (0.9) 44.9 (0.9) 56.1 (0.9) 43.9 (0.9) 33.6 (0.9) 66.4 (0.9) 46.9 (0.9) 53.1 (0.9)
Ireland 57.1 (0.8) 42.9 (0.8) 61.4 (0.9) 38.6 (0.9) 38.3 (0.8) 61.7 (0.8) 58.7 (0.8) 41.3 (0.8)
Israel 53.5 (1.0) † 46.5 (1.0) † 50.9 (1.1) † 49.1 (1.1) † 37.8 (0.8) † 62.2 (0.8) † 59.4 (0.9) † 40.6 (0.9) †
Italy 41.9 (0.7) 58.1 (0.7) 70.9 (0.9) 29.1 (0.9) 41.2 (0.8) 58.8 (0.8) 53.7 (0.9) 46.3 (0.9)
Korea 48.6 (0.9) 51.4 (0.9) 57.5 (0.9) 42.5 (0.9) 58.4 (0.9) 41.6 (0.9) 49.0 (1.0) 51.0 (1.0)
Latvia 59.6 (0.7) 40.4 (0.7) 67.0 (0.8) 33.0 (0.8) 52.3 (0.8) 47.7 (0.8) 55.7 (0.8) 44.3 (0.8)
Lithuania 53.0 (0.8) 47.0 (0.8) 44.7 (0.9) 55.3 (0.9) 35.0 (0.7) 65.0 (0.7) 48.4 (0.8) 51.6 (0.8)
Mexico 42.4 (0.9) † 57.6 (0.9) † 45.6 (0.9) † 54.4 (0.9) † 40.9 (1.0) † 59.1 (1.0) † 36.2 (0.9) † 63.8 (0.9) †
New Zealand 62.9 (0.9) 37.1 (0.9) 54.7 (1.0) 45.3 (1.0) 43.9 (0.9) 56.1 (0.9) 52.9 (0.8) 47.1 (0.8)
Poland 48.8 (1.0) 51.2 (1.0) 57.3 (0.9) 42.7 (0.9) 49.4 (0.9) 50.6 (0.9) 55.5 (0.9) 44.5 (0.9)
Portugal 49.1 (1.0) 50.9 (1.0) 62.9 (0.9) 37.1 (0.9) 35.4 (0.9) 64.6 (0.9) 39.2 (0.8) 60.8 (0.8)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 59.1 (1.1) ‡ 40.9 (1.1) ‡ 62.4 (1.1) ‡ 37.6 (1.1) ‡ 44.4 (1.0) ‡ 55.6 (1.0) ‡ 57.3 (1.1) ‡ 42.7 (1.1) ‡
Slovak Republic 53.8 (0.7) 46.2 (0.7) 67.4 (0.9) 32.6 (0.9) 57.0 (0.7) 43.0 (0.7) 61.1 (0.8) 38.9 (0.8)
Slovenia 69.8 (0.7) 30.2 (0.7) 68.9 (0.8) 31.1 (0.8) 63.8 (0.8) 36.2 (0.8) 67.4 (0.8) 32.6 (0.8)
Spain 49.3 (0.5) † 50.7 (0.5) † 63.2 (0.6) † 36.8 (0.6) † 43.6 (0.5) † 56.4 (0.5) † 47.0 (0.4) † 53.0 (0.4) †
Switzerland 56.4 (1.2) † 43.6 (1.2) † 70.6 (1.0) † 29.4 (1.0) † 44.0 (1.2) † 56.0 (1.2) † 52.5 (1.2) † 47.5 (1.2) †
Turkey 65.3 (1.1) 34.7 (1.1) 51.4 (1.0) 48.6 (1.0) 41.0 (0.8) 59.0 (0.8) 53.6 (1.0) 46.4 (1.0)

OECD average 54.3 (0.2) 45.7 (0.2) 59.5 (0.2) 40.5 (0.2) 44.3 (0.2) 55.7 (0.2) 51.8 (0.2) 48.2 (0.2)

Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.7.1 [4/6] Students engaged in global competence learning activities
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded yes/no to whether they learn the following at school:

I am often invited by my teachers 
to give my personal opinion about 

international news

I participate in events celebrating 
cultural diversity throughout the 

school year

I participate in classroom 
discussions about world events as 

part of the regular instruction

I analyse global issues together 
with my classmates in small groups 

during class

No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 48.9 (0.9) 51.1 (0.9) 23.7 (0.6) 76.3 (0.6) 24.4 (0.6) 75.6 (0.6) 24.5 (0.8) 75.5 (0.8)

Argentina 49.9 (0.8) † 50.1 (0.8) † 55.4 (0.9) † 44.6 (0.9) † 38.7 (0.7) † 61.3 (0.7) † 44.8 (0.8) † 55.2 (0.8) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 30.5 (0.7) † 69.5 (0.7) † 29.1 (0.7) † 70.9 (0.7) † 29.6 (0.7) † 70.4 (0.7) † 28.2 (0.8) † 71.8 (0.8) †
Belarus 46.6 (0.9) 53.4 (0.9) 46.2 (1.0) 53.8 (1.0) 48.1 (1.0) 51.9 (1.0) 55.4 (0.9) 44.6 (0.9)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 55.5 (0.9) 44.5 (0.9) 48.5 (0.8) 51.5 (0.8) 45.3 (0.8) 54.7 (0.8) 49.7 (0.9) 50.3 (0.9)
Brazil 53.4 (0.8) † 46.6 (0.8) † 50.4 (0.9) † 49.6 (0.9) † 43.7 (0.8) † 56.3 (0.8) † 42.4 (0.9) † 57.6 (0.9) †
Brunei Darussalam 69.2 (0.6) 30.8 (0.6) 61.4 (0.6) 38.6 (0.6) 50.3 (0.8) 49.7 (0.8) 48.8 (0.7) 51.2 (0.7)
Bulgaria 44.9 (1.1) † 55.1 (1.1) † 42.9 (1.0) † 57.1 (1.0) † 42.5 (0.9) † 57.5 (0.9) † 45.4 (0.8) † 54.6 (0.8) †
Costa Rica 53.0 (0.8) 47.0 (0.8) 46.5 (1.0) 53.5 (1.0) 47.3 (0.8) 52.7 (0.8) 43.4 (1.0) 56.6 (1.0)
Croatia 55.2 (0.8) 44.8 (0.8) 62.9 (0.8) 37.1 (0.8) 44.8 (0.7) 55.2 (0.7) 53.5 (0.8) 46.5 (0.8)
Cyprus 47.9 (0.8) 52.1 (0.8) 53.2 (0.7) 46.8 (0.7) 46.1 (0.9) 53.9 (0.9) 51.2 (0.8) 48.8 (0.8)
Dominican Republic 23.9 (1.1) ‡ 76.1 (1.1) ‡ 24.4 (1.0) ‡ 75.6 (1.0) ‡ 20.8 (1.0) ‡ 79.2 (1.0) ‡ 26.1 (1.3) ‡ 73.9 (1.3) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 48.9 (0.9) 51.1 (0.9) 53.9 (1.2) 46.1 (1.2) 32.1 (0.9) 67.9 (0.9) 33.2 (0.9) 66.8 (0.9)
Indonesia 36.0 (0.9) 64.0 (0.9) 32.4 (0.9) 67.6 (0.9) 26.1 (0.9) 73.9 (0.9) 29.8 (0.9) 70.2 (0.9)
Jordan 44.7 (1.0) 55.3 (1.0) 35.0 (0.8) 65.0 (0.8) 29.6 (0.8) 70.4 (0.8) 34.1 (0.7) 65.9 (0.7)
Kazakhstan 43.4 (0.6) 56.6 (0.6) 36.8 (0.6) 63.2 (0.6) 35.4 (0.6) 64.6 (0.6) 36.9 (0.6) 63.1 (0.6)
Kosovo 51.8 (0.9) 48.2 (0.9) 36.7 (0.8) 63.3 (0.8) 32.9 (0.7) 67.1 (0.7) 37.3 (0.9) 62.7 (0.9)
Lebanon 40.3 (1.0) 59.7 (1.0) 42.1 (1.0) 57.9 (1.0) 31.6 (0.9) 68.4 (0.9) 40.1 (0.9) 59.9 (0.9)
Macao (China) 57.4 (0.7) 42.6 (0.7) 59.9 (0.9) 40.1 (0.9) 53.1 (0.7) 46.9 (0.7) 54.9 (0.9) 45.1 (0.9)
Malaysia 64.6 (1.0) 35.4 (1.0) 56.4 (0.9) 43.6 (0.9) 42.4 (0.9) 57.6 (0.9) 48.0 (0.8) 52.0 (0.8)
Malta 57.5 (0.9) 42.5 (0.9) 57.1 (0.9) 42.9 (0.9) 40.3 (0.9) 59.7 (0.9) 48.4 (0.9) 51.6 (0.9)
Moldova 65.4 (1.1) 34.6 (1.1) 48.6 (1.0) 51.4 (1.0) 35.7 (0.7) 64.3 (0.7) 48.2 (0.9) 51.8 (0.9)
Montenegro 48.0 (0.7) 52.0 (0.7) 41.3 (0.6) 58.7 (0.6) 32.7 (0.6) 67.3 (0.6) 42.6 (0.6) 57.4 (0.6)
Morocco 47.9 (1.0) ‡ 52.1 (1.0) ‡ 45.4 (1.0) ‡ 54.6 (1.0) ‡ 46.7 (1.0) ‡ 53.3 (1.0) ‡ 45.1 (0.9) ‡ 54.9 (0.9) ‡
North Macedonia 72.6 (0.7) 27.4 (0.7) 61.2 (0.8) 38.8 (0.8) 31.3 (0.8) 68.7 (0.8) 38.0 (0.8) 62.0 (0.8)
Panama 41.7 (1.5) ‡ 58.3 (1.5) ‡ 39.6 (1.5) ‡ 60.4 (1.5) ‡ 38.7 (1.3) ‡ 61.3 (1.3) ‡ 36.6 (1.3) ‡ 63.4 (1.3) ‡
Peru 31.9 (1.0) ‡ 68.1 (1.0) ‡ 39.0 (1.1) ‡ 61.0 (1.1) ‡ 35.9 (1.1) ‡ 64.1 (1.1) ‡ 33.6 (1.1) ‡ 66.4 (1.1) ‡
Philippines 32.4 (0.9) 67.6 (0.9) 27.3 (0.8) 72.7 (0.8) 17.7 (0.5) 82.3 (0.5) 23.0 (0.7) 77.0 (0.7)
Romania 65.9 (1.3) 34.1 (1.3) 52.9 (0.9) 47.1 (0.9) 51.8 (0.9) 48.2 (0.9) 61.0 (1.2) 39.0 (1.2)
Russia 59.8 (1.1) 40.2 (1.1) 57.6 (1.0) 42.4 (1.0) 46.3 (1.0) 53.7 (1.0) 49.0 (1.0) 51.0 (1.0)
Saudi Arabia 55.4 (1.0) 44.6 (1.0) 48.4 (1.0) 51.6 (1.0) 42.9 (0.9) 57.1 (0.9) 44.9 (0.8) 55.1 (0.8)
Serbia 48.8 (0.8) 51.2 (0.8) 58.0 (1.0) 42.0 (1.0) 47.5 (0.8) 52.5 (0.8) 52.1 (0.9) 47.9 (0.9)
Singapore 39.8 (0.7) 60.2 (0.7) 22.0 (0.5) 78.0 (0.5) 32.3 (0.7) 67.7 (0.7) 33.9 (0.6) 66.1 (0.6)
Chinese Taipei 60.0 (0.9) 40.0 (0.9) 54.0 (0.9) 46.0 (0.9) 49.6 (0.8) 50.4 (0.8) 54.1 (0.9) 45.9 (0.9)
Thailand 45.7 (1.2) 54.3 (1.2) 30.5 (0.8) 69.5 (0.8) 32.2 (0.9) 67.8 (0.9) 29.1 (0.8) 70.9 (0.8)
Ukraine 56.0 (0.8) 44.0 (0.8) 57.0 (0.8) 43.0 (0.8) 50.6 (0.8) 49.4 (0.8) 53.6 (0.8) 46.4 (0.8)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 52.2 (1.2) † 47.8 (1.2) † 59.0 (1.3) † 41.0 (1.3) † 42.8 (1.0) † 57.2 (1.0) † 44.8 (1.1) † 55.2 (1.1) †
Viet Nam 56.4 (1.1) 43.6 (1.1) 56.4 (1.1) 43.6 (1.1) 44.7 (1.0) 55.3 (1.0) 47.3 (1.1) 52.7 (1.1)

Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.7.1 [5/6] Students engaged in global competence learning activities
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded yes/no
to whether they learn the following at school:

Number of learning 
activities

I learn how people from different cultures can have 
different perspectives on some issues

I learn how to communicate with people
from different backgrounds

Mean

No Yes No Yes
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. Mean S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 30.3 (0.6) 69.7 (0.6) 40.4 (0.6) 59.6 (0.6) 5.86 (0.04) †
Austria 32.2 (0.7) 67.8 (0.7) 45.2 (0.8) 54.8 (0.8) 5.52 (0.05)
Canada 30.3 (0.5) 69.7 (0.5) 39.5 (0.5) 60.5 (0.5) 6.01 (0.04)
Chile 32.9 (0.9) † 67.1 (0.9) † 46.4 (0.8) † 53.6 (0.8) † 5.66 (0.07) †
Colombia 25.7 (1.4) 74.3 (1.4) 28.8 (0.7) † 71.2 (0.7) † 7.28 (0.05) †
Estonia 44.5 (0.9) 55.5 (0.9) 46.3 (0.8) 53.7 (0.8) 5.05 (0.06)
France 46.5 (0.9) 53.5 (0.9) 43.6 (0.7) 56.4 (0.7) 4.78 (0.05) †
Germany 43.7 (1.0) † 56.3 (1.0) † 48.4 (0.9) ‡ 51.6 (0.9) ‡ 5.39 (0.06) ‡
Greece 29.7 (0.7) 70.3 (0.7) 37.9 (0.7) 62.1 (0.7) 5.74 (0.05)
Hungary 63.2 (0.9) 36.8 (0.9) 63.1 (0.9) 36.9 (0.9) 3.85 (0.06)
Iceland 31.6 (0.8) 68.4 (0.8) 39.3 (0.9) 60.7 (0.9) 5.83 (0.06) †
Ireland 38.2 (0.8) 61.8 (0.8) 43.5 (0.9) 56.5 (0.9) 5.33 (0.05)
Israel 42.8 (1.0) † 57.2 (1.0) † 49.0 (1.0) † 51.0 (1.0) † 4.95 (0.07) †
Italy 39.2 (0.7) 60.8 (0.7) 36.9 (0.9) 63.1 (0.9) 5.57 (0.05) †
Korea 39.8 (0.9) 60.2 (0.9) 43.4 (0.8) 56.6 (0.8) 5.68 (0.06)
Latvia 47.4 (1.0) 52.6 (1.0) 39.0 (0.8) 61.0 (0.8) 4.93 (0.05)
Lithuania 36.3 (0.7) 63.7 (0.7) 42.8 (0.7) 57.2 (0.7) 5.85 (0.05)
Mexico 26.5 (0.8) † 73.5 (0.8) † 33.2 (0.8) † 66.8 (0.8) † 6.59 (0.06) †
New Zealand 34.4 (0.8) 65.6 (0.8) 39.4 (0.7) 60.6 (0.7) 5.31 (0.05)
Poland 37.4 (0.8) 62.6 (0.8) 36.3 (0.8) 63.7 (0.8) 5.68 (0.06)
Portugal 29.4 (0.7) 70.6 (0.7) 33.0 (0.7) 67.0 (0.7) 5.88 (0.06)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 43.7 (1.2) ‡ 56.3 (1.2) ‡ 47.3 (1.3) ‡ 52.7 (1.3) ‡ 4.91 (0.08) ‡
Slovak Republic 40.9 (0.8) 59.1 (0.8) 40.5 (0.8) 59.5 (0.8) 5.01 (0.05)
Slovenia 55.8 (0.8) 44.2 (0.8) 52.6 (0.8) 47.4 (0.8) 4.02 (0.05)
Spain 36.6 (0.4) † 63.4 (0.4) † 38.9 (0.5) 61.1 (0.5) 5.59 (0.03) †
Switzerland 36.7 (1.1) † 63.3 (1.1) † 45.8 (1.0) † 54.2 (1.0) † 5.18 (0.08) †
Turkey 34.9 (0.8) 65.1 (0.8) 29.1 (0.7) 70.9 (0.7) 5.79 (0.06)

OECD average 38.2 (0.2) 61.8 (0.2) 41.8 (0.2) 58.2 (0.2) 5.45 (0.01)

Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.7.1 [6/6] Students engaged in global competence learning activities
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded yes/no
to whether they learn the following at school:

Number of learning 
activities

I learn how people from different cultures can have 
different perspectives on some issues

I learn how to communicate with people
from different backgrounds Mean

No Yes No Yes
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. Mean S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 18.1 (0.6) 81.9 (0.6) 17.6 (0.6) 82.4 (0.6) 7.35 (0.04)

Argentina 27.2 (0.6) † 72.8 (0.6) † 31.1 (0.8) † 68.9 (0.8) † 6.28 (0.04) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 28.8 (0.9) † 71.2 (0.9) † 36.9 (0.9) † 63.1 (0.9) † 7.30 (0.06) ‡
Belarus 34.3 (0.8) 65.7 (0.8) 46.3 (0.7) 53.7 (0.7) 5.44 (0.07)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 36.4 (0.7) 63.6 (0.7) 31.8 (0.7) 68.2 (0.7) 5.67 (0.06)
Brazil 28.9 (0.7) † 71.1 (0.7) † 45.6 (0.9) † 54.4 (0.9) † 6.17 (0.06) †
Brunei Darussalam 30.2 (0.6) 69.8 (0.6) 25.2 (0.6) 74.8 (0.6) 5.61 (0.04) †
Bulgaria 31.7 (0.9) † 68.3 (0.9) † 36.7 (1.0) † 63.3 (1.0) † 6.01 (0.07) †
Costa Rica 27.5 (0.7) 72.5 (0.7) 29.7 (0.7) 70.3 (0.7) 6.24 (0.05)
Croatia 39.6 (0.7) 60.4 (0.7) 38.6 (0.8) 61.4 (0.8) 5.44 (0.05)
Cyprus 40.1 (0.7) 59.9 (0.7) 40.0 (0.7) 60.0 (0.7) 5.45 (0.05) †
Dominican Republic 28.9 (1.4) ‡ 71.1 (1.4) ‡ 49.8 (2.1) ‡ 50.2 (2.1) ‡ 7.92 (0.08) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 27.9 (0.8) 72.1 (0.8) 31.3 (0.8) 68.7 (0.8) 6.70 (0.07)
Indonesia 23.3 (0.8) 76.7 (0.8) 20.8 (0.7) 79.2 (0.7) 7.58 (0.05)
Jordan 23.3 (0.6) 76.7 (0.6) 23.5 (0.7) 76.5 (0.7) 7.14 (0.05)
Kazakhstan 33.1 (0.6) 66.9 (0.6) 35.4 (0.5) 64.6 (0.5) 6.33 (0.05) †
Kosovo 23.6 (0.6) 76.4 (0.6) 23.7 (0.7) 76.3 (0.7) 6.85 (0.05)
Lebanon 33.7 (0.9) 66.3 (0.9) 31.4 (0.9) 68.6 (0.9) 6.44 (0.06)
Macao (China) 38.4 (0.7) 61.6 (0.7) 32.6 (0.9) 67.4 (0.9) 5.67 (0.04)
Malaysia 27.3 (0.7) 72.7 (0.7) 24.7 (0.7) 75.3 (0.7) 6.13 (0.05)
Malta 31.2 (0.7) 68.8 (0.7) 31.0 (0.7) 69.0 (0.7) 5.58 (0.05)
Moldova 37.2 (0.8) 62.8 (0.8) 22.2 (0.7) 77.8 (0.7) 5.73 (0.05)
Montenegro 31.6 (0.6) 68.4 (0.6) 30.5 (0.6) 69.5 (0.6) 6.34 (0.04)
Morocco 38.2 (0.9) ‡ 61.8 (0.9) ‡ 35.2 (1.0) ‡ 64.8 (1.0) ‡ 5.91 (0.07) ‡
North Macedonia 31.9 (0.7) 68.1 (0.7) 24.9 (0.6) 75.1 (0.6) 5.82 (0.04)
Panama 24.3 (1.2) ‡ 75.7 (1.2) ‡ 46.1 (1.2) ‡ 53.9 (1.2) ‡ 6.66 (0.09) ‡
Peru 20.3 (0.9) ‡ 79.7 (0.9) ‡ 32.3 (1.0) ‡ 67.7 (1.0) ‡ 7.09 (0.07) ‡
Philippines 17.6 (0.5) 82.4 (0.5) 14.5 (0.6) 85.5 (0.6) 8.04 (0.04)
Romania 41.9 (0.9) 58.1 (0.9) 34.4 (0.9) 65.6 (0.9) 5.25 (0.07)
Russia 44.9 (1.0) 55.1 (1.0) 45.8 (1.0) 54.2 (1.0) 4.99 (0.08)
Saudi Arabia 28.6 (0.7) 71.4 (0.7) 25.8 (0.6) 74.2 (0.6) 6.21 (0.05)
Serbia 39.6 (0.7) 60.4 (0.7) 42.6 (0.8) 57.4 (0.8) 5.20 (0.06) †
Singapore 10.8 (0.4) 89.2 (0.4) 13.9 (0.4) 86.1 (0.4) 7.77 (0.03)
Chinese Taipei 22.6 (0.6) 77.4 (0.6) 23.3 (0.6) 76.7 (0.6) 6.25 (0.05)
Thailand 22.1 (0.6) 77.9 (0.6) 22.5 (0.7) 77.5 (0.7) 7.55 (0.06)
Ukraine 49.4 (0.8) 50.6 (0.8) 39.8 (0.6) 60.2 (0.6) 5.13 (0.05)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 32.1 (1.0) † 67.9 (1.0) † 49.9 (1.0) † 50.1 (1.0) † 5.86 (0.08) †
Viet Nam 36.9 (1.2) 63.1 (1.2) 22.1 (1.0) 77.9 (1.0) 6.29 (0.07)

Note: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171248



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?326

Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.8.1 [1/8] Access to learning activities, by students’ gender
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by students’ gender

Number of learning activities I learn about the interconnectedness of 
countries’ economies

I learn how to solve conflicts with
other people in our classrooms

Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys
Mean 
index S.E.

Mean 
index S.E. Dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 5.78 (0.06) † 5.94 (0.05) † 0.16 (0.08) † 59.1 (0.8) 53.8 (0.9) -5.3 (1.2) 65.0 (0.8) 66.5 (0.7) 1.5 (1.1)
Austria 5.64 (0.06) † 5.41 (0.08) -0.23 (0.09) † 69.8 (1.1) 63.1 (1.1) -6.7 (1.4) 62.6 (1.1) 67.3 (1.2) 4.7 (1.4)
Canada 6.07 (0.06) 5.96 (0.04) -0.11 (0.06) 58.0 (0.8) 51.1 (0.7) -7.0 (0.9) 66.4 (0.8) 64.5 (0.6) -2.0 (0.9)
Chile 5.63 (0.09) † 5.69 (0.08) † 0.06 (0.11) † 56.9 (1.2) † 56.7 (1.0) † -0.1 (1.4) † 73.0 (1.1) † 78.9 (1.0) † 5.9 (1.2) †
Colombia 7.22 (0.05) † 7.34 (0.07) † 0.12 (0.08) † 79.6 (1.0) † 81.5 (1.1) † 1.9 (1.3) † 85.8 (0.9) † 89.8 (0.8) † 4.0 (1.0) †
Estonia 5.09 (0.08) 5.01 (0.07) -0.08 (0.09) 57.0 (1.2) 56.0 (1.1) -1.0 (1.5) 56.6 (1.1) 58.4 (1.1) 1.8 (1.4)
France 4.81 (0.05) † 4.74 (0.07) -0.07 (0.08) † 51.6 (1.0) 46.4 (1.1) -5.2 (1.4) 46.0 (1.1) 46.8 (1.2) 0.8 (1.5)
Germany 5.53 (0.08) ‡ 5.24 (0.08) ‡ -0.28 (0.11) ‡ 69.6 (1.2) † 67.7 (1.3) † -1.8 (1.5) † 63.1 (1.5) † 66.7 (1.4) † 3.6 (1.7) †
Greece 5.81 (0.07) 5.68 (0.06) -0.13 (0.09) 61.3 (1.1) 51.8 (1.1) -9.5 (1.3) 64.5 (1.1) 67.6 (0.9) 3.1 (1.4)
Hungary 3.94 (0.08) 3.76 (0.09) -0.18 (0.12) 49.6 (1.2) 49.5 (1.3) -0.1 (1.8) 45.6 (1.1) 48.2 (1.5) 2.7 (1.8)
Iceland 5.92 (0.09) † 5.74 (0.08) † -0.19 (0.13) † 58.3 (1.4) 50.6 (1.4) -7.8 (2.1) 57.4 (1.3) 54.1 (1.3) -3.3 (1.8)
Ireland 5.20 (0.07) 5.45 (0.07) 0.25 (0.09) 58.9 (1.0) 55.0 (1.1) -3.9 (1.5) 57.8 (1.1) 63.8 (1.1) 6.0 (1.5)
Israel 4.95 (0.10) † 4.95 (0.08) † 0.00 (0.11) † 41.7 (1.4) † 30.9 (1.3) -10.9 (1.7) † 45.6 (1.2) † 45.9 (1.2) 0.2 (1.6) †
Italy 5.56 (0.06) † 5.57 (0.06) † 0.00 (0.09) † 55.8 (1.3) 42.8 (1.3) -13.0 (1.6) 62.0 (1.0) 67.6 (1.0) 5.5 (1.5)
Korea 5.88 (0.07) 5.46 (0.09) -0.42 (0.10) 63.0 (1.0) 59.8 (1.2) -3.2 (1.4) 76.1 (0.8) 72.2 (0.9) -3.8 (1.2)
Latvia 4.90 (0.07) 4.95 (0.07) 0.05 (0.10) 46.1 (1.2) 42.8 (1.2) -3.3 (1.8) 62.1 (1.0) 71.2 (1.0) 9.0 (1.5)
Lithuania 5.81 (0.07) 5.89 (0.07) 0.09 (0.10) 64.8 (0.9) 63.9 (1.1) -0.9 (1.4) 63.2 (1.0) 67.4 (1.0) 4.1 (1.3)
Mexico 6.52 (0.08) † 6.64 (0.08) † 0.12 (0.10) † 62.2 (1.2) † 57.2 (1.5) † -5.0 (1.7) † 81.8 (0.9) † 88.4 (0.7) † 6.6 (1.1) †
New Zealand 5.22 (0.07) 5.40 (0.07) 0.18 (0.09) 44.5 (1.1) 34.8 (1.0) -9.8 (1.4) 59.4 (1.0) 62.1 (1.1) 2.6 (1.5)
Poland 5.74 (0.07) 5.63 (0.08) -0.11 (0.09) 73.2 (1.0) 74.7 (1.0) 1.5 (1.3) 64.8 (1.1) 66.1 (1.0) 1.4 (1.5)
Portugal 5.88 (0.08) 5.88 (0.07) 0.00 (0.09) 57.2 (1.2) 51.6 (1.3) -5.5 (1.4) 65.8 (1.1) 72.4 (1.2) 6.6 (1.3)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 4.87 (0.12) ‡ 4.95 (0.11) ‡ 0.08 (0.15) ‡ 42.9 (1.5) ‡ 36.5 (1.5) ‡ -6.4 (2.0) ‡ 51.7 (1.6) ‡ 53.1 (1.4) ‡ 1.5 (1.8) ‡
Slovak Republic 5.15 (0.07) 4.88 (0.07) -0.27 (0.10) 47.9 (1.2) 34.0 (1.2) -13.9 (1.8) 63.1 (1.0) 73.3 (1.1) 10.2 (1.4)
Slovenia 4.31 (0.07) 3.74 (0.06) -0.58 (0.09) 47.4 (0.9) 35.0 (1.2) -12.4 (1.6) 50.4 (1.1) 58.3 (1.1) 7.9 (1.4)
Spain 5.70 (0.05) † 5.49 (0.04) † -0.21 (0.06) † 53.7 (0.7) † 51.3 (0.8) † -2.4 (1.0) † 72.1 (0.6) † 74.0 (0.5) † 1.9 (0.8) †
Switzerland 5.24 (0.10) † 5.10 (0.09) † -0.14 (0.11) † 55.4 (1.4) † 52.7 (1.4) † -2.7 (1.9) † 55.5 (1.3) † 59.0 (1.5) † 3.5 (1.6) †
Turkey 5.98 (0.07) 5.60 (0.09) -0.37 (0.09) 68.5 (0.9) 62.6 (1.0) -5.9 (1.2) 74.1 (0.9) 83.9 (0.8) 9.8 (1.2)

OECD average 5.49 (0.01) 5.41 (0.01) -0.08 (0.02) 57.6 (0.2) 52.4 (0.2) -5.2 (0.3) 62.7 (0.2) 66.2 (0.2) 3.5 (0.3)

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.8.1 [2/8] Access to learning activities, by students’ gender
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by students’ gender

Number of learning activities I learn about the interconnectedness of 
countries’ economies

I learn how to solve conflicts with
other people in our classrooms

Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys
Mean 
index S.E.

Mean 
index S.E. Dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 7.36 (0.06) 7.35 (0.05) -0.01 (0.07) 70.5 (1.1) 67.3 (1.1) -3.2 (1.3) 82.0 (0.9) 87.1 (0.7) 5.1 (1.1)

Argentina 6.19 (0.06) † 6.37 (0.05) † 0.18 (0.07) † 69.7 (0.9) † 69.3 (0.9) † -0.4 (1.3) † 70.0 (1.0) † 76.4 (0.9) † 6.3 (1.2) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 7.41 (0.07) ‡ 7.19 (0.09) † -0.23 (0.11) ‡ 77.0 (0.9) † 66.9 (1.2) † -10.1 (1.5) † 75.6 (1.1) † 76.1 (1.1) † 0.5 (1.5) †
Belarus 5.28 (0.08) 5.61 (0.08) 0.33 (0.08) 50.8 (1.2) 47.2 (1.1) -3.6 (1.5) 65.6 (1.0) 71.2 (1.0) 5.6 (1.3)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 5.83 (0.07) † 5.51 (0.08) -0.31 (0.10) † 53.2 (1.2) 46.7 (1.4) -6.5 (1.6) 63.8 (0.9) 68.9 (1.2) 5.1 (1.5)
Brazil 6.22 (0.07) † 6.13 (0.07) † -0.09 (0.08) † 71.5 (0.7) † 70.1 (1.0) † -1.4 (1.2) † 64.9 (1.0) † 68.0 (1.2) † 3.1 (1.3) †
Brunei Darussalam 5.67 (0.05) † 5.56 (0.05) † -0.11 (0.08) † 51.6 (1.1) 46.4 (1.0) -5.2 (1.4) 68.7 (0.8) 74.6 (0.9) 5.9 (1.2)
Bulgaria 6.10 (0.08) † 5.92 (0.09) † -0.19 (0.12) † 68.2 (1.0) † 58.1 (1.2) -10.1 (1.3) † 63.6 (1.3) † 69.1 (1.2) 5.6 (1.7) †
Costa Rica 6.24 (0.06) 6.24 (0.07) 0.00 (0.07) 59.6 (0.9) 62.7 (1.1) 3.1 (1.2) 74.6 (0.8) 79.2 (0.9) 4.6 (1.0)
Croatia 5.63 (0.07) 5.25 (0.07) -0.37 (0.09) 61.9 (1.1) 59.5 (1.0) -2.5 (1.3) 64.5 (1.0) 68.9 (1.0) 4.5 (1.4)
Cyprus 5.52 (0.07) † 5.38 (0.07) † -0.13 (0.09) † 57.1 (1.1) 41.3 (1.1) -15.8 (1.5) 57.4 (1.2) † 63.1 (1.2) 5.6 (1.7) †
Dominican Republic 7.99 (0.10) ‡ 7.85 (0.11) ‡ -0.14 (0.14) ‡ 82.2 (1.6) ‡ 80.0 (1.3) ‡ -2.3 (1.7) ‡ 81.3 (1.5) ‡ 84.2 (1.2) ‡ 2.9 (1.8) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 6.60 (0.09) 6.80 (0.08) 0.19 (0.10) 70.1 (1.0) 68.1 (1.2) -2.0 (1.3) 74.8 (1.0) 76.3 (1.0) 1.5 (1.3)
Indonesia 7.57 (0.07) 7.60 (0.06) 0.02 (0.07) 77.0 (1.0) 75.9 (1.1) -1.1 (1.2) 84.3 (0.8) 89.2 (0.7) 4.9 (1.1)
Jordan 6.93 (0.05) 7.32 (0.07) 0.39 (0.09) 78.5 (0.9) 72.8 (1.0) -5.7 (1.3) 73.2 (1.0) 85.8 (0.9) 12.6 (1.3)
Kazakhstan 6.30 (0.06) † 6.37 (0.06) 0.06 (0.07) † 62.5 (0.6) 59.5 (0.7) -3.0 (0.9) 59.7 (0.7) 53.0 (0.8) -6.6 (1.1)
Kosovo 7.17 (0.07) 6.55 (0.06) -0.62 (0.09) 79.4 (1.0) 71.7 (1.0) -7.7 (1.4) 74.2 (1.1) 75.5 (1.1) 1.3 (1.4)
Lebanon 6.32 (0.07) 6.53 (0.06) 0.21 (0.08) 62.5 (1.2) 57.9 (1.4) -4.6 (1.4) 70.0 (1.4) 77.5 (1.1) 7.4 (1.4)
Macao (China) 5.64 (0.07) 5.70 (0.06) 0.06 (0.10) 57.9 (1.2) 55.2 (1.0) -2.7 (1.6) 73.1 (1.0) 75.8 (1.1) 2.8 (1.4)
Malaysia 6.09 (0.07) 6.16 (0.05) 0.06 (0.06) 59.1 (1.0) 58.5 (1.1) -0.6 (1.4) 75.4 (1.0) 79.5 (0.8) 4.1 (1.0)
Malta 5.69 (0.09) † 5.48 (0.06) -0.22 (0.11) † 50.7 (1.4) 39.3 (1.2) -11.4 (1.9) 63.1 (1.2) 72.0 (1.1) 8.9 (1.6)
Moldova 5.62 (0.06) 5.84 (0.06) 0.21 (0.07) 46.0 (1.1) 45.0 (1.2) -1.0 (1.3) 66.6 (0.9) 76.6 (1.0) 10.0 (1.2)
Montenegro 6.40 (0.06) † 6.27 (0.05) -0.13 (0.07) † 68.0 (0.9) 60.7 (0.9) -7.3 (1.2) 64.2 (0.8) 69.8 (0.8) 5.6 (1.2)
Morocco 6.01 (0.08) ‡ 5.79 (0.09) ‡ -0.22 (0.11) ‡ 72.4 (1.2) ‡ 65.9 (1.5) ‡ -6.5 (1.9) ‡ 59.9 (1.3) ‡ 62.8 (1.4) ‡ 2.9 (1.9) ‡
North Macedonia 5.73 (0.04) 5.91 (0.05) 0.18 (0.06) 51.0 (0.9) 47.5 (1.1) -3.4 (1.5) 71.0 (0.9) 78.2 (1.0) 7.2 (1.5)
Panama 6.77 (0.11) ‡ 6.56 (0.13) ‡ -0.21 (0.14) ‡ 69.7 (1.8) ‡ 64.2 (1.9) ‡ -5.5 (2.3) ‡ 73.9 (1.5) ‡ 78.1 (1.5) ‡ 4.1 (2.0) ‡
Peru 7.18 (0.07) ‡ 6.98 (0.10) ‡ -0.20 (0.12) ‡ 72.0 (1.4) ‡ 68.0 (1.3) ‡ -3.9 (1.9) ‡ 84.8 (1.2) ‡ 85.1 (1.1) ‡ 0.3 (1.6) ‡
Philippines 7.94 (0.05) 8.13 (0.05) 0.19 (0.05) 82.7 (0.9) 81.9 (0.7) -0.8 (1.0) 86.2 (0.6) 91.6 (0.5) 5.5 (0.8)
Romania 5.28 (0.08) 5.23 (0.10) -0.05 (0.10) 53.8 (1.5) 48.6 (1.7) -5.2 (1.6) 61.4 (0.9) 70.7 (1.2) 9.3 (1.5)
Russia 5.05 (0.10) 4.93 (0.09) -0.13 (0.10) 54.7 (0.9) 45.9 (1.4) -8.8 (1.3) 58.3 (1.4) 65.2 (1.1) 6.9 (1.5)
Saudi Arabia 6.34 (0.08) 6.08 (0.07) -0.26 (0.11) 71.0 (1.3) 69.9 (1.0) -1.1 (1.6) 70.2 (0.8) 74.1 (1.0) 3.9 (1.2)
Serbia 5.34 (0.08) † 5.07 (0.08) † -0.27 (0.09) † 53.0 (1.3) † 46.2 (1.2) -6.8 (1.6) † 55.4 (1.0) † 59.3 (1.0) 3.9 (1.4) †
Singapore 7.63 (0.04) 7.92 (0.05) 0.29 (0.06) 81.6 (0.8) 81.6 (0.7) -0.1 (0.9) 78.9 (0.6) 80.0 (0.7) 1.1 (1.0)
Chinese Taipei 6.36 (0.06) 6.14 (0.07) -0.22 (0.08) 69.7 (0.9) 64.4 (1.0) -5.3 (1.3) 79.7 (0.7) 80.7 (0.7) 1.0 (0.9)
Thailand 7.41 (0.07) 7.67 (0.07) 0.27 (0.08) 78.2 (0.9) 81.6 (0.9) 3.4 (1.0) 82.9 (0.8) 91.5 (0.5) 8.6 (0.8)
Ukraine 4.99 (0.07) 5.27 (0.07) 0.28 (0.09) 51.2 (1.1) 50.0 (1.2) -1.2 (1.3) 61.5 (1.2) 68.3 (1.1) 6.9 (1.5)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 5.92 (0.11) † 5.81 (0.09) † -0.12 (0.13) † 62.9 (1.4) † 56.8 (1.1) † -6.1 (1.8) † 67.7 (1.3) † 74.8 (1.3) † 7.2 (1.7) †
Viet Nam 6.22 (0.07) 6.35 (0.07) 0.13 (0.06) 66.0 (1.4) 69.5 (1.1) 3.5 (1.4) 81.8 (1.0) 84.2 (0.9) 2.5 (1.1)

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Annex B1 Results for countries and economies

Table VI.B1.8.1 [3/8] Access to learning activities, by students’ gender
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by students’ gender

I learn about different cultures
We read newspapers, look for news on

the Internet or watch the news together
during classes

I am often invited by my teachers to give my 
personal opinion about international news

Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys
% S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 77.4 (0.7) 82.6 (0.5) 5.2 (0.9) 47.1 (0.9) 46.0 (0.8) -1.1 (1.1) 44.2 (0.9) 42.7 (0.8) -1.5 (1.2)
Austria 72.2 (1.0) 71.7 (1.3) -0.5 (1.7) 46.3 (1.3) 42.4 (1.9) -3.9 (2.0) 53.0 (1.0) 48.6 (1.4) -4.4 (1.7)
Canada 78.7 (0.7) 80.7 (0.6) 2.0 (0.8) 54.8 (0.8) 55.5 (0.9) 0.7 (1.1) 53.4 (0.9) 51.2 (0.8) -2.3 (1.0)
Chile 78.4 (1.0) † 81.3 (0.9) † 2.9 (1.3) † 40.5 (1.3) † 38.9 (1.3) † -1.7 (1.5) † 52.8 (1.2) † 51.5 (1.2) † -1.3 (1.5) †
Colombia 88.0 (0.8) † 90.0 (0.7) † 2.0 (1.0) † 59.5 (1.3) † 59.2 (1.3) † -0.3 (1.5) † 55.9 (1.2) † 53.8 (1.2) † -2.1 (1.6) †
Estonia 67.5 (1.1) 68.7 (1.1) 1.2 (1.5) 37.6 (1.2) 38.0 (1.2) 0.4 (1.5) 41.7 (1.4) 36.7 (1.3) -5.0 (1.6)
France 74.7 (0.9) 77.1 (0.9) 2.5 (1.3) 34.9 (1.0) 31.3 (1.1) -3.6 (1.5) 39.3 (1.0) 35.9 (1.0) -3.4 (1.4)
Germany 79.7 (1.2) † 82.2 (1.0) † 2.5 (1.6) † 42.2 (1.4) † 35.1 (1.8) † -7.2 (2.0) † 50.0 (1.3) ‡ 45.1 (1.7) † -4.9 (1.9) ‡
Greece 76.6 (1.1) 81.4 (0.8) 4.8 (1.4) 34.2 (1.2) 22.7 (1.0) -11.5 (1.2) 55.2 (1.2) 50.5 (1.0) -4.6 (1.4)
Hungary 55.6 (1.2) 61.2 (1.3) 5.6 (1.7) 27.4 (1.1) 20.8 (1.2) -6.6 (1.5) 32.9 (1.0) 27.1 (1.2) -5.8 (1.4)
Iceland 79.9 (1.0) 87.3 (0.9) 7.5 (1.4) 49.6 (1.3) 52.2 (1.4) 2.6 (1.9) 49.9 (1.4) 40.1 (1.3) -9.9 (2.0)
Ireland 78.1 (1.0) 79.2 (0.9) 1.2 (1.1) 34.0 (0.9) 33.7 (1.3) -0.3 (1.5) 40.8 (1.2) 44.9 (1.1) 4.1 (1.6)
Israel 62.9 (1.2) † 64.1 (1.2) 1.2 (1.5) † 45.6 (1.4) † 48.1 (1.3) † 2.5 (1.7) † 47.0 (1.4) † 46.1 (1.2) -0.9 (1.7) †
Italy 73.0 (1.2) 81.3 (0.9) 8.3 (1.4) 47.7 (1.2) 49.2 (1.3) 1.5 (1.8) 57.4 (1.0) 58.7 (1.0) 1.3 (1.5)
Korea 77.3 (1.0) 78.1 (1.1) 0.9 (1.4) 51.3 (1.1) 51.2 (1.4) 0.0 (1.5) 54.8 (0.9) 47.6 (1.4) -7.1 (1.6)
Latvia 67.7 (1.1) 74.8 (1.0) 7.1 (1.5) 32.6 (1.1) 29.4 (1.1) -3.2 (1.5) 41.7 (1.1) 39.2 (1.1) -2.5 (1.7)
Lithuania 75.6 (0.9) 83.7 (0.8) 8.1 (1.3) 38.8 (1.1) 32.4 (1.2) -6.4 (1.5) 50.3 (1.1) 43.6 (1.1) -6.7 (1.5)
Mexico 78.4 (1.0) † 82.8 (1.1) † 4.4 (1.5) † 56.3 (1.1) † 58.5 (1.2) † 2.2 (1.7) † 58.2 (1.2) † 57.1 (1.2) † -1.0 (1.6) †
New Zealand 72.0 (1.1) 78.1 (0.8) 6.1 (1.3) 43.1 (1.0) 43.6 (1.3) 0.6 (1.5) 37.6 (1.2) 36.5 (1.1) -1.1 (1.5)
Poland 78.0 (1.0) 83.1 (0.9) 5.1 (1.3) 36.8 (1.3) 27.8 (1.1) -9.0 (1.4) 54.8 (1.2) 47.7 (1.3) -7.1 (1.5)
Portugal 79.2 (1.0) 83.6 (1.0) 4.4 (1.2) 35.4 (1.4) 31.0 (1.0) -4.4 (1.6) 51.7 (1.3) 50.1 (1.2) -1.6 (1.4)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 68.2 (1.6) ‡ 71.0 (1.5) ‡ 2.8 (2.2) ‡ 43.9 (1.6) ‡ 46.3 (1.6) ‡ 2.5 (2.0) ‡ 41.9 (1.4) ‡ 39.8 (1.5) ‡ -2.1 (1.8) ‡
Slovak Republic 71.7 (1.0) 79.1 (0.9) 7.4 (1.3) 41.8 (1.2) 37.5 (1.1) -4.2 (1.6) 48.9 (0.9) 43.6 (1.2) -5.3 (1.6)
Slovenia 61.2 (1.1) 66.3 (1.0) 5.1 (1.5) 31.2 (0.9) 19.4 (1.0) -11.8 (1.3) 37.3 (1.1) 22.9 (1.0) -14.4 (1.6)
Spain 72.9 (0.6) † 69.8 (0.6) † -3.2 (0.7) † 42.4 (0.8) † 40.5 (0.8) † -1.9 (0.9) † 53.1 (0.7) † 48.2 (0.7) † -5.0 (0.9) †
Switzerland 68.3 (1.4) † 72.8 (1.3) † 4.5 (1.8) † 44.0 (1.2) † 38.7 (1.5) † -5.3 (1.7) † 47.0 (1.4) † 39.9 (1.5) † -7.1 (1.8) †
Turkey 74.8 (0.8) 81.0 (0.8) 6.2 (1.0) 40.4 (1.2) 27.8 (1.2) -12.6 (1.3) 42.1 (1.2) 27.3 (1.3) -14.8 (1.4)

OECD average 73.6 (0.2) 77.5 (0.2) 3.9 (0.3) 42.2 (0.2) 39.2 (0.2) -3.0 (0.3) 47.9 (0.2) 43.6 (0.2) -4.3 (0.3)

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.8.1 [4/8] Access to learning activities, by students’ gender
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by students’ gender

I learn about different cultures
We read newspapers, look for news on

the Internet or watch the news together
during classes

I am often invited by my teachers to give my 
personal opinion about international news

Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys
% S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 89.0 (0.6) 93.5 (0.5) 4.5 (0.7) 51.7 (1.0) 40.8 (1.0) -10.9 (1.3) 55.9 (1.1) 46.4 (1.2) -9.5 (1.4)

Argentina 77.9 (1.0) † 79.1 (0.7) † 1.1 (1.2) † 49.5 (1.1) † 55.2 (1.2) † 5.8 (1.5) † 52.9 (1.2) † 47.2 (1.1) † -5.7 (1.7) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 76.9 (0.9) † 81.9 (0.8) † 5.0 (1.1) † 66.2 (1.3) † 59.1 (1.2) † -7.1 (1.7) † 73.3 (1.0) † 65.9 (1.1) † -7.4 (1.4) †
Belarus 57.7 (1.0) 72.4 (1.0) 14.8 (1.2) 39.3 (1.1) 40.1 (1.4) 0.8 (1.2) 52.5 (1.2) 54.2 (1.0) 1.7 (1.3)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 75.7 (0.8) 81.9 (1.1) 6.3 (1.3) 46.7 (1.0) 39.2 (1.0) -7.5 (1.4) 49.6 (1.0) 39.5 (1.1) -10.1 (1.3)
Brazil 83.2 (0.8) † 87.9 (0.6) † 4.7 (0.9) † 50.5 (0.9) † 47.3 (1.2) † -3.2 (1.3) † 50.9 (0.9) † 42.5 (1.0) † -8.4 (1.2) †
Brunei Darussalam 78.2 (0.9) 83.0 (0.7) 4.7 (1.2) 46.4 (1.0) 44.2 (0.9) -2.2 (1.4) 34.9 (0.9) 26.7 (0.9) -8.1 (1.4)
Bulgaria 70.7 (1.1) † 78.4 (1.1) 7.8 (1.7) † 47.9 (1.2) † 37.3 (1.5) -10.5 (1.6) † 59.0 (1.2) † 51.0 (1.4) -7.9 (1.5) †
Costa Rica 89.2 (0.6) 91.5 (0.5) 2.3 (0.8) 44.7 (1.0) 44.1 (1.0) -0.6 (1.2) 49.0 (1.1) 45.1 (0.9) -3.9 (1.3)
Croatia 79.5 (0.8) 83.6 (0.8) 4.1 (1.1) 36.7 (1.1) 26.7 (1.0) -10.0 (1.5) 49.3 (1.1) 40.5 (1.1) -8.7 (1.4)
Cyprus 70.7 (1.1) † 73.7 (1.0) 3.0 (1.5) † 45.3 (1.2) † 36.8 (1.0) -8.5 (1.3) † 54.1 (1.1) † 50.1 (1.1) -4.0 (1.4) †
Dominican Republic 89.0 (1.2) ‡ 90.9 (1.1) ‡ 2.0 (1.5) ‡ 74.0 (1.5) ‡ 68.4 (2.1) ‡ -5.6 (2.5) ‡ 75.4 (1.5) ‡ 76.7 (1.4) ‡ 1.3 (1.9) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 76.7 (0.9) 83.2 (0.9) 6.6 (1.2) 68.7 (1.0) 74.7 (1.1) 6.0 (1.5) 52.9 (1.3) 49.2 (1.1) -3.6 (1.6)
Indonesia 84.7 (0.7) 88.4 (0.7) 3.8 (1.0) 72.6 (1.2) 74.3 (1.1) 1.7 (1.3) 66.4 (1.2) 61.7 (1.4) -4.7 (1.8)
Jordan 78.8 (0.8) 88.8 (0.8) 10.0 (1.1) 59.3 (1.0) 59.1 (1.3) -0.3 (1.6) 63.3 (1.0) 47.8 (1.6) -15.5 (1.8)
Kazakhstan 70.0 (0.7) 80.5 (0.6) 10.6 (1.0) 60.2 (0.8) 58.7 (0.7) -1.5 (1.0) 58.8 (0.8) 54.3 (0.8) -4.5 (1.0)
Kosovo 84.8 (0.9) 87.4 (0.8) 2.6 (1.2) 59.9 (1.3) 45.4 (1.1) -14.5 (1.6) 59.4 (1.3) 37.5 (1.2) -22.0 (1.7)
Lebanon 78.2 (1.2) 83.4 (0.9) 5.2 (1.3) 46.1 (1.5) 47.1 (1.3) 1.0 (1.5) 58.3 (1.3) 61.0 (1.2) 2.7 (1.5)
Macao (China) 75.7 (1.0) 81.2 (0.9) 5.5 (1.4) 51.0 (1.0) 55.0 (1.1) 4.0 (1.4) 44.7 (1.0) 40.5 (1.1) -4.2 (1.6)
Malaysia 74.8 (1.0) 82.7 (0.8) 7.9 (1.0) 61.7 (1.2) 58.7 (1.2) -2.9 (1.4) 39.8 (1.2) 31.3 (1.1) -8.5 (1.3)
Malta 73.6 (1.0) 82.3 (1.0) 8.7 (1.6) 40.9 (1.3) 23.2 (1.0) -17.6 (1.6) 48.3 (1.4) 37.1 (1.1) -11.2 (1.8)
Moldova 76.4 (0.9) 84.1 (1.0) 7.7 (1.1) 35.3 (1.1) 31.3 (1.2) -4.0 (1.3) 38.9 (1.3) 30.3 (1.3) -8.6 (1.5)
Montenegro 78.4 (0.8) 85.4 (0.7) 6.9 (1.0) 47.9 (0.9) 37.5 (0.9) -10.4 (1.3) 57.4 (1.0) 46.6 (0.9) -10.7 (1.2)
Morocco 71.1 (1.2) ‡ 75.8 (1.3) ‡ 4.8 (1.5) ‡ 49.3 (1.3) ‡ 38.8 (1.3) ‡ -10.5 (1.6) ‡ 54.6 (1.4) ‡ 49.1 (1.2) ‡ -5.5 (1.8) ‡
North Macedonia 79.9 (0.7) 85.8 (0.8) 5.9 (1.1) 33.5 (0.8) 36.0 (1.0) 2.6 (1.2) 30.2 (0.8) 24.4 (1.0) -5.8 (1.2)
Panama 85.6 (1.2) ‡ 86.6 (1.2) ‡ 1.0 (1.7) ‡ 54.0 (1.9) ‡ 47.0 (2.1) ‡ -7.0 (2.4) ‡ 61.1 (1.7) ‡ 55.3 (2.2) ‡ -5.8 (2.5) ‡
Peru 91.5 (0.8) ‡ 91.8 (0.8) ‡ 0.3 (1.1) ‡ 55.9 (1.5) ‡ 50.5 (1.4) ‡ -5.4 (2.0) ‡ 71.2 (1.2) ‡ 64.5 (1.5) ‡ -6.7 (1.7) ‡
Philippines 85.8 (0.7) 90.9 (0.5) 5.1 (0.9) 72.0 (1.0) 75.8 (0.8) 3.8 (1.1) 70.6 (1.0) 64.8 (1.1) -5.8 (1.2)
Romania 69.2 (0.9) 77.8 (1.0) 8.7 (1.2) 44.3 (1.2) 43.2 (1.5) -1.1 (1.8) 38.7 (1.3) 29.3 (1.6) -9.5 (1.5)
Russia 60.2 (1.0) 67.4 (1.1) 7.3 (1.3) 34.1 (1.1) 24.1 (1.2) -10.0 (1.6) 44.5 (1.3) 36.1 (1.3) -8.4 (1.5)
Saudi Arabia 75.1 (1.2) 79.0 (0.9) 3.8 (1.5) 56.1 (1.2) 40.7 (1.4) -15.4 (1.9) 55.0 (1.4) 34.2 (1.3) -20.8 (1.9)
Serbia 68.8 (1.0) † 72.5 (0.9) 3.7 (1.3) † 39.7 (1.1) † 28.9 (1.1) -10.8 (1.4) † 52.7 (1.0) † 49.7 (1.1) -3.0 (1.4) †
Singapore 90.4 (0.6) 94.9 (0.5) 4.5 (0.7) 72.7 (0.8) 78.9 (0.8) 6.2 (1.1) 62.0 (0.8) 58.2 (1.0) -3.8 (1.3)
Chinese Taipei 84.6 (0.7) 88.1 (0.5) 3.4 (0.8) 53.9 (0.9) 55.8 (1.1) 1.8 (1.4) 44.7 (1.2) 35.4 (1.2) -9.3 (1.6)
Thailand 86.2 (0.7) 94.2 (0.5) 8.0 (0.8) 74.3 (1.0) 81.8 (0.8) 7.5 (1.1) 60.2 (1.2) 49.2 (1.5) -11.0 (1.5)
Ukraine 69.3 (0.9) 79.7 (1.1) 10.4 (1.4) 30.2 (1.1) 31.0 (1.1) 0.8 (1.4) 46.4 (1.2) 41.5 (1.0) -4.9 (1.4)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 77.7 (1.3) † 83.3 (1.1) † 5.6 (1.5) † 51.4 (1.4) † 50.1 (1.5) † -1.4 (1.8) † 51.6 (1.6) † 44.7 (1.5) † -6.9 (2.1) †
Viet Nam 82.1 (1.3) 87.1 (1.0) 5.0 (1.3) 53.5 (1.1) 59.7 (1.3) 6.3 (1.4) 45.8 (1.3) 41.5 (1.3) -4.3 (1.5)

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.8.1 [5/8] Access to learning activities, by students’ gender
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by students’ gender

I participate in events celebrating cultural 
diversity throughout the school year

I participate in classroom discussions about 
world events as part of the regular instruction

I analyse global issues together with my 
classmates in small groups during class

Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys
% S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 46.8 (0.9) 53.5 (0.9) 6.7 (1.2) 59.6 (0.8) 61.3 (0.8) 1.7 (1.2) 52.6 (0.8) 53.4 (0.8) 0.8 (1.2)
Austria 34.6 (1.2) 25.9 (1.1) -8.7 (1.7) 57.2 (1.1) 50.1 (1.0) -7.2 (1.4) 50.1 (1.0) 49.2 (1.2) -1.0 (1.6)
Canada 44.6 (0.8) 47.3 (0.9) 2.7 (1.1) 64.0 (0.7) 61.2 (0.7) -2.9 (1.0) 56.0 (0.9) 52.6 (0.8) -3.4 (1.0)
Chile 44.8 (1.4) † 44.8 (1.4) † 0.0 (1.7) † 46.7 (1.3) † 45.4 (1.2) † -1.3 (1.6) † 50.4 (1.3) † 52.0 (1.2) † 1.5 (1.8) †
Colombia 66.3 (1.0) † 70.1 (1.0) † 3.8 (1.2) † 64.8 (1.1) † 62.4 (1.0) † -2.4 (1.4) † 69.9 (1.0) † 70.3 (1.2) † 0.3 (1.6) †
Estonia 34.6 (1.2) 35.4 (1.2) 0.9 (1.4) 58.4 (1.1) 58.4 (1.2) 0.0 (1.6) 46.6 (1.3) 44.6 (1.2) -2.0 (1.5)
France 27.7 (0.9) 23.5 (1.1) -4.2 (1.3) 57.4 (1.0) 58.8 (1.2) 1.4 (1.4) 43.1 (1.0) 44.4 (1.3) 1.3 (1.5)
Germany 27.1 (1.4) ‡ 22.0 (1.2) † -5.1 (1.9) ‡ 62.0 (1.6) ‡ 53.3 (1.4) † -8.7 (1.8) ‡ 50.4 (1.6) ‡ 48.4 (1.6) † -1.9 (2.2) ‡
Greece 45.2 (1.2) 40.7 (1.0) -4.5 (1.4) 63.6 (1.0) 64.7 (1.0) 1.1 (1.3) 51.8 (1.2) 48.6 (1.0) -3.2 (1.6)
Hungary 39.4 (1.1) 40.6 (1.3) 1.2 (1.6) 42.4 (1.2) 33.9 (1.1) -8.5 (1.7) 31.4 (1.2) 25.8 (1.1) -5.5 (1.6)
Iceland 47.4 (1.4) 40.6 (1.3) -6.8 (1.9) 65.5 (1.4) 67.1 (1.2) 1.6 (2.0) 55.1 (1.3) 51.2 (1.3) -4.0 (1.9)
Ireland 35.4 (1.1) 41.8 (1.3) 6.4 (1.6) 60.2 (1.1) 63.2 (1.1) 2.9 (1.5) 40.6 (1.1) 42.1 (1.1) 1.5 (1.4)
Israel 48.0 (1.3) † 50.1 (1.3) † 2.2 (1.6) † 61.7 (1.3) † 62.6 (1.0) † 0.9 (1.6) † 41.7 (1.3) † 39.6 (1.1) † -2.0 (1.6) †
Italy 32.2 (1.3) 25.9 (1.1) -6.3 (1.6) 59.1 (1.0) 58.6 (1.2) -0.5 (1.4) 48.0 (1.1) 44.4 (1.2) -3.6 (1.5)
Korea 47.5 (1.1) 37.0 (1.1) -10.4 (1.4) 45.7 (1.1) 37.1 (1.1) -8.6 (1.4) 53.4 (1.2) 48.4 (1.5) -5.0 (1.8)
Latvia 34.1 (1.0) 32.0 (1.1) -2.1 (1.4) 49.9 (1.2) 45.6 (1.1) -4.3 (1.6) 46.3 (1.1) 42.5 (1.2) -3.8 (1.7)
Lithuania 53.0 (1.1) 57.7 (1.2) 4.7 (1.5) 64.0 (1.0) 66.0 (0.9) 2.0 (1.3) 52.9 (1.1) 50.3 (1.1) -2.6 (1.5)
Mexico 53.0 (1.2) † 55.7 (1.2) † 2.8 (1.6) † 58.1 (1.2) † 60.2 (1.4) † 2.1 (1.6) † 63.6 (1.2) † 64.0 (1.3) † 0.5 (1.7) †
New Zealand 41.3 (1.1) 49.1 (1.2) 7.8 (1.4) 53.8 (1.2) 58.4 (1.1) 4.7 (1.4) 46.4 (0.9) 47.8 (1.1) 1.3 (1.3)
Poland 41.8 (1.1) 43.6 (1.2) 1.8 (1.2) 55.4 (1.1) 45.9 (1.2) -9.4 (1.3) 46.4 (1.1) 42.7 (1.2) -3.7 (1.6)
Portugal 39.6 (1.2) 34.6 (1.2) -4.9 (1.5) 65.7 (1.1) 63.4 (1.1) -2.3 (1.3) 60.6 (1.1) 60.9 (1.2) 0.3 (1.7)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 36.7 (1.6) ‡ 38.5 (1.7) ‡ 1.8 (2.6) ‡ 55.4 (1.5) ‡ 55.8 (1.4) ‡ 0.4 (2.1) ‡ 43.4 (1.5) ‡ 42.1 (1.6) ‡ -1.3 (2.1) ‡
Slovak Republic 36.8 (1.2) 28.5 (1.0) -8.3 (1.4) 49.0 (1.0) 37.1 (1.0) -11.9 (1.4) 44.1 (1.0) 33.8 (1.0) -10.3 (1.3)
Slovenia 35.1 (1.0) 27.1 (1.1) -8.0 (1.4) 42.7 (1.1) 29.6 (1.2) -13.1 (1.6) 39.1 (1.1) 26.0 (1.1) -13.0 (1.5)
Spain 39.2 (0.8) † 34.4 (0.6) † -4.9 (0.8) † 56.8 (0.7) † 56.0 (0.7) † -0.9 (0.9) † 54.4 (0.6) † 51.6 (0.7) † -2.8 (1.0) †
Switzerland 33.2 (1.3) † 25.0 (1.1) † -8.2 (1.4) † 58.2 (1.5) † 53.7 (1.5) † -4.6 (2.0) † 47.3 (1.5) † 47.7 (1.5) † 0.4 (1.9) †
Turkey 53.5 (1.1) 43.6 (1.4) -9.9 (1.6) 61.1 (1.0) 56.8 (1.3) -4.3 (1.5) 52.5 (1.1) 40.3 (1.4) -12.2 (1.5)

OECD average 41.4 (0.2) 39.6 (0.2) -1.8 (0.3) 57.0 (0.2) 54.3 (0.2) -2.7 (0.3) 49.6 (0.2) 46.8 (0.2) -2.7 (0.3)

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.1 [6/8] Access to learning activities, by students’ gender
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by students’ gender

I participate in events celebrating cultural 
diversity throughout the school year

I participate in classroom discussions about 
world events as part of the regular instruction

I analyse global issues together with my 
classmates in small groups during class

Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys
% S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 76.1 (0.8) 76.5 (0.9) 0.3 (1.2) 74.4 (0.9) 76.7 (0.8) 2.3 (1.2) 73.4 (1.1) 77.7 (1.0) 4.3 (1.2)

Argentina 43.6 (1.1) † 45.6 (1.3) † 2.0 (1.7) † 61.0 (1.0) † 61.5 (1.1) † 0.4 (1.4) † 55.3 (1.0) † 55.1 (1.1) † -0.2 (1.4) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 70.9 (1.0) † 71.0 (1.1) † 0.2 (1.5) † 73.3 (1.0) † 67.6 (1.0) † -5.7 (1.5) † 72.7 (1.2) † 70.9 (1.0) † -1.8 (1.5) †
Belarus 52.6 (1.2) 55.1 (1.3) 2.5 (1.3) 51.7 (1.2) 52.2 (1.1) 0.5 (1.2) 44.9 (1.1) 44.4 (1.2) -0.5 (1.3)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 53.3 (1.0) 49.7 (1.1) -3.6 (1.3) 58.4 (1.1) 51.1 (1.1) -7.3 (1.5) 54.8 (1.2) 45.8 (1.2) -9.0 (1.6)
Brazil 50.6 (1.2) † 48.7 (1.0) † -1.9 (1.2) † 57.3 (1.1) † 55.2 (1.0) † -2.1 (1.3) † 58.0 (1.1) † 57.2 (1.1) † -0.8 (1.4) †
Brunei Darussalam 44.3 (0.9) 32.9 (0.8) -11.4 (1.3) 50.6 (1.0) 48.9 (1.1) -1.8 (1.5) 50.0 (0.9) 52.4 (1.0) 2.3 (1.4)
Bulgaria 56.6 (1.3) † 57.7 (1.4) 1.1 (1.8) † 59.9 (1.2) † 55.0 (1.4) -4.9 (1.9) † 56.2 (1.1) † 53.0 (1.3) -3.2 (1.8) †
Costa Rica 53.1 (1.1) 54.0 (1.2) 0.9 (1.3) 55.5 (1.0) 50.0 (1.0) -5.6 (1.2) 57.7 (1.0) 55.5 (1.5) -2.2 (1.5)
Croatia 42.7 (1.0) 31.7 (1.1) -11.1 (1.4) 57.8 (1.0) 52.7 (1.0) -5.2 (1.4) 49.0 (1.1) 44.2 (1.0) -4.8 (1.4)
Cyprus 47.3 (1.1) † 46.4 (1.1) -1.0 (1.7) † 54.8 (1.2) † 53.0 (1.1) -1.7 (1.5) † 50.7 (1.0) † 47.0 (1.0) -3.7 (1.3) †
Dominican Republic 75.6 (1.6) ‡ 75.7 (1.6) ‡ 0.1 (2.4) ‡ 78.1 (1.3) ‡ 80.2 (1.4) ‡ 2.1 (1.9) ‡ 73.3 (1.8) ‡ 74.5 (1.8) ‡ 1.2 (2.6) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 48.8 (1.4) 43.3 (1.4) -5.5 (1.6) 66.1 (1.1) 69.7 (1.1) 3.6 (1.4) 64.2 (1.1) 69.5 (1.1) 5.3 (1.2)
Indonesia 69.7 (1.2) 65.7 (1.1) -4.0 (1.5) 74.2 (1.1) 73.7 (1.1) -0.5 (1.4) 70.0 (1.1) 70.4 (1.1) 0.3 (1.3)
Jordan 62.6 (1.1) 67.3 (1.1) 4.7 (1.5) 67.9 (1.1) 72.8 (1.1) 4.9 (1.4) 62.4 (0.9) 69.3 (1.0) 6.9 (1.3)
Kazakhstan 61.8 (0.7) 64.7 (0.7) 2.8 (0.9) 64.5 (0.7) 64.6 (0.8) 0.1 (1.0) 62.2 (0.7) 64.0 (0.8) 1.7 (1.0)
Kosovo 67.3 (1.2) 59.6 (1.0) -7.8 (1.6) 70.7 (1.1) 63.7 (1.0) -7.1 (1.5) 66.1 (1.2) 59.6 (1.2) -6.5 (1.6)
Lebanon 57.7 (1.3) 58.1 (1.4) 0.5 (1.8) 67.0 (1.3) 69.7 (1.0) 2.7 (1.5) 58.5 (1.3) 61.2 (1.0) 2.7 (1.5)
Macao (China) 40.4 (1.2) 39.7 (1.1) -0.7 (1.5) 47.6 (1.0) 46.1 (1.1) -1.4 (1.5) 43.5 (1.2) 46.7 (1.2) 3.1 (1.5)
Malaysia 46.1 (1.0) 41.4 (1.3) -4.7 (1.4) 57.5 (1.2) 57.7 (1.1) 0.2 (1.5) 52.0 (1.0) 52.0 (1.1) 0.0 (1.3)
Malta 46.4 (1.3) 39.7 (1.2) -6.7 (1.7) 59.0 (1.4) 60.3 (1.2) 1.2 (1.8) 52.7 (1.5) 50.6 (1.2) -2.0 (2.0)
Moldova 50.3 (1.2) 52.4 (1.2) 2.0 (1.3) 62.6 (0.9) 66.0 (1.1) 3.5 (1.5) 52.4 (1.2) 51.2 (1.0) -1.2 (1.3)
Montenegro 60.0 (0.9) 57.4 (0.8) -2.6 (1.2) 66.0 (0.9) 68.7 (0.8) 2.7 (1.2) 58.5 (0.8) 56.4 (0.9) -2.1 (1.3)
Morocco 55.9 (1.2) ‡ 52.9 (1.7) ‡ -3.0 (2.0) ‡ 56.7 (1.2) ‡ 49.2 (1.6) ‡ -7.5 (2.0) ‡ 56.9 (1.4) ‡ 52.6 (1.4) ‡ -4.3 (2.2) ‡
North Macedonia 40.1 (1.0) 37.4 (1.1) -2.7 (1.4) 68.0 (1.0) 69.5 (1.0) 1.5 (1.3) 60.5 (0.9) 63.7 (1.1) 3.3 (1.3)
Panama 62.9 (1.8) ‡ 57.8 (2.0) ‡ -5.1 (2.4) ‡ 63.4 (1.7) ‡ 59.1 (2.0) ‡ -4.2 (2.5) ‡ 65.1 (1.8) ‡ 61.5 (1.7) ‡ -3.6 (2.3) ‡
Peru 61.1 (1.4) ‡ 60.9 (1.6) ‡ -0.2 (2.1) ‡ 63.5 (1.4) ‡ 64.8 (1.5) ‡ 1.3 (2.0) ‡ 66.6 (1.4) ‡ 66.3 (1.7) ‡ -0.3 (2.1) ‡
Philippines 74.4 (0.9) 71.1 (1.0) -3.3 (1.1) 81.0 (0.8) 83.4 (0.8) 2.4 (1.1) 75.9 (0.9) 78.0 (0.8) 2.2 (1.0)
Romania 47.3 (1.1) 46.9 (1.4) -0.4 (1.7) 49.7 (1.2) 46.6 (1.2) -3.2 (1.5) 41.3 (1.3) 36.6 (1.6) -4.7 (1.8)
Russia 43.2 (1.2) 41.7 (1.1) -1.5 (1.3) 54.3 (1.2) 53.1 (1.2) -1.2 (1.3) 51.3 (1.2) 50.7 (1.3) -0.6 (1.5)
Saudi Arabia 55.2 (1.3) 48.0 (1.4) -7.2 (1.9) 59.5 (1.3) 54.7 (1.2) -4.8 (1.9) 55.5 (1.2) 54.7 (1.1) -0.8 (1.5)
Serbia 45.9 (1.2) † 38.1 (1.2) -7.8 (1.4) † 55.3 (1.1) † 49.8 (1.1) -5.5 (1.5) † 49.8 (1.1) † 46.0 (1.3) -3.9 (1.6) †
Singapore 74.0 (0.8) 82.2 (0.7) 8.2 (1.1) 67.8 (0.9) 67.5 (1.0) -0.3 (1.3) 64.6 (0.7) 67.7 (0.9) 3.0 (1.1)
Chinese Taipei 48.9 (1.2) 43.2 (1.0) -5.6 (1.2) 53.9 (1.1) 47.0 (1.0) -6.8 (1.4) 47.8 (1.0) 44.0 (1.3) -3.8 (1.4)
Thailand 70.7 (1.0) 68.4 (1.1) -2.2 (1.4) 67.4 (1.2) 68.1 (1.0) 0.7 (1.3) 69.2 (0.9) 72.3 (1.0) 3.1 (1.2)
Ukraine 41.1 (1.1) 45.0 (1.1) 4.0 (1.4) 48.4 (1.1) 50.4 (1.0) 2.1 (1.4) 45.6 (1.1) 47.2 (1.2) 1.6 (1.6)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 43.3 (1.6) † 39.0 (1.6) † -4.3 (1.9) † 59.0 (1.8) † 55.7 (1.2) † -3.3 (2.1) † 54.8 (1.4) † 55.5 (1.4) † 0.7 (1.8) †
Viet Nam 46.8 (1.3) 40.6 (1.3) -6.3 (1.3) 55.1 (1.1) 55.4 (1.3) 0.2 (1.4) 53.2 (1.3) 52.2 (1.4) -1.0 (1.4)

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.8.1 [7/8] Access to learning activities, by students’ gender
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by students’ gender

I learn how people from different cultures can have
different perspectives on some issues

I learn how to communicate with people
from different backgrounds

Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys
% S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 66.2 (0.9) 73.2 (0.7) 7.0 (1.1) 58.9 (0.8) 60.4 (0.8) 1.5 (1.1)
Austria 64.7 (1.0) 70.7 (1.1) 6.0 (1.5) 54.2 (1.1) 55.5 (1.2) 1.3 (1.6)
Canada 68.1 (0.7) 71.2 (0.7) 3.1 (0.8) 61.3 (0.8) 59.6 (0.7) -1.7 (1.1)
Chile 64.4 (1.4) † 69.9 (1.0) † 5.5 (1.6) † 54.8 (1.2) † 52.3 (1.2) † -2.5 (1.6) †
Colombia 72.6 (1.6) 76.0 (1.4) 3.3 (1.2) 70.9 (1.0) † 71.4 (1.0) † 0.5 (1.3) †
Estonia 55.3 (1.3) 55.6 (1.0) 0.2 (1.5) 54.6 (1.3) 52.9 (1.2) -1.7 (1.8)
France 52.8 (1.1) 54.2 (1.1) 1.4 (1.3) 54.2 (1.1) 58.6 (1.1) 4.5 (1.6)
Germany 55.5 (1.4) † 57.4 (1.6) † 1.9 (2.2) † 53.9 (1.2) ‡ 49.1 (1.4) † -4.9 (1.9) ‡
Greece 67.5 (0.9) 73.1 (0.9) 5.6 (1.2) 59.2 (1.0) 65.0 (0.9) 5.8 (1.4)
Hungary 38.4 (1.1) 35.2 (1.3) -3.3 (1.7) 36.5 (1.3) 37.3 (1.2) 0.9 (1.7)
Iceland 66.9 (1.2) 69.7 (1.2) 2.8 (1.9) 61.8 (1.5) 59.6 (1.3) -2.3 (2.0)
Ireland 60.4 (1.2) 63.1 (1.0) 2.7 (1.5) 55.0 (1.2) 58.0 (1.1) 3.0 (1.5)
Israel 55.2 (1.4) † 59.0 (1.0) † 3.8 (1.6) † 50.3 (1.3) † 51.5 (1.3) † 1.2 (1.7) †
Italy 59.0 (1.0) 62.8 (1.1) 3.9 (1.5) 60.7 (1.2) 65.6 (1.2) 4.9 (1.6)
Korea 60.7 (1.0) 59.7 (1.5) -1.0 (1.7) 57.5 (1.0) 55.6 (1.1) -1.9 (1.5)
Latvia 50.3 (1.3) 54.8 (1.2) 4.6 (1.6) 58.8 (1.1) 63.0 (1.1) 4.2 (1.5)
Lithuania 61.3 (1.0) 66.2 (1.0) 4.8 (1.4) 57.7 (0.9) 56.7 (0.9) -1.1 (1.3)
Mexico 71.6 (1.2) † 75.3 (1.0) † 3.7 (1.5) † 67.3 (1.2) † 66.3 (1.0) † -1.0 (1.6) †
New Zealand 61.4 (1.1) 69.8 (1.0) 8.4 (1.4) 60.7 (1.1) 60.6 (1.1) -0.2 (1.6)
Poland 60.2 (1.1) 64.9 (1.0) 4.7 (1.4) 61.0 (1.1) 66.3 (1.1) 5.3 (1.4)
Portugal 67.9 (1.1) 73.4 (0.8) 5.5 (1.4) 66.2 (1.0) 67.8 (0.9) 1.6 (1.3)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 54.2 (1.4) ‡ 58.2 (1.6) ‡ 4.0 (1.9) ‡ 50.6 (1.7) ‡ 54.6 (1.6) ‡ 3.9 (2.0) ‡
Slovak Republic 56.1 (1.1) 62.0 (1.2) 5.9 (1.7) 56.0 (1.1) 63.0 (1.1) 7.1 (1.6)
Slovenia 45.5 (1.1) 42.9 (1.2) -2.6 (1.6) 46.5 (1.1) 48.4 (1.2) 1.8 (1.6)
Spain 63.4 (0.6) † 63.4 (0.6) † 0.1 (0.9) † 62.0 (0.7) 60.2 (0.6) -1.8 (0.8)
Switzerland 60.3 (1.5) † 66.7 (1.3) † 6.5 (1.7) † 53.2 (1.3) † 55.3 (1.3) † 2.1 (1.7) †
Turkey 64.1 (0.8) 66.1 (1.2) 2.0 (1.4) 68.5 (0.9) 73.2 (1.0) 4.8 (1.4)

OECD average 60.1 (0.2) 63.5 (0.2) 3.4 (0.3) 57.5 (0.2) 58.8 (0.2) 1.3 (0.3)

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267



PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World? » © OECD 2020 333

Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.8.1 [8/8] Access to learning activities, by students’ gender
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by students’ gender

I learn how people from different cultures can have
different perspectives on some issues

I learn how to communicate with people
from different backgrounds

Boys Girls Girls - boys Boys Girls Girls - boys
% S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 79.6 (0.9) 84.3 (0.7) 4.7 (1.1) 80.4 (0.9) 84.4 (0.6) 4.1 (1.0)

Argentina 69.7 (1.0) † 75.9 (0.8) † 6.2 (1.2) † 67.3 (1.1) † 70.5 (1.0) † 3.3 (1.5) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 71.0 (1.1) † 71.5 (1.2) † 0.6 (1.4) † 60.9 (1.1) † 65.4 (1.2) † 4.4 (1.5) †
Belarus 61.8 (1.1) 70.0 (1.0) 8.2 (1.2) 52.9 (1.0) 54.5 (1.1) 1.5 (1.4)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 63.0 (0.9) 64.2 (1.0) 1.2 (1.2) 66.0 (1.0) 70.3 (1.0) 4.3 (1.3)
Brazil 68.1 (0.9) † 73.9 (0.9) † 5.8 (1.2) † 54.8 (1.0) † 54.0 (1.1) † -0.8 (1.1) †
Brunei Darussalam 68.4 (1.0) 71.2 (0.8) 2.8 (1.3) 73.2 (0.8) 76.4 (0.8) 3.2 (1.1)
Bulgaria 66.3 (1.2) † 70.4 (1.3) 4.1 (1.8) † 62.0 (1.4) † 64.6 (1.4) 2.5 (1.9) †
Costa Rica 70.0 (0.9) 74.8 (1.0) 4.8 (1.3) 71.9 (0.8) 68.7 (1.2) -3.2 (1.4)
Croatia 60.5 (0.9) 60.2 (1.1) -0.3 (1.3) 61.5 (1.0) 61.3 (1.1) -0.1 (1.4)
Cyprus 57.2 (1.0) 62.6 (1.0) 5.4 (1.4) 57.6 (1.1) † 62.3 (0.9) 4.7 (1.5) †
Dominican Republic 70.0 (1.6) ‡ 72.3 (1.6) ‡ 2.3 (1.7) ‡ 52.9 (2.4) ‡ 47.3 (2.3) ‡ -5.5 (2.1) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 70.1 (1.0) 74.2 (1.0) 4.1 (1.2) 67.2 (1.3) 70.3 (1.0) 3.1 (1.5)
Indonesia 76.7 (1.0) 76.8 (1.0) 0.1 (1.2) 78.2 (1.0) 80.3 (1.0) 2.1 (1.4)
Jordan 72.3 (0.8) 80.8 (0.7) 8.5 (1.1) 69.2 (1.0) 83.5 (0.9) 14.3 (1.3)
Kazakhstan 65.4 (0.9) 68.3 (0.7) 2.9 (1.0) 63.2 (0.7) 66.0 (0.7) 2.9 (1.0)
Kosovo 75.8 (0.9) 77.0 (1.0) 1.2 (1.5) 75.0 (1.1) 77.6 (0.9) 2.6 (1.4)
Lebanon 65.7 (1.1) 66.9 (1.2) 1.2 (1.5) 66.6 (1.4) 70.3 (1.1) 3.7 (1.5)
Macao (China) 61.1 (1.2) 62.0 (1.0) 0.8 (1.8) 68.2 (1.2) 66.5 (1.1) -1.7 (1.6)
Malaysia 69.4 (0.9) 75.9 (0.9) 6.5 (1.1) 72.7 (1.0) 77.7 (0.9) 5.0 (1.2)
Malta 65.7 (1.2) 71.8 (1.1) 6.1 (1.7) 64.9 (1.1) 72.9 (1.0) 7.9 (1.7)
Moldova 60.6 (0.9) 65.1 (1.1) 4.5 (1.2) 74.3 (0.9) 81.4 (1.0) 7.1 (1.3)
Montenegro 67.7 (0.9) 69.0 (0.8) 1.3 (1.1) 65.1 (0.9) 74.1 (0.9) 9.0 (1.3)
Morocco 61.2 (1.3) ‡ 62.5 (1.3) ‡ 1.3 (1.9) ‡ 62.2 (1.3) ‡ 67.9 (1.3) ‡ 5.7 (1.7) ‡
North Macedonia 64.1 (1.0) 72.5 (1.0) 8.4 (1.3) 74.0 (0.9) 76.4 (0.8) 2.4 (1.1)
Panama 74.6 (1.6) ‡ 76.9 (1.5) ‡ 2.3 (2.1) ‡ 55.3 (1.6) ‡ 52.6 (1.7) ‡ -2.8 (2.4) ‡
Peru 79.6 (1.3) ‡ 79.7 (1.2) ‡ 0.1 (1.7) ‡ 70.0 (1.1) ‡ 65.1 (1.6) ‡ -4.9 (1.9) ‡
Philippines 80.1 (0.7) 84.6 (0.6) 4.5 (0.8) 82.6 (0.8) 88.1 (0.6) 5.5 (0.8)
Romania 57.9 (1.2) 58.3 (1.3) 0.4 (1.6) 64.6 (1.0) 66.6 (1.4) 2.0 (1.5)
Russia 53.8 (1.3) 56.3 (1.1) 2.5 (1.4) 52.9 (1.2) 55.4 (1.2) 2.5 (1.4)
Saudi Arabia 68.7 (1.1) 74.1 (0.8) 5.4 (1.3) 68.6 (1.0) 79.9 (0.8) 11.2 (1.2)
Serbia 59.0 (1.0) † 61.8 (1.0) 2.7 (1.4) † 56.0 (0.9) † 58.8 (1.0) 2.7 (1.2) †
Singapore 86.1 (0.6) 92.4 (0.4) 6.4 (0.7) 84.2 (0.6) 88.1 (0.6) 3.9 (0.8)
Chinese Taipei 75.8 (0.9) 79.1 (0.8) 3.3 (1.2) 77.1 (0.7) 76.4 (0.8) -0.7 (1.0)
Thailand 75.2 (0.9) 80.3 (0.8) 5.1 (1.0) 75.7 (0.8) 79.1 (1.0) 3.4 (1.3)
Ukraine 49.3 (1.1) 52.0 (1.2) 2.7 (1.6) 57.8 (1.0) 62.7 (1.0) 4.9 (1.5)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 64.4 (1.3) † 70.9 (1.3) † 6.5 (1.7) † 52.3 (1.3) † 48.2 (1.5) † -4.1 (1.8) †
Viet Nam 60.1 (1.4) 65.9 (1.4) 5.8 (1.6) 77.2 (1.2) 78.6 (1.1) 1.5 (1.2)

Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [1/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

 Number of learning activities

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
Mean index S.E. Mean index S.E. Mean index S.E. Mean index S.E. Dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 5.33 (0.08) 5.73 (0.07) 5.99 (0.07) 6.38 (0.06) 1.04 (0.10)
Austria 5.32 (0.10) † 5.36 (0.09) 5.46 (0.09) 5.96 (0.10) 0.64 (0.13) †
Canada 5.63 (0.07) 5.92 (0.06) 5.98 (0.06) 6.49 (0.06) 0.86 (0.09)
Chile 5.73 (0.11) † 5.75 (0.11) † 5.67 (0.10) † 5.54 (0.10) † -0.18 (0.14) †
Colombia 7.18 (0.09) † 7.14 (0.09) † 7.35 (0.07) 7.41 (0.08) 0.24 (0.13) †
Estonia 4.77 (0.10) 4.85 (0.11) 5.16 (0.09) 5.42 (0.09) 0.64 (0.13)
France 4.66 (0.10) † 4.78 (0.10) † 4.76 (0.08) 4.86 (0.09) 0.19 (0.13) †
Germany 5.25 (0.12) ‡ 5.37 (0.10) † 5.23 (0.11) † 5.68 (0.10) † 0.43 (0.15) ‡
Greece 5.70 (0.10) 5.80 (0.09) 5.66 (0.08) 5.79 (0.08) 0.09 (0.13)
Hungary 3.77 (0.12) 3.74 (0.10) 3.87 (0.10) 3.99 (0.10) 0.22 (0.16)
Iceland 5.54 (0.14) † 5.65 (0.14) † 5.99 (0.13) 6.12 (0.10) 0.58 (0.17) †
Ireland 5.12 (0.10) 5.31 (0.10) 5.37 (0.10) 5.47 (0.10) 0.35 (0.16)
Israel 5.23 (0.13) † 4.89 (0.11) † 4.61 (0.09) 5.16 (0.13) † -0.07 (0.18) †
Italy 5.67 (0.10) † 5.58 (0.08) † 5.56 (0.09) 5.45 (0.09) -0.22 (0.14) †
Korea 5.34 (0.09) 5.58 (0.12) 5.67 (0.11) 6.14 (0.11) 0.80 (0.14)
Latvia 4.72 (0.09) 5.06 (0.08) 4.95 (0.09) 4.99 (0.10) 0.28 (0.12)
Lithuania 5.73 (0.09) 5.83 (0.10) 5.73 (0.09) 6.13 (0.09) 0.40 (0.13)
Mexico 6.55 (0.11) ‡ 6.51 (0.11) † 6.49 (0.10) † 6.74 (0.11) 0.19 (0.17) ‡
New Zealand 4.92 (0.09) 5.25 (0.09) 5.31 (0.10) 5.73 (0.10) 0.81 (0.13)
Poland 5.67 (0.10) 5.92 (0.10) 5.56 (0.11) 5.60 (0.10) -0.07 (0.13)
Portugal 6.17 (0.08) 5.81 (0.10) 5.96 (0.10) 5.60 (0.11) -0.58 (0.14)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 4.42 (0.14) ‡ 5.00 (0.14) ‡ 4.84 (0.12) ‡ 5.54 (0.15) ‡ 1.12 (0.19) ‡
Slovak Republic 4.77 (0.10) † 5.07 (0.09) 4.96 (0.09) 5.21 (0.09) 0.44 (0.13) †
Slovenia 3.76 (0.08) 4.10 (0.10) 4.00 (0.09) 4.22 (0.11) 0.46 (0.13)
Spain 5.72 (0.06) † 5.64 (0.05) † 5.56 (0.06) † 5.49 (0.07) † -0.23 (0.08) †
Switzerland 5.24 (0.14) † 5.18 (0.14) † 5.11 (0.12) † 5.16 (0.11) † -0.07 (0.17) †
Turkey 5.65 (0.09) 5.97 (0.08) 5.91 (0.09) 5.63 (0.14) -0.02 (0.16)

OECD average 5.32 (0.02) 5.44 (0.02) 5.43 (0.02) 5.63 (0.02) 0.31 (0.03)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [2/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

 Number of learning activities

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
Mean index S.E. Mean index S.E. Mean index S.E. Mean index S.E. Dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 7.17 (0.08) 7.16 (0.08) 7.52 (0.07) 7.58 (0.07) 0.41 (0.09)

Argentina 6.06 (0.07) † 6.36 (0.07) † 6.31 (0.08) † 6.38 (0.07) 0.32 (0.10) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 6.84 (0.14) ‡ 7.30 (0.10) ‡ 7.44 (0.11) † 7.58 (0.12) † 0.74 (0.19) ‡
Belarus 5.26 (0.11) 5.48 (0.11) 5.39 (0.09) 5.63 (0.11) 0.37 (0.14)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 5.55 (0.10) † 5.59 (0.10) 5.81 (0.09) 5.70 (0.11) 0.15 (0.15) †
Brazil 5.92 (0.13) ‡ 6.07 (0.09) † 6.28 (0.08) † 6.35 (0.10) † 0.43 (0.17) ‡
Brunei Darussalam 5.47 (0.08) † 5.67 (0.07) † 5.63 (0.07) † 5.66 (0.07) 0.19 (0.10) †
Bulgaria 6.03 (0.14) † 6.11 (0.14) † 5.89 (0.11) † 6.03 (0.10) † 0.00 (0.16) †
Costa Rica 6.21 (0.08) 6.18 (0.07) 6.21 (0.09) 6.35 (0.12) 0.14 (0.14)
Croatia 5.31 (0.09) 5.50 (0.10) 5.57 (0.09) 5.36 (0.09) 0.05 (0.12)
Cyprus 5.25 (0.14) † 5.43 (0.09) † 5.26 (0.11) † 5.84 (0.11) † 0.58 (0.18) †
Dominican Republic 8.12 (0.17) ‡ 8.02 (0.17) ‡ 7.87 (0.13) ‡ 7.82 (0.15) ‡ -0.30 (0.23) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 6.21 (0.10) 6.66 (0.09) 6.92 (0.10) 7.00 (0.13) 0.79 (0.16)
Indonesia 7.53 (0.10) 7.55 (0.08) 7.64 (0.09) 7.63 (0.08) 0.10 (0.12)
Jordan 6.90 (0.10) 7.22 (0.06) 7.17 (0.08) 7.23 (0.10) 0.32 (0.15)
Kazakhstan 5.99 (0.09) † 6.27 (0.07) † 6.35 (0.08) 6.69 (0.07) 0.70 (0.10) †
Kosovo 6.61 (0.08) 6.82 (0.10) 6.96 (0.11) 7.00 (0.09) 0.39 (0.12)
Lebanon 6.52 (0.11) 6.43 (0.08) 6.39 (0.08) 6.40 (0.09) -0.11 (0.14)
Macao (China) 4.94 (0.09) 5.40 (0.09) 6.03 (0.08) 6.32 (0.09) 1.37 (0.12)
Malaysia 6.03 (0.08) 6.09 (0.07) 6.16 (0.07) 6.23 (0.09) 0.21 (0.12)
Malta 5.66 (0.12) † 5.70 (0.11) 5.58 (0.10) 5.44 (0.11) -0.22 (0.16) †
Moldova 5.67 (0.08) 5.80 (0.09) 5.90 (0.08) 5.57 (0.10) -0.10 (0.12)
Montenegro 6.10 (0.09) † 6.63 (0.08) 6.44 (0.08) 6.19 (0.08) 0.09 (0.12) †
Morocco 5.60 (0.16) ‡ 5.94 (0.13) ‡ 5.97 (0.10) ‡ 6.01 (0.12) ‡ 0.41 (0.20) ‡
North Macedonia 5.76 (0.07) 5.75 (0.08) 5.94 (0.07) 5.82 (0.07) 0.06 (0.10)
Panama 6.91 (0.18) ‡ 6.77 (0.14) ‡ 6.68 (0.14) ‡ 6.45 (0.16) ‡ -0.45 (0.24) ‡
Peru 7.47 (0.17) ‡ 7.35 (0.12) ‡ 7.02 (0.09) † 6.89 (0.12) † -0.58 (0.22) ‡
Philippines 7.81 (0.08) 8.13 (0.06) 8.15 (0.06) 8.05 (0.07) 0.24 (0.10)
Romania 5.40 (0.11) 5.34 (0.10) 5.31 (0.10) 4.97 (0.11) -0.43 (0.14)
Russia 5.01 (0.10) 4.85 (0.14) 4.88 (0.12) 5.23 (0.10) 0.22 (0.11)
Saudi Arabia 6.26 (0.10) 6.23 (0.10) 6.14 (0.09) 6.19 (0.08) -0.07 (0.12)
Serbia 5.22 (0.10) † 5.31 (0.09) † 5.30 (0.10) † 4.99 (0.11) † -0.23 (0.13) †
Singapore 7.58 (0.07) 7.82 (0.06) 7.82 (0.05) 7.88 (0.08) 0.30 (0.09)
Chinese Taipei 5.73 (0.11) 6.11 (0.08) 6.33 (0.07) 6.83 (0.07) 1.10 (0.13)
Thailand 7.49 (0.10) 7.44 (0.08) 7.69 (0.09) 7.58 (0.08) 0.09 (0.13)
Ukraine 4.78 (0.11) 5.08 (0.08) 5.20 (0.09) 5.41 (0.09) 0.63 (0.14)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 5.91 (0.13) ‡ 5.92 (0.12) † 5.65 (0.13) † 5.95 (0.12) † 0.04 (0.17) ‡
Viet Nam 6.07 (0.09) 6.27 (0.09) 6.40 (0.12) 6.40 (0.12) 0.34 (0.14)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [3/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn about the interconnectedness of countries’ economies

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 53.4 (1.0) 54.7 (1.2) 58.2 (1.2) 59.6 (1.2) 6.2 (1.5)
Austria 63.9 (1.7) 64.6 (1.6) 63.7 (1.5) 73.2 (1.4) 9.3 (2.1)
Canada 55.1 (1.1) 53.6 (0.8) 52.5 (1.0) 56.7 (1.0) 1.6 (1.5)
Chile 60.4 (1.8) † 59.4 (1.7) † 55.8 (1.6) † 52.3 (1.4) † -8.2 (2.4) †
Colombia 78.2 (1.8) † 79.8 (1.4) 82.7 (1.2) 81.1 (1.2) 3.0 (2.0) †
Estonia 54.9 (1.5) 55.8 (1.4) 56.4 (1.5) 58.9 (1.6) 4.1 (2.3)
France 51.9 (1.6) 51.7 (1.4) 45.9 (1.7) 46.7 (1.4) -5.1 (2.1)
Germany 66.3 (2.1) † 68.3 (1.7) † 69.7 (1.8) † 71.2 (1.7) † 4.9 (2.7) †
Greece 58.8 (1.4) 55.7 (1.5) 55.2 (1.4) 56.5 (1.6) -2.3 (2.1)
Hungary 49.6 (1.6) 49.5 (1.4) 49.4 (1.5) 49.6 (1.6) 0.0 (2.0)
Iceland 54.0 (1.9) † 53.2 (2.0) 55.5 (2.0) 54.8 (1.7) 0.8 (2.6) †
Ireland 57.7 (1.3) 57.9 (1.6) 56.3 (1.3) 55.5 (1.4) -2.1 (1.8)
Israel 48.6 (1.6) 35.9 (1.5) 28.5 (1.6) 31.0 (2.1) † -17.6 (2.8) †
Italy 53.4 (2.0) 51.3 (1.5) 49.2 (1.6) 44.3 (1.6) -9.1 (2.7)
Korea 58.3 (1.3) 59.7 (1.8) 61.8 (1.3) 66.3 (1.5) 8.0 (1.9)
Latvia 42.7 (1.4) 44.3 (1.4) 44.0 (1.6) 46.8 (1.6) 4.1 (2.1)
Lithuania 66.2 (1.6) 64.2 (1.3) 61.0 (1.3) 65.9 (1.4) -0.3 (2.1)
Mexico 59.8 (1.8) ‡ 59.7 (1.6) † 61.3 (1.7) † 58.1 (2.0) -1.7 (2.8) ‡
New Zealand 36.7 (1.6) 39.0 (1.4) 37.9 (1.5) 43.9 (1.3) 7.2 (2.0)
Poland 72.3 (1.6) 76.4 (1.3) 74.2 (1.3) 73.2 (1.4) 0.9 (2.0)
Portugal 63.8 (1.6) 57.8 (1.6) 52.4 (1.6) 44.1 (1.7) -19.7 (2.3)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 39.1 (1.9) ‡ 39.2 (2.3) ‡ 35.4 (1.8) ‡ 46.2 (2.4) ‡ 7.1 (3.1) ‡
Slovak Republic 44.7 (1.7) 41.9 (1.3) 38.5 (1.3) 38.7 (1.3) -6.0 (2.0)
Slovenia 39.9 (1.6) 44.4 (1.5) 38.2 (1.3) 42.3 (1.7) 2.4 (2.6)
Spain 56.9 (0.9) † 53.3 (1.0) 51.6 (0.9) 48.7 (0.9) -8.2 (1.2) †
Switzerland 51.6 (1.8) † 53.2 (2.0) † 54.8 (2.0) † 56.7 (1.5) † 5.1 (2.4) †
Turkey 65.1 (1.1) 66.8 (1.0) 66.9 (1.2) 63.5 (1.7) -1.6 (2.1)

OECD average 55.7 (0.3) 55.2 (0.3) 54.0 (0.3) 55.0 (0.3) -0.6 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [3/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn about the interconnectedness of countries’ economies

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 66.8 (1.5) 69.5 (1.5) 69.3 (1.4) 69.9 (1.5) 3.1 (1.9)

Argentina 64.9 (1.7) † 71.3 (1.2) † 71.8 (1.3) 69.4 (1.2) 4.5 (2.2) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 70.1 (1.7) † 71.6 (1.4) † 72.8 (1.4) † 73.2 (1.4) † 3.1 (2.1) †
Belarus 47.4 (1.4) 49.6 (1.5) 46.7 (1.6) 52.6 (1.5) 5.2 (1.9)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 51.9 (1.4) 47.9 (1.8) 52.3 (1.5) 47.9 (1.5) -4.0 (2.0)
Brazil 66.9 (1.5) † 69.3 (1.3) † 70.3 (1.2) † 75.4 (1.2) 8.5 (1.9) †
Brunei Darussalam 49.0 (1.5) † 49.7 (1.4) 50.9 (1.2) 46.3 (1.4) -2.7 (2.0) †
Bulgaria 63.2 (1.6) † 62.7 (1.6) 63.8 (1.9) 64.1 (1.5) 0.9 (2.2) †
Costa Rica 62.6 (1.4) 63.1 (1.3) 61.9 (1.4) 57.1 (1.9) -5.6 (2.6)
Croatia 60.1 (1.3) 61.2 (1.2) 61.7 (1.3) 59.8 (1.4) -0.3 (1.9)
Cyprus 50.3 (1.8) † 48.5 (1.6) 46.9 (1.6) 50.8 (1.5) 0.5 (2.2) †
Dominican Republic 82.5 (2.0) ‡ 85.5 (1.8) ‡ 83.9 (1.9) ‡ 75.7 (2.1) ‡ -6.8 (2.7) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 65.3 (1.2) 70.1 (1.5) 71.4 (1.7) 69.3 (1.5) 4.0 (1.8)
Indonesia 76.3 (1.4) 76.0 (1.6) 76.7 (1.5) 76.9 (1.6) 0.6 (2.0)
Jordan 74.3 (1.4) 76.6 (1.1) 76.2 (1.2) 74.9 (1.5) 0.6 (1.9)
Kazakhstan 56.5 (0.9) 60.3 (1.1) 61.3 (1.0) 65.6 (1.0) 9.1 (1.3)
Kosovo 72.4 (1.3) 75.6 (1.4) 75.5 (1.6) 78.5 (1.4) 6.1 (1.8)
Lebanon 57.6 (2.3) 60.6 (1.9) 60.8 (1.5) 59.9 (1.9) 2.3 (2.9)
Macao (China) 49.8 (1.8) 55.8 (1.5) 61.2 (1.6) 59.5 (1.6) 9.7 (2.5)
Malaysia 59.8 (1.3) 61.3 (1.4) 59.2 (1.3) 54.8 (2.0) -5.0 (2.3)
Malta 49.2 (2.1) 45.3 (2.0) 42.3 (1.9) 43.5 (1.9) -5.8 (3.1)
Moldova 43.0 (1.9) 46.2 (1.6) 46.9 (1.5) 45.5 (1.9) 2.5 (2.7)
Montenegro 61.9 (1.4) 70.4 (1.1) 64.4 (1.2) 60.8 (1.3) -1.1 (1.9)
Morocco 65.4 (1.6) ‡ 69.9 (1.6) ‡ 69.2 (1.5) † 71.8 (1.8) † 6.4 (2.5) ‡
North Macedonia 49.8 (1.5) 51.6 (1.5) 51.9 (1.5) 44.2 (1.6) -5.6 (2.3)
Panama 67.8 (2.8) ‡ 69.6 (2.6) ‡ 68.3 (2.3) ‡ 63.3 (2.6) ‡ -4.5 (3.7) ‡
Peru 74.9 (2.7) ‡ 69.0 (2.1) ‡ 69.8 (1.6) † 69.5 (1.7) † -5.4 (3.3) ‡
Philippines 79.6 (1.0) 81.0 (1.0) 85.3 (0.8) 83.1 (1.2) 3.5 (1.4)
Romania 57.8 (2.1) 54.5 (1.9) 50.8 (1.6) 42.1 (1.9) -15.7 (2.7)
Russia 47.8 (1.6) 48.7 (1.6) 50.4 (1.3) 53.9 (1.4) 6.1 (1.6)
Saudi Arabia 71.0 (1.4) 69.7 (1.4) 69.9 (1.4) 71.0 (1.5) 0.0 (2.0)
Serbia 53.0 (1.7) † 52.2 (1.5) 50.2 (1.4) 43.1 (1.9) -9.9 (2.6) †
Singapore 80.7 (0.9) 83.9 (1.1) 81.2 (1.0) 80.6 (1.3) -0.1 (1.5)
Chinese Taipei 59.6 (1.4) 64.5 (1.4) 67.7 (1.1) 76.6 (1.0) 17.0 (1.8)
Thailand 78.4 (1.3) 79.2 (1.1) 80.7 (1.3) 81.8 (1.1) 3.4 (1.7)
Ukraine 43.9 (1.9) 48.4 (1.7) 52.0 (1.5) 57.7 (1.7) 13.7 (2.6)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 59.7 (1.7) † 61.9 (2.0) † 57.9 (1.8) † 59.0 (1.4) † -0.6 (2.1) †
Viet Nam 65.7 (1.5) 69.0 (1.9) 68.5 (1.9) 68.1 (1.9) 2.4 (2.3)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [5/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn how to solve conflicts with other people in our classrooms

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 62.3 (1.1) 65.6 (1.0) 65.5 (1.0) 69.7 (1.0) 7.4 (1.5)
Austria 69.5 (1.6) 65.1 (1.6) 65.9 (1.4) 60.9 (1.5) -8.7 (1.8)
Canada 65.0 (1.1) 65.6 (0.9) 63.3 (1.1) 67.9 (0.9) 2.9 (1.4)
Chile 75.7 (1.5) † 78.3 (1.4) † 75.7 (1.4) † 75.1 (1.3) † -0.6 (1.8) †
Colombia 85.3 (1.5) † 88.1 (1.4) 88.0 (1.0) 89.4 (0.9) 4.1 (1.7) †
Estonia 57.3 (1.7) 55.0 (1.5) 57.6 (1.5) 60.5 (1.6) 3.2 (2.5)
France 50.1 (1.6) 48.5 (1.7) 45.6 (1.7) 41.6 (1.8) -8.5 (2.4)
Germany 70.8 (2.1) † 68.1 (1.9) † 61.5 (1.9) † 60.0 (1.9) † -10.8 (2.8) †
Greece 64.9 (1.5) 67.4 (1.3) 66.9 (1.4) 65.1 (1.3) 0.2 (2.1)
Hungary 48.6 (2.1) 46.4 (1.5) 46.7 (1.9) 46.1 (1.7) -2.5 (2.6)
Iceland 54.4 (2.0) † 56.4 (2.0) 56.2 (2.1) 56.0 (1.7) 1.6 (2.5) †
Ireland 62.7 (1.5) 61.3 (1.5) 59.5 (1.7) 59.9 (1.3) -2.9 (2.0)
Israel 49.6 (1.9) 45.2 (1.3) 41.7 (1.2) 47.1 (1.8) † -2.5 (2.7) †
Italy 65.1 (1.5) 67.7 (1.5) 62.8 (1.5) 63.4 (1.2) -1.7 (2.0)
Korea 72.6 (1.0) 73.2 (1.4) 73.3 (1.0) 78.1 (1.0) 5.5 (1.3)
Latvia 66.7 (1.6) 69.1 (1.3) 65.8 (1.4) 65.7 (1.5) -1.0 (2.0)
Lithuania 63.7 (1.7) 66.5 (1.3) 64.4 (1.4) 66.6 (1.4) 2.9 (2.4)
Mexico 86.3 (1.3) ‡ 83.7 (1.3) † 84.4 (1.1) † 86.3 (1.1) 0.0 (1.6) ‡
New Zealand 60.2 (1.3) 61.3 (1.4) 59.8 (1.6) 62.2 (1.4) 1.9 (1.9)
Poland 68.1 (1.4) 70.2 (1.2) 63.3 (1.4) 60.8 (1.5) -7.3 (2.1)
Portugal 72.1 (1.5) 69.4 (1.5) 69.3 (1.3) 65.7 (1.5) -6.3 (2.1)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 46.0 (2.0) ‡ 57.9 (1.9) ‡ 50.7 (1.8) ‡ 57.4 (2.3) ‡ 11.4 (3.1) ‡
Slovak Republic 65.6 (1.3) 68.6 (1.4) 66.4 (1.7) 72.1 (1.4) 6.6 (2.0)
Slovenia 53.6 (1.5) 55.4 (1.4) 54.1 (1.9) 54.2 (1.7) 0.6 (2.3)
Spain 74.6 (0.9) † 73.8 (0.7) 72.5 (0.7) 71.8 (0.7) -2.8 (1.1) †
Switzerland 62.0 (2.2) † 60.0 (1.8) † 57.8 (1.8) † 49.4 (2.0) † -12.6 (2.8) †
Turkey 78.9 (1.0) 80.8 (1.0) 79.4 (1.1) 76.9 (1.5) -2.0 (1.8)

OECD average 64.9 (0.3) 65.5 (0.3) 63.6 (0.3) 64.1 (0.3) -0.8 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [5/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn how to solve conflicts with other people in our classrooms

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 83.2 (1.0) 85.1 (1.0) 86.5 (0.9) 83.4 (1.0) 0.2 (1.4)

Argentina 72.1 (1.7) † 74.9 (1.4) † 73.2 (1.3) † 73.2 (1.3) 1.1 (1.9) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 72.7 (1.5) † 75.9 (1.5) † 78.5 (1.3) † 76.3 (1.4) † 3.6 (2.1) †
Belarus 63.7 (1.7) 68.1 (1.5) 70.2 (1.2) 71.1 (1.4) 7.4 (2.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 66.2 (1.7) 66.7 (1.4) 68.9 (1.1) 63.7 (1.5) -2.5 (2.4)
Brazil 65.1 (1.5) † 67.3 (1.1) † 67.4 (1.2) † 66.1 (1.7) 0.9 (2.2) †
Brunei Darussalam 72.2 (1.3) † 73.2 (1.3) 71.7 (1.2) 69.9 (1.1) -2.2 (1.6) †
Bulgaria 66.8 (1.8) † 65.8 (1.7) 64.9 (1.8) 67.8 (1.6) 1.0 (2.3) †
Costa Rica 78.1 (1.0) 76.6 (1.1) 77.2 (1.2) 76.0 (1.4) -2.1 (1.5)
Croatia 69.0 (1.3) 69.2 (1.3) 67.2 (1.4) 61.9 (1.5) -7.1 (1.9)
Cyprus 60.6 (2.0) † 61.3 (1.5) 57.9 (1.7) 61.7 (1.6) 1.2 (2.6) †
Dominican Republic 80.8 (2.3) ‡ 82.8 (1.9) ‡ 82.7 (1.8) ‡ 83.6 (1.9) ‡ 2.7 (3.1) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 73.3 (1.2) 76.3 (1.1) 76.6 (1.3) 76.1 (1.2) 2.9 (1.6)
Indonesia 86.5 (1.1) 86.4 (0.9) 87.5 (1.0) 86.7 (1.2) 0.2 (1.6)
Jordan 75.3 (1.5) 81.0 (0.9) 80.0 (1.1) 82.6 (1.3) 7.3 (1.9)
Kazakhstan 49.9 (1.1) 56.9 (0.9) 59.0 (0.9) 59.4 (1.0) 9.5 (1.5)
Kosovo 76.5 (1.3) 74.0 (1.7) 75.0 (1.4) 73.9 (1.5) -2.7 (1.8)
Lebanon 76.1 (1.7) 74.7 (1.5) 71.7 (1.6) 74.4 (1.6) -1.7 (2.2)
Macao (China) 68.1 (1.5) 73.1 (1.4) 78.3 (1.2) 78.1 (1.5) 10.0 (1.9)
Malaysia 76.7 (1.3) 78.3 (1.1) 76.5 (1.3) 78.5 (1.3) 1.8 (1.7)
Malta 67.9 (2.0) 71.4 (1.6) 66.1 (1.8) 65.8 (1.8) -2.1 (2.9)
Moldova 69.3 (1.3) 73.8 (1.2) 72.7 (1.3) 70.6 (1.8) 1.3 (2.1)
Montenegro 67.7 (1.3) 69.9 (1.2) 67.5 (1.3) 63.0 (1.2) -4.8 (1.9)
Morocco 61.2 (2.2) ‡ 61.6 (1.7) ‡ 61.7 (1.7) † 60.6 (1.7) † -0.6 (2.7) ‡
North Macedonia 75.5 (1.3) 74.8 (1.3) 76.8 (1.1) 71.2 (1.3) -4.4 (1.9)
Panama 77.6 (2.6) ‡ 74.7 (2.2) ‡ 76.1 (1.8) ‡ 75.9 (2.2) ‡ -1.7 (3.5) ‡
Peru 85.0 (2.2) ‡ 87.5 (1.6) ‡ 85.3 (1.3) † 83.2 (1.4) † -1.8 (2.6) ‡
Philippines 85.1 (1.0) 89.0 (0.8) 90.6 (0.7) 91.4 (0.7) 6.3 (1.2)
Romania 66.7 (1.6) 67.8 (1.5) 65.7 (1.3) 64.0 (1.5) -2.8 (2.3)
Russia 63.9 (1.5) 59.4 (1.5) 62.0 (1.7) 62.2 (1.4) -1.7 (1.5)
Saudi Arabia 72.4 (1.3) 71.5 (1.4) 70.9 (1.0) 73.3 (1.1) 0.9 (1.6)
Serbia 57.1 (1.3) † 57.8 (1.3) 58.4 (1.4) 56.1 (1.5) -1.0 (1.9) †
Singapore 80.1 (0.9) 79.9 (1.0) 78.6 (1.0) 79.3 (0.9) -0.8 (1.4)
Chinese Taipei 75.4 (1.0) 80.0 (1.2) 81.0 (1.1) 84.5 (0.9) 9.1 (1.4)
Thailand 85.3 (1.0) 86.1 (1.1) 87.9 (0.9) 90.8 (0.8) 5.4 (1.4)
Ukraine 63.0 (1.8) 64.2 (1.4) 65.5 (1.6) 66.2 (1.4) 3.3 (2.1)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 73.4 (2.0) † 73.5 (1.6) † 68.9 (1.8) † 70.9 (1.6) † -2.5 (2.6) †
Viet Nam 80.8 (1.5) 83.4 (1.2) 84.8 (1.1) 83.2 (1.2) 2.3 (1.7)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [7/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn about different cultures

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 74.4 (1.0) 79.6 (0.8) 81.5 (0.8) 84.1 (0.7) 9.7 (1.3)
Austria 67.2 (1.3) 68.2 (1.5) 74.0 (1.4) 78.0 (1.5) 10.8 (1.8)
Canada 77.2 (1.0) 79.8 (0.9) 80.6 (1.0) 81.4 (0.9) 4.2 (1.2)
Chile 79.4 (1.5) † 81.4 (1.2) † 80.5 (1.1) † 78.5 (1.2) † -0.8 (2.0) †
Colombia 87.6 (1.2) † 89.1 (1.4) † 90.2 (0.9) 88.9 (1.0) 1.3 (1.5) †
Estonia 67.3 (1.7) 66.3 (1.7) 68.9 (1.4) 70.2 (1.4) 2.9 (2.4)
France 69.1 (1.4) 73.6 (1.3) 78.2 (1.1) 81.6 (1.2) 12.5 (1.9)
Germany 77.6 (1.6) † 81.4 (1.4) † 77.6 (1.7) † 86.6 (1.2) † 8.9 (2.1) †
Greece 78.4 (1.4) 80.3 (1.2) 78.4 (1.3) 78.9 (1.1) 0.5 (1.7)
Hungary 51.5 (1.8) 55.9 (1.6) 59.2 (1.6) 66.5 (1.5) 15.1 (2.3)
Iceland 80.2 (1.4) † 81.5 (1.4) 85.0 (1.5) 87.9 (1.3) 7.7 (1.7) †
Ireland 76.8 (1.2) 79.4 (1.1) 79.5 (1.4) 78.5 (1.6) 1.7 (2.0)
Israel 65.4 (1.7) 63.4 (1.2) 61.5 (1.3) 64.2 (2.2) † -1.1 (2.7) †
Italy 75.8 (1.4) 76.4 (1.4) 77.8 (1.2) 77.9 (1.2) 2.0 (1.6)
Korea 73.6 (1.2) 77.1 (1.4) 77.9 (1.2) 82.4 (1.3) 8.8 (1.8)
Latvia 70.2 (1.4) 72.0 (1.2) 70.2 (1.4) 72.8 (1.5) 2.5 (1.9)
Lithuania 76.9 (1.2) 78.7 (1.2) 78.5 (1.2) 84.7 (0.9) 7.8 (1.5)
Mexico 80.2 (1.4) ‡ 78.9 (1.4) † 80.3 (1.3) † 82.5 (1.4) 2.3 (1.8) ‡
New Zealand 73.4 (1.2) 74.9 (1.2) 75.0 (1.1) 77.2 (1.2) 3.8 (1.5)
Poland 78.8 (1.4) 80.7 (1.5) 80.0 (1.2) 83.2 (1.2) 4.4 (1.8)
Portugal 86.3 (1.1) 82.8 (1.3) 80.1 (1.4) 76.9 (1.6) -9.5 (1.9)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 66.3 (2.2) ‡ 68.5 (2.0) ‡ 69.1 (1.8) ‡ 76.6 (1.7) ‡ 10.4 (2.6) ‡
Slovak Republic 69.8 (1.7) 74.3 (1.3) 75.4 (1.3) 81.5 (1.5) 11.7 (2.2)
Slovenia 57.7 (1.5) 64.7 (1.6) 61.7 (1.5) 70.6 (1.8) 13.0 (2.4)
Spain 73.3 (0.8) † 71.4 (0.8) † 69.7 (1.0) 71.3 (0.8) -2.1 (1.1) †
Switzerland 68.5 (1.9) † 68.2 (1.8) † 69.7 (1.9) † 75.5 (1.7) † 7.0 (2.3) †
Turkey 78.1 (1.1) 80.4 (1.0) 78.0 (1.0) 75.2 (1.4) -2.9 (1.6)

OECD average 73.4 (0.3) 75.1 (0.3) 75.5 (0.3) 78.3 (0.3) 4.9 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [8/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn about different cultures

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 90.9 (0.8) 91.6 (0.7) 91.6 (0.7) 91.1 (0.8) 0.2 (1.1)

Argentina 76.1 (1.2) † 80.0 (1.1) † 79.4 (1.2) † 78.7 (1.3) 2.6 (1.6) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 75.5 (1.8) † 79.4 (1.3) † 80.5 (1.1) † 82.2 (1.2) † 6.7 (2.3) †
Belarus 59.1 (1.5) 64.4 (1.3) 64.1 (1.4) 71.4 (1.4) 12.3 (2.1)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 76.2 (1.3) 79.2 (1.4) 79.4 (1.0) 80.3 (1.4) 4.1 (1.9)
Brazil 82.8 (1.2) † 84.5 (0.9) † 84.4 (1.0) † 89.7 (0.9) 6.9 (1.6) †
Brunei Darussalam 78.2 (1.0) † 81.8 (1.1) 80.7 (1.1) 81.5 (1.0) 3.3 (1.4) †
Bulgaria 69.7 (1.6) † 74.0 (1.8) 75.6 (1.3) 78.8 (1.1) 9.0 (2.0) †
Costa Rica 90.3 (0.8) 91.1 (0.7) 88.5 (0.8) 91.5 (0.7) 1.2 (1.0)
Croatia 79.3 (1.1) 79.6 (1.1) 83.5 (1.0) 84.1 (1.1) 4.8 (1.3)
Cyprus 69.6 (1.7) † 72.8 (1.4) 71.3 (1.4) 75.3 (1.4) 5.7 (2.3) †
Dominican Republic 88.3 (1.8) ‡ 88.6 (1.8) ‡ 90.9 (1.7) ‡ 90.6 (1.4) ‡ 2.3 (2.2) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 76.5 (1.2) 79.0 (1.2) 81.7 (1.2) 82.4 (1.5) 6.0 (2.0)
Indonesia 84.4 (1.2) 85.4 (1.1) 87.1 (1.1) 89.6 (1.1) 5.2 (1.7)
Jordan 80.8 (1.4) 84.5 (1.0) 83.7 (0.9) 86.6 (1.2) 5.9 (2.0)
Kazakhstan 72.4 (0.9) 75.0 (0.9) 74.7 (0.8) 78.3 (0.9) 5.9 (1.1)
Kosovo 86.2 (1.0) 84.6 (1.0) 86.8 (1.1) 86.9 (1.0) 0.8 (1.3)
Lebanon 78.7 (1.7) 80.0 (1.4) 80.9 (1.2) 84.0 (1.3) 5.3 (2.3)
Macao (China) 74.4 (1.4) 75.7 (1.4) 81.6 (1.1) 82.0 (1.2) 7.7 (1.9)
Malaysia 75.6 (1.5) 76.8 (1.2) 79.0 (1.3) 84.0 (1.1) 8.3 (1.8)
Malta 80.4 (1.5) 80.1 (1.2) 77.6 (1.4) 74.6 (1.4) -5.8 (2.2)
Moldova 78.3 (1.4) 80.6 (1.1) 82.8 (1.2) 79.6 (1.3) 1.2 (1.9)
Montenegro 82.4 (1.2) 83.1 (1.0) 82.7 (1.0) 79.6 (1.0) -2.8 (1.6)
Morocco 69.3 (1.9) ‡ 75.6 (1.8) ‡ 73.3 (1.6) † 74.0 (1.5) † 4.7 (2.1) ‡
North Macedonia 81.5 (1.1) 80.8 (1.2) 84.7 (1.0) 84.2 (1.1) 2.7 (1.6)
Panama 87.0 (1.9) ‡ 86.2 (1.6) ‡ 87.0 (1.5) ‡ 84.9 (1.4) ‡ -2.1 (2.2) ‡
Peru 90.9 (1.6) ‡ 91.7 (1.3) ‡ 92.3 (1.0) † 91.3 (1.1) † 0.4 (2.0) ‡
Philippines 83.5 (1.0) 89.9 (0.8) 88.8 (0.8) 91.4 (0.7) 7.9 (1.3)
Romania 73.2 (1.4) 73.7 (1.5) 73.8 (1.3) 72.8 (1.7) -0.3 (2.2)
Russia 63.6 (1.7) 62.1 (1.7) 63.2 (1.2) 66.6 (1.3) 3.1 (2.1)
Saudi Arabia 75.3 (1.9) 77.3 (1.3) 78.3 (1.2) 77.3 (1.3) 2.1 (2.4)
Serbia 69.3 (1.3) † 71.8 (1.4) 71.4 (1.3) 70.0 (1.3) 0.8 (1.8) †
Singapore 92.7 (0.6) 94.2 (0.6) 92.6 (0.7) 90.9 (0.8) -1.7 (1.0)
Chinese Taipei 81.7 (1.0) 85.8 (0.8) 87.2 (0.7) 90.7 (0.8) 9.0 (1.3)
Thailand 88.6 (0.9) 89.4 (1.0) 90.5 (0.9) 93.7 (0.7) 5.1 (1.2)
Ukraine 65.5 (1.9) 74.6 (1.2) 76.6 (1.2) 79.8 (1.2) 14.3 (2.4)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 80.6 (1.7) † 80.6 (1.7) † 78.1 (1.6) † 83.5 (1.3) † 2.9 (2.0) †
Viet Nam 82.1 (1.0) 84.3 (1.2) 85.2 (1.4) 87.3 (1.7) 5.2 (1.8)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [9/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

We read newspapers, look for news on the Internet or watch the news together during classes

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 41.5 (1.1) 44.9 (1.0) 48.1 (1.1) 51.5 (1.3) 10.0 (1.5)
Austria 44.5 (1.7) 43.2 (2.3) 41.3 (1.7) 48.2 (1.9) 3.7 (2.3)
Canada 50.3 (1.1) 53.6 (1.0) 54.7 (1.0) 61.9 (1.1) 11.6 (1.4)
Chile 45.4 (1.7) † 38.9 (1.6) † 39.4 (1.8) † 36.0 (1.5) † -9.4 (2.3) †
Colombia 58.1 (1.8) † 61.2 (1.7) † 59.0 (1.7) 59.3 (1.8) 1.2 (2.5) †
Estonia 37.0 (1.7) 35.2 (1.5) 38.1 (1.5) 41.1 (1.4) 4.1 (2.1)
France 32.1 (1.6) 34.3 (1.5) 30.6 (1.6) 34.7 (1.5) 2.6 (2.0)
Germany 40.2 (2.0) † 37.0 (1.9) † 41.0 (1.9) † 37.0 (2.0) † -3.2 (2.7) †
Greece 30.3 (1.7) 30.5 (1.4) 26.3 (1.3) 26.7 (1.5) -3.6 (2.1)
Hungary 29.4 (2.0) 23.8 (1.3) 22.4 (1.3) 20.6 (1.4) -8.8 (2.5)
Iceland 46.6 (1.9) † 48.1 (2.0) 51.8 (2.1) 56.9 (1.8) 10.3 (2.5) †
Ireland 32.1 (1.5) 34.5 (1.5) 34.2 (1.5) 34.5 (1.7) 2.4 (2.3)
Israel 47.6 (1.6) 47.9 (1.9) 43.9 (1.5) 49.1 (1.6) † 1.6 (2.2) †
Italy 48.5 (1.6) 45.9 (1.7) 49.6 (1.5) 49.7 (1.8) 1.3 (2.2)
Korea 48.1 (1.2) 49.3 (1.9) 52.0 (1.5) 55.9 (1.6) 7.8 (1.9)
Latvia 30.5 (1.5) 31.9 (1.4) 30.9 (1.5) 30.6 (1.6) 0.1 (2.2)
Lithuania 37.2 (1.6) 35.9 (1.4) 32.6 (1.5) 37.0 (1.2) -0.2 (1.8)
Mexico 57.2 (2.4) ‡ 60.9 (1.8) † 55.4 (1.5) † 56.6 (1.7) -0.5 (3.2) ‡
New Zealand 40.8 (1.7) 41.9 (1.5) 42.9 (1.4) 47.8 (1.7) 7.0 (2.2)
Poland 32.9 (1.5) 35.5 (1.5) 31.9 (1.7) 28.6 (1.6) -4.3 (2.1)
Portugal 39.2 (1.4) 32.9 (1.1) 32.7 (1.6) 28.2 (1.7) -11.0 (2.2)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 38.9 (2.1) ‡ 46.4 (2.0) ‡ 43.5 (2.1) ‡ 52.9 (2.5) ‡ 13.9 (3.1) ‡
Slovak Republic 39.8 (1.7) 41.5 (1.3) 38.6 (1.3) 38.5 (1.8) -1.3 (2.4)
Slovenia 24.7 (1.2) 26.0 (1.4) 25.0 (1.1) 25.4 (1.4) 0.7 (1.8)
Spain 40.9 (1.0) † 42.4 (0.9) † 40.8 (1.0) 41.9 (1.2) 0.9 (1.4) †
Switzerland 43.1 (2.1) † 44.1 (1.7) † 38.4 (2.0) † 40.4 (1.9) † -2.7 (2.8) †
Turkey 32.7 (1.8) 36.7 (1.3) 35.9 (1.4) 31.0 (1.9) -1.7 (2.5)

OECD average 40.4 (0.3) 40.9 (0.3) 40.0 (0.3) 41.6 (0.3) 1.2 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [10/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

We read newspapers, look for news on the Internet or watch the news together during classes

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 45.3 (1.4) 41.7 (1.4) 48.6 (1.6) 49.4 (1.5) 4.1 (2.1)

Argentina 52.5 (1.5) † 53.8 (1.5) † 50.7 (1.4) † 52.9 (1.6) 0.4 (2.2) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 60.5 (1.8) † 63.5 (1.5) † 64.4 (1.6) † 62.0 (1.8) † 1.4 (2.5) †
Belarus 43.4 (1.8) 40.7 (1.7) 38.4 (1.4) 36.8 (1.6) -6.6 (2.2)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 42.2 (1.3) 42.7 (1.2) 44.4 (1.5) 42.4 (1.5) 0.2 (2.0)
Brazil 50.2 (1.7) † 46.9 (1.4) † 50.5 (1.3) † 48.2 (1.6) -2.0 (2.2) †
Brunei Darussalam 43.5 (1.5) † 45.4 (1.4) 44.9 (1.3) 47.1 (1.1) 3.6 (1.8) †
Bulgaria 49.1 (2.0) † 42.3 (1.9) 39.9 (1.8) † 39.8 (1.6) -9.3 (2.5) †
Costa Rica 44.9 (1.7) 43.0 (1.2) 45.5 (1.4) 44.1 (1.6) -0.8 (2.4)
Croatia 30.1 (1.3) 34.2 (1.2) 32.4 (1.4) 29.6 (1.3) -0.5 (1.9)
Cyprus 40.9 (2.2) † 41.7 (1.3) 37.6 (1.5) 44.2 (1.5) 3.3 (2.5) †
Dominican Republic 75.8 (2.5) ‡ 74.1 (2.5) ‡ 70.3 (2.5) ‡ 68.2 (2.1) ‡ -7.6 (3.3) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 66.3 (1.4) 70.6 (1.3) 74.2 (1.4) 75.4 (1.5) 9.1 (2.0)
Indonesia 70.7 (1.8) 73.8 (1.4) 74.2 (1.6) 75.2 (1.5) 4.5 (2.3)
Jordan 57.4 (1.4) 60.6 (1.3) 59.8 (1.6) 58.7 (1.8) 1.2 (2.3)
Kazakhstan 57.9 (1.0) 57.5 (1.0) 60.0 (1.0) 62.3 (1.0) 4.4 (1.4)
Kosovo 50.8 (1.7) 52.9 (1.5) 54.1 (1.6) 51.8 (1.9) 1.1 (2.5)
Lebanon 49.9 (2.4) 47.8 (1.6) 46.4 (1.6) 42.4 (2.1) -7.5 (2.9)
Macao (China) 47.3 (1.5) 50.4 (1.5) 55.3 (1.7) 59.0 (1.6) 11.7 (2.3)
Malaysia 60.2 (1.5) 60.5 (1.4) 61.1 (1.6) 58.9 (1.9) -1.3 (2.4)
Malta 33.3 (1.8) 32.7 (2.1) 31.0 (1.7) 30.8 (1.8) -2.5 (2.4)
Moldova 37.9 (1.7) 33.0 (1.5) 33.7 (1.5) 28.9 (1.6) -8.9 (2.4)
Montenegro 38.5 (1.3) 45.9 (1.2) 43.6 (1.2) 42.7 (1.2) 4.2 (1.7)
Morocco 45.3 (2.1) ‡ 44.4 (2.0) ‡ 47.0 (1.7) † 41.8 (1.9) † -3.6 (2.9) ‡
North Macedonia 33.6 (1.3) 34.0 (1.7) 33.4 (1.3) 37.1 (1.4) 3.5 (2.1)
Panama 54.5 (2.8) ‡ 53.9 (2.9) ‡ 50.8 (2.3) ‡ 45.5 (3.4) ‡ -9.0 (4.5) ‡
Peru 58.6 (3.0) ‡ 57.2 (2.3) ‡ 53.3 (1.8) † 49.7 (2.0) † -8.9 (3.8) ‡
Philippines 70.8 (1.6) 76.5 (1.2) 75.0 (1.2) 73.7 (1.4) 2.9 (2.0)
Romania 40.8 (1.7) 44.6 (1.6) 46.3 (1.7) 43.0 (1.6) 2.2 (2.2)
Russia 29.7 (1.4) 28.6 (1.2) 26.8 (1.5) 31.0 (1.3) 1.2 (1.6)
Saudi Arabia 53.6 (1.7) 48.9 (1.5) 46.0 (1.5) 44.7 (1.8) -8.9 (2.2)
Serbia 35.4 (1.7) † 34.9 (1.4) 35.1 (1.4) 31.8 (1.6) -3.6 (2.2) †
Singapore 74.5 (1.0) 75.3 (1.1) 76.7 (1.0) 76.4 (1.7) 1.9 (1.9)
Chinese Taipei 50.2 (1.5) 51.5 (1.4) 57.4 (1.3) 60.3 (1.3) 10.1 (1.9)
Thailand 77.4 (1.3) 77.2 (1.1) 80.8 (1.1) 77.9 (1.4) 0.6 (1.9)
Ukraine 32.3 (1.6) 30.4 (1.2) 30.1 (1.4) 29.9 (1.7) -2.3 (2.2)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 52.6 (1.8) † 52.2 (1.9) † 48.6 (2.0) † 49.8 (2.0) † -2.8 (2.7) †
Viet Nam 51.5 (1.8) 56.7 (1.4) 59.8 (1.9) 58.9 (2.1) 7.3 (2.9)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [11/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I am often invited by my teachers to give my personal opinion about international news

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 38.2 (1.2) 39.6 (1.0) 44.2 (1.0) 51.8 (1.0) 13.6 (1.6)
Austria 46.5 (1.7) 48.6 (1.3) 52.4 (1.5) 54.7 (1.7) 8.2 (2.2)
Canada 46.4 (1.1) 50.3 (1.0) 51.7 (1.1) 60.2 (1.1) 13.8 (1.4)
Chile 54.1 (1.9) † 50.5 (1.7) † 51.3 (1.4) † 53.3 (1.6) † -0.8 (2.4) †
Colombia 56.7 (1.7) † 52.5 (1.6) † 55.2 (1.7) 55.1 (1.2) -1.5 (2.1) †
Estonia 36.1 (1.9) 36.8 (1.8) 41.0 (1.6) 42.8 (1.7) 6.6 (2.2)
France 35.1 (1.5) 36.7 (1.5) 36.5 (1.4) 41.0 (1.5) 5.9 (2.0)
Germany 44.6 (2.1) † 43.9 (2.0) † 47.0 (2.1) † 54.4 (2.0) † 9.9 (2.7) †
Greece 50.1 (1.7) 52.6 (1.3) 52.3 (1.5) 56.0 (1.6) 5.9 (2.4)
Hungary 31.2 (1.4) 30.1 (1.6) 30.5 (1.6) 27.8 (1.6) -3.4 (2.3)
Iceland 40.4 (2.1) † 40.6 (2.0) 48.0 (1.8) 50.1 (1.8) 9.7 (2.8) †
Ireland 39.9 (1.6) 41.2 (1.7) 43.2 (1.7) 46.7 (1.6) 6.8 (2.1)
Israel 51.1 (1.5) 45.9 (1.7) 42.4 (1.5) 47.1 (1.8) † -4.0 (2.2) †
Italy 56.1 (1.8) 57.3 (1.5) 59.5 (1.4) 59.4 (1.5) 3.3 (2.3)
Korea 47.8 (1.3) 50.9 (1.5) 50.1 (1.5) 56.8 (1.6) 8.9 (1.8)
Latvia 40.1 (1.5) 41.1 (1.3) 41.6 (1.7) 38.7 (1.5) -1.4 (2.2)
Lithuania 47.8 (1.4) 45.9 (1.6) 45.3 (1.5) 49.3 (1.5) 1.5 (2.1)
Mexico 58.8 (1.9) ‡ 56.9 (2.0) † 55.1 (1.7) † 59.9 (1.6) 1.1 (2.7) ‡
New Zealand 30.6 (1.6) 36.5 (1.6) 36.9 (1.6) 43.7 (1.7) 13.1 (2.3)
Poland 51.2 (1.8) 53.0 (1.6) 50.4 (1.7) 50.6 (1.9) -0.6 (2.4)
Portugal 53.8 (1.5) 48.9 (1.5) 53.3 (1.7) 47.6 (2.2) -6.2 (2.6)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 37.2 (1.9) ‡ 39.9 (2.1) ‡ 40.6 (2.0) ‡ 47.1 (2.4) ‡ 9.9 (2.8) ‡
Slovak Republic 44.5 (1.5) 47.6 (1.3) 45.9 (1.3) 46.4 (1.5) 1.9 (2.2)
Slovenia 26.5 (1.3) 31.6 (1.5) 31.5 (1.2) 31.0 (1.7) 4.4 (2.2)
Spain 51.1 (1.1) † 50.1 (0.9) 50.8 (0.9) 51.0 (1.0) -0.1 (1.4) †
Switzerland 42.0 (2.2) † 44.6 (2.1) † 45.6 (2.0) † 41.8 (2.0) † -0.2 (2.9) †
Turkey 33.4 (1.6) 37.1 (1.4) 36.1 (1.4) 32.1 (2.0) -1.3 (2.4)

OECD average 44.1 (0.3) 44.8 (0.3) 45.9 (0.3) 48.0 (0.3) 3.9 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [12/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I am often invited by my teachers to give my personal opinion about international news

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 47.4 (1.4) 47.3 (1.5) 52.2 (1.8) 57.7 (1.6) 10.3 (2.1)

Argentina 48.9 (1.5) † 50.9 (1.7) † 48.7 (1.5) † 51.5 (1.3) 2.6 (1.9) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 63.5 (1.6) † 69.4 (1.6) † 70.8 (1.4) † 73.7 (1.7) † 10.2 (2.4) †
Belarus 52.9 (1.5) 54.6 (1.7) 52.3 (1.3) 53.9 (1.5) 0.9 (2.1)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 43.4 (1.5) 45.4 (1.5) 45.2 (1.4) 43.8 (1.6) 0.4 (2.1)
Brazil 45.5 (1.7) † 46.8 (1.6) † 46.9 (1.2) † 47.2 (1.4) 1.7 (2.2) †
Brunei Darussalam 32.8 (1.5) † 32.8 (1.3) † 30.6 (1.2) 27.5 (1.2) -5.3 (1.8) †
Bulgaria 57.4 (1.7) † 56.6 (2.2) † 53.4 (1.7) † 53.2 (1.6) -4.2 (2.4) †
Costa Rica 46.8 (1.4) 48.3 (1.4) 45.8 (1.4) 47.4 (2.1) 0.6 (2.7)
Croatia 43.1 (1.5) 45.6 (1.4) 45.4 (1.3) 45.1 (1.4) 2.0 (2.0)
Cyprus 50.0 (2.1) † 52.5 (1.4) 50.6 (1.5) 55.2 (1.5) 5.2 (2.7) †
Dominican Republic 78.3 (2.5) ‡ 79.8 (2.1) ‡ 73.2 (1.9) ‡ 74.8 (1.9) ‡ -3.5 (3.2) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 45.9 (1.4) 49.3 (1.5) 53.6 (1.5) 54.9 (1.9) 9.0 (2.4)
Indonesia 65.6 (1.7) 65.3 (1.4) 63.2 (1.7) 61.9 (1.6) -3.7 (2.4)
Jordan 55.6 (1.7) 56.2 (1.3) 54.0 (1.7) 55.2 (2.0) -0.4 (2.5)
Kazakhstan 53.3 (1.2) 56.5 (0.9) 57.3 (1.0) 59.1 (1.3) 5.7 (1.7)
Kosovo 44.8 (1.8) 48.0 (1.7) 47.6 (2.0) 52.2 (1.8) 7.4 (2.2)
Lebanon 63.2 (1.9) 60.2 (1.6) 57.8 (1.5) 57.7 (1.9) -5.5 (2.7)
Macao (China) 37.8 (1.5) 39.9 (1.6) 44.7 (1.4) 48.3 (1.6) 10.5 (2.3)
Malaysia 39.2 (1.5) 36.3 (1.4) 36.0 (1.3) 30.4 (1.8) -8.8 (2.1)
Malta 42.1 (2.2) 43.5 (1.9) 40.2 (1.7) 44.6 (1.8) 2.5 (3.0)
Moldova 35.3 (1.7) 36.2 (1.7) 35.8 (1.6) 31.1 (1.9) -4.1 (2.3)
Montenegro 47.1 (1.3) 54.0 (1.3) 54.4 (1.3) 52.4 (1.3) 5.3 (1.9)
Morocco 47.0 (2.1) ‡ 54.1 (2.1) ‡ 53.3 (1.7) ‡ 52.9 (1.8) † 5.9 (2.7) ‡
North Macedonia 28.5 (1.4) 27.0 (1.3) 27.7 (1.5) 26.1 (1.2) -2.3 (1.9)
Panama 62.3 (2.6) ‡ 59.6 (2.3) ‡ 56.4 (2.3) ‡ 57.0 (2.7) ‡ -5.3 (3.6) ‡
Peru 71.0 (2.2) ‡ 71.8 (1.7) ‡ 68.5 (1.9) † 64.8 (2.0) † -6.2 (3.2) ‡
Philippines 67.3 (1.6) 72.0 (1.2) 67.4 (1.4) 63.7 (1.8) -3.6 (2.6)
Romania 37.6 (2.0) 35.5 (1.8) 34.0 (1.7) 29.4 (1.5) -8.1 (2.3)
Russia 41.0 (1.5) 40.7 (1.7) 37.5 (1.5) 41.8 (1.6) 0.8 (2.1)
Saudi Arabia 48.7 (1.8) 46.2 (1.6) 44.2 (1.5) 39.1 (1.6) -9.6 (2.5)
Serbia 51.8 (1.5) † 53.6 (1.5) 50.9 (1.6) 48.8 (1.5) -3.0 (2.1) †
Singapore 57.0 (1.5) 61.4 (1.2) 60.6 (1.0) 61.7 (1.7) 4.7 (2.2)
Chinese Taipei 38.0 (1.7) 38.4 (1.4) 40.3 (1.5) 43.3 (1.5) 5.3 (2.3)
Thailand 56.4 (1.6) 55.6 (1.6) 57.0 (1.7) 48.2 (1.9) -8.2 (2.2)
Ukraine 45.2 (1.7) 44.9 (1.4) 43.8 (1.5) 42.2 (1.6) -3.0 (2.5)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 48.6 (1.7) † 46.5 (2.1) † 48.3 (2.0) † 48.0 (2.1) † -0.6 (2.6) †
Viet Nam 42.5 (2.0) 40.9 (1.8) 44.6 (1.7) 46.3 (1.9) 3.8 (2.9)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [13/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I participate in events celebrating cultural diversity throughout the school year

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 44.0 (1.3) 48.1 (1.0) 51.7 (1.1) 56.4 (1.3) 12.4 (1.7)
Austria 29.9 (1.7) 30.7 (1.5) 28.7 (1.2) 31.1 (1.5) 1.2 (2.4)
Canada 41.8 (0.9) 43.0 (1.1) 47.3 (0.9) 51.5 (1.1) 9.7 (1.3)
Chile 45.1 (1.8) † 46.6 (1.7) † 45.3 (1.9) † 42.7 (1.6) † -2.4 (2.4) †
Colombia 68.2 (1.7) † 66.6 (1.4) † 68.5 (1.4) 69.3 (1.2) 1.1 (2.1) †
Estonia 31.3 (1.8) 33.1 (1.5) 36.6 (1.5) 38.7 (1.4) 7.4 (2.0)
France 25.7 (1.2) † 26.2 (1.4) 24.3 (1.5) 25.9 (1.4) 0.2 (1.9) †
Germany 24.7 (1.5) † 26.2 (1.5) † 22.0 (1.7) † 24.6 (1.6) † -0.1 (2.0) †
Greece 42.0 (1.6) 44.1 (1.5) 41.7 (1.4) 43.7 (1.5) 1.7 (2.2)
Hungary 40.8 (2.1) 39.2 (1.5) 39.4 (1.7) 40.4 (1.8) -0.5 (2.9)
Iceland 41.5 (1.9) † 41.5 (2.0) 47.2 (2.0) 45.3 (1.8) 3.8 (2.5) †
Ireland 36.4 (1.7) 37.6 (1.5) 37.8 (1.6) 42.4 (1.9) 6.0 (2.7)
Israel 49.1 (1.5) 48.2 (1.7) 47.1 (1.8) 52.8 (2.1) † 3.7 (2.5) †
Italy 33.9 (1.6) 27.9 (1.5) 27.3 (1.6) 27.4 (1.6) -6.4 (2.3)
Korea 42.4 (1.3) 43.0 (1.4) 40.9 (1.5) 43.7 (1.7) 1.3 (2.1)
Latvia 31.4 (1.6) 35.1 (1.4) 33.3 (1.2) 32.4 (1.4) 0.9 (2.3)
Lithuania 52.9 (1.6) 55.3 (1.6) 54.4 (1.4) 58.8 (1.5) 5.8 (2.1)
Mexico 56.2 (1.9) ‡ 52.3 (1.8) † 55.0 (1.6) † 54.5 (1.4) -1.7 (2.7) ‡
New Zealand 42.4 (1.3) 44.8 (1.5) 43.8 (1.7) 50.1 (1.9) 7.7 (2.2)
Poland 40.7 (1.8) 43.9 (1.6) 41.5 (1.4) 44.8 (1.6) 4.1 (2.2)
Portugal 41.0 (1.8) 37.4 (1.6) 36.7 (1.5) 33.5 (1.3) -7.5 (2.0)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 33.0 (2.0) ‡ 38.3 (2.1) ‡ 38.6 (1.9) ‡ 41.8 (2.1) ‡ 8.8 (2.7) ‡
Slovak Republic 32.6 (1.5) 36.1 (1.7) 31.1 (1.5) 30.5 (1.4) -2.1 (1.9)
Slovenia 28.7 (1.3) 31.2 (1.7) 32.9 (1.5) 31.6 (1.6) 2.9 (2.0)
Spain 37.2 (1.2) † 37.0 (0.9) † 36.6 (0.8) 36.7 (1.0) -0.5 (1.4) †
Switzerland 33.5 (2.2) † 31.8 (2.1) † 26.5 (1.4) † 25.0 (1.6) † -8.5 (2.7) †
Turkey 47.4 (1.6) 49.0 (1.4) 50.0 (1.5) 47.7 (2.1) 0.2 (2.7)

OECD average 39.8 (0.3) 40.5 (0.3) 40.2 (0.3) 41.6 (0.3) 1.8 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267



PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World? » © OECD 2020 347

Results for countries and economies Annex B1

Table VI.B1.8.2 [14/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I participate in events celebrating cultural diversity throughout the school year

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 72.7 (1.4) 75.9 (1.1) 79.4 (1.1) 77.3 (1.0) 4.6 (1.7)

Argentina 42.4 (1.4) † 45.1 (1.6) † 44.8 (1.5) † 45.7 (1.8) 3.3 (2.5) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 66.3 (1.5) † 70.8 (1.4) † 73.6 (1.4) † 72.8 (1.6) † 6.6 (2.2) †
Belarus 52.7 (1.7) 56.5 (1.6) 52.8 (1.7) 53.3 (1.9) 0.6 (2.5)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 50.3 (1.6) 49.4 (1.6) 52.9 (1.3) 52.9 (1.5) 2.7 (2.3)
Brazil 49.9 (1.9) † 49.4 (1.5) † 51.9 (1.3) † 47.4 (1.7) -2.5 (2.5) †
Brunei Darussalam 39.4 (1.3) † 37.7 (1.4) † 36.3 (1.3) 40.9 (1.1) 1.4 (1.8) †
Bulgaria 58.2 (1.9) † 58.0 (1.5) † 54.7 (1.5) † 57.9 (1.8) -0.3 (2.4) †
Costa Rica 52.6 (1.7) 51.4 (1.5) 53.2 (1.6) 56.9 (2.1) 4.3 (2.7)
Croatia 36.3 (1.3) 38.5 (1.5) 38.0 (1.2) 35.5 (1.5) -0.8 (1.9)
Cyprus 44.5 (1.8) † 46.1 (1.4) 45.8 (1.7) 50.8 (1.6) 6.3 (2.4) †
Dominican Republic 75.7 (2.7) ‡ 77.4 (1.9) ‡ 73.4 (2.5) ‡ 76.1 (1.7) ‡ 0.5 (3.1) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 41.6 (1.6) 45.0 (1.6) 48.3 (1.8) 49.3 (2.5) 7.6 (3.0)
Indonesia 69.5 (1.5) 66.9 (1.5) 67.7 (1.6) 66.3 (1.8) -3.2 (2.4)
Jordan 61.5 (1.4) 66.1 (1.4) 67.3 (1.4) 64.8 (1.3) 3.3 (2.1)
Kazakhstan 61.9 (1.1) 62.6 (1.0) 61.6 (1.0) 66.7 (1.0) 4.9 (1.4)
Kosovo 60.2 (1.7) 62.1 (1.6) 66.5 (1.5) 64.5 (1.7) 4.3 (2.5)
Lebanon 56.7 (2.1) 56.3 (1.8) 58.0 (1.5) 60.3 (1.3) 3.6 (2.4)
Macao (China) 34.9 (1.6) 36.7 (1.5) 43.3 (1.8) 45.8 (1.5) 10.9 (2.1)
Malaysia 42.8 (1.6) 42.4 (1.2) 44.4 (1.6) 45.0 (1.9) 2.2 (2.3)
Malta 41.6 (1.9) 44.3 (2.0) 42.9 (2.0) 43.0 (1.7) 1.4 (2.6)
Moldova 53.3 (1.8) 52.8 (1.5) 52.1 (1.6) 47.8 (2.2) -5.5 (3.1)
Montenegro 54.9 (1.5) 61.2 (1.4) 61.4 (1.2) 57.1 (1.3) 2.3 (1.9)
Morocco 50.6 (2.0) ‡ 54.8 (1.9) ‡ 55.4 (1.7) ‡ 55.8 (1.8) † 5.1 (2.7) ‡
North Macedonia 36.3 (1.4) 38.3 (1.6) 38.1 (1.4) 42.4 (1.4) 6.1 (1.8)
Panama 63.0 (2.8) ‡ 63.5 (3.1) ‡ 59.9 (2.6) ‡ 56.9 (2.5) ‡ -6.1 (3.7) ‡
Peru 65.3 (2.6) ‡ 63.2 (2.1) ‡ 60.1 (1.8) † 59.3 (1.8) † -6.0 (3.2) ‡
Philippines 74.0 (1.3) 73.3 (1.2) 73.2 (1.2) 70.5 (1.4) -3.4 (1.9)
Romania 49.9 (1.4) 46.6 (1.6) 47.8 (1.7) 44.3 (1.8) -5.7 (2.3)
Russia 43.2 (1.3) 42.0 (2.0) 40.3 (1.6) 44.5 (1.3) 1.3 (1.8)
Saudi Arabia 53.4 (1.7) 51.5 (1.6) 50.8 (1.5) 50.4 (1.5) -3.1 (2.1)
Serbia 41.3 (1.8) † 43.2 (1.6) 43.7 (1.3) 39.7 (1.5) -1.6 (2.1) †
Singapore 73.8 (1.2) 77.5 (1.1) 79.3 (1.0) 81.5 (1.2) 7.7 (1.5)
Chinese Taipei 44.7 (1.5) 44.1 (1.4) 46.2 (1.4) 49.2 (1.5) 4.5 (2.1)
Thailand 70.2 (1.3) 68.8 (1.3) 70.1 (1.3) 68.9 (1.5) -1.3 (1.9)
Ukraine 42.4 (1.6) 42.5 (1.4) 44.0 (1.6) 42.9 (1.6) 0.5 (2.2)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 45.9 (2.2) † 40.8 (1.8) † 39.2 (2.3) † 39.0 (2.1) † -7.0 (3.2) †
Viet Nam 43.8 (1.8) 42.5 (1.7) 43.4 (2.0) 44.7 (1.5) 0.9 (2.2)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [15/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I participate in classroom discussions about world events as part of the regular instruction

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 53.2 (1.1) 58.9 (1.2) 62.8 (1.0) 66.7 (1.0) 13.5 (1.5)
Austria 46.3 (1.4) 51.2 (1.5) 52.7 (1.5) 63.1 (1.5) 16.8 (2.1)
Canada 55.3 (1.0) 61.0 (1.0) 64.1 (1.1) 69.4 (0.9) 14.1 (1.3)
Chile 44.4 (2.0) † 45.5 (1.5) † 46.5 (1.5) † 47.8 (1.8) † 3.4 (2.6) †
Colombia 59.7 (1.8) † 60.4 (1.4) † 65.9 (1.5) 67.2 (1.3) 7.6 (2.3) †
Estonia 52.4 (1.6) 54.8 (1.6) 59.3 (1.4) 67.0 (1.5) 14.5 (1.9)
France 53.9 (1.7) † 57.8 (1.6) 60.1 (1.3) 59.6 (1.5) 5.7 (2.2) †
Germany 50.8 (2.1) † 56.5 (1.9) † 55.8 (2.1) † 66.9 (2.1) † 16.1 (2.8) †
Greece 59.6 (1.4) 63.8 (1.5) 64.5 (1.4) 68.2 (1.3) 8.7 (1.9)
Hungary 33.7 (1.3) 36.4 (1.6) 39.2 (1.3) 42.5 (1.7) 8.9 (2.1)
Iceland 64.0 (2.1) † 63.3 (1.9) 68.0 (1.9) 69.9 (1.7) 5.9 (2.8) †
Ireland 54.3 (1.7) 59.6 (1.5) 64.9 (1.4) 67.5 (1.5) 13.2 (2.5)
Israel 61.3 (1.5) 59.5 (1.6) 60.5 (1.5) 68.7 (1.4) † 7.5 (2.1) †
Italy 59.1 (1.8) 59.3 (1.6) 59.5 (1.4) 57.4 (1.5) -1.7 (2.2)
Korea 37.2 (1.3) 40.8 (1.5) 42.3 (1.6) 46.3 (1.7) 9.1 (2.1)
Latvia 41.5 (1.3) 49.0 (1.5) 48.7 (1.6) 51.7 (1.5) 10.2 (1.7)
Lithuania 60.3 (1.4) 64.6 (1.3) 64.8 (1.2) 70.5 (1.1) 10.2 (1.7)
Mexico 59.6 (2.1) ‡ 56.3 (1.8) † 57.7 (2.0) † 62.4 (1.8) 2.8 (2.6) ‡
New Zealand 47.4 (1.5) 55.4 (1.6) 57.8 (1.6) 63.6 (1.5) 16.2 (2.0)
Poland 47.2 (1.5) 53.8 (1.5) 50.1 (1.6) 51.2 (1.6) 4.0 (2.0)
Portugal 60.0 (1.7) 62.4 (1.7) 68.1 (1.5) 68.2 (1.7) 8.1 (2.2)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 50.5 (1.9) ‡ 54.6 (1.6) ‡ 57.0 (2.3) ‡ 62.6 (2.2) ‡ 12.1 (2.8) ‡
Slovak Republic 40.2 (1.6) 44.5 (1.3) 42.3 (1.5) 44.6 (1.3) 4.5 (2.2)
Slovenia 31.9 (1.3) 34.5 (1.3) 36.7 (1.5) 41.3 (1.7) 9.4 (2.0)
Spain 56.1 (1.0) † 57.1 (0.9) † 56.0 (0.8) 56.6 (1.0) 0.5 (1.2) †
Switzerland 50.9 (2.2) † 55.2 (2.0) † 57.2 (1.6) † 60.5 (2.0) † 9.7 (2.9) †
Turkey 56.5 (1.4) 60.4 (1.2) 60.1 (1.3) 58.9 (1.6) 2.4 (2.0)

OECD average 51.4 (0.3) 54.7 (0.3) 56.4 (0.3) 60.0 (0.3) 8.6 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [16/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I participate in classroom discussions about world events as part of the regular instruction

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 71.8 (1.3) 71.8 (1.3) 78.2 (1.1) 80.5 (0.9) 8.8 (1.6)

Argentina 59.2 (1.6) † 59.2 (1.6) † 60.3 (1.3) † 66.0 (1.5) 6.8 (2.2) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 63.3 (1.7) † 70.5 (1.5) † 73.6 (1.3) † 74.0 (1.3) † 10.7 (2.3) †
Belarus 49.7 (1.6) 51.7 (1.7) 52.6 (1.3) 53.6 (1.6) 3.9 (2.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 54.0 (1.4) 54.7 (1.4) 55.3 (1.4) 54.9 (1.5) 1.0 (2.1)
Brazil 51.3 (1.6) † 54.9 (1.3) † 57.8 (1.1) † 59.7 (1.6) 8.4 (2.2) †
Brunei Darussalam 48.4 (1.5) † 50.6 (1.4) † 49.5 (1.4) 50.2 (1.4) 1.8 (1.9) †
Bulgaria 57.1 (1.8) † 60.8 (1.8) † 56.3 (1.6) † 56.4 (1.6) -0.7 (2.2) †
Costa Rica 47.8 (1.3) 51.4 (1.1) 53.3 (1.5) 57.9 (1.8) 10.1 (2.2)
Croatia 52.7 (1.4) 54.5 (1.4) 56.4 (1.3) 57.3 (1.2) 4.6 (1.9)
Cyprus 49.4 (2.2) † 53.8 (1.3) 52.4 (1.8) 59.9 (1.8) 10.6 (2.7) †
Dominican Republic 79.2 (2.2) ‡ 80.3 (1.9) ‡ 77.1 (2.1) ‡ 79.9 (1.8) ‡ 0.6 (2.8) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 61.9 (1.4) 67.9 (1.5) 70.1 (1.2) 71.7 (1.9) 9.8 (2.3)
Indonesia 74.0 (1.4) 73.1 (1.4) 75.6 (1.6) 73.1 (1.5) -0.9 (2.0)
Jordan 67.5 (1.8) 71.5 (1.1) 70.3 (1.5) 72.2 (1.5) 4.7 (2.3)
Kazakhstan 60.3 (1.3) 64.0 (1.0) 64.5 (1.0) 69.2 (1.0) 8.9 (1.7)
Kosovo 62.9 (1.4) 68.4 (1.5) 67.4 (1.5) 69.5 (1.5) 6.6 (2.1)
Lebanon 65.4 (1.6) 68.0 (1.6) 67.9 (1.5) 72.2 (1.5) 6.8 (1.9)
Macao (China) 34.8 (1.4) 43.0 (1.7) 50.1 (1.5) 59.7 (1.6) 24.9 (2.0)
Malaysia 55.4 (1.6) 57.4 (1.4) 59.6 (1.5) 58.1 (1.9) 2.7 (2.4)
Malta 59.0 (1.9) 61.2 (1.5) 58.5 (1.8) 60.2 (1.6) 1.2 (2.3)
Moldova 60.5 (1.5) 64.9 (1.5) 66.8 (1.3) 64.8 (1.2) 4.3 (1.8)
Montenegro 63.4 (1.6) 69.0 (1.2) 70.4 (1.2) 66.6 (1.4) 3.2 (2.2)
Morocco 49.4 (2.5) ‡ 53.4 (2.1) ‡ 53.1 (1.8) ‡ 55.6 (1.7) † 6.2 (3.4) ‡
North Macedonia 65.2 (1.5) 67.4 (1.5) 70.8 (1.3) 71.6 (1.4) 6.4 (2.1)
Panama 60.8 (3.5) ‡ 60.9 (2.5) ‡ 60.2 (2.1) ‡ 62.7 (2.2) ‡ 1.9 (4.1) ‡
Peru 68.6 (3.3) ‡ 68.7 (2.3) ‡ 62.7 (1.6) † 61.4 (1.7) † -7.2 (3.8) ‡
Philippines 82.7 (1.0) 82.7 (0.9) 83.4 (0.9) 80.6 (1.2) -2.0 (1.5)
Romania 48.4 (1.8) 48.4 (1.7) 48.7 (1.4) 47.2 (1.3) -1.2 (2.2)
Russia 50.8 (1.6) 52.0 (1.6) 52.8 (1.3) 58.9 (1.2) 8.2 (1.9)
Saudi Arabia 57.5 (1.5) 56.5 (1.7) 55.8 (1.3) 58.4 (1.4) 0.9 (2.0)
Serbia 50.5 (1.4) † 53.2 (1.6) 54.0 (1.3) 52.2 (1.6) 1.6 (2.1) †
Singapore 63.9 (1.3) 68.4 (1.3) 67.6 (1.1) 70.8 (1.4) 6.9 (1.8)
Chinese Taipei 45.0 (1.5) 48.5 (1.3) 51.2 (1.5) 57.1 (1.3) 12.1 (1.9)
Thailand 68.5 (1.3) 68.3 (1.3) 68.3 (1.6) 66.1 (1.7) -2.4 (2.0)
Ukraine 43.6 (1.5) 47.6 (1.7) 50.0 (1.5) 55.9 (1.5) 12.3 (2.3)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 53.0 (2.0) † 54.3 (1.9) † 56.5 (1.5) † 63.1 (2.1) † 10.1 (3.0) †
Viet Nam 54.8 (1.4) 57.7 (1.6) 57.1 (1.9) 51.5 (1.6) -3.3 (2.1)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [17/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I analyse global issues together with my classmates in small groups during class

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 47.1 (1.0) 51.4 (1.1) 54.3 (1.1) 59.1 (1.0) 12.1 (1.5)
Austria 45.0 (1.6) 48.0 (1.6) 49.4 (1.2) 56.0 (1.5) 11.0 (2.0)
Canada 49.0 (1.2) 53.1 (1.1) 53.4 (1.1) 61.1 (1.0) 12.1 (1.5)
Chile 49.1 (1.8) † 50.7 (1.5) † 51.7 (1.7) † 53.1 (1.3) † 4.0 (2.1) †
Colombia 68.8 (1.9) † 67.0 (1.4) † 69.7 (1.4) 74.1 (1.2) 5.3 (2.4) †
Estonia 39.0 (2.0) 44.3 (1.6) 47.5 (1.6) 51.3 (1.8) 12.3 (2.4)
France 42.0 (1.6) † 45.4 (1.7) 44.5 (1.5) 42.8 (1.5) 0.7 (2.0) †
Germany 46.4 (1.9) † 46.4 (1.9) † 48.7 (2.1) † 55.5 (1.9) † 9.0 (2.5) †
Greece 50.5 (1.6) 49.5 (1.6) 49.4 (1.3) 51.3 (1.5) 0.8 (2.2)
Hungary 28.5 (1.6) 27.0 (1.6) 28.6 (1.4) 29.8 (1.5) 1.3 (2.2)
Iceland 48.5 (1.7) † 52.0 (2.2) 56.1 (2.1) 55.7 (1.8) 7.3 (2.4) †
Ireland 38.2 (1.5) 41.1 (1.5) 41.4 (1.5) 44.5 (1.7) 6.2 (2.5)
Israel 44.9 (1.5) 40.1 (1.6) 35.1 (1.3) 43.3 (1.6) † -1.6 (2.1) †
Italy 47.2 (1.7) 47.3 (1.4) 44.9 (1.7) 45.7 (1.3) -1.5 (2.2)
Korea 46.0 (1.5) 50.3 (1.6) 51.5 (1.6) 56.6 (1.6) 10.5 (1.9)
Latvia 40.3 (1.6) 46.7 (1.5) 45.4 (1.6) 45.1 (1.6) 4.8 (2.4)
Lithuania 48.5 (1.7) 50.5 (1.6) 54.3 (1.5) 53.9 (1.5) 5.4 (2.2)
Mexico 63.0 (2.1) ‡ 62.1 (1.4) † 62.6 (1.3) † 66.7 (1.8) 3.7 (2.7) ‡
New Zealand 41.4 (1.7) 46.1 (1.4) 47.9 (1.5) 53.0 (1.4) 11.6 (2.1)
Poland 45.9 (1.5) 46.6 (1.5) 42.6 (1.6) 43.1 (1.7) -2.8 (2.3)
Portugal 61.9 (1.4) 57.4 (1.7) 62.7 (1.6) 61.7 (1.7) -0.2 (2.3)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 39.2 (2.1) ‡ 43.1 (1.9) ‡ 42.1 (2.1) ‡ 49.0 (2.2) ‡ 9.8 (2.9) ‡
Slovak Republic 37.0 (1.8) 39.4 (1.6) 38.9 (1.4) 40.2 (1.5) 3.2 (2.4)
Slovenia 29.7 (1.3) 33.4 (1.5) 32.0 (1.5) 35.0 (1.8) 5.3 (2.0)
Spain 53.0 (1.1) † 54.8 (0.9) † 53.6 (0.9) 50.9 (0.9) -2.1 (1.3) †
Switzerland 48.4 (2.3) † 44.8 (1.9) † 48.7 (1.7) † 47.4 (2.0) † -1.0 (3.0) †
Turkey 43.8 (1.6) 47.4 (1.5) 48.0 (1.5) 46.5 (2.3) 2.7 (2.7)

OECD average 46.0 (0.3) 47.6 (0.3) 48.3 (0.3) 50.8 (0.3) 4.8 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [18/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I analyse global issues together with my classmates in small groups during class

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 72.6 (1.4) 74.8 (1.5) 76.2 (1.4) 78.5 (1.3) 5.8 (1.7)

Argentina 53.1 (1.7) † 56.4 (1.5) † 55.4 (1.5) † 55.7 (1.4) 2.6 (2.2) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 66.7 (1.9) † 70.2 (1.6) † 72.3 (1.6) † 77.5 (1.5) † 10.9 (2.4) †
Belarus 46.3 (1.7) 44.9 (1.6) 43.8 (1.5) 43.5 (1.4) -2.8 (2.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 47.5 (1.5) 49.1 (1.3) 52.6 (1.4) 51.8 (1.6) 4.3 (2.1)
Brazil 54.0 (1.7) † 56.2 (1.4) † 59.0 (1.5) † 60.3 (1.6) 6.3 (2.1) †
Brunei Darussalam 49.0 (1.7) † 50.7 (1.3) † 51.2 (1.4) 53.5 (1.1) 4.5 (1.8) †
Bulgaria 55.2 (1.8) † 56.9 (1.9) 53.3 (1.7) † 53.4 (1.3) -1.8 (2.3) †
Costa Rica 58.8 (1.5) 54.0 (1.4) 55.3 (1.6) 58.0 (2.2) -0.8 (2.6)
Croatia 42.8 (1.4) 46.1 (1.4) 49.4 (1.5) 47.7 (1.3) 4.9 (1.9)
Cyprus 46.3 (1.5) † 46.6 (1.6) 46.8 (1.7) 55.4 (1.7) 9.2 (2.3) †
Dominican Republic 78.1 (3.0) ‡ 72.3 (2.6) ‡ 75.0 (2.4) ‡ 72.1 (2.1) ‡ -5.9 (3.8) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 58.9 (1.5) 67.0 (1.5) 69.9 (1.3) 71.6 (1.7) 12.7 (2.4)
Indonesia 71.1 (1.2) 69.3 (1.4) 69.5 (1.5) 71.0 (1.6) -0.1 (1.9)
Jordan 63.9 (1.3) 67.3 (1.2) 66.1 (1.1) 66.4 (1.4) 2.5 (1.9)
Kazakhstan 58.9 (1.4) 61.6 (0.9) 63.7 (0.9) 67.7 (1.0) 8.8 (1.6)
Kosovo 56.7 (1.6) 64.1 (1.7) 64.3 (1.8) 65.8 (1.7) 9.2 (2.1)
Lebanon 61.9 (1.8) 60.7 (1.5) 60.3 (1.5) 57.4 (1.5) -4.6 (2.4)
Macao (China) 34.7 (1.4) 40.4 (1.7) 50.3 (1.6) 55.0 (1.8) 20.3 (2.0)
Malaysia 52.6 (1.6) 51.7 (1.4) 50.9 (1.4) 52.8 (1.6) 0.2 (2.3)
Malta 54.2 (1.6) 52.0 (1.8) 51.1 (1.9) 50.0 (2.1) -4.3 (2.4)
Moldova 49.9 (1.5) 50.7 (1.6) 55.6 (1.4) 50.6 (1.5) 0.8 (2.0)
Montenegro 51.9 (1.5) 60.6 (1.4) 59.8 (1.2) 57.4 (1.3) 5.5 (2.0)
Morocco 53.3 (2.6) ‡ 51.6 (1.9) ‡ 55.9 (1.9) ‡ 57.2 (1.2) † 3.9 (2.8) ‡
North Macedonia 59.0 (1.7) 60.6 (1.4) 64.2 (1.5) 64.4 (1.4) 5.4 (2.2)
Panama 64.2 (3.4) ‡ 66.2 (2.2) ‡ 62.6 (2.5) ‡ 61.5 (2.0) ‡ -2.6 (3.9) ‡
Peru 68.7 (2.6) ‡ 70.6 (2.2) ‡ 64.7 (1.8) † 64.9 (2.1) † -3.8 (3.2) ‡
Philippines 74.7 (1.2) 77.8 (1.1) 78.8 (1.3) 76.7 (1.2) 2.0 (1.6)
Romania 43.3 (1.8) 38.7 (1.7) 39.3 (1.9) 35.3 (1.5) -8.1 (2.3)
Russia 52.3 (1.5) 47.6 (1.6) 49.7 (1.6) 54.5 (1.4) 2.1 (2.1)
Saudi Arabia 55.0 (1.6) 56.6 (1.5) 51.9 (1.5) 56.4 (1.2) 1.4 (1.7)
Serbia 47.2 (1.6) † 48.7 (1.5) 49.2 (1.4) 46.4 (1.5) -0.7 (2.0) †
Singapore 61.6 (1.3) 64.6 (1.3) 67.4 (1.0) 70.8 (1.3) 9.2 (1.7)
Chinese Taipei 41.2 (1.5) 44.6 (1.3) 46.9 (1.4) 50.9 (1.7) 9.6 (2.3)
Thailand 71.1 (1.7) 70.0 (1.2) 72.2 (1.4) 70.4 (1.1) -0.7 (2.0)
Ukraine 42.8 (1.6) 44.2 (1.5) 47.9 (1.7) 50.1 (1.6) 7.3 (2.3)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 55.6 (2.1) † 55.1 (2.1) † 52.2 (2.2) † 57.5 (1.7) † 1.9 (2.5) †
Viet Nam 52.3 (1.7) 53.2 (1.7) 52.1 (1.9) 53.2 (2.0) 0.9 (2.6)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [19/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn how people from different cultures can have different perspectives on some issues

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 63.4 (1.2) 67.9 (1.0) 71.8 (1.0) 75.5 (1.0) 12.0 (1.5)
Austria 62.4 (1.3) 65.7 (1.3) 69.0 (1.7) 74.6 (1.5) 12.2 (1.7)
Canada 64.6 (1.1) 68.9 (0.8) 70.9 (1.0) 74.3 (0.8) 9.7 (1.4)
Chile 67.8 (1.5) † 67.2 (1.7) † 68.1 (1.5) † 66.0 (1.2) † -1.8 (1.7) †
Colombia 66.6 (2.4) 71.4 (2.5) 77.3 (1.4) 81.2 (1.3) 14.6 (2.3)
Estonia 52.9 (1.4) 52.5 (1.7) 56.7 (1.4) 59.8 (1.5) 6.9 (1.9)
France 50.2 (1.3) 53.8 (1.7) 54.9 (1.4) 54.8 (1.5) 4.7 (1.9)
Germany 51.8 (2.3) † 56.6 (2.0) † 54.4 (2.1) † 61.7 (1.8) † 9.9 (2.9) †
Greece 69.0 (1.3) 71.3 (1.5) 69.6 (1.2) 71.5 (1.4) 2.6 (1.9)
Hungary 35.1 (1.5) 36.0 (1.7) 37.2 (1.5) 38.5 (1.7) 3.3 (2.4)
Iceland 63.5 (1.9) † 64.6 (1.9) 69.8 (1.6) 74.8 (1.6) 11.3 (2.4) †
Ireland 58.3 (1.6) 61.7 (1.4) 61.8 (1.7) 64.9 (1.4) 6.6 (2.1)
Israel 55.5 (1.8) 56.1 (1.6) 55.9 (1.3) 61.9 (1.6) † 6.4 (2.2) †
Italy 60.0 (1.5) 61.1 (1.5) 63.2 (1.4) 58.9 (1.5) -1.1 (2.1)
Korea 54.6 (1.3) 58.4 (1.5) 60.7 (1.6) 67.5 (1.4) 12.9 (2.0)
Latvia 49.3 (1.8) 53.4 (1.3) 53.3 (1.8) 54.4 (1.7) 5.2 (2.2)
Lithuania 61.7 (1.5) 63.6 (1.5) 63.2 (1.4) 66.6 (1.5) 5.0 (2.1)
Mexico 71.1 (1.9) ‡ 72.9 (1.3) † 71.9 (1.4) † 76.7 (1.4) 5.6 (2.3) ‡
New Zealand 61.3 (1.1) 65.3 (1.4) 65.8 (1.5) 70.1 (1.2) 8.7 (1.7)
Poland 61.3 (1.5) 65.5 (1.4) 61.1 (1.5) 63.1 (1.6) 1.8 (2.1)
Portugal 70.0 (1.4) 67.8 (1.6) 72.8 (1.4) 72.1 (1.6) 2.1 (2.2)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 49.3 (1.9) ‡ 57.3 (2.1) ‡ 57.7 (2.0) ‡ 62.5 (1.9) ‡ 13.3 (2.6) ‡
Slovak Republic 52.8 (1.6) 57.9 (1.5) 60.3 (1.5) 64.7 (1.6) 12.0 (2.2)
Slovenia 41.9 (1.3) 44.5 (1.5) 43.9 (1.6) 46.3 (1.7) 4.4 (2.0)
Spain 64.8 (0.9) † 63.5 (1.0) † 62.7 (0.8) 62.8 (0.9) -2.0 (1.3) †
Switzerland 62.2 (2.2) † 60.9 (1.8) † 61.3 (1.9) † 68.7 (1.4) † 6.5 (2.4) †
Turkey 65.6 (1.1) 65.1 (1.2) 65.0 (1.3) 64.5 (1.8) -1.2 (2.0)

OECD average 58.8 (0.3) 61.2 (0.3) 62.2 (0.3) 65.1 (0.3) 6.4 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [20/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn how people from different cultures can have different perspectives on some issues

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 80.8 (1.3) 79.0 (1.0) 83.7 (1.0) 84.5 (1.0) 3.6 (1.5)

Argentina 69.6 (1.3) † 71.9 (1.6) † 73.1 (1.0) † 76.1 (1.1) 6.5 (1.5) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 65.8 (1.7) † 69.2 (1.4) † 72.6 (1.6) † 77.0 (1.5) † 11.2 (2.2) †
Belarus 61.4 (1.7) 63.0 (1.5) 66.1 (1.3) 72.4 (1.4) 11.0 (2.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 61.7 (1.4) 63.0 (1.3) 66.1 (1.2) 63.6 (1.7) 1.9 (2.3)
Brazil 66.6 (1.7) † 69.1 (1.3) † 72.6 (1.2) † 75.3 (1.1) 8.7 (2.2) †
Brunei Darussalam 64.6 (1.5) † 69.3 (1.2) † 70.5 (1.3) 74.0 (1.1) 9.4 (1.7) †
Bulgaria 65.5 (2.0) † 70.1 (1.8) † 66.1 (1.6) † 71.7 (1.4) 6.2 (2.4) †
Costa Rica 73.1 (1.1) 72.0 (1.1) 70.7 (1.5) 74.2 (1.4) 1.1 (1.8)
Croatia 58.5 (1.3) 60.4 (1.5) 61.9 (1.2) 60.8 (1.2) 2.3 (1.7)
Cyprus 55.8 (1.7) 60.7 (1.4) 60.1 (1.6) 63.8 (1.5) 8.0 (2.3)
Dominican Republic 64.9 (3.0) ‡ 67.8 (2.8) ‡ 71.6 (2.2) ‡ 76.4 (1.9) ‡ 11.5 (3.8) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 67.4 (1.2) 71.6 (1.2) 73.6 (1.4) 75.8 (1.5) 8.4 (2.0)
Indonesia 74.6 (1.5) 76.0 (1.2) 77.6 (1.4) 79.0 (1.2) 4.3 (1.8)
Jordan 73.5 (1.3) 76.9 (1.0) 76.6 (1.1) 79.4 (1.2) 5.9 (1.7)
Kazakhstan 63.1 (1.3) 65.9 (1.0) 67.9 (1.1) 70.2 (1.0) 7.2 (1.4)
Kosovo 73.7 (1.4) 75.1 (1.2) 77.9 (1.3) 78.9 (1.4) 5.2 (1.9)
Lebanon 68.0 (1.9) 66.6 (1.6) 63.6 (1.6) 67.4 (1.3) -0.6 (2.1)
Macao (China) 51.2 (1.4) 57.6 (1.6) 65.6 (1.3) 71.9 (1.5) 20.8 (2.1)
Malaysia 68.0 (1.4) 71.2 (1.3) 72.8 (1.4) 78.9 (1.1) 10.9 (1.7)
Malta 67.2 (1.8) 69.8 (1.6) 71.3 (1.5) 67.5 (1.5) 0.3 (2.6)
Moldova 62.3 (1.6) 63.0 (1.5) 64.1 (1.4) 62.1 (1.4) -0.2 (2.1)
Montenegro 67.6 (1.4) 69.2 (1.3) 69.0 (1.3) 67.7 (1.3) 0.1 (2.1)
Morocco 58.2 (2.5) ‡ 60.7 (1.8) ‡ 60.8 (1.6) ‡ 65.4 (1.6) † 7.1 (3.1) ‡
North Macedonia 65.3 (1.6) 66.9 (1.4) 72.2 (1.4) 68.1 (1.4) 2.8 (2.1)
Panama 76.5 (2.2) ‡ 75.0 (2.1) ‡ 78.0 (1.9) ‡ 74.1 (1.8) ‡ -2.4 (2.8) ‡
Peru 80.9 (2.9) ‡ 81.5 (2.0) ‡ 77.8 (1.4) † 79.8 (1.5) † -1.2 (3.2) ‡
Philippines 77.1 (1.0) 83.4 (1.0) 83.0 (1.0) 86.0 (0.8) 8.9 (1.2)
Romania 57.5 (1.8) 60.8 (1.5) 58.1 (1.6) 55.7 (1.4) -1.8 (2.1)
Russia 54.6 (1.3) 53.1 (1.5) 55.3 (1.6) 57.5 (1.2) 2.9 (1.5)
Saudi Arabia 68.8 (1.4) 71.8 (1.4) 72.0 (1.1) 72.7 (1.3) 3.9 (1.8)
Serbia 60.7 (1.4) † 62.3 (1.3) 60.4 (1.4) 58.4 (1.4) -2.4 (2.1) †
Singapore 87.0 (0.9) 88.8 (0.8) 90.4 (0.6) 90.6 (0.7) 3.5 (1.2)
Chinese Taipei 69.2 (1.4) 76.8 (1.0) 78.1 (1.2) 85.6 (0.9) 16.3 (1.6)
Thailand 76.3 (1.4) 76.4 (1.2) 79.3 (1.1) 79.9 (0.9) 3.7 (1.5)
Ukraine 47.8 (1.7) 49.0 (1.6) 51.4 (1.7) 54.1 (1.5) 6.3 (2.1)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 66.8 (2.0) † 68.3 (1.7) † 67.4 (1.6) † 69.0 (1.6) † 2.1 (2.6) †
Viet Nam 58.3 (2.0) 61.5 (1.7) 65.3 (2.1) 67.2 (1.9) 8.9 (2.7)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [21/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn how to communicate with people from different backgrounds

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

O
EC

D Australia 55.5 (1.1) 60.4 (1.1) 59.7 (1.2) 62.8 (1.0) 7.3 (1.6)
Austria 59.2 (1.8) 53.1 (1.5) 52.7 (1.6) 55.2 (1.5) -3.9 (2.0)
Canada 58.6 (1.1) 61.5 (0.8) 58.9 (1.1) 63.2 (0.9) 4.6 (1.6)
Chile 53.2 (1.8) † 55.4 (1.7) † 55.2 (1.8) † 51.6 (1.4) -1.6 (2.1) †
Colombia 70.0 (1.5) † 71.4 (1.4) 70.3 (1.2) 72.7 (1.4) 2.7 (2.1) †
Estonia 51.3 (1.6) 54.0 (1.6) 56.9 (1.4) 52.7 (1.5) 1.3 (2.2)
France 56.1 (1.5) † 54.4 (1.5) 58.3 (1.4) 56.7 (1.4) 0.6 (1.9) †
Germany 56.8 (2.3) † 52.6 (1.6) † 46.8 (2.1) † 51.3 (1.6) † -5.5 (2.6) †
Greece 63.3 (1.5) 63.2 (1.4) 62.5 (1.2) 59.8 (1.2) -3.5 (1.8)
Hungary 36.1 (1.9) 36.0 (1.9) 37.6 (1.6) 37.8 (1.5) 1.6 (2.6)
Iceland 60.7 (1.9) † 61.2 (1.8) 60.2 (2.1) 60.7 (1.8) 0.0 (2.7) †
Ireland 57.6 (1.9) 57.3 (1.7) 56.3 (1.5) 54.6 (1.7) -3.0 (2.5)
Israel 52.8 (1.8) 50.9 (1.6) 49.4 (1.6) 50.9 (1.7) † -1.8 (2.4) †
Italy 64.9 (1.7) 64.1 (1.3) 63.2 (1.7) 60.2 (1.5) -4.7 (2.3)
Korea 53.4 (1.2) 56.5 (1.5) 55.7 (1.5) 61.1 (1.3) 7.7 (1.9)
Latvia 58.6 (1.7) 63.2 (1.6) 60.0 (1.4) 62.1 (1.5) 3.5 (2.3)
Lithuania 55.3 (1.4) 57.4 (1.3) 56.0 (1.5) 60.6 (1.6) 5.3 (2.3)
Mexico 62.2 (2.1) ‡ 64.7 (1.8) † 66.1 (1.5) † 71.6 (1.3) 9.5 (2.6) ‡
New Zealand 58.1 (1.3) 61.6 (1.4) 63.5 (1.4) 59.4 (1.5) 1.3 (1.9)
Poland 64.8 (1.5) 66.2 (1.3) 62.8 (1.4) 61.4 (1.3) -3.4 (1.9)
Portugal 69.8 (1.5) 66.2 (1.4) 68.1 (1.6) 63.9 (1.5) -5.9 (2.2)
Scotland (United Kingdom) 46.2 (2.0) ‡ 54.8 (2.7) ‡ 54.3 (2.0) ‡ 55.9 (2.5) ‡ 9.7 (3.0) ‡
Slovak Republic 55.9 (1.6) 58.5 (1.4) 59.2 (1.7) 64.2 (1.4) 8.3 (2.2)
Slovenia 46.3 (1.5) 49.4 (1.6) 45.9 (1.6) 48.1 (1.7) 1.8 (2.3)
Spain 62.6 (1.1) † 61.6 (0.8) 60.6 (0.9) 59.9 (0.9) -2.7 (1.4) †
Switzerland 60.1 (2.0) † 54.3 (2.0) † 50.6 (1.8) † 52.0 (1.7) † -8.1 (2.3) †
Turkey 68.8 (1.3) 72.4 (1.1) 72.4 (1.3) 69.9 (1.3) 1.0 (1.8)

OECD average 57.7 (0.3) 58.6 (0.3) 57.9 (0.3) 58.5 (0.3) 0.8 (0.4)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B1.8.2 [22/22] Access to learning activities, by students’ socio-economic status
Based on students’ reports

 

Access to learning activities, by quarter of students’ socio-economic status

I learn how to communicate with people from different backgrounds

Bottom quarter Second quarter Third quarter Top quarter Top - Bottom quarter
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % dif. S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Albania 81.4 (1.1) 81.3 (1.2) 83.4 (0.9) 83.5 (1.2) 2.1 (1.4)

Argentina 65.6 (1.4) † 70.1 (1.2) † 70.7 (1.3) † 69.1 (1.2) 3.5 (1.7) †
Baku (Azerbaijan) 56.5 (1.8) † 61.5 (1.5) † 65.2 (1.7) † 69.4 (1.9) † 12.9 (2.6) †
Belarus 51.5 (1.3) 55.6 (1.3) 52.4 (1.1) 55.2 (1.6) 3.7 (2.0)
Bosnia and Herzegovina 67.6 (1.4) 67.7 (1.3) 70.6 (1.2) 66.9 (1.4) -0.8 (2.0)
Brazil 49.7 (1.7) † 51.5 (1.2) † 56.6 (1.3) 59.3 (1.4) 9.6 (2.0) †
Brunei Darussalam 71.7 (1.4) † 76.2 (1.2) 75.3 (1.2) 75.5 (1.0) 3.8 (1.8) †
Bulgaria 63.0 (1.9) † 65.2 (1.8) † 62.4 (1.8) † 62.6 (1.6) -0.5 (2.2) †
Costa Rica 69.0 (1.1) 69.8 (1.4) 71.4 (1.4) 71.0 (1.5) 2.1 (1.7)
Croatia 62.4 (1.3) 62.5 (1.4) 62.9 (1.3) 57.9 (1.2) -4.5 (1.8)
Cyprus 56.9 (1.7) † 58.5 (1.6) 58.7 (1.4) 65.7 (1.3) 8.8 (2.3) †
Dominican Republic 41.6 (3.4) ‡ 45.6 (2.8) ‡ 50.1 (2.7) † 59.8 (2.5) † 18.3 (3.8) ‡
Hong Kong (China) 64.0 (1.3) 67.5 (1.1) 71.3 (1.7) 72.3 (1.4) 8.4 (1.9)
Indonesia 77.2 (1.3) 79.8 (1.2) 80.1 (1.4) 80.2 (1.4) 3.0 (2.0)
Jordan 71.8 (1.2) 77.3 (1.3) 78.0 (1.0) 79.1 (1.2) 7.2 (1.8)
Kazakhstan 60.1 (1.0) 64.8 (1.0) 65.4 (0.9) 67.7 (0.9) 7.5 (1.2)
Kosovo 74.8 (1.4) 75.0 (1.3) 77.9 (1.4) 77.5 (1.4) 2.7 (2.0)
Lebanon 69.8 (1.9) 69.6 (1.7) 67.6 (1.4) 67.3 (1.3) -2.5 (2.3)
Macao (China) 60.1 (1.6) 66.8 (1.8) 71.4 (1.5) 71.2 (1.7) 11.1 (2.1)
Malaysia 70.0 (1.3) 72.7 (1.4) 77.0 (1.2) 81.4 (1.0) 11.3 (1.6)
Malta 67.8 (1.7) 71.4 (1.8) 71.7 (1.4) 65.4 (1.6) -2.5 (2.3)
Moldova 77.6 (1.3) 78.6 (1.1) 77.9 (1.1) 77.6 (1.5) 0.0 (1.8)
Montenegro 69.6 (1.3) 70.8 (1.2) 69.7 (1.2) 68.3 (1.3) -1.3 (1.9)
Morocco 59.3 (2.1) ‡ 66.0 (1.5) ‡ 63.9 (1.8) ‡ 68.0 (1.8) † 8.8 (3.0) ‡
North Macedonia 77.9 (1.3) 73.6 (1.4) 76.1 (1.3) 73.6 (1.3) -4.3 (1.8)
Panama 49.5 (2.9) ‡ 53.4 (2.5) ‡ 56.8 (2.3) ‡ 55.3 (2.2) † 5.8 (3.6) ‡
Peru 72.3 (2.6) ‡ 70.6 (2.0) ‡ 66.8 (1.4) † 65.3 (1.8) † -7.0 (3.3) ‡
Philippines 80.2 (1.1) 86.2 (1.0) 86.8 (0.8) 88.5 (0.9) 8.3 (1.5)
Romania 68.5 (1.6) 65.3 (1.6) 66.3 (1.5) 62.4 (1.6) -6.2 (2.2)
Russia 54.8 (1.1) 53.1 (1.7) 53.1 (1.7) 56.0 (1.4) 1.2 (1.4)
Saudi Arabia 71.0 (1.3) 74.3 (1.2) 74.5 (1.2) 76.9 (1.0) 5.8 (1.7)
Serbia 58.0 (1.6) † 59.0 (1.3) 58.3 (1.5) 54.6 (1.6) -3.4 (2.2) †
Singapore 85.6 (0.9) 87.2 (0.9) 87.3 (0.8) 84.2 (0.9) -1.4 (1.3)
Chinese Taipei 69.4 (1.3) 77.3 (1.1) 77.7 (1.0) 82.7 (0.9) 13.3 (1.6)
Thailand 76.6 (1.4) 74.9 (1.3) 79.9 (1.0) 78.7 (1.2) 2.1 (1.9)
Ukraine 54.9 (1.6) 63.1 (1.5) 59.6 (1.5) 62.9 (1.6) 8.0 (2.2)
United Arab Emirates m m m m m m m m m m
Uruguay 49.0 (2.1) † 50.4 (1.5) † 48.3 (1.8) † 52.5 (2.0) 3.5 (2.7) †
Viet Nam 75.6 (1.3) 77.6 (1.6) 78.8 (1.7) 79.7 (1.4) 4.1 (1.9)

The socio-economic profile is measured by the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171267
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Table VI.B2.2.1 [1/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Students' awareness of global issues

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total 
variation2

Variation between 
schools3

Variation within 
schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean index S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 0.31 (0.03) 1.06 (0.02) 1.12 (0.05) 0.03 (0.02) 1.09 (0.05) 2.6 (1.4)
British Columbia 0.06 (0.03) 0.99 (0.02) 0.98 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 0.97 (0.04) 1.7 (1.0)
Manitoba 0.18 (0.03) 1.12 (0.02) 1.24 (0.04) 0.03 (0.02) 1.24 (0.06) 2.5 (1.3)
New Brunswick -0.18 (0.03) 1.06 (0.03) 1.13 (0.06) 0.02 (0.01) 1.11 (0.07) 2.2 (1.0)
Newfoundland and Labrador 0.14 (0.04) 1.01 (0.04) 1.03 (0.07) 0.01 (0.01) 1.01 (0.08) 0.8 (1.5)
Nova Scotia 0.03 (0.03) 1.01 (0.03) 1.02 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) 1.00 (0.05) 2.3 (1.2)
Ontario 0.20 (0.03) 1.04 (0.02) 1.08 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 1.06 (0.04) 2.6 (0.7)
Prince Edward Island 0.01 (0.05) 1.08 (0.04) 1.15 (0.10) 0.01 (0.02) 1.10 (0.10) 0.8 (1.8)
Quebec 0.02 (0.02) 1.02 (0.02) 1.03 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 1.01 (0.04) 2.5 (0.7)
Saskatchewan 0.03 (0.04) 1.08 (0.03) 1.17 (0.06) 0.04 (0.01) 1.12 (0.05) 3.0 (1.1)

Colombia
Bogotá -0.16 (0.03) 0.88 (0.02) 0.77 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.73 (0.03) 5.3 (1.6)

Italy
Bolzano -0.10 (0.02) 0.88 (0.02) 0.77 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) 0.75 (0.04) 0.6 (1.0)
Sardegna -0.08 (0.03) 0.95 (0.03) 0.91 (0.05) 0.04 (0.02) 0.83 (0.04) 5.0 (1.8)
Toscana -0.10 (0.03) 0.89 (0.03) 0.79 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) 0.74 (0.04) 3.1 (1.4)
Trento -0.09 (0.03) 0.88 (0.03) 0.77 (0.06) 0.05 (0.02) 0.69 (0.06) 7.3 (2.5)

Spain
Andalusia -0.03 (0.04) 0.94 (0.04) 0.89 (0.07) 0.05 (0.02) 0.81 (0.05) 6.0 (2.3)
Aragon -0.01 (0.02) 0.86 (0.03) 0.73 (0.04) † 0.00 (0.00) 0.73 (0.04) 0.2 (0.6)
Asturias 0.10 (0.02) 0.82 (0.02) 0.67 (0.03) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.67 (0.03) 0.9 (0.7)
Balearic Islands 0.02 (0.02) 0.89 (0.02) 0.79 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 0.79 (0.05) 0.8 (0.8)
Basque Country -0.03 (0.02) 0.85 (0.02) 0.73 (0.03) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.70 (0.03) 3.0 (0.9)
Canary Islands 0.08 (0.02) 0.86 (0.03) 0.74 (0.05) † 0.01 (0.00) 0.73 (0.05) 0.8 (0.7)
Cantabria 0.04 (0.02) 0.83 (0.02) 0.69 (0.04) † 0.01 (0.01) 0.67 (0.04) 1.2 (0.7)
Castile and Leon 0.03 (0.03) 0.78 (0.01) 0.62 (0.02) † 0.01 (0.01) 0.61 (0.03) 1.1 (0.9)
Castile-La Mancha 0.03 (0.03) 0.84 (0.03) 0.71 (0.05) † 0.01 (0.01) 0.69 (0.04) 1.0 (0.9)
Catalonia 0.05 (0.02) 0.89 (0.03) 0.80 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 0.78 (0.05) 1.4 (1.0)
Ceuta -0.04 (0.11) ‡ 1.28 (0.10) ‡ 1.65 (0.24) 0.00 c ‡ 1.63 (0.28) ‡ 0.0 c ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 0.01 (0.03) † 0.89 (0.03) † 0.78 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.77 (0.05) † 0.9 (0.8) †
Extremadura -0.01 (0.03) 0.85 (0.03) 0.73 (0.05) † 0.01 (0.01) 0.72 (0.04) 1.8 (0.9)
Galicia 0.11 (0.02) 0.88 (0.02) 0.77 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 0.76 (0.04) 1.5 (0.6)
La Rioja 0.02 (0.02) 0.82 (0.02) 0.67 (0.03) † 0.00 (0.01) 0.67 (0.05) 0.5 (0.9)
Madrid 0.07 (0.02) 0.86 (0.01) 0.74 (0.02) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.71 (0.03) 2.3 (0.8)
Melilla 0.20 (0.06) 0.92 (0.05) 0.86 (0.09) 0.07 (0.03) 0.79 (0.10) 8.0 (3.9)
Murcia 0.05 (0.02) 0.81 (0.02) 0.66 (0.03) † 0.00 (0.01) 0.66 (0.04) 0.5 (0.8)
Navarre -0.06 (0.03) 0.84 (0.03) 0.71 (0.05) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.68 (0.05) 3.6 (1.3)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 0.09 (0.02) 0.97 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.90 (0.03) 3.0 (0.8)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.2.3 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Table VI.B2.2.1 [2/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Students' awareness of global issues

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total 
variation2

Variation between 
schools3

Variation within 
schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean index S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* -0.24 (0.03) 0.94 (0.02) 0.89 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.86 (0.04) 5.0 (1.4)
Cordoba* -0.37 (0.03) 1.02 (0.02) 1.04 (0.05) 0.05 (0.01) 0.96 (0.05) 5.2 (1.3)
PBA* -0.36 (0.03) 1.01 (0.03) 1.01 (0.05) 0.03 (0.02) 0.94 (0.05) 3.3 (1.7)
Tucuman* -0.35 (0.04) 1.10 (0.03) 1.20 (0.06) 0.09 (0.02) 1.10 (0.06) 7.3 (1.4)

Brazil
Middle-West -0.17 (0.08) 1.12 (0.05) 1.16 (0.12) 0.10 (0.04) 1.05 (0.10) 8.3 (3.3)
North -0.28 (0.07) † 1.13 (0.04) † 1.28 (0.09) 0.13 (0.05) † 1.13 (0.07) † 10.5 (4.1) †
Northeast -0.30 (0.04) † 1.14 (0.03) † 1.29 (0.07) 0.18 (0.04) † 1.09 (0.06) † 14.3 (2.9) †
South -0.25 (0.04) 1.03 (0.04) 1.00 (0.08) 0.05 (0.02) 0.95 (0.06) 5.1 (2.0)
Southeast -0.20 (0.03) 1.06 (0.02) 1.09 (0.04) 0.10 (0.02) 0.99 (0.04) 9.0 (1.5)

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta -0.43 (0.04) 0.93 (0.03) 0.87 (0.05) 0.06 (0.02) 0.77 (0.05) 7.5 (1.8)
DKI Jakarta -0.31 (0.03) 0.99 (0.03) 0.99 (0.06) 0.05 (0.01) 0.92 (0.06) 5.4 (1.4)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 0.05 (0.05) 1.24 (0.04) 1.54 (0.11) 0.03 (0.02) 1.50 (0.08) 1.9 (1.3)
Aktobe region -0.11 (0.05) 1.25 (0.03) 1.45 (0.06) 0.09 (0.05) 1.36 (0.07) 6.4 (3.1)
Almaty 0.11 (0.06) 1.21 (0.05) 1.29 (0.09) 0.07 (0.03) 1.20 (0.10) 5.9 (2.5)
Almaty region 0.18 (0.06) 1.34 (0.04) 1.82 (0.11) 0.06 (0.03) 1.68 (0.10) 3.6 (1.5)
Astana 0.12 (0.04) 1.13 (0.04) 1.23 (0.09) 0.05 (0.03) 1.15 (0.10) 4.5 (2.1)
Atyrau region -0.30 (0.07) 1.28 (0.04) 1.51 (0.12) 0.05 (0.04) 1.50 (0.11) 3.4 (2.4)
East-Kazakhstan region 0.12 (0.06) 1.18 (0.03) 1.29 (0.08) 0.09 (0.04) 1.21 (0.07) 7.1 (2.7)
Karagandy region 0.09 (0.04) 1.18 (0.03) 1.40 (0.08) 0.07 (0.03) 1.30 (0.08) 5.2 (2.1)
Kostanay region 0.24 (0.03) 1.17 (0.02) 1.35 (0.06) 0.05 (0.02) 1.26 (0.06) 3.7 (1.8)
Kyzyl-Orda region 0.11 (0.07) 1.43 (0.03) 1.78 (0.10) 0.15 (0.05) 1.66 (0.13) 8.4 (2.9)
Mangistau region -0.27 (0.06) 1.37 (0.03) 1.79 (0.10) 0.15 (0.08) 1.58 (0.13) 8.7 (4.1)
North-Kazakhstan region 0.07 (0.05) 1.14 (0.04) 1.31 (0.09) 0.11 (0.05) 1.15 (0.07) 8.6 (3.7)
Pavlodar region 0.12 (0.06) 1.29 (0.04) 1.63 (0.11) 0.09 (0.05) 1.41 (0.10) 5.9 (3.3)
South-Kazakhstan region 0.10 (0.04) 1.25 (0.03) 1.58 (0.08) 0.04 (0.02) 1.55 (0.09) 2.3 (1.0)
West-Kazakhstan region 0.12 (0.08) 1.27 (0.04) 1.48 (0.12) 0.13 (0.05) 1.28 (0.10) 9.1 (3.3)
Zhambyl region 0.30 (0.05) 1.24 (0.04) 1.49 (0.11) 0.04 (0.02) 1.41 (0.09) 2.6 (1.6)

Russia
Moscow city 0.38 (0.02) 1.07 (0.01) 1.14 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 1.13 (0.03) 1.2 (0.5)
Moscow region* 0.21 (0.04) 1.16 (0.03) 1.35 (0.08) 0.04 (0.01) 1.31 (0.07) 3.2 (1.0)
Republic of Tatarstan* 0.04 (0.02) 1.14 (0.02) 1.30 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 1.29 (0.04) 2.1 (0.6)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.2.3 for national data.
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.2.1 [3/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how informed they are about the following topics:

Climate change and 
global warming

Global health  
(e.g. epidemics)

Migration  
(movement of people) International conflicts

Never heard of 
topic

or doesn't know 
much about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know
much about it

Knows about
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn’t 

know much 
about it

Knows about the 
topic or very familiar 

with it
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 8.9 (0.8) 91.1 (0.8) 24.1 (0.8) 75.9 (0.8) 15.2 (0.9) 84.8 (0.9) 24.1 (1.1) 75.9 (1.1)
British Columbia 15.2 (1.0) 84.8 (1.0) 31.2 (1.0) 68.8 (1.0) 28.4 (1.1) 71.6 (1.1) 29.7 (1.2) 70.3 (1.2)
Manitoba 13.2 (0.9) 86.8 (0.9) 31.9 (1.2) 68.1 (1.2) 21.8 (1.2) 78.2 (1.2) 34.8 (1.2) 65.2 (1.2)
New Brunswick 22.6 (1.2) 77.4 (1.2) 40.5 (1.5) 59.5 (1.5) 32.1 (1.3) 67.9 (1.3) 44.8 (1.5) 55.2 (1.5)
Newfoundland and Labrador 12.1 (1.2) 87.9 (1.2) 35.2 (1.6) 64.8 (1.6) 19.1 (1.6) 80.9 (1.6) 30.3 (1.8) 69.7 (1.8)
Nova Scotia 13.5 (0.9) 86.5 (0.9) 37.3 (1.6) 62.7 (1.6) 27.6 (1.4) 72.4 (1.4) 37.9 (1.7) 62.1 (1.7)
Ontario 10.0 (0.7) 90.0 (0.7) 29.3 (1.0) 70.7 (1.0) 21.0 (0.9) 79.0 (0.9) 29.8 (1.0) 70.2 (1.0)
Prince Edward Island 16.8 (1.9) 83.2 (1.9) 34.4 (2.5) 65.6 (2.5) 27.3 (3.0) 72.7 (3.0) 38.7 (3.3) 61.3 (3.3)
Quebec 16.5 (0.8) 83.5 (0.8) 26.7 (0.8) 73.3 (0.8) 26.4 (0.9) 73.6 (0.9) 41.0 (1.0) 59.0 (1.0)
Saskatchewan 16.9 (1.2) 83.1 (1.2) 32.6 (1.5) 67.4 (1.5) 25.8 (1.2) 74.2 (1.2) 32.9 (1.6) 67.1 (1.6)

Colombia
Bogotá 25.5 (1.2) 74.5 (1.2) 37.3 (1.4) 62.7 (1.4) 29.1 (1.4) 70.9 (1.4) 31.1 (1.4) 68.9 (1.4)

Italy
Bolzano 16.1 (1.1) 83.9 (1.1) 42.0 (1.4) 58.0 (1.4) 14.3 (1.1) 85.7 (1.1) 39.5 (1.4) 60.5 (1.4)
Sardegna 27.8 (1.5) 72.2 (1.5) 35.6 (1.3) 64.4 (1.3) 16.9 (1.3) 83.1 (1.3) 36.6 (1.4) 63.4 (1.4)
Toscana 22.2 (1.4) 77.8 (1.4) 37.1 (1.3) 62.9 (1.3) 14.5 (1.4) 85.5 (1.4) 35.7 (1.3) 64.3 (1.3)
Trento 19.5 (1.3) 80.5 (1.3) 38.3 (1.6) 61.7 (1.6) 13.9 (1.2) 86.1 (1.2) 35.4 (1.5) 64.6 (1.5)

Spain
Andalusia 22.3 (1.9) 77.7 (1.9) 31.3 (1.7) 68.7 (1.7) 25.6 (1.5) 74.4 (1.5) 34.3 (1.8) 65.7 (1.8)
Aragon 17.5 (1.2) 82.5 (1.2) 29.8 (1.1) 70.2 (1.1) 22.3 (1.0) 77.7 (1.0) 33.3 (1.2) 66.7 (1.2)
Asturias 15.1 (0.8) 84.9 (0.8) 26.1 (1.3) 73.9 (1.3) 20.2 (1.1) 79.8 (1.1) 29.1 (1.3) 70.9 (1.3)
Balearic Islands 19.3 (1.0) 80.7 (1.0) 30.6 (1.1) 69.4 (1.1) 23.6 (1.1) 76.4 (1.1) 37.1 (1.5) 62.9 (1.5)
Basque Country 17.5 (0.8) 82.5 (0.8) 34.2 (1.0) 65.8 (1.0) 23.4 (1.1) 76.6 (1.1) 37.5 (1.0) 62.5 (1.0)
Canary Islands 20.3 (1.1) 79.7 (1.1) 28.0 (1.2) 72.0 (1.2) 21.0 (1.3) 79.0 (1.3) 34.0 (1.6) 66.0 (1.6)
Cantabria 16.7 (1.0) 83.3 (1.0) 27.9 (1.2) 72.1 (1.2) 21.5 (1.1) 78.5 (1.1) 33.9 (1.4) 66.1 (1.4)
Castile and Leon 13.7 (1.1) 86.3 (1.1) 28.9 (1.8) 71.1 (1.8) 20.2 (1.1) 79.8 (1.1) 31.5 (1.2) 68.5 (1.2)
Castile-La Mancha 17.1 (1.2) 82.9 (1.2) 27.2 (1.0) 72.8 (1.0) 21.2 (1.3) 78.8 (1.3) 33.9 (1.3) 66.1 (1.3)
Catalonia 22.3 (1.6) 77.7 (1.6) 28.5 (1.3) 71.5 (1.3) 23.0 (1.1) 77.0 (1.1) 29.9 (1.2) 70.1 (1.2)
Ceuta 27.6 (3.5) ‡ 72.4 (3.5) ‡ 28.8 (4.2) ‡ 71.2 (4.2) ‡ 30.9 (4.3) ‡ 69.1 (4.3) ‡ 34.6 (4.2) ‡ 65.4 (4.2) ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 19.3 (1.1) † 80.7 (1.1) † 29.6 (1.6) † 70.4 (1.6) † 26.7 (1.3) † 73.3 (1.3) † 34.2 (1.2) † 65.8 (1.2) †
Extremadura 19.4 (1.2) 80.6 (1.2) 27.9 (1.2) 72.1 (1.2) 22.8 (1.5) 77.2 (1.5) 36.7 (1.5) 63.3 (1.5)
Galicia 15.0 (0.9) 85.0 (0.9) 27.4 (1.0) 72.6 (1.0) 19.4 (1.0) 80.6 (1.0) 29.5 (1.3) 70.5 (1.3)
La Rioja 15.3 (1.1) 84.7 (1.1) 26.1 (1.2) 73.9 (1.2) 21.9 (1.2) 78.1 (1.2) 33.7 (1.4) 66.3 (1.4)
Madrid 16.2 (0.8) 83.8 (0.8) 26.8 (0.8) 73.2 (0.8) 21.3 (0.9) 78.7 (0.9) 31.8 (1.0) 68.2 (1.0)
Melilla 21.6 (3.1) 78.4 (3.1) 22.4 (2.7) 77.6 (2.7) 19.9 (3.0) 80.1 (3.0) 34.3 (3.4) 65.7 (3.4)
Murcia 16.6 (1.0) 83.4 (1.0) 26.8 (1.2) 73.2 (1.2) 21.1 (0.8) 78.9 (0.8) 34.0 (1.7) 66.0 (1.7)
Navarre 18.8 (1.4) 81.2 (1.4) 31.7 (1.2) 68.3 (1.2) 23.0 (1.3) 77.0 (1.3) 38.6 (1.4) 61.4 (1.4)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 21.6 (0.9) 78.4 (0.9) 40.6 (1.2) 59.4 (1.2) 20.9 (1.0) 79.1 (1.0) 34.5 (1.1) 65.5 (1.1)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to 
the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the 
total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.2.3 for national data.
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.2.1 [4/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how informed they are about the following topics:

Climate change and 
global warming

Global health  
(e.g. epidemics)

Migration  
(movement of people) International conflicts

Never heard of 
topic or 

doesn't know 
much about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn't 

know
much about it

Knows about
the topic or very 
familiar with it

Never heard of 
topic or doesn’t 

know much 
about it

Knows about 
the topic or very 
familiar with it

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 38.0 (1.8) 62.0 (1.8) 46.4 (1.1) 53.6 (1.1) 29.6 (1.2) 70.4 (1.2) 42.6 (1.2) 57.4 (1.2)
Cordoba* 46.8 (1.6) 53.2 (1.6) 50.3 (1.3) 49.7 (1.3) 38.0 (1.5) 62.0 (1.5) 45.9 (1.1) 54.1 (1.1)
PBA* 49.7 (1.4) 50.3 (1.4) 46.4 (1.5) 53.6 (1.5) 41.2 (1.5) 58.8 (1.5) 47.1 (1.3) 52.9 (1.3)
Tucuman* 52.0 (2.1) 48.0 (2.1) 49.6 (1.5) † 50.4 (1.5) † 39.6 (1.5) † 60.4 (1.5) † 48.8 (1.4) † 51.2 (1.4) †

Brazil
Middle-West 36.8 (4.1) 63.2 (4.1) 34.7 (3.3) 65.3 (3.3) 28.1 (2.7) † 71.9 (2.7) † 34.3 (2.4) † 65.7 (2.4) †
North 42.6 (3.4) † 57.4 (3.4) † 42.0 (3.0) † 58.0 (3.0) † 34.0 (2.5) † 66.0 (2.5) † 38.9 (3.0) † 61.1 (3.0) †
Northeast 42.6 (1.6) † 57.4 (1.6) † 40.9 (1.5) † 59.1 (1.5) † 34.8 (1.5) † 65.2 (1.5) † 41.2 (1.4) † 58.8 (1.4) †
South 36.7 (2.3) 63.3 (2.3) 39.7 (1.7) 60.3 (1.7) 28.9 (2.0) 71.1 (2.0) 35.8 (2.0) 64.2 (2.0)
Southeast 37.1 (1.1) 62.9 (1.1) 38.1 (1.0) † 61.9 (1.0) † 28.5 (1.1) † 71.5 (1.1) † 37.4 (1.1) † 62.6 (1.1) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 32.7 (2.1) 67.3 (2.1) 49.9 (1.6) 50.1 (1.6) 28.9 (1.8) 71.1 (1.8) 47.0 (1.4) 53.0 (1.4)
DKI Jakarta 33.8 (1.6) 66.2 (1.6) 46.2 (1.5) 53.8 (1.5) 28.1 (1.1) 71.9 (1.1) 46.1 (1.5) 53.9 (1.5)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 23.7 (1.9) 76.3 (1.9) 27.5 (1.8) 72.5 (1.8) 19.8 (1.9) 80.2 (1.9) 23.7 (1.4) 76.3 (1.4)
Aktobe region 33.8 (2.0) 66.2 (2.0) 30.0 (1.4) 70.0 (1.4) 26.0 (1.7) 74.0 (1.7) 29.6 (1.4) 70.4 (1.4)
Almaty 24.0 (1.6) 76.0 (1.6) 26.9 (1.7) 73.1 (1.7) 19.6 (1.8) 80.4 (1.8) 23.1 (1.6) 76.9 (1.6)
Almaty region 23.7 (2.0) 76.3 (2.0) 22.1 (1.7) 77.9 (1.7) 21.7 (1.5) 78.3 (1.5) 23.7 (1.8) 76.3 (1.8)
Astana 22.2 (1.6) 77.8 (1.6) 27.4 (1.5) 72.6 (1.5) 19.9 (1.4) 80.1 (1.4) 25.5 (1.3) 74.5 (1.3)
Atyrau region 38.3 (2.4) 61.7 (2.4) 35.9 (2.6) 64.1 (2.6) 30.5 (2.2) 69.5 (2.2) 35.3 (2.1) 64.7 (2.1)
East-Kazakhstan region 23.0 (1.9) 77.0 (1.9) 23.0 (1.9) 77.0 (1.9) 19.7 (1.7) 80.3 (1.7) 21.1 (1.7) 78.9 (1.7)
Karagandy region 22.8 (1.8) 77.2 (1.8) 25.5 (1.0) 74.5 (1.0) 20.7 (1.3) 79.3 (1.3) 22.9 (1.1) 77.1 (1.1)
Kostanay region 18.9 (1.5) 81.1 (1.5) 24.4 (1.4) 75.6 (1.4) 18.3 (0.8) 81.7 (0.8) 21.2 (1.1) 78.8 (1.1)
Kyzyl-Orda region 27.3 (2.2) 72.7 (2.2) 24.2 (2.0) 75.8 (2.0) 22.9 (2.1) 77.1 (2.1) 25.8 (2.3) 74.2 (2.3)
Mangistau region 38.1 (2.2) 61.9 (2.2) 35.4 (1.8) 64.6 (1.8) 30.8 (1.5) 69.2 (1.5) 32.1 (1.3) 67.9 (1.3)
North-Kazakhstan region 22.2 (1.3) 77.8 (1.3) 27.9 (1.4) 72.1 (1.4) 19.1 (1.3) 80.9 (1.3) 24.7 (1.6) 75.3 (1.6)
Pavlodar region 23.9 (1.8) 76.1 (1.8) 28.0 (2.0) 72.0 (2.0) 20.9 (1.6) 79.1 (1.6) 23.4 (1.7) 76.6 (1.7)
South-Kazakhstan region 27.2 (1.2) 72.8 (1.2) 24.2 (1.3) 75.8 (1.3) 22.6 (1.5) 77.4 (1.5) 25.9 (1.2) 74.1 (1.2)
West-Kazakhstan region 24.8 (2.5) 75.2 (2.5) 22.4 (2.1) 77.6 (2.1) 19.4 (2.1) 80.6 (2.1) 22.9 (1.6) 77.1 (1.6)
Zhambyl region 19.5 (1.2) 80.5 (1.2) 19.3 (1.2) 80.7 (1.2) 16.6 (0.9) 83.4 (0.9) 21.0 (1.2) 79.0 (1.2)

Russia
Moscow city 13.4 (0.5) 86.6 (0.5) 13.1 (0.6) 86.9 (0.6) 13.1 (0.5) 86.9 (0.5) 15.1 (0.6) 84.9 (0.6)
Moscow region* 19.4 (1.4) 80.6 (1.4) 18.6 (1.2) 81.4 (1.2) 17.2 (1.2) 82.8 (1.2) 19.4 (1.1) 80.6 (1.1)
Republic of Tatarstan* 24.3 (0.8) 75.7 (0.8) 24.9 (0.8) 75.1 (0.8) 22.3 (0.7) 77.7 (0.7) 23.5 (0.7) 76.5 (0.7)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.2.3 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.2.1 [5/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how informed they are about the following topics:

Hunger or malnutrition in 
different parts of the world Causes of poverty Equality between men and women in 

different parts of the world

Never heard of topic 
or doesn't know much 

about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

Never heard of topic 
or doesn't know much 

about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

Never heard of topic 
or doesn't know much 

about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 17.2 (0.9) 82.8 (0.9) 17.9 (0.9) 82.1 (0.9) 10.9 (0.5) 89.1 (0.5)
British Columbia 23.9 (1.0) 76.1 (1.0) 22.1 (1.1) 77.9 (1.1) 12.4 (0.8) 87.6 (0.8)
Manitoba 20.0 (1.2) 80.0 (1.2) 20.9 (1.1) 79.1 (1.1) 14.8 (1.0) 85.2 (1.0)
New Brunswick 29.6 (1.3) 70.4 (1.3) 29.1 (1.3) 70.9 (1.3) 19.7 (1.3) 80.3 (1.3)
Newfoundland and Labrador 20.8 (1.6) 79.2 (1.6) 19.9 (1.5) 80.1 (1.5) 13.2 (1.1) 86.8 (1.1)
Nova Scotia 24.9 (1.2) 75.1 (1.2) 22.3 (1.3) 77.7 (1.3) 14.3 (0.9) 85.7 (0.9)
Ontario 21.8 (1.0) 78.2 (1.0) 19.1 (0.9) 80.9 (0.9) 11.2 (0.7) 88.8 (0.7)
Prince Edward Island 26.8 (2.4) 73.2 (2.4) 28.7 (2.5) 71.3 (2.5) 16.1 (2.0) 83.9 (2.0)
Quebec 23.9 (0.8) 76.1 (0.8) 24.1 (0.8) 75.9 (0.8) 14.1 (0.7) 85.9 (0.7)
Saskatchewan 24.0 (1.6) 76.0 (1.6) 23.6 (1.4) 76.4 (1.4) 16.8 (1.1) 83.2 (1.1)

Colombia
Bogotá 25.0 (1.3) 75.0 (1.3) 20.8 (1.2) 79.2 (1.2) 20.4 (1.2) 79.6 (1.2)

Italy
Bolzano 22.5 (1.2) 77.5 (1.2) 22.3 (1.2) 77.7 (1.2) 34.1 (1.4) 65.9 (1.4)
Sardegna 22.5 (1.1) 77.5 (1.1) 25.0 (1.7) 75.0 (1.7) 16.7 (1.1) 83.3 (1.1)
Toscana 24.7 (1.1) 75.3 (1.1) 26.3 (1.1) 73.7 (1.1) 18.0 (1.1) 82.0 (1.1)
Trento 24.8 (1.4) 75.2 (1.4) 27.6 (1.7) 72.4 (1.7) 16.8 (1.2) 83.2 (1.2)

Spain
Andalusia 18.9 (1.9) 81.1 (1.9) 22.9 (1.8) 77.1 (1.8) 10.4 (1.6) 89.6 (1.6)
Aragon 19.0 (1.1) 81.0 (1.1) 20.0 (1.1) 80.0 (1.1) 8.1 (0.8) 91.9 (0.8)
Asturias 15.0 (0.9) 85.0 (0.9) 17.4 (1.1) 82.6 (1.1) 7.7 (0.8) 92.3 (0.8)
Balearic Islands 17.7 (0.9) 82.3 (0.9) 20.0 (0.8) 80.0 (0.8) 8.0 (0.9) 92.0 (0.9)
Basque Country 18.3 (0.9) 81.7 (0.9) 21.9 (1.0) 78.1 (1.0) 8.5 (0.6) 91.5 (0.6)
Canary Islands 15.2 (0.8) 84.8 (0.8) 18.0 (0.8) 82.0 (0.8) 7.4 (0.8) 92.6 (0.8)
Cantabria 17.0 (1.2) 83.0 (1.2) 20.3 (1.2) 79.7 (1.2) 7.6 (0.7) 92.4 (0.7)
Castile and Leon 16.2 (1.0) 83.8 (1.0) 21.3 (1.2) 78.7 (1.2) 6.5 (0.5) 93.5 (0.5)
Castile-La Mancha 17.6 (1.0) 82.4 (1.0) 20.7 (1.0) 79.3 (1.0) 7.1 (0.8) 92.9 (0.8)
Catalonia 22.6 (1.3) 77.4 (1.3) 22.0 (1.2) 78.0 (1.2) 7.8 (1.0) 92.2 (1.0)
Ceuta 23.9 (3.5) ‡ 76.1 (3.5) ‡ 30.4 (4.4) ‡ 69.6 (4.4) ‡ 16.5 (3.1) ‡ 83.5 (3.1) ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 18.4 (1.2) † 81.6 (1.2) † 21.5 (1.5) † 78.5 (1.5) † 9.4 (0.9) † 90.6 (0.9) †
Extremadura 18.0 (1.0) 82.0 (1.0) 23.0 (1.3) 77.0 (1.3) 8.4 (0.9) 91.6 (0.9)
Galicia 16.2 (1.0) 83.8 (1.0) 20.0 (1.0) 80.0 (1.0) 6.4 (0.6) 93.6 (0.6)
La Rioja 17.4 (1.1) 82.6 (1.1) 21.0 (1.1) 79.0 (1.1) 7.0 (0.7) 93.0 (0.7)
Madrid 15.8 (0.8) 84.2 (0.8) 18.8 (0.7) 81.2 (0.7) 8.0 (0.5) 92.0 (0.5)
Melilla 17.5 (2.7) 82.5 (2.7) 15.3 (2.9) 84.7 (2.9) 7.1 (1.9) 92.9 (1.9)
Murcia 15.4 (0.9) 84.6 (0.9) 21.0 (1.0) 79.0 (1.0) 7.4 (0.6) 92.6 (0.6)
Navarre 20.0 (1.3) 80.0 (1.3) 22.8 (1.2) 77.2 (1.2) 9.0 (0.9) 91.0 (0.9)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 24.5 (0.9) 75.5 (0.9) 13.0 (0.7) 87.0 (0.7) 15.0 (0.7) 85.0 (0.7)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see 
Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one 
dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.2.3 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.2.1 [6/6] Students’ awareness of global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who responded how informed they are about the following topics:

Hunger or malnutrition in 
different parts of the world Causes of poverty Equality between men and women in 

different parts of the world

Never heard of topic 
or doesn't know much 

about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

Never heard of topic 
or doesn't know much 

about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

Never heard of topic 
or doesn't know much 

about it
Knows about the topic 
or very familiar with it

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 33.3 (1.3) 66.7 (1.3) 25.8 (1.3) 74.2 (1.3) 17.3 (1.2) 82.7 (1.2)
Cordoba* 34.9 (1.1) 65.1 (1.1) 28.9 (1.3) 71.1 (1.3) 24.8 (1.2) 75.2 (1.2)
PBA* 33.0 (1.2) 67.0 (1.2) 28.4 (1.2) 71.6 (1.2) 25.9 (1.5) 74.1 (1.5)
Tucuman* 32.0 (1.3) † 68.0 (1.3) † 26.4 (1.1) † 73.6 (1.1) † 27.6 (1.3) 72.4 (1.3)

Brazil
Middle-West 24.9 (3.0) † 75.1 (3.0) † 24.1 (2.2) † 75.9 (2.2) † 25.8 (2.6) 74.2 (2.6)
North 28.9 (2.3) † 71.1 (2.3) † 30.2 (2.5) † 69.8 (2.5) † 30.3 (2.8) † 69.7 (2.8) †
Northeast 31.5 (1.5) † 68.5 (1.5) † 28.8 (1.3) † 71.2 (1.3) † 29.1 (1.3) † 70.9 (1.3) †
South 27.3 (1.9) 72.7 (1.9) 25.1 (1.7) 74.9 (1.7) 22.9 (1.7) 77.1 (1.7)
Southeast 27.1 (1.0) † 72.9 (1.0) † 24.7 (1.0) † 75.3 (1.0) † 23.7 (1.1) 76.3 (1.1)

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 31.1 (1.5) 68.9 (1.5) 24.6 (1.6) 75.4 (1.6) 40.2 (1.7) 59.8 (1.7)
DKI Jakarta 30.9 (1.2) 69.1 (1.2) 24.5 (1.1) 75.5 (1.1) 41.5 (1.7) 58.5 (1.7)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 21.3 (1.7) 78.7 (1.7) 20.8 (1.6) 79.2 (1.6) 22.9 (1.7) 77.1 (1.7)
Aktobe region 27.0 (1.3) 73.0 (1.3) 25.5 (1.3) 74.5 (1.3) 28.0 (1.2) 72.0 (1.2)
Almaty 20.8 (1.7) 79.2 (1.7) 19.2 (2.2) 80.8 (2.2) 23.0 (2.2) 77.0 (2.2)
Almaty region 20.8 (1.2) 79.2 (1.2) 21.3 (1.3) 78.7 (1.3) 20.6 (1.6) 79.4 (1.6)
Astana 19.9 (1.7) 80.1 (1.7) 18.5 (1.6) 81.5 (1.6) 22.3 (1.3) 77.7 (1.3)
Atyrau region 30.8 (2.6) 69.2 (2.6) 31.3 (2.4) 68.7 (2.4) 35.1 (1.7) 64.9 (1.7)
East-Kazakhstan region 19.9 (1.9) 80.1 (1.9) 19.4 (1.7) 80.6 (1.7) 20.2 (1.6) 79.8 (1.6)
Karagandy region 21.1 (1.4) 78.9 (1.4) 20.1 (1.1) 79.9 (1.1) 23.6 (1.2) 76.4 (1.2)
Kostanay region 18.4 (1.0) 81.6 (1.0) 18.5 (0.9) 81.5 (0.9) 20.5 (1.5) 79.5 (1.5)
Kyzyl-Orda region 24.9 (2.5) 75.1 (2.5) 24.8 (2.2) 75.2 (2.2) 24.2 (1.9) 75.8 (1.9)
Mangistau region 30.5 (1.1) 69.5 (1.1) 30.8 (1.8) 69.2 (1.8) 31.3 (1.7) 68.7 (1.7)
North-Kazakhstan region 22.1 (1.5) 77.9 (1.5) 21.0 (1.5) 79.0 (1.5) 24.0 (1.5) 76.0 (1.5)
Pavlodar region 23.0 (1.6) 77.0 (1.6) 21.3 (1.6) 78.7 (1.6) 23.9 (1.6) 76.1 (1.6)
South-Kazakhstan region 22.8 (1.3) 77.2 (1.3) 24.0 (1.8) 76.0 (1.8) 23.4 (1.6) 76.6 (1.6)
West-Kazakhstan region 21.7 (1.7) 78.3 (1.7) 18.1 (2.0) 81.9 (2.0) 21.5 (2.1) 78.5 (2.1)
Zhambyl region 17.6 (1.4) 82.4 (1.4) 16.6 (1.3) 83.4 (1.3) 19.2 (1.3) 80.8 (1.3)

Russia
Moscow city 15.8 (0.5) 84.2 (0.5) 14.2 (0.5) 85.8 (0.5) 17.2 (0.6) 82.8 (0.6)
Moscow region* 19.1 (1.1) 80.9 (1.1) 17.6 (1.0) 82.4 (1.0) 21.9 (1.4) 78.1 (1.4)
Republic of Tatarstan* 23.3 (0.7) 76.7 (0.7) 22.2 (0.7) 77.8 (0.7) 25.6 (0.7) 74.4 (0.7)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-
old students.
2. The total variation in the index of students’ awareness of global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/
economy. Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does 
not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see 
Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; 
one dagger (†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.2.3 for national data.
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.3.1 [1/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Perspective taking

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 0.16 (0.03) 1.00 (0.02) 1.01 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.99 (0.04) 2.0 (0.9)
British Columbia 0.15 (0.02) 0.96 (0.02) 0.93 (0.03) 0.00 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.3 (0.7)
Manitoba 0.13 (0.03) 1.02 (0.02) 1.04 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 1.03 (0.04) 1.1 (0.7)
New Brunswick 0.11 (0.03) 1.03 (0.02) 1.06 (0.05) 0.00 (0.01) 1.06 (0.05) 0.2 (0.9)
Newfoundland and Labrador 0.17 (0.04) 0.98 (0.03) 0.96 (0.05) 0.00 c 0.97 (0.06) 0.0 c
Nova Scotia 0.15 (0.03) 0.99 (0.03) 0.99 (0.05) 0.00 c 0.98 (0.05) 0.0 c
Ontario 0.18 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.95 (0.02) 1.6 (0.6)
Prince Edward Island 0.17 (0.05) 0.97 (0.04) 0.95 (0.10) 0.03 (0.04) 0.92 (0.06) 3.1 (3.9)
Quebec 0.05 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.96 (0.03) 1.8 (0.7)
Saskatchewan 0.05 (0.02) 1.00 (0.02) 1.01 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 1.00 (0.04) 0.9 (0.8)

Colombia
Bogotá -0.17 (0.03) 0.89 (0.02) 0.80 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.77 (0.03) 2.1 (1.4)

Italy
Bolzano -0.10 (0.03) 0.93 (0.02) 0.86 (0.04) 0.05 (0.02) 0.79 (0.04) 6.4 (1.9)
Sardegna -0.36 (0.03) 0.89 (0.02) 0.78 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 0.76 (0.04) 1.6 (1.3)
Toscana -0.34 (0.02) 0.91 (0.02) 0.82 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 0.78 (0.04) 1.1 (1.0)
Trento -0.38 (0.02) 0.87 (0.03) 0.76 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 0.74 (0.03) 0.7 (1.3)

Spain
Andalusia 0.27 (0.02) 1.00 (0.02) 1.00 (0.04) 0.00 c 1.00 (0.04) 0.0 c
Aragon 0.20 (0.03) 1.01 (0.02) 1.02 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) 1.02 (0.04) 0.1 (0.7)
Asturias 0.22 (0.02) 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.7 (0.7)
Balearic Islands 0.12 (0.03) 0.95 (0.02) 0.91 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) 0.91 (0.04) 0.5 (0.9)
Basque Country 0.06 (0.02) 0.93 (0.01) 0.86 (0.02) 0.00 (0.01) 0.86 (0.03) 0.1 (0.6)
Canary Islands 0.28 (0.03) 0.99 (0.02) 0.98 (0.04) 0.00 (0.00) 0.98 (0.04) 0.0 (0.4)
Cantabria 0.20 (0.03) 0.95 (0.02) 0.91 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.89 (0.04) 1.6 (0.7)
Castile and Leon 0.27 (0.03) 0.91 (0.01) 0.83 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 0.82 (0.02) 0.8 (0.7)
Castile-La Mancha 0.26 (0.02) 0.93 (0.02) 0.87 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) 0.86 (0.03) 0.4 (0.6)
Catalonia 0.03 (0.03) 0.92 (0.03) 0.85 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 0.83 (0.04) 0.7 (0.8)
Ceuta 0.09 (0.11) ‡ 1.23 (0.08) ‡ 1.50 (0.21) 0.00 c ‡ 1.52 (0.24) ‡ 0.0 c ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 0.12 (0.03) † 0.99 (0.02) † 0.97 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.95 (0.04) † 2.4 (1.2) †
Extremadura 0.26 (0.03) 0.96 (0.02) 0.92 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) 0.92 (0.04) 0.1 (0.6)
Galicia 0.18 (0.03) 0.96 (0.02) 0.92 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.91 (0.04) 1.0 (0.9)
La Rioja 0.19 (0.03) 0.96 (0.02) 0.93 (0.04) 0.00 c 0.93 (0.04) 0.0 c
Madrid 0.22 (0.02) 0.98 (0.01) 0.96 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.96 (0.02) 0.6 (0.5)
Melilla 0.31 (0.07) 1.02 (0.06) 1.04 (0.12) 0.02 (0.02) 1.02 (0.11) 2.1 (2.0)
Murcia 0.28 (0.02) 0.98 (0.02) 0.97 (0.04) 0.00 c 0.96 (0.04) 0.0 c
Navarre 0.16 (0.03) 0.96 (0.01) 0.92 (0.03) 0.00 (0.01) 0.91 (0.04) 0.4 (0.6)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* -0.07 (0.02) 0.97 (0.01) 0.94 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.94 (0.03) 0.6 (0.6)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.3.1 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.3.1 [2/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Perspective taking

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of variation 
that lies between 

schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 0.05 (0.03) 1.02 (0.02) 1.05 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 1.04 (0.03) 1.4 (1.0)
Cordoba* 0.02 (0.02) 1.03 (0.02) 1.06 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) 1.04 (0.04) 0.4 (0.7)
PBA* 0.03 (0.03) 1.05 (0.02) 1.10 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) 1.09 (0.04) 0.2 (0.6)
Tucuman* 0.03 (0.03) † 1.09 (0.02) † 1.16 (0.05) 0.00 (0.01) † 1.16 (0.05) † 0.0 (0.6) †

Brazil
Middle-West 0.10 (0.04) † 1.12 (0.03) † 1.28 (0.07) 0.03 (0.03) † 1.24 (0.07) † 2.5 (2.0) †
North 0.09 (0.07) † 1.12 (0.04) † 1.26 (0.09) 0.06 (0.03) † 1.21 (0.10) † 5.0 (2.4) †
Northeast 0.09 (0.03) † 1.12 (0.02) † 1.26 (0.05) 0.03 (0.01) † 1.20 (0.05) † 2.6 (1.1) †
South 0.10 (0.03) 1.09 (0.02) 1.17 (0.04) 0.00 c 1.17 (0.05) 0.0 c
Southeast 0.16 (0.03) † 1.11 (0.02) † 1.20 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) † 1.15 (0.04) † 2.4 (1.1) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 0.07 (0.02) 0.76 (0.02) 0.58 (0.03) † 0.00 (0.00) 0.56 (0.03) 0.7 (0.7)
DKI Jakarta 0.10 (0.02) 0.81 (0.03) 0.65 (0.04) † 0.01 (0.01) 0.64 (0.04) 1.5 (1.0)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 0.05 (0.03) † 1.07 (0.04) † 1.13 (0.09) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.06 (0.07) † 0.8 (0.9) †
Aktobe region 0.06 (0.03) 1.09 (0.04) 1.13 (0.07) 0.00 (0.01) 1.13 (0.07) 0.2 (0.5)
Almaty 0.08 (0.03) 1.06 (0.03) 1.01 (0.06) 0.00 (0.00) 0.97 (0.05) 0.2 (0.3)
Almaty region 0.12 (0.04) 1.06 (0.02) 1.10 (0.05) 0.00 c 1.08 (0.04) 0.0 c
Astana 0.08 (0.03) 1.02 (0.02) 1.01 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.99 (0.05) 1.4 (0.9)
Atyrau region -0.03 (0.05) 1.14 (0.03) 1.22 (0.08) 0.00 c 1.22 (0.06) 0.0 c
East-Kazakhstan region 0.02 (0.05) 1.10 (0.03) 1.18 (0.07) 0.02 (0.01) 1.12 (0.08) 1.7 (1.1)
Karagandy region 0.09 (0.04) 1.03 (0.02) 1.11 (0.06) 0.04 (0.02) 1.03 (0.07) 3.8 (1.8)
Kostanay region 0.03 (0.04) 1.06 (0.04) 1.12 (0.09) 0.01 (0.01) 1.05 (0.06) 0.8 (1.0)
Kyzyl-Orda region 0.13 (0.04) 1.18 (0.03) 1.34 (0.08) 0.01 (0.03) 1.28 (0.09) 1.0 (2.4)
Mangistau region -0.01 (0.05) 1.20 (0.02) 1.41 (0.07) 0.01 (0.01) 1.36 (0.08) 0.6 (0.7)
North-Kazakhstan region 0.00 (0.04) 1.03 (0.03) 1.08 (0.07) 0.02 (0.01) 0.99 (0.07) 2.0 (1.3)
Pavlodar region 0.07 (0.04) 1.10 (0.03) 1.16 (0.08) 0.00 (0.01) 1.08 (0.07) 0.4 (0.8)
South-Kazakhstan region 0.11 (0.04) 1.12 (0.02) 1.25 (0.05) 0.00 c 1.22 (0.05) 0.0 c
West-Kazakhstan region 0.09 (0.06) 1.13 (0.03) 1.17 (0.06) 0.04 (0.02) 1.05 (0.06) 3.8 (2.0)
Zhambyl region 0.08 (0.03) 1.14 (0.03) 1.24 (0.06) 0.00 c 1.24 (0.07) 0.0 c

Russia
Moscow city 0.25 (0.02) 1.09 (0.01) 1.19 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 1.18 (0.03) 0.5 (0.4)
Moscow region* 0.16 (0.03) 1.13 (0.02) 1.28 (0.05) 0.00 (0.01) 1.27 (0.05) 0.1 (0.5)
Republic of Tatarstan* 0.15 (0.02) 1.13 (0.01) 1.28 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 1.25 (0.03) 1.3 (0.5)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.3.1 for national data.
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.3.1 [3/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I try to look at everybody's side of 
a disagreement before I make a 

decision"

"I believe that there are two sides 
to every question and try to look 

at them both"

"I sometimes try to understand my 
friends better by imagining how 

things look from their perspective"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 34.0 (1.1) 66.0 (1.1) 28.3 (1.1) 71.7 (1.1) 29.8 (1.2) 70.2 (1.2)
British Columbia 32.1 (1.2) 67.9 (1.2) 31.3 (1.0) 68.7 (1.0) 29.0 (1.3) 71.0 (1.3)
Manitoba 35.8 (1.4) 64.2 (1.4) 31.2 (1.4) 68.8 (1.4) 32.1 (1.4) 67.9 (1.4)
New Brunswick 34.5 (1.5) 65.5 (1.5) 31.9 (1.5) 68.1 (1.5) 32.1 (1.4) 67.9 (1.4)
Newfoundland and Labrador 30.3 (1.9) 69.7 (1.9) 30.1 (1.9) 69.9 (1.9) 30.1 (1.8) 69.9 (1.8)
Nova Scotia 33.4 (1.4) 66.6 (1.4) 31.8 (1.4) 68.2 (1.4) 29.6 (1.3) 70.4 (1.3)
Ontario 30.4 (0.9) 69.6 (0.9) 30.9 (0.9) 69.1 (0.9) 28.9 (0.9) 71.1 (0.9)
Prince Edward Island 35.1 (2.2) 64.9 (2.2) 30.4 (2.7) 69.6 (2.7) 27.0 (2.5) 73.0 (2.5)
Quebec 38.6 (1.0) 61.4 (1.0) 33.8 (1.0) 66.2 (1.0) 30.9 (0.9) 69.1 (0.9)
Saskatchewan 39.9 (1.4) 60.1 (1.4) 34.9 (1.1) 65.1 (1.1) 34.0 (1.1) 66.0 (1.1)

Colombia
Bogotá 52.1 (1.5) 47.9 (1.5) 43.2 (1.2) 56.8 (1.2) 37.4 (1.2) 62.6 (1.2)

Italy
Bolzano 42.2 (1.6) 57.8 (1.6) 40.2 (1.5) 59.8 (1.5) 37.0 (1.6) 63.0 (1.6)
Sardegna 56.6 (1.4) 43.4 (1.4) 55.0 (1.4) 45.0 (1.4) 45.0 (1.5) 55.0 (1.5)
Toscana 56.9 (1.1) 43.1 (1.1) 54.0 (1.2) 46.0 (1.2) 43.6 (1.4) 56.4 (1.4)
Trento 56.5 (1.4) 43.5 (1.4) 55.5 (1.7) 44.5 (1.7) 45.2 (1.7) 54.8 (1.7)

Spain
Andalusia 33.5 (1.0) 66.5 (1.0) 30.4 (1.2) 69.6 (1.2) 25.3 (1.5) 74.7 (1.5)
Aragon 32.3 (1.2) 67.7 (1.2) 32.5 (1.2) 67.5 (1.2) 24.2 (1.2) 75.8 (1.2)
Asturias 36.1 (1.2) 63.9 (1.2) 31.7 (1.4) 68.3 (1.4) 22.3 (1.3) 77.7 (1.3)
Balearic Islands 33.0 (1.1) 67.0 (1.1) 30.8 (1.2) 69.2 (1.2) 26.9 (1.2) 73.1 (1.2)
Basque Country 37.2 (1.0) 62.8 (1.0) 36.8 (1.1) 63.2 (1.1) 29.5 (1.1) 70.5 (1.1)
Canary Islands 32.6 (1.3) 67.4 (1.3) 31.5 (1.3) 68.5 (1.3) 24.2 (1.4) 75.8 (1.4)
Cantabria 34.1 (1.1) 65.9 (1.1) 33.0 (1.1) 67.0 (1.1) 22.7 (1.2) 77.3 (1.2)
Castile and Leon 32.3 (1.2) 67.7 (1.2) 30.2 (1.3) 69.8 (1.3) 22.5 (1.2) 77.5 (1.2)
Castile-La Mancha 31.1 (1.0) 68.9 (1.0) 31.6 (1.0) 68.4 (1.0) 23.2 (1.1) 76.8 (1.1)
Catalonia 33.4 (1.4) 66.6 (1.4) 32.3 (1.4) 67.7 (1.4) 28.8 (1.6) 71.2 (1.6)
Ceuta 35.1 (4.1) ‡ 64.9 (4.1) ‡ 38.3 (4.5) ‡ 61.7 (4.5) ‡ 30.1 (4.0) ‡ 69.9 (4.0) ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 36.7 (1.3) † 63.3 (1.3) † 36.1 (1.4) † 63.9 (1.4) † 28.3 (1.6) † 71.7 (1.6) †
Extremadura 30.5 (1.3) 69.5 (1.3) 32.2 (1.6) 67.8 (1.6) 23.8 (1.2) 76.2 (1.2)
Galicia 33.2 (1.1) 66.8 (1.1) 31.5 (1.0) 68.5 (1.0) 25.0 (1.0) 75.0 (1.0)
La Rioja 32.5 (1.4) 67.5 (1.4) 32.9 (1.2) 67.1 (1.2) 23.9 (1.3) 76.1 (1.3)
Madrid 33.2 (0.8) 66.8 (0.8) 31.7 (0.8) 68.3 (0.8) 24.5 (0.7) 75.5 (0.7)
Melilla 30.5 (3.3) 69.5 (3.3) 29.7 (2.9) 70.3 (2.9) 19.3 (2.5) 80.7 (2.5)
Murcia 32.8 (1.3) 67.2 (1.3) 32.2 (1.2) 67.8 (1.2) 22.0 (1.1) 78.0 (1.1)
Navarre 31.8 (1.2) 68.2 (1.2) 33.8 (1.1) 66.2 (1.1) 26.1 (1.3) 73.9 (1.3)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 43.0 (0.9) 57.0 (0.9) 41.7 (0.9) 58.3 (0.9) 37.9 (1.0) 62.1 (1.0)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.3.1 for national data.
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.3.1 [4/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"I try to look at everybody's side of 
a disagreement before I make a 

decision"

"I believe that there are two sides 
to every question and try to look 

at them both"

"I sometimes try to understand my 
friends better by imagining how 

things look from their perspective"

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them

Somewhat like them, 
not much or not at all 

like them
Very much or mostly 

like them
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 36.4 (1.2) 63.6 (1.2) 39.1 (1.2) 60.9 (1.2) 36.1 (1.1) 63.9 (1.1)
Cordoba* 38.8 (0.8) 61.2 (0.8) 42.7 (1.1) 57.3 (1.1) 36.3 (1.1) 63.7 (1.1)
PBA* 38.9 (1.1) 61.1 (1.1) 43.4 (1.3) 56.6 (1.3) 35.3 (1.0) 64.7 (1.0)
Tucuman* 40.7 (1.1) 59.3 (1.1) 43.2 (1.3) † 56.8 (1.3) † 34.7 (1.3) † 65.3 (1.3) †

Brazil
Middle-West 37.6 (2.1) † 62.4 (2.1) † 35.4 (2.2) † 64.6 (2.2) † 36.1 (1.9) † 63.9 (1.9) †
North 40.4 (2.6) † 59.6 (2.6) † 34.9 (3.0) † 65.1 (3.0) † 35.1 (3.4) † 64.9 (3.4) †
Northeast 40.1 (1.4) † 59.9 (1.4) † 37.2 (1.5) † 62.8 (1.5) † 37.7 (1.3) † 62.3 (1.3) †
South 39.7 (1.6) 60.3 (1.6) 34.2 (1.7) † 65.8 (1.7) † 36.8 (1.6) 63.2 (1.6)
Southeast 38.0 (1.0) † 62.0 (1.0) † 32.2 (1.0) † 67.8 (1.0) † 34.9 (1.0) † 65.1 (1.0) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 26.2 (1.3) 73.8 (1.3) 29.0 (1.3) 71.0 (1.3) 26.9 (1.0) 73.1 (1.0)
DKI Jakarta 27.3 (1.2) 72.7 (1.2) 29.4 (1.3) 70.6 (1.3) 25.4 (1.1) 74.6 (1.1)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 34.8 (1.6) † 65.2 (1.6) † 34.7 (2.1) † 65.3 (2.1) † 33.4 (1.7) † 66.6 (1.7) †
Aktobe region 38.5 (2.0) 61.5 (2.0) 37.2 (1.3) 62.8 (1.3) 39.6 (1.8) 60.4 (1.8)
Almaty 35.0 (1.7) 65.0 (1.7) 33.7 (1.6) 66.3 (1.6) 35.0 (1.9) 65.0 (1.9)
Almaty region 36.8 (1.7) 63.2 (1.7) 33.0 (1.5) 67.0 (1.5) 35.8 (1.6) 64.2 (1.6)
Astana 35.2 (1.3) 64.8 (1.3) 32.9 (1.1) 67.1 (1.1) 34.5 (1.6) 65.5 (1.6)
Atyrau region 40.1 (2.2) 59.9 (2.2) 39.1 (2.1) 60.9 (2.1) 43.1 (1.6) 56.9 (1.6)
East-Kazakhstan region 38.7 (1.7) 61.3 (1.7) 35.7 (1.8) 64.3 (1.8) 38.5 (1.9) 61.5 (1.9)
Karagandy region 32.8 (2.0) 67.2 (2.0) 33.1 (1.5) 66.9 (1.5) 33.2 (1.4) 66.8 (1.4)
Kostanay region 34.1 (1.8) 65.9 (1.8) 33.7 (1.6) 66.3 (1.6) 33.8 (1.8) 66.2 (1.8)
Kyzyl-Orda region 38.0 (1.5) 62.0 (1.5) 34.8 (1.3) 65.2 (1.3) 39.3 (1.3) 60.7 (1.3)
Mangistau region 41.7 (1.6) 58.3 (1.6) 41.5 (1.8) 58.5 (1.8) 43.8 (1.3) 56.2 (1.3)
North-Kazakhstan region 35.7 (1.9) 64.3 (1.9) 32.6 (1.8) 67.4 (1.8) 37.2 (2.0) 62.8 (2.0)
Pavlodar region 33.3 (1.4) 66.7 (1.4) 33.1 (1.5) 66.9 (1.5) 35.1 (1.5) 64.9 (1.5)
South-Kazakhstan region 38.1 (1.5) 61.9 (1.5) 35.1 (1.3) 64.9 (1.3) 39.9 (1.8) 60.1 (1.8)
West-Kazakhstan region 34.4 (2.0) 65.6 (2.0) 32.8 (2.2) 67.2 (2.2) 34.7 (2.3) 65.3 (2.3)
Zhambyl region 39.0 (1.3) 61.0 (1.3) 36.6 (1.5) 63.4 (1.5) 37.7 (1.6) 62.3 (1.6)

Russia
Moscow city 26.5 (0.7) 73.5 (0.7) 26.5 (0.7) 73.5 (0.7) 30.5 (0.7) 69.5 (0.7)
Moscow region* 28.6 (1.3) 71.4 (1.3) 30.6 (1.4) 69.4 (1.4) 33.8 (1.4) 66.2 (1.4)
Republic of Tatarstan* 30.3 (0.8) 69.7 (0.8) 31.6 (0.8) 68.4 (0.8) 34.3 (0.8) 65.7 (0.8)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.3.1 for national data.
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.3.1 [5/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"Before criticising somebody, 
I try to imagine how I would feel if I 

were in their place"

"When I’m upset at someone, 
I try to take the perspective of that 

person for a while"

Somewhat like them, not much
or not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

Somewhat like them, not much
or not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. s

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 40.1 (1.1) 59.9 (1.1) 56.3 (1.4) 43.7 (1.4)
British Columbia 40.6 (1.3) 59.4 (1.3) 54.8 (1.2) 45.2 (1.2)
Manitoba 40.6 (1.3) 59.4 (1.3) 52.2 (1.3) 47.8 (1.3)
New Brunswick 39.5 (1.1) 60.5 (1.1) 54.1 (1.5) 45.9 (1.5)
Newfoundland and Labrador 35.2 (2.0) 64.8 (2.0) 51.7 (1.9) 48.3 (1.9)
Nova Scotia 39.3 (1.5) 60.7 (1.5) 59.9 (1.7) 40.1 (1.7)
Ontario 40.3 (1.1) 59.7 (1.1) 54.6 (1.1) 45.4 (1.1)
Prince Edward Island 36.9 (2.6) 63.1 (2.6) 52.8 (3.4) 47.2 (3.4)
Quebec 40.8 (1.0) 59.2 (1.0) 62.2 (0.9) 37.8 (0.9)
Saskatchewan 42.2 (1.1) 57.8 (1.1) 54.3 (1.2) 45.7 (1.2)

Colombia
Bogotá 47.0 (1.4) 53.0 (1.4) 62.6 (1.2) 37.4 (1.2)

Italy
Bolzano 50.4 (1.5) 49.6 (1.5) 69.4 (1.6) 30.6 (1.6)
Sardegna 51.2 (1.5) 48.8 (1.5) 72.9 (1.2) 27.1 (1.2)
Toscana 52.2 (1.2) 47.8 (1.2) 70.8 (1.0) 29.2 (1.0)
Trento 55.1 (1.5) 44.9 (1.5) 72.3 (1.5) 27.7 (1.5)

Spain
Andalusia 39.1 (1.3) 60.9 (1.3) 48.6 (1.5) † 51.4 (1.5) †
Aragon 40.0 (1.4) 60.0 (1.4) 49.1 (1.2) 50.9 (1.2)
Asturias 38.3 (1.5) 61.7 (1.5) 50.0 (1.3) 50.0 (1.3)
Balearic Islands 41.7 (1.2) 58.3 (1.2) 55.0 (1.4) 45.0 (1.4)
Basque Country 44.9 (0.9) 55.1 (0.9) 54.6 (1.2) 45.4 (1.2)
Canary Islands 37.3 (1.4) 62.7 (1.4) 48.6 (1.2) 51.4 (1.2)
Cantabria 38.9 (1.1) 61.1 (1.1) 49.1 (1.3) 50.9 (1.3)
Castile and Leon 37.7 (1.1) 62.3 (1.1) 47.5 (1.2) 52.5 (1.2)
Castile-La Mancha 34.4 (1.4) 65.6 (1.4) 46.4 (0.9) 53.6 (0.9)
Catalonia 49.3 (1.7) 50.7 (1.7) 60.7 (1.9) 39.3 (1.9)
Ceuta 42.0 (4.0) ‡ 58.0 (4.0) ‡ 51.5 (4.3) ‡ 48.5 (4.3) ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 43.9 (1.5) † 56.1 (1.5) † 56.2 (1.7) † 43.8 (1.7) †
Extremadura 36.5 (1.3) 63.5 (1.3) 46.8 (1.7) 53.2 (1.7)
Galicia 37.8 (1.1) 62.2 (1.1) 51.2 (1.2) 48.8 (1.2)
La Rioja 38.5 (1.4) 61.5 (1.4) 50.1 (1.5) 49.9 (1.5)
Madrid 40.0 (0.7) 60.0 (0.7) 51.0 (0.8) 49.0 (0.8)
Melilla 34.3 (3.2) 65.7 (3.2) 43.9 (3.5) 56.1 (3.5)
Murcia 35.4 (1.1) 64.6 (1.1) 47.0 (1.4) 53.0 (1.4)
Navarre 40.2 (1.6) 59.8 (1.6) 52.1 (1.6) 47.9 (1.6)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 47.6 (1.0) 52.4 (1.0) 66.1 (1.0) 33.9 (1.0)
Wales m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.3.1 for national data.
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.3.1 [6/6] Perspective taking
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who reported how well each of the following statements describes them:

"Before criticising somebody, 
I try to imagine how I would feel if I 

were in their place"

"When I’m upset at someone, 
I try to take the perspective of that 

person for a while"

Somewhat like them, not much
or not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

Somewhat like them, not much
or not at all like them Very much or mostly like them

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 42.1 (1.4) 57.9 (1.4) 62.0 (1.4) 38.0 (1.4)
Cordoba* 39.5 (1.0) 60.5 (1.0) 58.3 (1.2) 41.7 (1.2)
PBA* 38.2 (1.1) 61.8 (1.1) 57.2 (1.1) 42.8 (1.1)
Tucuman* 35.4 (1.3) † 64.6 (1.3) † 51.5 (1.6) † 48.5 (1.6) †

Brazil
Middle-West 40.6 (2.4) † 59.4 (2.4) † 50.9 (2.2) † 49.1 (2.2) †
North 37.2 (2.9) † 62.8 (2.9) † 52.7 (2.3) † 47.3 (2.3) †
Northeast 40.3 (1.4) † 59.7 (1.4) † 51.2 (1.2) † 48.8 (1.2) †
South 37.9 (1.7) † 62.1 (1.7) † 55.5 (1.6) † 44.5 (1.6) †
Southeast 38.6 (1.1) † 61.4 (1.1) † 54.8 (1.0) † 45.2 (1.0) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 28.7 (1.0) 71.3 (1.0) 38.7 (1.2) 61.3 (1.2)
DKI Jakarta 28.7 (1.5) 71.3 (1.5) 37.5 (1.6) 62.5 (1.6)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 35.5 (1.9) † 64.5 (1.9) † 46.8 (1.8) † 53.2 (1.8) †
Aktobe region 38.6 (1.7) 61.4 (1.7) 47.3 (2.0) 52.7 (2.0)
Almaty 36.1 (1.4) 63.9 (1.4) 48.5 (2.3) 51.5 (2.3)
Almaty region 35.8 (1.8) 64.2 (1.8) 41.5 (2.0) 58.5 (2.0)
Astana 37.4 (1.3) 62.6 (1.3) 50.1 (1.1) 49.9 (1.1)
Atyrau region 40.5 (2.0) 59.5 (2.0) 47.7 (2.3) 52.3 (2.3)
East-Kazakhstan region 37.9 (2.3) 62.1 (2.3) 48.2 (2.5) 51.8 (2.5)
Karagandy region 38.4 (1.4) 61.6 (1.4) 48.2 (1.4) 51.8 (1.4)
Kostanay region 36.6 (1.8) 63.4 (1.8) 46.5 (1.9) 53.5 (1.9)
Kyzyl-Orda region 35.8 (1.7) 64.2 (1.7) 39.1 (1.3) 60.9 (1.3)
Mangistau region 42.2 (2.3) 57.8 (2.3) 47.9 (1.8) 52.1 (1.8)
North-Kazakhstan region 39.0 (1.8) 61.0 (1.8) 49.6 (1.6) 50.4 (1.6)
Pavlodar region 38.4 (1.3) 61.6 (1.3) 48.1 (1.7) 51.9 (1.7)
South-Kazakhstan region 37.2 (1.6) 62.8 (1.6) 42.5 (1.3) 57.5 (1.3)
West-Kazakhstan region 34.5 (2.2) 65.5 (2.2) 41.8 (2.2) 58.2 (2.2)
Zhambyl region 36.1 (1.7) 63.9 (1.7) 40.4 (1.4) 59.6 (1.4)

Russia
Moscow city 42.4 (0.8) 57.6 (0.8) 61.2 (0.7) 38.8 (0.7)
Moscow region* 43.1 (1.3) 56.9 (1.3) 56.1 (1.3) 43.9 (1.3)
Republic of Tatarstan* 40.9 (0.8) 59.1 (0.8) 52.9 (0.8) 47.1 (0.8)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of perspective taking is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. 
See Table VI.B1.3.1 for national data.
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.4.1 [1/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Awareness of intercultural communication

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 0.14 (0.03) 1.04 (0.02) 1.07 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 1.04 (0.04) 2.3 (0.9)
British Columbia 0.05 (0.03) 0.99 (0.02) 0.99 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.04) 0.3 (0.8)
Manitoba -0.02 (0.03) 1.05 (0.02) 1.10 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) 1.10 (0.04) 1.7 (1.2)
New Brunswick -0.01 (0.04) 1.02 (0.03) 1.04 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 1.03 (0.05) 0.7 (0.8)
Newfoundland and Labrador 0.18 (0.04) 1.03 (0.03) 1.07 (0.06) 0.00 (0.01) 1.07 (0.07) 0.3 (1.0)
Nova Scotia 0.11 (0.03) 1.02 (0.02) 1.05 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 1.04 (0.06) 0.7 (1.2)
Ontario 0.11 (0.02) 1.02 (0.02) 1.04 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 1.03 (0.03) 1.0 (0.6)
Prince Edward Island 0.14 (0.06) 1.03 (0.07) 1.17 (0.12) 0.07 (0.04) 1.10 (0.13) 6.1 (3.8)
Quebec 0.20 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.03 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.99 (0.03) 3.6 (0.8)
Saskatchewan -0.04 (0.03) 0.98 (0.02) 0.97 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) 0.96 (0.04) 2.2 (0.7)

Colombia
Bogotá -0.02 (0.03) 0.92 (0.02) 0.84 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.79 (0.03) 5.0 (1.4)

Italy
Bolzano -0.13 (0.03) 0.97 (0.02) 0.94 (0.05) 0.05 (0.02) 0.91 (0.04) 4.8 (2.0)
Sardegna 0.02 (0.03) 1.00 (0.02) 1.01 (0.04) 0.08 (0.02) 0.92 (0.05) 8.1 (2.0)
Toscana 0.00 (0.03) 0.94 (0.01) 0.88 (0.03) 0.05 (0.02) 0.82 (0.03) 6.1 (1.7)
Trento -0.02 (0.03) 0.98 (0.03) 0.97 (0.06) 0.09 (0.02) 0.87 (0.03) 9.5 (2.0)

Spain
Andalusia 0.03 (0.04) † 1.02 (0.02) † 1.04 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) † 1.01 (0.04) † 1.9 (1.1) †
Aragon 0.10 (0.04) 1.01 (0.02) 1.03 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 1.01 (0.04) 2.6 (0.8)
Asturias 0.20 (0.03) 1.08 (0.02) 1.16 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 1.15 (0.04) 0.8 (0.7)
Balearic Islands 0.02 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.89 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01) 0.89 (0.03) 0.9 (0.9)
Basque Country -0.01 (0.02) † 0.96 (0.02) † 0.91 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.89 (0.03) † 2.5 (0.7) †
Canary Islands 0.17 (0.03) 1.02 (0.02) 1.04 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.05) 1.5 (1.0)
Cantabria 0.21 (0.02) 0.98 (0.02) 0.96 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 0.96 (0.04) 1.0 (0.8)
Castile and Leon 0.23 (0.04) 0.99 (0.02) 0.98 (0.03) 0.03 (0.02) 0.95 (0.03) 2.9 (1.5)
Castile-La Mancha 0.13 (0.03) 0.98 (0.02) 0.96 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 0.93 (0.03) 0.6 (0.8)
Catalonia -0.04 (0.03) 0.98 (0.03) 0.97 (0.05) 0.00 c 0.97 (0.05) 0.0 c
Ceuta -0.06 (0.10) ‡ 1.17 (0.07) ‡ 1.36 (0.16) 0.05 (0.09) ‡ 1.31 (0.24) ‡ 4.0 (6.4) ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 0.05 (0.02) † 1.02 (0.03) † 1.04 (0.05) 0.00 c † 1.03 (0.05) † 0.0 c †
Extremadura 0.07 (0.03) 0.98 (0.02) 0.95 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.94 (0.03) 0.7 (0.7)
Galicia 0.13 (0.02) 0.99 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) 1.0 (0.8)
La Rioja 0.17 (0.03) 0.96 (0.02) 0.92 (0.03) 0.00 c 0.93 (0.05) 0.0 c
Madrid 0.17 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.02) 0.02 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) 1.8 (0.7)
Melilla 0.18 (0.07) 0.93 (0.04) 0.86 (0.08) 0.00 c 0.86 (0.06) 0.0 c
Murcia 0.20 (0.02) 1.03 (0.02) 1.05 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 1.04 (0.04) 1.6 (1.1)
Navarre 0.08 (0.04) 0.96 (0.02) 0.93 (0.03) 0.04 (0.01) 0.88 (0.04) 4.6 (1.2)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 0.00 (0.02) 0.95 (0.01) 0.91 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 0.90 (0.03) 0.9 (0.7)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.4.1 for national data.
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.4.1 [2/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Awareness of intercultural communication

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of variation 
that lies between 

schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 0.02 (0.03) 1.01 (0.02) 1.02 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 1.02 (0.04) 2.1 (1.1)
Cordoba* -0.10 (0.03) 1.05 (0.02) 1.10 (0.04) 0.05 (0.02) 1.04 (0.04) 5.0 (1.4)
PBA* -0.03 (0.04) 1.03 (0.02) 1.06 (0.04) 0.07 (0.02) 0.97 (0.04) 6.5 (1.7)
Tucuman* -0.09 (0.03) † 1.06 (0.02) † 1.12 (0.04) 0.07 (0.02) † 1.05 (0.04) † 6.5 (1.5) †

Brazil
Middle-West -0.02 (0.06) † 1.05 (0.04) † 1.10 (0.09) 0.09 (0.04) † 1.03 (0.07) † 7.8 (3.4) †
North -0.15 (0.03) † 0.99 (0.03) † 0.98 (0.06) 0.04 (0.04) † 0.96 (0.07) † 4.0 (4.3) †
Northeast -0.13 (0.03) † 1.01 (0.02) † 1.02 (0.05) 0.08 (0.03) † 0.93 (0.05) † 7.7 (2.8) †
South -0.02 (0.04) † 0.97 (0.02) † 0.96 (0.04) 0.04 (0.02) † 0.88 (0.05) † 4.8 (1.9) †
Southeast -0.07 (0.02) † 1.00 (0.02) † 0.98 (0.04) 0.04 (0.02) † 0.93 (0.03) † 4.4 (1.6) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta -0.10 (0.02) 0.71 (0.02) 0.51 (0.03) † 0.01 (0.01) 0.49 (0.03) 2.8 (1.5)
DKI Jakarta 0.02 (0.02) 0.76 (0.02) 0.58 (0.03) † 0.02 (0.01) 0.55 (0.03) 3.8 (1.7)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region -0.29 (0.04) † 0.97 (0.04) † 0.98 (0.08) 0.05 (0.02) † 0.91 (0.07) † 5.2 (1.9) †
Aktobe region -0.32 (0.04) 0.94 (0.04) 0.89 (0.07) 0.02 (0.02) 0.92 (0.07) 2.2 (1.7)
Almaty -0.24 (0.04) 0.94 (0.02) 0.87 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) 0.88 (0.06) 2.3 (1.1)
Almaty region -0.23 (0.03) 0.96 (0.03) 0.91 (0.06) 0.01 (0.01) 0.91 (0.05) 1.4 (1.1)
Astana -0.24 (0.04) 0.97 (0.02) 0.98 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.97 (0.04) 2.3 (1.0)
Atyrau region -0.38 (0.04) 0.96 (0.03) 0.89 (0.08) 0.02 (0.01) 0.83 (0.06) 2.9 (1.7)
East-Kazakhstan region -0.20 (0.04) 1.01 (0.02) 1.00 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) 1.02 (0.07) 1.8 (1.1)
Karagandy region -0.32 (0.05) 0.96 (0.02) 0.97 (0.04) 0.06 (0.03) 0.91 (0.06) 6.3 (2.5)
Kostanay region -0.29 (0.04) 1.01 (0.03) 1.02 (0.07) 0.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.06) 1.5 (1.0)
Kyzyl-Orda region -0.13 (0.03) 1.04 (0.03) 1.07 (0.07) 0.05 (0.02) 1.05 (0.07) 4.7 (1.9)
Mangistau region -0.35 (0.05) 0.99 (0.03) 0.93 (0.07) 0.05 (0.03) 0.92 (0.06) 5.3 (2.7)
North-Kazakhstan region -0.36 (0.03) 0.94 (0.03) 0.92 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 0.95 (0.05) 1.0 (0.7)
Pavlodar region -0.34 (0.04) 0.97 (0.03) 0.95 (0.05) 0.04 (0.02) 0.92 (0.06) 4.1 (2.0)
South-Kazakhstan region -0.28 (0.03) 0.93 (0.03) 0.85 (0.07) 0.03 (0.01) 0.82 (0.05) 3.7 (1.2)
West-Kazakhstan region -0.28 (0.05) 0.97 (0.04) 0.90 (0.07) 0.06 (0.03) 0.80 (0.06) 7.3 (3.2)
Zhambyl region -0.18 (0.02) 0.96 (0.03) 0.92 (0.07) 0.00 (0.01) 0.96 (0.07) 0.5 (0.7)

Russia
Moscow city -0.15 (0.02) 1.01 (0.01) 1.02 (0.03) 0.01 (0.00) 1.01 (0.03) 0.9 (0.4)
Moscow region* -0.27 (0.03) 1.08 (0.02) 1.17 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 1.16 (0.04) 0.6 (0.6)
Republic of Tatarstan* -0.32 (0.02) 1.01 (0.02) 1.02 (0.03) 0.01 (0.01) 1.03 (0.03) 1.3 (0.5)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.4.1 for national data.
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.4.1 [3/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed that, when talking to people 
whose native language is different from theirs, they do the following:

"I carefully observe their reactions"
"I frequently check that we are 

understanding each other 
correctly"

"I listen carefully to what they say" "I choose my words carefully"

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 13.6 (0.7) 86.4 (0.7) 12.5 (0.8) 87.5 (0.8) 8.5 (0.7) 91.5 (0.7) 13.9 (0.8) 86.1 (0.8)
British Columbia 13.9 (0.9) 86.1 (0.9) 13.4 (0.7) 86.6 (0.7) 9.6 (0.8) 90.4 (0.8) 18.1 (0.9) 81.9 (0.9)
Manitoba 15.4 (1.0) 84.6 (1.0) 15.3 (1.0) 84.7 (1.0) 11.2 (0.9) 88.8 (0.9) 19.4 (1.1) 80.6 (1.1)
New Brunswick 15.7 (1.2) 84.3 (1.2) 15.7 (1.2) 84.3 (1.2) 10.5 (0.9) 89.5 (0.9) 19.9 (1.3) 80.1 (1.3)
Newfoundland and Labrador 10.7 (1.1) 89.3 (1.1) 12.4 (1.1) 87.6 (1.1) 7.6 (0.9) 92.4 (0.9) 14.8 (1.4) 85.2 (1.4)
Nova Scotia 13.8 (0.9) 86.2 (0.9) 12.6 (0.8) 87.4 (0.8) 8.9 (0.7) 91.1 (0.7) 17.2 (1.0) 82.8 (1.0)
Ontario 13.0 (0.6) 87.0 (0.6) 12.6 (0.6) 87.4 (0.6) 9.7 (0.5) 90.3 (0.5) 16.1 (0.8) 83.9 (0.8)
Prince Edward Island 10.6 (1.7) 89.4 (1.7) 13.1 (2.1) 86.9 (2.1) 9.6 (1.8) 90.4 (1.8) 14.7 (2.5) 85.3 (2.5)
Quebec 14.4 (0.7) 85.6 (0.7) 11.8 (0.7) 88.2 (0.7) 9.3 (0.6) 90.7 (0.6) 17.7 (0.7) 82.3 (0.7)
Saskatchewan 15.6 (0.8) 84.4 (0.8) 14.5 (0.8) 85.5 (0.8) 10.7 (0.7) 89.3 (0.7) 19.1 (1.0) 80.9 (1.0)

Colombia
Bogotá 14.7 (1.0) 85.3 (1.0) 13.4 (1.1) 86.6 (1.1) 13.0 (1.1) 87.0 (1.1) 20.8 (1.3) 79.2 (1.3)

Italy
Bolzano 25.7 (1.4) 74.3 (1.4) 19.7 (1.2) 80.3 (1.2) 15.9 (1.4) 84.1 (1.4) 25.7 (1.4) 74.3 (1.4)
Sardegna 18.0 (1.4) 82.0 (1.4) 15.2 (1.0) 84.8 (1.0) 13.9 (0.9) 86.1 (0.9) 19.6 (1.0) 80.4 (1.0)
Toscana 16.2 (1.1) 83.8 (1.1) 13.9 (1.2) 86.1 (1.2) 12.7 (1.3) 87.3 (1.3) 20.9 (1.3) 79.1 (1.3)
Trento 17.7 (1.1) 82.3 (1.1) 14.3 (1.0) 85.7 (1.0) 13.9 (1.0) 86.1 (1.0) 21.0 (1.3) 79.0 (1.3)

Spain
Andalusia 17.1 (1.4) † 82.9 (1.4) † 13.9 (1.3) † 86.1 (1.3) † 13.4 (1.3) † 86.6 (1.3) † 23.2 (1.5) † 76.8 (1.5) †
Aragon 16.4 (1.2) 83.6 (1.2) 11.1 (1.0) 88.9 (1.0) 11.9 (0.7) 88.1 (0.7) 20.8 (1.3) 79.2 (1.3)
Asturias 14.1 (0.8) 85.9 (0.8) 11.6 (0.6) 88.4 (0.6) 9.8 (0.6) 90.2 (0.6) 19.7 (1.0) 80.3 (1.0)
Balearic Islands 19.6 (1.0) 80.4 (1.0) 12.7 (0.8) 87.3 (0.8) 11.1 (0.8) 88.9 (0.8) 22.5 (1.0) 77.5 (1.0)
Basque Country 17.7 (0.9) † 82.3 (0.9) † 13.9 (0.9) † 86.1 (0.9) † 12.0 (0.6) † 88.0 (0.6) † 23.7 (1.0) † 76.3 (1.0) †
Canary Islands 12.7 (0.9) 87.3 (0.9) 10.4 (0.9) 89.6 (0.9) 8.9 (0.8) 91.1 (0.8) 20.3 (1.1) 79.7 (1.1)
Cantabria 13.4 (0.8) 86.6 (0.8) 8.8 (0.6) 91.2 (0.6) 7.5 (0.6) 92.5 (0.6) 18.1 (1.2) 81.9 (1.2)
Castile and Leon 12.4 (1.0) 87.6 (1.0) 8.1 (1.0) 91.9 (1.0) 9.1 (1.0) 90.9 (1.0) 16.8 (1.1) 83.2 (1.1)
Castile-La Mancha 15.1 (1.2) 84.9 (1.2) 9.8 (1.0) 90.2 (1.0) 10.7 (0.9) 89.3 (0.9) 20.2 (1.1) 79.8 (1.1)
Catalonia 23.7 (1.2) 76.3 (1.2) 15.2 (1.3) 84.8 (1.3) 12.5 (1.1) 87.5 (1.1) 24.5 (1.2) 75.5 (1.2)
Ceuta 29.0 (3.7) ‡ 71.0 (3.7) ‡ 26.9 (4.3) ‡ 73.1 (4.3) ‡ 16.9 (3.4) ‡ 83.1 (3.4) ‡ 25.8 (3.7) ‡ 74.2 (3.7) ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 17.5 (1.1) † 82.5 (1.1) † 13.2 (1.0) † 86.8 (1.0) † 12.0 (0.9) † 88.0 (0.9) † 23.0 (1.5) † 77.0 (1.5) †
Extremadura 14.9 (1.1) 85.1 (1.1) 12.4 (1.0) 87.6 (1.0) 11.3 (1.1) 88.7 (1.1) 20.4 (1.0) 79.6 (1.0)
Galicia 14.7 (0.8) 85.3 (0.8) 11.0 (0.9) 89.0 (0.9) 9.5 (0.6) 90.5 (0.6) 20.2 (0.9) 79.8 (0.9)
La Rioja 13.1 (0.9) 86.9 (0.9) 9.9 (1.0) 90.1 (1.0) 9.8 (0.8) 90.2 (0.8) 18.0 (1.1) 82.0 (1.1)
Madrid 15.4 (0.7) 84.6 (0.7) 10.4 (0.6) 89.6 (0.6) 10.9 (0.6) 89.1 (0.6) 19.1 (0.7) 80.9 (0.7)
Melilla 14.7 (2.3) 85.3 (2.3) 14.5 (2.5) 85.5 (2.5) 11.8 (2.8) 88.2 (2.8) 15.6 (2.7) 84.4 (2.7)
Murcia 14.9 (0.6) 85.1 (0.6) 10.5 (0.7) 89.5 (0.7) 11.3 (1.1) 88.7 (1.1) 19.5 (1.1) 80.5 (1.1)
Navarre 15.6 (1.0) 84.4 (1.0) 11.0 (1.2) 89.0 (1.2) 9.3 (1.0) 90.7 (1.0) 19.7 (1.4) 80.3 (1.4)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 15.1 (0.7) 84.9 (0.7) 14.6 (0.8) 85.4 (0.8) 8.7 (0.5) 91.3 (0.5) 16.8 (0.7) 83.2 (0.7)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.4.1 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.4.1 [4/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed that, when talking to people 
whose native language is different from theirs, they do the following:

"I carefully observe their reactions"
"I frequently check that we are 

understanding each other 
correctly"

"I listen carefully to what they say" "I choose my words carefully"

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

Disagree or 
strongly disagree

Agree or
strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 19.2 (1.2) 80.8 (1.2) 18.0 (1.1) 82.0 (1.1) 12.0 (0.9) 88.0 (0.9) 18.1 (0.9) 81.9 (0.9)
Cordoba* 21.7 (1.1) 78.3 (1.1) 22.2 (0.9) 77.8 (0.9) 17.0 (0.9) 83.0 (0.9) 22.0 (1.1) 78.0 (1.1)
PBA* 20.6 (1.3) 79.4 (1.3) 21.5 (1.4) 78.5 (1.4) 14.7 (1.1) 85.3 (1.1) 20.1 (1.2) 79.9 (1.2)
Tucuman* 22.0 (1.2) † 78.0 (1.2) † 23.1 (1.4) † 76.9 (1.4) † 17.3 (1.0) † 82.7 (1.0) † 22.9 (1.2) † 77.1 (1.2) †

Brazil
Middle-West 18.4 (2.5) † 81.6 (2.5) † 14.8 (1.9) † 85.2 (1.9) † 15.4 (1.7) † 84.6 (1.7) † 17.7 (2.1) † 82.3 (2.1) †
North 21.0 (1.9) † 79.0 (1.9) † 17.1 (1.7) † 82.9 (1.7) † 18.1 (1.8) † 81.9 (1.8) † 22.8 (2.1) † 77.2 (2.1) †
Northeast 19.9 (1.1) † 80.1 (1.1) † 16.8 (1.0) † 83.2 (1.0) † 16.2 (0.9) † 83.8 (0.9) † 20.7 (1.0) † 79.3 (1.0) †
South 13.6 (1.2) † 86.4 (1.2) † 13.3 (1.2) † 86.7 (1.2) † 11.0 (1.1) † 89.0 (1.1) † 20.6 (1.3) † 79.4 (1.3) †
Southeast 17.1 (0.8) † 82.9 (0.8) † 16.3 (0.8) † 83.7 (0.8) † 13.0 (0.8) † 87.0 (0.8) † 21.4 (0.9) † 78.6 (0.9) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 12.9 (1.0) 87.1 (1.0) 10.8 (1.0) 89.2 (1.0) 9.2 (0.7) 90.8 (0.7) 10.1 (1.0) 89.9 (1.0)
DKI Jakarta 10.2 (0.9) 89.8 (0.9) 9.8 (0.8) 90.2 (0.8) 6.6 (0.6) 93.4 (0.6) 10.1 (0.9) 89.9 (0.9)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 29.0 (1.7) † 71.0 (1.7) † 21.1 (1.8) † 78.9 (1.8) † 18.7 (1.9) † 81.3 (1.9) † 23.4 (2.0) † 76.6 (2.0) †
Aktobe region 29.2 (1.7) 70.8 (1.7) 24.9 (1.5) 75.1 (1.5) 18.8 (1.5) 81.2 (1.5) 22.4 (1.0) 77.6 (1.0)
Almaty 26.6 (2.0) 73.4 (2.0) 20.1 (1.8) 79.9 (1.8) 18.1 (2.0) 81.9 (2.0) 22.0 (1.2) 78.0 (1.2)
Almaty region 28.3 (1.8) 71.7 (1.8) 23.3 (1.9) 76.7 (1.9) 17.5 (1.9) 82.5 (1.9) 21.3 (1.5) 78.7 (1.5)
Astana 26.2 (1.2) 73.8 (1.2) 21.5 (1.3) 78.5 (1.3) 16.7 (1.3) 83.3 (1.3) 23.1 (1.8) 76.9 (1.8)
Atyrau region 31.4 (1.8) 68.6 (1.8) 26.4 (2.3) 73.6 (2.3) 22.8 (1.6) 77.2 (1.6) 24.0 (1.4) 76.0 (1.4)
East-Kazakhstan region 26.0 (2.0) 74.0 (2.0) 22.2 (1.7) 77.8 (1.7) 18.0 (1.4) 82.0 (1.4) 21.9 (1.8) 78.1 (1.8)
Karagandy region 29.8 (2.0) 70.2 (2.0) 20.9 (2.0) 79.1 (2.0) 18.5 (1.7) 81.5 (1.7) 24.4 (1.9) 75.6 (1.9)
Kostanay region 26.8 (1.3) 73.2 (1.3) 21.2 (1.4) 78.8 (1.4) 17.9 (1.6) 82.1 (1.6) 23.6 (1.4) 76.4 (1.4)
Kyzyl-Orda region 24.9 (1.3) 75.1 (1.3) 21.5 (1.0) 78.5 (1.0) 17.4 (1.0) 82.6 (1.0) 17.5 (1.0) 82.5 (1.0)
Mangistau region 33.3 (2.3) 66.7 (2.3) 25.0 (1.8) 75.0 (1.8) 23.0 (1.8) 77.0 (1.8) 24.3 (1.7) 75.7 (1.7)
North-Kazakhstan region 27.8 (1.5) 72.2 (1.5) 22.9 (1.4) 77.1 (1.4) 18.6 (1.3) 81.4 (1.3) 24.2 (1.3) 75.8 (1.3)
Pavlodar region 30.4 (1.9) 69.6 (1.9) 23.8 (1.7) 76.2 (1.7) 20.5 (1.6) 79.5 (1.6) 25.3 (1.9) 74.7 (1.9)
South-Kazakhstan region 33.2 (2.1) 66.8 (2.1) 24.0 (1.6) 76.0 (1.6) 20.4 (1.9) 79.6 (1.9) 22.1 (1.6) 77.9 (1.6)
West-Kazakhstan region 29.8 (1.7) 70.2 (1.7) 22.3 (1.7) 77.7 (1.7) 20.9 (2.2) 79.1 (2.2) 23.5 (1.5) 76.5 (1.5)
Zhambyl region 24.7 (1.4) 75.3 (1.4) 22.9 (1.8) 77.1 (1.8) 17.0 (1.1) 83.0 (1.1) 17.8 (1.6) 82.2 (1.6)

Russia
Moscow city 24.8 (0.7) 75.2 (0.7) 18.3 (0.5) 81.7 (0.5) 13.3 (0.5) 86.7 (0.5) 22.4 (0.7) 77.6 (0.7)
Moscow region* 32.0 (1.2) 68.0 (1.2) 24.1 (1.5) 75.9 (1.5) 19.5 (1.3) 80.5 (1.3) 25.0 (1.2) 75.0 (1.2)
Republic of Tatarstan* 31.3 (0.7) 68.7 (0.7) 23.8 (0.6) 76.2 (0.6) 18.6 (0.6) 81.4 (0.6) 24.4 (0.6) 75.6 (0.6)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.4.1 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.4.1 [5/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed that, when talking to people
whose native language is different from theirs, they do the following:

"I give concrete examples to
explain my ideas" "I explain things very carefully"

"If there is a problem with communication,
I find ways around it (e.g. by using gestures,

re-explaining, writing etc.)"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 17.6 (0.9) 82.4 (0.9) 15.2 (1.0) 84.8 (1.0) 11.2 (0.9) 88.8 (0.9)
British Columbia 20.1 (1.0) 79.9 (1.0) 19.1 (1.1) 80.9 (1.1) 12.6 (0.9) 87.4 (0.9)
Manitoba 19.9 (1.2) 80.1 (1.2) 20.5 (1.1) 79.5 (1.1) 14.6 (1.0) 85.4 (1.0)
New Brunswick 19.3 (1.6) 80.7 (1.6) 19.3 (1.4) 80.7 (1.4) 13.9 (1.1) 86.1 (1.1)
Newfoundland and Labrador 15.9 (1.5) 84.1 (1.5) 16.6 (1.5) 83.4 (1.5) 10.3 (1.1) 89.7 (1.1)
Nova Scotia 17.4 (0.9) 82.6 (0.9) 19.3 (1.1) 80.7 (1.1) 12.2 (1.0) 87.8 (1.0)
Ontario 18.1 (0.6) 81.9 (0.6) 16.9 (0.7) 83.1 (0.7) 11.3 (0.7) 88.7 (0.7)
Prince Edward Island 15.5 (2.2) 84.5 (2.2) 18.1 (2.3) 81.9 (2.3) 12.6 (2.1) 87.4 (2.1)
Quebec 13.1 (0.5) 86.9 (0.5) 18.6 (0.7) 81.4 (0.7) 11.3 (0.7) 88.7 (0.7)
Saskatchewan 19.3 (1.1) 80.7 (1.1) 18.5 (0.9) 81.5 (0.9) 13.8 (0.8) 86.2 (0.8)

Colombia
Bogotá 16.4 (1.1) 83.6 (1.1) 20.4 (1.2) 79.6 (1.2) 14.6 (1.0) 85.4 (1.0)

Italy
Bolzano 24.0 (1.4) 76.0 (1.4) 29.9 (1.4) 70.1 (1.4) 18.7 (1.2) 81.3 (1.2)
Sardegna 17.4 (1.1) 82.6 (1.1) 25.3 (1.2) 74.7 (1.2) 16.0 (1.3) 84.0 (1.3)
Toscana 17.2 (1.3) 82.8 (1.3) 24.3 (1.3) 75.7 (1.3) 13.6 (1.0) 86.4 (1.0)
Trento 16.9 (1.3) 83.1 (1.3) 26.6 (1.3) 73.4 (1.3) 14.7 (1.3) 85.3 (1.3)

Spain
Andalusia 18.1 (1.1) † 81.9 (1.1) † 23.7 (1.4) † 76.3 (1.4) † 13.5 (1.1) † 86.5 (1.1) †
Aragon 16.9 (0.9) 83.1 (0.9) 23.0 (1.2) 77.0 (1.2) 12.2 (1.1) 87.8 (1.1)
Asturias 16.3 (0.8) 83.7 (0.8) 19.6 (0.8) 80.4 (0.8) 11.8 (0.8) 88.2 (0.8)
Balearic Islands 16.0 (1.0) 84.0 (1.0) 22.6 (1.2) 77.4 (1.2) 11.7 (0.9) 88.3 (0.9)
Basque Country 16.3 (0.9) † 83.7 (0.9) † 23.8 (0.9) † 76.2 (0.9) † 13.1 (0.7) † 86.9 (0.7) †
Canary Islands 15.1 (0.9) 84.9 (0.9) 21.7 (0.9) 78.3 (0.9) 12.5 (0.8) 87.5 (0.8)
Cantabria 14.2 (0.8) 85.8 (0.8) 17.8 (1.0) 82.2 (1.0) 9.5 (0.7) 90.5 (0.7)
Castile and Leon 14.1 (0.9) 85.9 (0.9) 17.4 (1.1) 82.6 (1.1) 9.5 (1.0) 90.5 (1.0)
Castile-La Mancha 16.2 (1.1) 83.8 (1.1) 20.5 (1.4) 79.5 (1.4) 11.5 (0.8) 88.5 (0.8)
Catalonia 18.4 (1.3) 81.6 (1.3) 26.8 (1.3) 73.2 (1.3) 13.5 (1.3) 86.5 (1.3)
Ceuta 19.3 (3.4) ‡ 80.7 (3.4) ‡ 25.5 (3.1) ‡ 74.5 (3.1) ‡ 15.4 (2.9) ‡ 84.6 (2.9) ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 18.6 (1.2) † 81.4 (1.2) † 25.2 (1.5) † 74.8 (1.5) † 13.1 (1.1) † 86.9 (1.1) †
Extremadura 15.8 (1.0) 84.2 (1.0) 21.6 (1.1) 78.4 (1.1) 11.8 (1.0) 88.2 (1.0)
Galicia 17.6 (0.9) 82.4 (0.9) 19.5 (1.0) 80.5 (1.0) 10.3 (0.7) 89.7 (0.7)
La Rioja 12.9 (0.8) 87.1 (0.8) 18.2 (1.1) 81.8 (1.1) 10.2 (0.8) 89.8 (0.8)
Madrid 15.9 (0.8) 84.1 (0.8) 20.6 (0.7) 79.4 (0.7) 11.1 (0.5) 88.9 (0.5)
Melilla 14.4 (2.5) 85.6 (2.5) 16.9 (2.6) 83.1 (2.6) 8.7 (2.2) 91.3 (2.2)
Murcia 15.1 (0.9) 84.9 (0.9) 20.0 (1.0) 80.0 (1.0) 10.7 (0.8) 89.3 (0.8)
Navarre 15.7 (1.1) 84.3 (1.1) 20.6 (1.1) 79.4 (1.1) 11.6 (0.8) 88.4 (0.8)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 18.4 (0.6) 81.6 (0.6) 17.9 (0.9) 82.1 (0.9) 15.3 (0.7) 84.7 (0.7)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due 
to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the 
total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.4.1 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.4.1 [6/6] Awareness of intercultural communication
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed that, when talking to people
whose native language is different from theirs, they do the following:

"I give concrete examples to
explain my ideas" "I explain things very carefully"

"If there is a problem with communication, 
I find ways around it (e.g. by using gestures, 

re-explaining, writing etc.)"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 19.3 (0.9) 80.7 (0.9) 23.8 (0.8) 76.2 (0.8) 13.7 (0.9) 86.3 (0.9)
Cordoba* 22.2 (1.1) 77.8 (1.1) 24.8 (1.1) 75.2 (1.1) 18.2 (0.9) 81.8 (0.9)
PBA* 21.2 (0.9) 78.8 (0.9) 21.3 (1.3) 78.7 (1.3) 17.6 (1.2) 82.4 (1.2)
Tucuman* 22.4 (1.0) † 77.6 (1.0) † 23.2 (1.2) † 76.8 (1.2) † 19.1 (1.2) † 80.9 (1.2) †

Brazil
Middle-West 15.6 (1.9) † 84.4 (1.9) † 21.3 (1.7) † 78.7 (1.7) † 14.8 (2.0) † 85.2 (2.0) †
North 22.0 (1.4) † 78.0 (1.4) † 24.4 (2.1) † 75.6 (2.1) † 17.3 (1.8) † 82.7 (1.8) †
Northeast 20.2 (1.0) † 79.8 (1.0) † 21.1 (1.1) † 78.9 (1.1) † 18.2 (0.9) † 81.8 (0.9) †
South 17.5 (1.5) † 82.5 (1.5) † 22.8 (1.5) † 77.2 (1.5) † 14.7 (1.4) † 85.3 (1.4) †
Southeast 17.2 (0.8) † 82.8 (0.8) † 21.2 (0.8) † 78.8 (0.8) † 16.2 (0.6) † 83.8 (0.6) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 11.3 (0.9) 88.7 (0.9) 8.9 (0.6) 91.1 (0.6) 10.9 (0.9) 89.1 (0.9)
DKI Jakarta 8.9 (0.9) 91.1 (0.9) 8.2 (0.8) 91.8 (0.8) 10.0 (1.0) 90.0 (1.0)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 21.1 (1.7) † 78.9 (1.7) † 22.4 (1.7) † 77.6 (1.7) † 22.2 (1.8) † 77.8 (1.8) †
Aktobe region 18.2 (1.3) 81.8 (1.3) 23.4 (2.0) 76.6 (2.0) 20.1 (1.5) 79.9 (1.5)
Almaty 17.4 (1.3) 82.6 (1.3) 23.2 (1.4) 76.8 (1.4) 18.4 (1.1) 81.6 (1.1)
Almaty region 16.3 (1.5) 83.7 (1.5) 18.3 (1.7) 81.7 (1.7) 17.2 (2.0) 82.8 (2.0)
Astana 20.5 (1.6) 79.5 (1.6) 25.8 (1.6) 74.2 (1.6) 19.1 (1.1) 80.9 (1.1)
Atyrau region 20.7 (1.6) 79.3 (1.6) 24.8 (1.5) 75.2 (1.5) 24.5 (1.7) 75.5 (1.7)
East-Kazakhstan region 16.4 (1.5) 83.6 (1.5) 21.3 (1.5) 78.7 (1.5) 18.0 (1.6) 82.0 (1.6)
Karagandy region 19.3 (1.8) 80.7 (1.8) 24.0 (1.7) 76.0 (1.7) 21.3 (2.0) 78.7 (2.0)
Kostanay region 19.0 (1.3) 81.0 (1.3) 24.3 (1.6) 75.7 (1.6) 20.5 (1.2) 79.5 (1.2)
Kyzyl-Orda region 15.7 (1.2) 84.3 (1.2) 15.3 (1.1) 84.7 (1.1) 16.8 (1.4) 83.2 (1.4)
Mangistau region 21.3 (1.2) 78.7 (1.2) 24.8 (1.5) 75.2 (1.5) 21.3 (1.5) 78.7 (1.5)
North-Kazakhstan region 20.3 (1.5) 79.7 (1.5) 26.8 (1.7) 73.2 (1.7) 23.0 (1.7) 77.0 (1.7)
Pavlodar region 20.8 (1.5) 79.2 (1.5) 24.5 (1.4) 75.5 (1.4) 23.7 (1.3) 76.3 (1.3)
South-Kazakhstan region 18.5 (1.3) 81.5 (1.3) 19.4 (1.8) 80.6 (1.8) 17.4 (1.5) 82.6 (1.5)
West-Kazakhstan region 20.1 (1.5) 79.9 (1.5) 23.5 (1.9) 76.5 (1.9) 20.7 (1.4) 79.3 (1.4)
Zhambyl region 15.9 (1.5) 84.1 (1.5) 17.1 (1.3) 82.9 (1.3) 17.0 (0.9) 83.0 (0.9)

Russia
Moscow city 18.1 (0.5) 81.9 (0.5) 30.0 (0.6) 70.0 (0.6) 15.9 (0.6) 84.1 (0.6)
Moscow region* 22.5 (1.0) 77.5 (1.0) 29.9 (1.2) 70.1 (1.2) 19.9 (1.1) 80.1 (1.1)
Republic of Tatarstan* 20.8 (0.6) 79.2 (0.6) 30.6 (0.6) 69.4 (0.6) 21.0 (0.6) 79.0 (0.6)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of awareness of intercultural communication is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. 
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes: Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.4.1 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Table VI.B2.5.1 [1/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Global mindedness

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 0.17 (0.02) 1.08 (0.03) 1.18 (0.06) 0.01 (0.01) 1.16 (0.05) 0.7 (0.6)
British Columbia 0.14 (0.03) 0.97 (0.03) 0.94 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) 0.93 (0.05) 1.8 (1.1)
Manitoba 0.14 (0.03) 1.05 (0.03) 1.10 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 1.14 (0.07) 0.5 (0.8)
New Brunswick 0.09 (0.03) 1.08 (0.03) 1.16 (0.07) 0.04 (0.02) 1.14 (0.07) 3.1 (1.6)
Newfoundland and Labrador 0.10 (0.03) 0.93 (0.03) 0.86 (0.06) 0.01 (0.01) 0.86 (0.05) 0.8 (1.1)
Nova Scotia 0.07 (0.03) 0.99 (0.03) 0.98 (0.06) 0.02 (0.02) 0.96 (0.06) 1.6 (1.8)
Ontario 0.15 (0.02) 1.05 (0.02) 1.10 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 1.09 (0.04) 1.0 (0.5)
Prince Edward Island 0.04 (0.07) 0.97 (0.05) 0.96 (0.12) 0.00 c 0.96 (0.18) 0.0 c
Quebec 0.26 (0.03) 1.09 (0.02) 1.19 (0.04) 0.03 (0.01) 1.16 (0.04) 2.6 (0.8)
Saskatchewan 0.05 (0.03) 1.04 (0.02) 1.08 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 1.08 (0.05) 1.2 (0.6)

Colombia
Bogotá 0.18 (0.02) 0.90 (0.02) 0.81 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 0.78 (0.04) 2.6 (1.0)

Italy
Bolzano -0.17 (0.03) 0.91 (0.02) 0.83 (0.04) 0.04 (0.02) 0.78 (0.05) 4.9 (2.0)
Sardegna -0.17 (0.03) † 0.93 (0.03) † 0.87 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.84 (0.06) † 1.0 (0.8) †
Toscana -0.08 (0.03) 0.82 (0.02) 0.67 (0.04) † 0.01 (0.01) 0.65 (0.04) 1.8 (1.2)
Trento -0.06 (0.02) 0.86 (0.03) 0.72 (0.05) † 0.04 (0.02) 0.67 (0.05) 5.4 (2.1)

Spain
Andalusia 0.24 (0.03) † 1.10 (0.03) † 1.21 (0.06) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.21 (0.06) † 0.6 (0.8) †
Aragon 0.24 (0.04) 1.08 (0.03) 1.16 (0.07) 0.02 (0.01) 1.14 (0.06) 1.5 (1.1)
Asturias 0.25 (0.02) 1.03 (0.02) 1.06 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 1.06 (0.05) 1.6 (1.0)
Balearic Islands 0.16 (0.03) 0.96 (0.03) 0.93 (0.06) 0.01 (0.01) 0.93 (0.06) 1.3 (0.7)
Basque Country 0.23 (0.02) † 1.01 (0.02) † 1.03 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.02 (0.04) † 1.2 (0.7) †
Canary Islands 0.35 (0.03) 1.00 (0.03) 1.00 (0.05) 0.00 c 1.00 (0.05) 0.0 c
Cantabria 0.25 (0.03) 1.01 (0.03) 1.02 (0.05) 0.00 c 1.01 (0.05) 0.0 c
Castile and Leon 0.28 (0.03) 0.94 (0.03) 0.89 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 0.88 (0.05) 1.2 (0.8)
Castile-La Mancha 0.27 (0.03) 0.99 (0.02) 0.98 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 0.96 (0.05) 0.9 (1.0)
Catalonia 0.08 (0.03) † 0.94 (0.03) † 0.89 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.89 (0.05) † 1.1 (1.1) †
Ceuta 0.28 (0.11) ‡ 1.15 (0.07) ‡ 1.33 (0.16) 0.00 c ‡ 1.33 (0.27) ‡ 0.0 c ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 0.22 (0.04) † 1.01 (0.03) † 1.02 (0.06) 0.01 (0.01) † 1.01 (0.06) † 0.9 (1.3) †
Extremadura 0.26 (0.03) 0.99 (0.02) 0.99 (0.04) 0.00 (0.01) 0.99 (0.05) 0.2 (0.7)
Galicia 0.31 (0.03) 0.98 (0.03) 0.97 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 0.94 (0.04) 0.9 (0.8)
La Rioja 0.29 (0.02) 0.98 (0.02) 0.95 (0.05) 0.04 (0.01) 0.91 (0.06) 3.7 (1.5)
Madrid 0.29 (0.02) 1.01 (0.02) 1.02 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 1.00 (0.04) 1.5 (0.5)
Melilla 0.23 (0.07) † 0.92 (0.07) † 0.84 (0.13) 0.00 c † 0.87 (0.09) † 0.0 c †
Murcia 0.27 (0.03) 0.95 (0.02) 0.90 (0.05) 0.01 (0.01) 0.89 (0.04) 1.1 (0.9)
Navarre 0.30 (0.03) 1.03 (0.03) 1.06 (0.07) 0.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.05) 1.5 (0.7)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* -0.05 (0.02) 0.92 (0.02) 0.84 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 0.81 (0.03) 2.7 (0.8)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.5.3 for national data.
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.5.1 [2/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Global mindedness

Mean index Standard deviation

Variation in the index1

Total variation2
Variation between 

schools3
Variation within 

schools

Proportion of 
variation that lies 
between schools4

Mean S.E. S.D. S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 0.00 (0.03) 0.89 (0.02) 0.80 (0.04) 0.02 (0.01) 0.78 (0.04) 2.2 (1.1)
Cordoba* -0.04 (0.02) 0.91 (0.02) 0.82 (0.03) 0.02 (0.01) 0.80 (0.04) 2.2 (0.9)
PBA* -0.07 (0.03) † 0.93 (0.02) † 0.86 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.85 (0.04) † 1.7 (1.2) †
Tucuman* 0.00 (0.03) † 0.94 (0.03) † 0.85 (0.05) 0.02 (0.01) † 0.82 (0.04) † 2.1 (1.3) †

Brazil
Middle-West 0.04 (0.06) † 0.92 (0.04) † 0.81 (0.08) 0.02 (0.02) † 0.78 (0.08) † 2.6 (2.0) †
North -0.01 (0.03) † 0.92 (0.04) † 0.85 (0.08) 0.00 (0.02) † 0.88 (0.07) † 0.3 (2.2) †
Northeast -0.06 (0.03) † 0.99 (0.02) † 0.99 (0.05) 0.04 (0.01) † 0.90 (0.04) † 4.0 (1.3) †
South -0.04 (0.03) † 0.95 (0.04) † 0.88 (0.07) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.86 (0.07) † 1.3 (1.4) †
Southeast -0.04 (0.02) † 0.96 (0.02) † 0.91 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) † 0.90 (0.04) † 1.1 (0.8) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 0.01 (0.03) 0.81 (0.03) 0.66 (0.05) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.61 (0.05) 4.2 (1.0)
DKI Jakarta 0.05 (0.03) 0.82 (0.02) 0.67 (0.04) † 0.03 (0.01) 0.64 (0.04) 4.5 (1.4)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region -0.10 (0.04) † 1.05 (0.04) † 1.12 (0.08) 0.04 (0.02) † 1.09 (0.08) † 3.5 (1.6) †
Aktobe region -0.04 (0.04) 1.08 (0.04) 1.17 (0.09) 0.03 (0.01) 1.22 (0.08) 2.6 (1.0)
Almaty -0.09 (0.04) 1.11 (0.03) 1.15 (0.08) 0.05 (0.02) 1.14 (0.09) 4.4 (1.7)
Almaty region 0.06 (0.05) 1.11 (0.03) 1.23 (0.08) 0.02 (0.02) 1.21 (0.10) 2.0 (1.4)
Astana -0.13 (0.04) 1.09 (0.03) 1.20 (0.08) 0.03 (0.02) 1.17 (0.08) 2.7 (1.3)
Atyrau region -0.12 (0.04) 1.06 (0.03) 1.08 (0.09) 0.03 (0.02) 1.08 (0.09) 2.7 (1.6)
East-Kazakhstan region -0.03 (0.04) 1.10 (0.03) 1.21 (0.08) 0.03 (0.01) 1.22 (0.08) 2.4 (1.2)
Karagandy region -0.15 (0.04) 1.02 (0.03) 1.04 (0.08) 0.04 (0.01) 0.99 (0.07) 3.5 (1.3)
Kostanay region -0.08 (0.04) 1.15 (0.05) 1.31 (0.12) 0.05 (0.02) 1.28 (0.10) 3.8 (1.8)
Kyzyl-Orda region 0.20 (0.04) 1.22 (0.04) 1.57 (0.13) 0.06 (0.03) 1.54 (0.14) 3.8 (1.9)
Mangistau region -0.02 (0.03) 1.15 (0.03) 1.33 (0.09) 0.01 (0.01) 1.36 (0.11) 0.7 (0.8)
North-Kazakhstan region -0.15 (0.04) 1.09 (0.04) 1.25 (0.11) 0.02 (0.01) 1.12 (0.08) 2.1 (1.1)
Pavlodar region -0.15 (0.04) 1.10 (0.03) 1.22 (0.07) 0.03 (0.02) 1.13 (0.10) 2.7 (1.3)
South-Kazakhstan region 0.08 (0.02) 1.11 (0.04) 1.22 (0.09) 0.00 (0.01) 1.22 (0.06) 0.1 (0.5)
West-Kazakhstan region 0.02 (0.05) 1.17 (0.03) 1.37 (0.07) 0.09 (0.04) 1.24 (0.07) 7.0 (2.8)
Zhambyl region 0.09 (0.04) † 1.16 (0.04) † 1.31 (0.10) 0.03 (0.02) † 1.31 (0.10) † 1.9 (1.2) †

Russia
Moscow city -0.31 (0.01) † 0.96 (0.02) † 0.92 (0.04) 0.00 c † 0.92 (0.03) † 0.0 c †
Moscow region* -0.29 (0.03) 1.06 (0.03) 1.12 (0.06) 0.00 (0.01) 1.08 (0.06) 0.3 (0.8)
Republic of Tatarstan* -0.21 (0.02) 1.07 (0.02) 1.15 (0.04) 0.01 (0.01) 1.19 (0.04) 1.0 (0.5)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.5.3 for national data.
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Table VI.B2.5.1 [3/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed with the following statements:

"I think of myself as a citizen
of the world"

"When I see the poor conditions that 
some people in the world live 

under, I feel a responsibility to do 
something about it"

"I think my behaviour can impact 
people in other countries"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 15.7 (1.0) 84.3 (1.0) 30.3 (1.0) 69.7 (1.0) 32.3 (0.9) 67.7 (0.9)
British Columbia 14.5 (0.8) 85.5 (0.8) 31.1 (1.2) 68.9 (1.2) 35.4 (1.3) 64.6 (1.3)
Manitoba 15.5 (1.0) 84.5 (1.0) 29.3 (1.2) 70.7 (1.2) 34.8 (1.3) 65.2 (1.3)
New Brunswick 16.2 (1.3) 83.8 (1.3) 30.3 (1.3) 69.7 (1.3) 38.3 (1.9) 61.7 (1.9)
Newfoundland and Labrador 12.7 (1.3) 87.3 (1.3) 29.9 (1.8) 70.1 (1.8) 37.7 (1.8) 62.3 (1.8)
Nova Scotia 15.5 (1.2) 84.5 (1.2) 33.3 (1.4) 66.7 (1.4) 40.5 (1.5) 59.5 (1.5)
Ontario 16.7 (0.8) 83.3 (0.8) 29.9 (0.9) 70.1 (0.9) 33.0 (1.0) 67.0 (1.0)
Prince Edward Island 13.5 (1.6) 86.5 (1.6) 32.1 (2.4) 67.9 (2.4) 37.4 (2.6) 62.6 (2.6)
Quebec 13.7 (0.6) 86.3 (0.6) 26.4 (1.0) 73.6 (1.0) 35.0 (0.9) 65.0 (0.9)
Saskatchewan 16.2 (0.9) 83.8 (0.9) 33.9 (1.2) 66.1 (1.2) 34.9 (1.3) 65.1 (1.3)

Colombia
Bogotá 15.4 (0.7) 84.6 (0.7) 22.8 (1.0) 77.2 (1.0) 33.4 (1.1) 66.6 (1.1)

Italy
Bolzano 31.2 (1.5) 68.8 (1.5) 38.9 (1.6) 61.1 (1.6) 47.9 (1.4) 52.1 (1.4)
Sardegna 21.9 (1.2) † 78.1 (1.2) † 35.9 (1.1) † 64.1 (1.1) † 50.4 (1.4) † 49.6 (1.4) †
Toscana 20.9 (1.7) 79.1 (1.7) 30.1 (1.3) 69.9 (1.3) 45.0 (1.5) 55.0 (1.5)
Trento 20.9 (1.4) 79.1 (1.4) 31.7 (1.6) 68.3 (1.6) 44.9 (1.7) 55.1 (1.7)

Spain
Andalusia 15.0 (0.9) † 85.0 (0.9) † 27.7 (1.4) † 72.3 (1.4) † 36.7 (1.4) † 63.3 (1.4) †
Aragon 10.9 (1.0) 89.1 (1.0) 27.0 (1.3) 73.0 (1.3) 36.9 (1.6) 63.1 (1.6)
Asturias 12.2 (0.7) 87.8 (0.7) 29.2 (1.2) 70.8 (1.2) 37.7 (1.0) 62.3 (1.0)
Balearic Islands 11.3 (1.0) 88.7 (1.0) 27.3 (1.2) 72.7 (1.2) 44.4 (1.1) 55.6 (1.1)
Basque Country 14.5 (0.9) † 85.5 (0.9) † 26.4 (1.0) † 73.6 (1.0) † 37.4 (1.3) † 62.6 (1.3) †
Canary Islands 9.7 (0.9) 90.3 (0.9) 23.9 (1.1) 76.1 (1.1) 33.7 (1.2) 66.3 (1.2)
Cantabria 10.2 (1.0) 89.8 (1.0) 26.7 (1.2) 73.3 (1.2) 39.5 (1.7) 60.5 (1.7)
Castile and Leon 8.5 (0.8) 91.5 (0.8) 24.6 (1.3) 75.4 (1.3) 37.1 (1.3) 62.9 (1.3)
Castile-La Mancha 9.7 (1.1) 90.3 (1.1) 23.4 (1.3) 76.6 (1.3) 36.5 (1.4) 63.5 (1.4)
Catalonia 12.6 (1.2) † 87.4 (1.2) † 30.0 (1.6) † 70.0 (1.6) † 43.7 (1.4) † 56.3 (1.4) †
Ceuta 21.9 (4.1) ‡ 78.1 (4.1) ‡ 31.4 (4.7) ‡ 68.6 (4.7) ‡ 36.1 (4.6) ‡ 63.9 (4.6) ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 10.9 (0.9) † 89.1 (0.9) † 27.2 (1.5) † 72.8 (1.5) † 37.4 (1.6) † 62.6 (1.6) †
Extremadura 9.7 (1.1) 90.3 (1.1) 23.9 (1.1) 76.1 (1.1) 36.3 (1.4) 63.7 (1.4)
Galicia 8.9 (0.8) 91.1 (0.8) 23.2 (1.1) 76.8 (1.1) 34.2 (1.1) 65.8 (1.1)
La Rioja 8.7 (0.8) 91.3 (0.8) 25.4 (1.3) 74.6 (1.3) 36.3 (1.3) 63.7 (1.3)
Madrid 10.5 (0.7) 89.5 (0.7) 24.6 (0.9) 75.4 (0.9) 37.4 (1.1) 62.6 (1.1)
Melilla 9.9 (2.4) † 90.1 (2.4) † 19.7 (3.2) † 80.3 (3.2) † 43.5 (4.1) † 56.5 (4.1) †
Murcia 8.6 (0.6) 91.4 (0.6) 25.3 (1.3) 74.7 (1.3) 38.7 (1.4) 61.3 (1.4)
Navarre 12.4 (1.1) 87.6 (1.1) 23.7 (1.1) 76.3 (1.1) 31.4 (1.2) 68.6 (1.2)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 18.6 (0.7) 81.4 (0.7) 33.6 (1.1) 66.4 (1.1) 47.3 (1.1) 52.7 (1.1)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.5.3 for national data.
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.5.1 [4/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed with the following statements:

"I think of myself as a citizen
of the world"

"When I see the poor conditions that 
some people in the world live 

under, I feel a responsibility to do 
something about it"

"I think my behaviour can impact 
people in other countries"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 17.4 (1.1) 82.6 (1.1) 32.5 (1.9) 67.5 (1.9) 48.0 (1.4) 52.0 (1.4)
Cordoba* 20.1 (1.2) 79.9 (1.2) 32.9 (1.2) 67.1 (1.2) 44.3 (1.3) 55.7 (1.3)
PBA* 21.3 (1.2) † 78.7 (1.2) † 31.1 (1.2) † 68.9 (1.2) † 47.9 (1.4) † 52.1 (1.4) †
Tucuman* 22.1 (1.4) † 77.9 (1.4) † 30.6 (1.7) † 69.4 (1.7) † 42.6 (1.5) † 57.4 (1.5) †

Brazil
Middle-West 19.8 (2.5) † 80.2 (2.5) † 21.4 (2.9) † 78.6 (2.9) † 49.6 (2.4) † 50.4 (2.4) †
North 23.8 (1.9) † 76.2 (1.9) † 20.4 (2.1) † 79.6 (2.1) † 52.4 (2.0) † 47.6 (2.0) †
Northeast 25.1 (1.4) † 74.9 (1.4) † 22.8 (1.0) † 77.2 (1.0) † 52.1 (1.4) † 47.9 (1.4) †
South 19.1 (1.4) † 80.9 (1.4) † 21.3 (1.5) † 78.7 (1.5) † 53.6 (1.5) † 46.4 (1.5) †
Southeast 22.4 (1.0) † 77.6 (1.0) † 22.8 (0.8) † 77.2 (0.8) † 55.6 (1.2) † 44.4 (1.2) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 12.7 (1.0) 87.3 (1.0) 23.2 (1.4) 76.8 (1.4) 30.1 (1.5) 69.9 (1.5)
DKI Jakarta 15.5 (1.1) 84.5 (1.1) 21.6 (1.3) 78.4 (1.3) 33.5 (1.5) 66.5 (1.5)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 26.3 (2.0) † 73.7 (2.0) † 33.7 (1.7) † 66.3 (1.7) † 43.7 (1.6) † 56.3 (1.6) †
Aktobe region 24.9 (1.5) 75.1 (1.5) 28.6 (1.4) 71.4 (1.4) 38.0 (1.9) 62.0 (1.9)
Almaty 23.8 (1.2) 76.2 (1.2) 34.4 (1.8) 65.6 (1.8) 42.7 (1.9) 57.3 (1.9)
Almaty region 24.5 (2.3) 75.5 (2.3) 23.4 (2.4) 76.6 (2.4) 33.9 (2.2) 66.1 (2.2)
Astana 25.5 (1.8) 74.5 (1.8) 34.9 (1.5) 65.1 (1.5) 43.2 (2.2) 56.8 (2.2)
Atyrau region 27.8 (1.4) 72.2 (1.4) 28.0 (1.9) 72.0 (1.9) 41.3 (2.0) 58.7 (2.0)
East-Kazakhstan region 23.8 (2.1) 76.2 (2.1) 33.6 (2.2) 66.4 (2.2) 40.2 (2.2) 59.8 (2.2)
Karagandy region 24.9 (1.6) 75.1 (1.6) 37.2 (1.7) 62.8 (1.7) 43.9 (1.6) 56.1 (1.6)
Kostanay region 23.9 (1.5) 76.1 (1.5) 33.6 (1.5) 66.4 (1.5) 42.8 (2.1) 57.2 (2.1)
Kyzyl-Orda region 19.3 (1.1) 80.7 (1.1) 19.8 (1.2) 80.2 (1.2) 27.1 (1.7) 72.9 (1.7)
Mangistau region 27.3 (1.5) 72.7 (1.5) 29.3 (1.3) 70.7 (1.3) 36.7 (1.6) 63.3 (1.6)
North-Kazakhstan region 24.2 (1.3) 75.8 (1.3) 39.1 (2.2) 60.9 (2.2) 45.1 (2.0) 54.9 (2.0)
Pavlodar region 28.4 (1.7) 71.6 (1.7) 37.4 (1.4) 62.6 (1.4) 41.0 (2.1) 59.0 (2.1)
South-Kazakhstan region 23.6 (1.5) 76.4 (1.5) 23.3 (1.5) 76.7 (1.5) 32.5 (2.0) 67.5 (2.0)
West-Kazakhstan region 23.2 (1.4) 76.8 (1.4) 29.1 (2.3) 70.9 (2.3) 36.6 (1.6) 63.4 (1.6)
Zhambyl region 22.7 (1.8) † 77.3 (1.8) † 24.9 (1.9) † 75.1 (1.9) † 35.8 (2.3) † 64.2 (2.3) †

Russia
Moscow city 35.3 (0.9) † 64.7 (0.9) † 42.0 (0.8) † 58.0 (0.8) † 58.7 (0.7) † 41.3 (0.7) †
Moscow region* 36.2 (1.2) 63.8 (1.2) 41.2 (1.0) 58.8 (1.0) 54.5 (1.4) 45.5 (1.4)
Republic of Tatarstan* 29.0 (0.6) 71.0 (0.6) 36.0 (0.7) 64.0 (0.7) 50.8 (0.8) 49.2 (0.8)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.5.3 for national data.
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.5.1 [5/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed with the following statements:

"It is right to boycott companies that 
are known to provide poor 

workplace conditions for their 
employees"

"I can do something about the 
problems of the world"

"Looking after the global 
environment is important to me"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 24.4 (1.0) 75.6 (1.0) 34.3 (1.1) 65.7 (1.1) 21.8 (1.0) 78.2 (1.0)
British Columbia 26.2 (1.2) 73.8 (1.2) 33.6 (1.3) 66.4 (1.3) 20.6 (1.2) 79.4 (1.2)
Manitoba 29.0 (1.2) 71.0 (1.2) 34.4 (1.2) 65.6 (1.2) 21.9 (1.2) 78.1 (1.2)
New Brunswick 34.1 (1.5) 65.9 (1.5) 38.0 (1.6) 62.0 (1.6) 24.5 (1.4) 75.5 (1.4)
Newfoundland and Labrador 28.1 (1.6) 71.9 (1.6) 36.1 (1.7) 63.9 (1.7) 23.0 (1.6) 77.0 (1.6)
Nova Scotia 28.4 (1.2) 71.6 (1.2) 40.3 (1.7) 59.7 (1.7) 24.0 (1.4) 76.0 (1.4)
Ontario 24.7 (0.9) 75.3 (0.9) 32.7 (1.1) 67.3 (1.1) 21.9 (0.8) 78.1 (0.8)
Prince Edward Island 28.5 (2.4) 71.5 (2.4) 38.5 (3.0) 61.5 (3.0) 23.8 (2.2) 76.2 (2.2)
Quebec 27.3 (0.9) 72.7 (0.9) 39.9 (1.1) 60.1 (1.1) 15.2 (0.8) 84.8 (0.8)
Saskatchewan 33.6 (1.2) 66.4 (1.2) 35.6 (1.4) 64.4 (1.4) 25.5 (1.3) 74.5 (1.3)

Colombia
Bogotá 39.3 (1.1) 60.7 (1.1) 27.7 (1.3) 72.3 (1.3) 12.3 (1.0) 87.7 (1.0)

Italy
Bolzano 39.7 (1.7) 60.3 (1.7) 50.3 (1.5) 49.7 (1.5) 27.3 (1.4) 72.7 (1.4)
Sardegna 43.7 (1.4) † 56.3 (1.4) † 43.8 (1.3) † 56.2 (1.3) † 30.9 (1.5) † 69.1 (1.5) †
Toscana 41.0 (1.3) 59.0 (1.3) 39.3 (1.4) 60.7 (1.4) 27.0 (1.3) 73.0 (1.3)
Trento 40.7 (1.8) 59.3 (1.8) 35.4 (1.6) 64.6 (1.6) 26.9 (1.5) 73.1 (1.5)

Spain
Andalusia 33.2 (0.8) † 66.8 (0.8) † 32.8 (1.4) † 67.2 (1.4) † 16.7 (1.0) † 83.3 (1.0) †
Aragon 30.5 (1.5) 69.5 (1.5) 32.7 (1.3) 67.3 (1.3) 16.7 (1.1) 83.3 (1.1)
Asturias 28.9 (1.2) 71.1 (1.2) 33.7 (1.1) 66.3 (1.1) 18.2 (1.0) 81.8 (1.0)
Balearic Islands 37.2 (1.2) 62.8 (1.2) 31.5 (1.2) 68.5 (1.2) 17.1 (0.9) 82.9 (0.9)
Basque Country 28.4 (1.1) † 71.6 (1.1) † 32.0 (1.1) † 68.0 (1.1) † 17.3 (0.8) † 82.7 (0.8) †
Canary Islands 29.2 (1.4) 70.8 (1.4) 29.2 (1.2) 70.8 (1.2) 13.2 (1.0) 86.8 (1.0)
Cantabria 27.8 (1.2) 72.2 (1.2) 32.3 (1.2) 67.7 (1.2) 16.9 (0.8) 83.1 (0.8)
Castile and Leon 26.6 (1.3) 73.4 (1.3) 31.2 (1.5) 68.8 (1.5) 13.7 (0.8) 86.3 (0.8)
Castile-La Mancha 28.1 (1.5) 71.9 (1.5) 33.5 (1.4) 66.5 (1.4) 14.1 (1.1) 85.9 (1.1)
Catalonia 37.2 (1.8) † 62.8 (1.8) † 39.6 (1.7) † 60.4 (1.7) † 21.8 (1.5) † 78.2 (1.5) †
Ceuta 32.3 (4.6) ‡ 67.7 (4.6) ‡ 30.0 (4.4) ‡ 70.0 (4.4) ‡ 19.0 (3.6) ‡ 81.0 (3.6) ‡
Comunidad Valenciana 32.8 (1.9) † 67.2 (1.9) † 32.1 (1.9) † 67.9 (1.9) † 16.7 (1.5) † 83.3 (1.5) †
Extremadura 31.9 (1.4) † 68.1 (1.4) † 31.5 (1.2) 68.5 (1.2) 15.7 (1.0) † 84.3 (1.0) †
Galicia 27.1 (1.5) 72.9 (1.5) 33.6 (1.3) 66.4 (1.3) 13.8 (0.9) 86.2 (0.9)
La Rioja 26.7 (1.4) 73.3 (1.4) 32.4 (1.4) 67.6 (1.4) 14.3 (1.1) 85.7 (1.1)
Madrid 28.8 (0.8) 71.2 (0.8) 32.2 (0.9) 67.8 (0.9) 15.2 (0.7) 84.8 (0.7)
Melilla 34.5 (3.7) † 65.5 (3.7) † 37.0 (3.6) † 63.0 (3.6) † 19.2 (3.0) † 80.8 (3.0) †
Murcia 29.1 (1.3) 70.9 (1.3) 32.1 (1.1) 67.9 (1.1) 14.1 (1.2) 85.9 (1.2)
Navarre 29.2 (1.4) 70.8 (1.4) 29.1 (1.1) 70.9 (1.1) 16.1 (0.9) 83.9 (0.9)

United Kingdom
England m m m m m m m m m m m m
Northern Ireland m m m m m m m m m m m m
Scotland* 29.6 (1.0) 70.4 (1.0) 45.6 (1.1) 54.4 (1.1) 28.4 (1.0) 71.6 (1.0)
Wales m m m m m m m m m m m m

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.5.3 for national data.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?382

Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.5.1 [6/6] Agency regarding global issues
Based on students’ reports

 

Percentage of students who disagreed/agreed with the following statements:

"It is right to boycott companies that 
are known to provide poor 

workplace conditions for their 
employees"

"I can do something about the 
problems of the world"

"Looking after the global 
environment is important to me"

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

Disagree or
strongly disagree Agree or strongly agree

% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Argentina

CABA* 38.6 (1.2) 61.4 (1.2) 42.8 (1.4) 57.2 (1.4) 18.4 (1.2) 81.6 (1.2)
Cordoba* 43.5 (1.4) 56.5 (1.4) 38.4 (1.5) 61.6 (1.5) 21.3 (1.0) 78.7 (1.0)
PBA* 42.4 (1.3) † 57.6 (1.3) † 42.9 (1.2) † 57.1 (1.2) † 21.9 (1.2) † 78.1 (1.2) †
Tucuman* 43.3 (1.4) † 56.7 (1.4) † 37.5 (1.5) † 62.5 (1.5) † 20.7 (1.5) † 79.3 (1.5) †

Brazil
Middle-West 51.3 (2.5) † 48.7 (2.5) † 29.6 (2.0) † 70.4 (2.0) † 17.7 (2.2) † 82.3 (2.2) †
North 45.8 (2.9) † 54.2 (2.9) † 34.5 (2.4) † 65.5 (2.4) † 17.8 (2.0) † 82.2 (2.0) †
Northeast 50.6 (1.2) † 49.4 (1.2) † 36.3 (1.2) † 63.7 (1.2) † 17.8 (1.0) † 82.2 (1.0) †
South 48.4 (1.7) † 51.6 (1.7) † 36.9 (1.7) † 63.1 (1.7) † 20.0 (1.5) † 80.0 (1.5) †
Southeast 49.7 (1.2) † 50.3 (1.2) † 37.0 (1.1) † 63.0 (1.1) † 18.7 (0.8) † 81.3 (0.8) †

Indonesia
DI Yogyakarta 40.2 (1.6) 59.8 (1.6) 40.2 (1.9) 59.8 (1.9) 11.7 (0.9) 88.3 (0.9)
DKI Jakarta 39.5 (1.5) 60.5 (1.5) 41.9 (1.7) 58.1 (1.7) 11.8 (0.9) 88.2 (0.9)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 38.0 (2.4) † 62.0 (2.4) † 50.5 (1.7) † 49.5 (1.7) † 24.3 (1.6) † 75.7 (1.6) †
Aktobe region 37.2 (1.4) 62.8 (1.4) 46.5 (2.1) 53.5 (2.1) 22.2 (1.5) 77.8 (1.5)
Almaty 38.1 (1.9) 61.9 (1.9) 45.9 (2.1) 54.1 (2.1) 26.5 (1.4) 73.5 (1.4)
Almaty region 37.0 (1.7) 63.0 (1.7) 37.5 (1.4) 62.5 (1.4) 20.0 (1.9) 80.0 (1.9)
Astana 36.6 (1.7) 63.4 (1.7) 48.9 (1.4) 51.1 (1.4) 26.0 (1.4) 74.0 (1.4)
Atyrau region 39.5 (1.8) 60.5 (1.8) 46.4 (1.8) 53.6 (1.8) 22.7 (1.4) 77.3 (1.4)
East-Kazakhstan region 34.3 (2.5) 65.7 (2.5) 44.1 (2.3) 55.9 (2.3) 21.2 (2.0) 78.8 (2.0)
Karagandy region 37.8 (1.6) 62.2 (1.6) 51.4 (1.5) 48.6 (1.5) 25.7 (1.9) 74.3 (1.9)
Kostanay region 34.2 (1.7) 65.8 (1.7) 47.9 (2.5) 52.1 (2.5) 24.9 (1.5) 75.1 (1.5)
Kyzyl-Orda region 31.8 (1.7) 68.2 (1.7) 30.5 (1.9) 69.5 (1.9) 16.3 (1.1) 83.7 (1.1)
Mangistau region 35.5 (1.4) 64.5 (1.4) 39.0 (1.5) 61.0 (1.5) 23.9 (1.4) 76.1 (1.4)
North-Kazakhstan region 39.5 (2.0) 60.5 (2.0) 52.0 (2.0) 48.0 (2.0) 26.6 (1.6) 73.4 (1.6)
Pavlodar region 35.8 (1.2) 64.2 (1.2) 47.3 (1.3) 52.7 (1.3) 31.2 (1.4) 68.8 (1.4)
South-Kazakhstan region 33.5 (1.4) 66.5 (1.4) 36.7 (1.7) 63.3 (1.7) 17.7 (1.2) 82.3 (1.2)
West-Kazakhstan region 34.0 (1.5) 66.0 (1.5) 43.4 (2.0) 56.6 (2.0) 22.5 (1.8) 77.5 (1.8)
Zhambyl region 32.0 (1.9) † 68.0 (1.9) † 37.6 (2.7) † 62.4 (2.7) † 19.6 (2.1) † 80.4 (2.1) †

Russia
Moscow city 39.2 (0.7) † 60.8 (0.7) † 57.8 (0.8) † 42.2 (0.8) † 36.2 (0.7) † 63.8 (0.7) †
Moscow region* 38.9 (1.5) 61.1 (1.5) 54.7 (1.6) 45.3 (1.6) 36.0 (1.2) 64.0 (1.2)
Republic of Tatarstan* 38.0 (0.7) 62.0 (0.7) 52.0 (1.0) 48.0 (1.0) 30.6 (0.7) 69.4 (0.7)

* PISA adjudicated region.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of global mindedness is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy. Due to the unbalanced, 
clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components (see Annex A3). 
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
Notes:  Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered.
See Table VI.B1.5.3 for national data.
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Results for regions within countries Annex B2

Table VI.B2.6.1 [1/6] Performance on the global competence test

 

Performance on the cognitive test

Mean Standard deviation

Average residuals, after accounting for 
performance in mathematics, reading and science

(i.e. relative performance)
Mean score S.E. S.D. S.E. Mean score S.E. Significance5

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 565 (5.9) 103 (3.0) 21.2 (5.1) 0
British Columbia 548 (6.0) 108 (2.5) 17.2 (4.1) 0
Manitoba 522 (4.9) 98 (2.6) 14.3 (4.3) 0
New Brunswick 516 (6.9) 102 (3.6) 10.2 (7.4) 0
Newfoundland and Labrador 546 (7.4) 97 (2.7) 23.3 (7.7) 0
Nova Scotia 545 (5.1) 102 (3.3) 19.3 (5.3) 0
Ontario 559 (4.2) 102 (2.1) 24.7 (2.5) 0
Prince Edward Island 542 (14.2) 105 (6.6) 26.0 (13.1) 0
Quebec 556 (4.6) 98 (2.3) 22.0 (3.3) 0
Saskatchewan 527 (4.0) 92 (2.3) 12.9 (3.7) 0

Colombia
Bogotá 496 (5.0) 90 (2.7) 25.9 (1.8) 0

Spain**
Andalusia 501 (5.2) 98 (2.3) 15.8 (2.7) 0
Aragon 526 (6.9) 98 (2.3) 19.7 (5.9) 0
Asturias 527 (6.9) 97 (2.0) 16.5 (7.7) 0
Balearic Islands 513 (7.0) 90 (2.4) m m
Basque Country 515 (5.5) 95 (1.7) 18.3 (5.4) 0
Canary Islands 501 (5.6) 94 (2.1) 13.6 (4.4) 0
Cantabria 526 (6.8) 93 (1.7) 22.7 (7.3) 0
Castile and Leon 534 (5.8) 95 (2.2) 21.1 (4.3) 0
Castile-La Mancha 512 (6.3) 96 (2.0) 15.4 (4.6) 0
Catalonia 515 (4.7) 99 (2.4) 13.0 (3.1) 0
Ceuta 438 (14.6) 91 (4.0) 8.5 (14.0) 0
Comunidad Valenciana 506 (5.0) 94 (2.1) 15.1 (3.3) 0
Extremadura 499 (8.3) 95 (2.0) 14.7 (7.8) 0
Galicia 520 (5.4) 97 (2.0) 6.0 (4.7) 0
La Rioja 513 (8.9) 98 (2.3) 21.0 (9.9) 0
Madrid 519 (3.9) 97 (1.7) 23.8 (3.2) 0
Melilla 473 (11.4) 94 (5.0) 15.9 (11.4) 0
Murcia 519 (5.9) 101 (2.3) 22.3 (4.4) 0
Navarre 521 (8.6) 95 (2.7) 23.8 (7.9) 0
United Kingdom
Scotland* 534 (4.9) 107 (3.5) 20.6 (4.1) 0

* PISA adjudicated region.
**In 2018, some regions in Spain conducted their high-stakes exams for tenth-grade students earlier in the year than in the past, which resulted in the testing period for 
these exams coinciding with the end of the PISA testing window. Because of this overlap, a number of students were negatively disposed towards the PISA test and  did not  
try their best to demonstrate their proficiency. For details, see PISA 2018 Results Volume I, Annex 9.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3).
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
5. Significance shows if relative performance is significantly higher (+1), lower(-1) than the all-country average, or if the difference is non-significant (0).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. See Table VI.B1.6.1 for national data.
Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the global competence test are shown.
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Annex B2 Results for regions within countries

Table VI.B2.6.1 [2/6] Performance on the global competence test

 

Performance on the cognitive test

Mean Standard deviation

Average residuals, after accounting for 
performance in mathematics, reading and science

(i.e. relative performance)
Mean score S.E. S.D. S.E. Mean score S.E. Significance5

Pa
rt

ne
rs Indonesia

DI Yogyakarta 445 (4.7) 72 (2.7) 1.7 (2.4) -1
DKI Jakarta 438 (6.0) 73 (4.0) -1.4 (2.1) -1

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 408 (4.8) 73 (2.5) -12.2 (3.8) -1
Aktobe region 403 (6.3) 71 (3.5) -6.6 (5.0) -1
Almaty 441 (6.8) 82 (4.3) -7.4 (4.0) -1
Almaty region 394 (5.8) 68 (3.2) -0.1 (4.9) -1
Astana 437 (7.8) 82 (4.1) -12.7 (5.1) -1
Atyrau region 378 (5.4) 66 (3.3) 0.6 (5.1) -1
East-Kazakhstan region 422 (6.6) 74 (3.8) -8.9 (5.2) -1
Karagandy region 435 (7.2) 81 (4.5) -11.0 (3.9) -1
Kostanay region 433 (4.8) 74 (2.7) -9.7 (3.6) -1
Kyzyl-Orda region 384 (5.2) 62 (2.9) -12.6 (5.7) -1
Mangistau region 387 (6.0) 69 (3.7) -2.3 (5.2) -1
North-Kazakhstan region 426 (5.3) 74 (2.6) -11.3 (3.7) -1
Pavlodar region 418 (5.9) 78 (3.3) -5.4 (4.2) -1
South-Kazakhstan region 385 (4.8) 66 (2.2) -11.0 (4.1) -1
West-Kazakhstan region 408 (5.5) 70 (3.4) -0.1 (3.8) -1
Zhambyl region 399 (4.8) 65 (2.3) -8.4 (5.0) -1

Russia
Moscow city 537 (3.1) 85 (1.9) -7.3 (1.6) -1
Moscow region* 489 (4.5) 87 (2.4) -12.9 (1.5) -1
Republic of Tatarstan* 465 (3.1) 86 (1.9) -16.1 (1.3) -1

* PISA adjudicated region.
**In 2018, some regions in Spain conducted their high-stakes exams for tenth-grade students earlier in the year than in the past, which resulted in the testing period for 
these exams coinciding with the end of the PISA testing window. Because of this overlap, a number of students were negatively disposed towards the PISA test and  did not  
try their best to demonstrate their proficiency. For details, see PISA 2018 Results Volume I, Annex 9.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3).
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
5. Significance shows if relative performance is significantly higher (+1), lower(-1) than the all-country average, or if the difference is non-significant (0).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger 
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. See Table VI.B1.6.1 for national data.
Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the global competence test are shown.
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Table VI.B2.6.1 [3/6] Performance on the global competence test

 

Variation in performance1

Total variation2 Variation between schools3 Variation within schools
Proportion of variation that lies 

between schools4

Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 10736 (631) 2012 (524) 8821 (601) 18.6 (4.3)
British Columbia 11647 (529) 1763 (370) 9936 (370) 15.1 (2.9)
Manitoba 9560 (519) 1149 (384) 8455 (354) 11.9 (3.5)
New Brunswick 10316 (731) 837 (353) 9516 (637) 8.0 (3.0)
Newfoundland and Labrador 9419 (533) 406 (189) 9108 (505) 4.3 (2.0)
Nova Scotia 10377 (727) 905 (355) 9498 (679) 8.7 (3.0)
Ontario 10407 (426) 1492 (275) 8963 (286) 14.3 (2.3)
Prince Edward Island 11906 (1444) 1747 (1031) 10203 (1140) 14.7 (7.8)
Quebec 9678 (462) 1795 (325) 7826 (334) 18.6 (2.8)
Saskatchewan 8523 (415) 635 (269) 7796 (372) 7.5 (2.9)

Colombia
Bogotá 8045 (484) 2522 (461) 5452 (373) 31.6 (4.3)

Spain**
Andalusia 9510 (440) 888 (272) 8602 (362) 9.3 (2.7)
Aragon 9520 (455) 905 (238) 8729 (366) 9.4 (2.3)
Asturias 9361 (383) 750 (200) 8499 (343) 8.1 (2.0)
Balearic Islands 8190 (428) 749 (209) 7530 (509) 9.0 (2.3)
Basque Country 9041 (321) 949 (226) 8039 (348) 10.5 (2.3)
Canary Islands 8793 (389) 958 (276) 7882 (425) 10.8 (2.9)
Cantabria 8694 (320) 559 (165) 8049 (346) 6.5 (1.9)
Castile and Leon 9016 (418) 781 (264) 8387 (348) 8.5 (2.7)
Castile-La Mancha 9273 (380) 758 (221) 8521 (354) 8.2 (2.3)
Catalonia 9779 (475) 1054 (359) 8660 (361) 10.8 (3.3)
Ceuta 8339 (725) 923 (443) 7396 (965) 11.2 (5.3)
Comunidad Valenciana 8827 (396) 1035 (258) 7714 (380) 11.8 (2.8)
Extremadura 8951 (373) 919 (238) 8008 (366) 10.3 (2.5)
Galicia 9433 (396) 631 (151) 8718 (341) 6.7 (1.5)
La Rioja 9599 (448) 1158 (417) 8512 (453) 12.0 (3.8)
Madrid 9391 (323) 1447 (221) 8016 (252) 15.3 (2.0)
Melilla 8881 (939) 1004 (662) 8008 (906) 11.2 (7.1)
Murcia 10247 (456) 1388 (406) 8958 (414) 13.4 (3.4)
Navarre 9117 (508) 1422 (363) 7633 (443) 15.7 (3.5)
United Kingdom
Scotland* 11494 (760) 958 (299) 10464 (663) 8.4 (2.4)

* PISA adjudicated region.
**In 2018, some regions in Spain conducted their high-stakes exams for tenth-grade students earlier in the year than in the past, which resulted in the testing period for 
these exams coinciding with the end of the PISA testing window. Because of this overlap, a number of students were negatively disposed towards the PISA test and  did not  
try their best to demonstrate their proficiency. For details, see PISA 2018 Results Volume I, Annex 9.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3).
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
5. Significance shows if relative performance is significantly higher (+1), lower(-1) than the all-country average, or if the difference is non-significant (0).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. See Table VI.B1.6.1 for national data.
Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the global competence test are shown.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Table VI.B2.6.1 [4/6] Performance on the global competence test

 

Variation in performance1

Total variation2 Variation between schools3 Variation within schools
Proportion of variation that lies 

between schools4

Variance S.E. Variance S.E. Variance S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Indonesia

DI Yogyakarta 5178 (395) 2366 (453) 2883 (230) 45.1 (5.0)
DKI Jakarta 5360 (588) 2457 (514) 2940 (254) 45.5 (5.2)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 5411 (444) 910 (326) 4510 (317) 16.8 (5.3)
Aktobe region 4974 (465) 1239 (468) 4082 (341) 23.2 (6.5)
Almaty 6923 (769) 1628 (734) 5039 (513) 24.3 (8.6)
Almaty region 4741 (488) 730 (349) 4255 (357) 14.6 (5.9)
Astana 6957 (818) 1849 (672) 5080 (433) 26.5 (6.8)
Atyrau region 4539 (576) 925 (404) 3669 (351) 20.0 (6.7)
East-Kazakhstan region 5382 (509) 1001 (390) 4478 (409) 18.2 (5.7)
Karagandy region 6855 (830) 2089 (761) 4792 (484) 30.4 (8.3)
Kostanay region 5370 (425) 999 (358) 4694 (483) 17.5 (5.0)
Kyzyl-Orda region 3812 (368) 830 (337) 3271 (299) 20.2 (6.8)
Mangistau region 4909 (602) 1296 (521) 3681 (392) 26.0 (7.4)
North-Kazakhstan region 5511 (410) 1013 (335) 4580 (385) 18.1 (4.8)
Pavlodar region 6265 (614) 1607 (458) 4609 (331) 25.8 (5.8)
South-Kazakhstan region 4403 (336) 574 (177) 3918 (315) 12.8 (3.6)
West-Kazakhstan region 5100 (613) 1362 (424) 3905 (391) 25.7 (6.0)
Zhambyl region 4290 (327) 1068 (310) 3437 (302) 23.7 (5.2)

Russia
Moscow city 7290 (321) 872 (148) 6491 (353) 11.8 (1.7)
Moscow region* 7493 (414) 1031 (232) 6507 (371) 13.7 (2.7)
Republic of Tatarstan* 7435 (321) 1799 (263) 5958 (220) 23.2 (2.7)

* PISA adjudicated region.
**In 2018, some regions in Spain conducted their high-stakes exams for tenth-grade students earlier in the year than in the past, which resulted in the testing period for 
these exams coinciding with the end of the PISA testing window. Because of this overlap, a number of students were negatively disposed towards the PISA test and  did not  
try their best to demonstrate their proficiency. For details, see PISA 2018 Results Volume I, Annex 9.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily 
add up to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3).
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
5. Significance shows if relative performance is significantly higher (+1), lower(-1) than the all-country average, or if the difference is non-significant (0).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger (†) 
means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. See Table VI.B1.6.1 for national data.
Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the global competence test are shown.
12 https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171286
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Table VI.B2.6.1 [5/6] Performance on the global competence test

 
Proficiency on the cognitive test

Below Level 1 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

O
EC

D Canada
Alberta 6.0 (1.0) 11.7 (1.1) 19.2 (1.4) 23.3 (1.3) 21.7 (1.3) 18.0 (1.8)
British Columbia 9.4 (1.1) 14.1 (1.1) 19.7 (1.2) 22.1 (1.2) 19.4 (1.3) 15.3 (1.6)
Manitoba 11.3 (1.3) 17.7 (1.4) 24.2 (1.5) 23.7 (1.5) 15.5 (1.3) 7.6 (0.9)
New Brunswick 13.3 (1.9) 18.0 (1.7) 24.3 (2.0) 22.1 (2.0) 15.0 (1.6) 7.3 (1.3)
Newfoundland and Labrador 7.0 (1.3) 14.5 (1.9) 21.7 (1.9) 25.6 (1.9) 19.4 (2.0) 11.8 (1.8)
Nova Scotia 8.4 (1.2) 13.8 (1.6) 21.9 (1.5) 24.1 (1.7) 18.9 (1.7) 12.9 (1.6)
Ontario 6.2 (0.8) 12.2 (0.8) 20.4 (0.9) 23.8 (1.0) 21.2 (1.1) 16.2 (1.2)
Prince Edward Island 9.9 (3.5) 13.6 (3.1) 19.5 (2.9) 26.1 (3.5) 18.8 (3.5) 12.1 (2.9)
Quebec 6.4 (0.8) 11.4 (1.0) 20.4 (1.2) 26.1 (1.1) 21.8 (1.0) 13.9 (1.3)
Saskatchewan 8.9 (1.1) 16.6 (1.2) 25.5 (1.4) 26.1 (1.4) 15.6 (1.1) 7.3 (1.0)

Colombia
Bogotá 14.7 (1.6) 24.3 (1.5) 26.6 (1.6) 20.0 (1.6) 10.8 (1.4) 3.6 (0.7)

Spain**
Andalusia 16.7 (1.7) 19.7 (1.3) 24.1 (1.4) 22.5 (1.4) 12.4 (1.2) 4.4 (0.8)
Aragon 10.7 (1.4) 16.4 (1.6) 23.2 (1.7) 25.0 (1.4) 16.5 (1.7) 8.2 (1.3)
Asturias 10.4 (1.7) 17.0 (1.3) 23.4 (1.5) 24.4 (1.5) 16.9 (1.6) 7.9 (1.3)
Balearic Islands 10.8 (1.7) 19.1 (1.4) 27.2 (1.7) 24.5 (1.5) 13.6 (1.7) 4.8 (1.0)
Basque Country 11.9 (1.1) 18.3 (1.4) 25.1 (1.3) 24.4 (1.2) 14.4 (1.3) 5.9 (0.9)
Canary Islands 14.5 (1.4) 21.3 (1.8) 26.1 (1.6) 21.8 (1.4) 12.1 (1.6) 4.1 (0.7)
Cantabria 9.2 (1.8) 16.9 (1.4) 25.0 (1.4) 25.1 (1.6) 16.6 (1.4) 7.1 (1.1)
Castile and Leon 8.8 (1.2) 14.5 (1.4) 24.0 (1.5) 26.0 (1.6) 18.1 (1.4) 8.6 (1.2)
Castile-La Mancha 13.3 (1.9) 18.9 (1.4) 24.2 (1.2) 23.7 (1.5) 14.0 (1.4) 5.8 (0.9)
Catalonia 13.2 (1.4) 17.9 (1.4) 23.9 (1.5) 23.5 (1.5) 14.9 (1.2) 6.6 (1.0)
Ceuta 36.3 (6.2) 27.1 (3.6) 19.6 (4.1) 11.8 (2.9) 4.4 (1.8) 0.8 (0.6)
Comunidad Valenciana 13.6 (1.3) 19.3 (1.4) 26.9 (1.3) 22.5 (1.4) 13.1 (1.3) 4.6 (1.0)
Extremadura 15.4 (2.3) 20.9 (1.6) 25.7 (1.2) 22.2 (1.7) 11.5 (1.5) 4.2 (0.9)
Galicia 11.7 (1.5) 17.2 (1.2) 22.9 (1.3) 25.4 (1.3) 16.3 (1.1) 6.6 (1.1)
La Rioja 13.5 (1.8) 17.9 (1.8) 24.1 (1.7) 24.3 (1.4) 14.4 (2.2) 5.9 (1.4)
Madrid 11.9 (1.0) 17.5 (1.0) 24.2 (1.0) 24.1 (1.1) 15.6 (1.0) 6.7 (0.7)
Melilla 23.4 (4.7) 23.9 (3.5) 25.8 (3.5) 17.1 (3.4) 7.3 (2.1) 2.7 (1.3)
Murcia 13.4 (1.3) 16.9 (1.3) 22.0 (1.7) 24.0 (1.2) 16.7 (1.5) 7.0 (1.2)
Navarre 11.1 (2.0) 17.8 (1.7) 24.7 (1.9) 23.3 (1.6) 16.2 (1.8) 6.9 (1.7)
United Kingdom
Scotland* 10.5 (1.1) 15.7 (1.4) 23.0 (1.1) 22.6 (1.5) 16.3 (1.2) 12.0 (1.4)

* PISA adjudicated region.
**In 2018, some regions in Spain conducted their high-stakes exams for tenth-grade students earlier in the year than in the past, which resulted in the testing period for these 
exams coinciding with the end of the PISA testing window. Because of this overlap, a number of students were negatively disposed towards the PISA test and  did not  try their 
best to demonstrate their proficiency. For details, see PISA 2018 Results Volume I, Annex 9.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3).
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
5. Significance shows if relative performance is significantly higher (+1), lower(-1) than the all-country average, or if the difference is non-significant (0).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. See Table VI.B1.6.1 for national data.
Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the global competence test are shown.
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Table VI.B2.6.1 [6/6] Performance on the global competence test

 
Proficiency on the cognitive test

Below Level 1 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5
% S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E. % S.E.

Pa
rt

ne
rs Indonesia

DI Yogyakarta 28.2 (2.4) 34.9 (2.0) 23.9 (1.8) 10.9 (1.6) 2.1 (0.6) 0.1 (0.1)
DKI Jakarta 33.1 (2.7) 33.1 (2.1) 23.0 (2.1) 8.7 (1.8) 2.0 (1.0) 0.1 (0.1)

Kazakhstan
Akmola region 47.1 (2.8) 31.8 (2.0) 16.0 (2.2) 4.3 (0.8) 0.7 (0.4) 0.1 (0.1)
Aktobe region 51.4 (4.2) 31.5 (3.0) 12.5 (1.9) 3.6 (1.1) 0.9 (0.4) 0.1 (0.1)
Almaty 33.8 (3.1) 31.3 (2.4) 20.9 (1.9) 9.5 (1.7) 3.4 (1.1) 0.9 (0.5)
Almaty region 55.6 (3.8) 31.3 (3.0) 10.2 (2.0) 2.5 (0.8) 0.4 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1)
Astana 34.9 (4.0) 31.7 (2.1) 20.1 (2.2) 9.4 (1.7) 3.3 (1.2) 0.5 (0.3)
Atyrau region 65.7 (3.7) 25.6 (2.6) 6.7 (1.4) 1.5 (0.5) 0.4 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1)
East-Kazakhstan region 39.9 (3.6) 34.2 (2.6) 18.3 (2.1) 5.7 (1.4) 1.8 (0.7) 0.2 (0.2)
Karagandy region 35.9 (3.6) 31.2 (2.2) 20.2 (2.5) 9.8 (1.8) 2.6 (1.0) 0.3 (0.3)
Kostanay region 34.7 (3.0) 33.9 (2.0) 20.7 (2.0) 8.8 (1.2) 1.7 (0.7) 0.1 (0.1)
Kyzyl-Orda region 61.2 (3.4) 30.1 (2.6) 7.3 (1.5) 1.2 (0.5) 0.2 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0)
Mangistau region 61.7 (3.6) 26.6 (2.5) 8.5 (1.7) 2.7 (0.9) 0.5 (0.3) 0.1 (0.1)
North-Kazakhstan region 37.2 (2.8) 34.5 (1.9) 20.3 (2.0) 6.4 (1.3) 1.4 (0.5) 0.1 (0.1)
Pavlodar region 43.8 (3.3) 29.5 (2.2) 18.4 (2.1) 6.8 (1.4) 1.4 (0.5) 0.2 (0.2)
South-Kazakhstan region 60.4 (3.0) 29.3 (2.2) 8.6 (1.4) 1.4 (0.4) 0.3 (0.2) 0.0 (0.1)
West-Kazakhstan region 48.3 (3.7) 32.2 (3.0) 14.6 (2.1) 4.2 (1.2) 0.7 (0.4) 0.1 (0.1)
Zhambyl region 53.1 (3.2) 32.8 (2.4) 10.9 (1.6) 2.7 (0.7) 0.5 (0.2) 0.0 (0.1)

Russia
Moscow city 6.2 (0.6) 14.1 (0.8) 25.7 (0.9) 28.6 (1.0) 18.6 (0.8) 6.9 (0.9)
Moscow region* 16.0 (1.7) 24.3 (1.4) 27.4 (1.4) 20.7 (1.5) 9.6 (1.0) 2.0 (0.5)
Republic of Tatarstan* 23.7 (1.3) 27.9 (1.0) 25.9 (1.0) 15.4 (0.7) 5.6 (0.6) 1.4 (0.3)

* PISA adjudicated region.
**In 2018, some regions in Spain conducted their high-stakes exams for tenth-grade students earlier in the year than in the past, which resulted in the testing period for these 
exams coinciding with the end of the PISA testing window. Because of this overlap, a number of students were negatively disposed towards the PISA test and  did not  try their 
best to demonstrate their proficiency. For details, see PISA 2018 Results Volume I, Annex 9.
1. Analyses are restricted to schools with the modal ISCED level for 15-year-old students. Results may thus differ from those estimated on the entire sample of 15-year-old 
students.
2. The total variation in the index of self-efficacy regarding global issues is calculated from the square of the standard deviation of the index within each country/economy.  
Due to the unbalanced, clustered nature of the data, the sum of the between- and within-school variation components, as an estimate from a sample, does not necessarily add up 
to the total.
3. In some countries/economies, subunits within schools were sampled instead of schools; this may affect the estimation of between-school variation components  
(see Annex A3).
4. This measure corresponds to the intra-class correlation (rho), multiplied by 100.
5. Significance shows if relative performance is significantly higher (+1), lower(-1) than the all-country average, or if the difference is non-significant (0).
Notes: Values that are statistically significant are indicated in bold (see Annex A3).
Information regarding the proportion of the sample covered is shown next to the standard error. No symbol means at least 75% of the population was covered; one dagger  
(†) means at least 50% but less than 75%; and one double-dagger (‡) means less than 50% was covered. See Table VI.B1.6.1 for national data.
Only the 27 countries and economies that conducted the global competence test are shown.
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WEB Table VI.B2.4.4 Association between indices covering intercultural communication

WEB Table VI.B2.4.5 Contact with people from other countries

WEB Table VI.B2.4.11 Languages spoken at home and learned at school

WEB Table VI.B2.4.12 Average indices, by number of languages spoken by student

WEB Table VI.B2.4.13 Average indices, by number of foreign languages learned by student at school

. . .

Chapter 5 Taking action for collective well-being and sustainable development 
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171153

WEB Table VI.B2.5.3 Agency regarding global issues, by student and school characteristics

WEB Table VI.B2.5.5 Association between indices of taking action for collective well-being and sustainable development

WEB Table VI.B2.5.6 Proportion of correct answers: Taking action for collective well-being and sustainable development

WEB Table VI.B2.5.8 Students who take action for collective wellbeing and sustainable development

WEB Table VI.B2.5.17 Number of actions for collective well-being and sustainable development taken by students, by quarter of key indices

WEB Table VI.B2.5.18 Number of actions taken by students, by key indices, and student and school characteristics

Chapter 6 The links between the knowledge, skills and attitudes needed to thrive in an interconnected world
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171153

WEB Table VI.B2.6.3 Correlation between the four domains

WEB Table VI.B2.6.4 Performance on the global competence test, by students' characteristics

WEB Table VI.B2.6.5 Performance on the global competence test and students' attitudes and dispositions
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Chapter 7 Education for living in an interconnected world
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171153

WEB Table VI.B2.7.2 Students' self-efficacy regarding global issues, by learning activity

WEB Table VI.B2.7.3 Students' awareness of global issues, by learning activity

WEB Table VI.B2.7.4 Students' perspective taking, by learning activity

WEB Table VI.B2.7.5 Interest in learning about other cultures, by learning activity

WEB Table VI.B2.7.6 Respect for people from other cultures, by learning activity

WEB Table VI.B2.7.7 Attitudes towards immigrants, by learning activity

WEB Table VI.B2.7.8 Awareness of intercultural communication, by learning activity

WEB Table VI.B2.7.9 Cognitive adaptability, by learning activity

WEB Table VI.B2.7.10 Agency regarding global issues, by learning activity

WEB Table VI.B2.7.12 Multicultural learning at school

WEB Table VI.B2.7.13 Curriculum at school focusing on global issues

WEB Table VI.B2.7.14 Curriculum at school focusing on intercultural understanding 

Chapter 8 Equity in providing learning opportunities for living together
https://doi.org/10.1787/888934171153

WEB Table VI.B2.8.2 Access to learning activities, by students' socio-economic status

WEB Table VI.B2.8.3 Access to learning activities, by grade repetition

WEB Table VI.B2.8.4 Access to learning activities, by programme orientation

WEB Table VI.B2.8.5 Access to learning activities, by school type

WEB Table VI.B2.8.6 Access to learning activities, by schools' socio-economic profile

WEB Table VI.B2.8.7 Students' attitudes and grade repetition

WEB Table VI.B2.8.8 Students' attitudes and enrolment in vocational or general programmes

WEB Table VI.B2.8.9 Students' attitudes and enrolment in public and private schools

WEB Table VI.B2.8.10 Students' attitudes and schools' socio-economic profile

WEB Table VI.B2.8.11 Principals' view on teachers' multicultural beliefs

WEB Table VI.B2.8.13 Discriminatory school climate as perceived by students
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ANNEX B3
PISA 2018 system-level indicators

System-level data that are not derived from the PISA 2018 student or school questionnaire are extracted from the OECD’s annual 
publication Education at a Glance for those countries and economies that participate in that periodic data collection. For other 
countries and economies, a special system-level data collection was conducted in collaboration with PISA Governing Board 
members and National Project Managers. 

For further information see: System-level data collection for PISA 2018: Sources, comments and technical notes.pdf at www.oecd.org/pisa/.

The following tables are available on line at https://doi.org/10.1787/888934029128.

1 Expenditure Table B3.1.1 Cumulative expenditure by educational institutions per student aged 6 to 15 (2015)               
Table B3.1.2 Teachers’ salaries (2017)
Table B3.1.3 Teachers’ salaries (2017)                 
Table B3.1.4 GDP per capita (2015, 2016, 2017, 2018)

2 Time and human 
resources

Table B3.2.1 Teachers’ actual teaching time (2018)
Table B3.2.2 Intended instruction time in compulsory general education, by age (2018) 
Table B3.2.3 School support staff 

3 Education system 
characteristics

Table B3.3.1 Theoretical starting age and theoretical duration (2015)
Table B3.3.2 Cut-off birthdate for eligibility to school enrolment and first day of the school year (2018)
Table B3.3.3 Selecting students for different programmes (2018)

4 Accountability Table B3.4.1 School inspection at the primary level (2018)
Table B3.4.2 School inspection at the lower secondary level (2018)
Table B3.4.3 School inspection at the upper secondary level (2018)
Table B3.4.4 School board

5 Policies and 
curriculum

Table B3.5.1 Bullying policies
Table B3.5.2 Civic education

6 School choice Table B3.6.1 Freedom for parents to choose a public school for their child(ren) (2018)
Table B3.6.2 Financial incentives and disincentives for school choice (2018)
Table B3.6.3 Government regulations that apply to schools at the primary and lower secondary levels (2018)
Table B3.6.4 Criteria used by public and private schools when assigning and selecting students (2018) 
Table B3.6.5 Expansion of school choice within the public school sector over the past 10 years (2018)
Table B3.6.6 Government-dependent private schools and their role in providing compulsory education at 

the primary and lower secondary level (2018)
Table B3.6.7 Independent private schools and their role in providing compulsory education at the primary 

and lower secondary level (2018)
Table B3.6.8 Homeschooling as a legal means of providing compulsory education at the primary and lower 

secondary level (2018)
Table B3.6.9 Use of public resources for transporting students (2018)
Table B3.6.10 Responsibility for informing parents about school choices available to them (2018)
Table B3.6.11 Availability of school vouchers (or scholarships) (2018)
Table B3.6.12 Extent to which public funding follows students when they leave for another public or private 

school (2018)
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ANNEX C
Released test units
Sample global competence test items: A Single Story

This item requires the student to reflect on the perspective of Adichie’s roommate and identify a possible reason the roommate 
may have created a «single story» of Adichie in which she was shocked by her ability to speak English and disappointed when 
she learned that Adichie listened to American pop music instead of «tribal music». The correct answer is C because it is the only 
option that explains how the roommate might have already developed an idea of who Adichie was. Here, the student must be 
able to accurately identify the perspective of the roommate versus Adichie’s perspective and choose the option that best reflects 
the context. 

Five test units were released to illustrate the cognitive assessment. In what follows, the test units are closely examined, with a 
focus on response modalities, levels of difficulty and scoring procedures. Screenshots of every test item are provided, along with 
a description of that item. The released test units are also provided on line at www.oecd.org/pisa/test/.

UNIT CG123: A SINGLE STORY

This unit features an excerpt from a lecture by the Nigerian writer Chimamanda Ngozi Adichi entitled «The Danger of a Single 
Story». In this excerpt, she describes the experience of realising her roommate did not see her as an individual with unique 
experiences and equal worth but instead, had formed a «single story» about her based on preconceived assumptions about 
Africa and African life. The unit begins with two questions related to this excerpt and goes on to explore how a «single story» 
can be created and to challenge a fictional woman’s assumptions about a man in a market. The content domain of this unit was 
categorised as «Culture and intercultural relations», with a subdomain of «Perspective taking, stereotypes, discrimination and 
intolerance”. 

A Single Story: Released Item #1
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Item Number CG123Q01
Cognitive Process Identify and analyse multiple perspectives
Cognitive Subprocess Recognising perspectives and world views
Response Format Simple Multiple Choice
Level 2

A Single Story: Released Item #2

In this item, the student must evaluate each statement in the table and decide whether it describes a way that a stereotype might 
be incomplete. Here, the student must think more broadly than the specific stereotypes of Africa described in the scenario and 
consider what a stereotype is and how stereotypes lack critical information that allow them to persist. By identifying the correct 
answers in this item, the student demonstrates his/her ability to explain how stereotypes are created. The correct answers to 
this question are Yes, No, Yes, Yes, No. The statements that require a Yes response all speak to the fact that stereotypes are 
broad generalisations that lack any consideration of individual differences or personal experiences. Within the stereotypes that 
are perpetuated, there is no room to consider an individual’s identity or experiences, just like the interaction between Adichie 
and her roommate. This item had partial-credit and full-credit scoring. To receive partial credit, four out of five statements had 
to be correct. To receive full credit, all five statements had to be correct. If three or fewer statements were correct, no credit was 
assigned. The level provided for this item is based on full credit.

Item Number CG123Q02
Cognitive Process Evaluate information, formulate arguments and explain issues/situations
Cognitive Subprocess Describing and explaining complex situations or problems
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 5
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 A Single Story: Released Item #3

This item is similar to the previous item in that the student must think more broadly about stereotypes or single stories and 
consider how the media may support the creation of this misinformation. Four examples of media forms and content are 
described, and the student must evaluate how each one may or may not support the formation of stereotypes. To receive full 
credit, the student needed to select both B and D. Partial credit was assigned if only B or only D was selected. If any other options 
were selected, no credit was assigned. By selecting the correct answers, the student demonstrates the ability to identify examples 
that address the complex issue of stereotype formation. The level provided for this item is based on full credit.

Item Number CG123Q03
Cognitive Process Evaluate information, formulate arguments and explain issues/situations
Cognitive Subprocess Describing and explaining complex situations or problems
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 5

A Single Story: Released Item #4
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Here, a short text is presented about a woman in a market, Alice, who observes a young man’s appearance and behaviour. The 
text then describes how Alice perceives the young man. Two independently coded, open-ended items follow the text. In the first 
item, the student is are asked to read the text and simply describe, in their own words, one of Alice’s assumptions about the 
young man. The test developers identified five possible assumptions that could be considered correct based on the information 
provided in the brief text. The coding guide for the correct responses is provided below.

Item Number CG123Q04
Cognitive Process Evaluate information, formulate arguments and explain issues/situations
Cognitive Subprocess  Describing and explaining complex situations or problems
Response Format Open Response – Human Coded
Level 1

Full Credit
Code 1: Provides one of the assumptions about the young man listed below: 

1. The young man is a foreigner.

2. The young man is poor or cannot pay for his food.

3. The young man has no job.

4. The young man is stealing.

5. The young man has (or foreigners have) no respect for the rules of society.
• She thinks he’s foreign. [1]

•  She thinks he’s poor. [2]

•  He can’t pay for his food. [2]

•  She thinks he doesn’t have a job. [3]

•  He has not paid for the fruit. [4]

•  She thinks he has no respect for the rules. [5] – This response includes information provided in the stem. However, in 
this case, it is accepted as evidence that the student has correctly identified an assumption that Alice made.

• He wasn’t raised well. [5] – This is an acceptable paraphrase for “no respect for the rules of society”.

A Single Story: Released Item #5
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After identifying an assumption that Alice makes in the brief text, the student is then asked to explain why that assumption might 
be incorrect. To get full credit for this item, the student must provide a more narrow response that explains the assumption he/
she provided in the previous item. For example, if “The young man is stealing” is identified as an assumption, the explanation 
could be “He might have already paid for the fruit”. Alternatively, the student can get full credit by providing a broader, more 
general response that addresses the problem with making assumptions, such as “She is making a judgement without enough 
information”. Both types of responses were given full credit, but coders were asked to attempt to assign different codes in case 
researchers were interested in exploring differences between students who take a more narrow approach to answering the 
question and those who take a broader approach. For the purpose of the main survey analyses, these categories were all treated 
as full credit.

Item Number CG123Q05
Cognitive Process Evaluate information, formulate arguments and explain issues/situations
Cognitive Subprocess  Describing and explaining complex situations or problems
Response Format Open Response – Human Coded
Level 2

Full Credit
Code 11:  Provides an explanation that is specific to the assumption provided in CG123Q04 AND describes why that assumption 

might be incorrect. The explanation may provide another interpretation for the behaviour Alice observed or refute 
Alice’s assumptions. 
1.  Assumption: The young man is a foreigner. Explanation must focus on the language he was using. 

2.  Assumption: The young man is poor or cannot pay for his food. Explanation must focus on his torn clothes OR that 
he was grabbing the fruit. 

3.  Assumption: The young man has no job. Explanation must focus on his torn clothes OR that he was grabbing the fruit. 

4.  Assumption: The young man is stealing. Explanation must focus on the observation that he was grabbing the fruit. 

5.  Assumption: The young man has (or foreigners have) no respect for the rules of society. Explanation must focus on 
the observation that he was grabbing the fruit.

•  Just because he is speaking another language does not mean he is a foreigner. [1]

•  He might speak more than one language. [1]

•  He might have been born in this country but speaks a different language. [1]

•  Maybe it’s the style for young people to wear torn clothes. [2]

•  He might work at the fruit stand. [2]

•  He might have permission to take the fruit from the owner of the fruit stand. [2]

•  He might be asking his friend to help him pay for the fruit. [2]

•  He could be wearing torn clothes because of the work he does. [3]

•  Just because he is grabbing the fruit doesn’t mean he isn’t working. [3]

•  He could have a very low-paying job and not be able to afford the food he needs. [4]

•  He might know the owner of the fruit stand and is allowed to take fruit. [4 or 5]

•  His family might own the fruit stand. [4 or 5]

Code 11: Provides a general explanation that describes a potential problem about making assumptions.
•  She does not have enough information about this young man to make this assumption.

•  She is overgeneralising. 

•  She is stereotyping him. [A stereotype is a type of overgeneralisation.]

•  She is racist. [ Judging people based on perceived race is a specific type of overgeneralisation. Related words like 
discriminating, prejudice, etc. are acceptable.]

•  She is rushing to judgment (without enough information/without knowing or talking to this young man).
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•  She is judging.

•  There might be other good reasons for his behaviour. 

•  She has a single story about him. 

OR:           Provides a general explanation of why an assumption based on the young man’s actions might be incorrect. 
•  He might be acting that way because he has a disability. 

•  He might be showing off in front of his friend. 

 

UNIT CG134: REFUGEE OLYMPIANS

Refugee Olympians: Introduction

This unit contained an introduction screen to provide some initial context about the Refugee Olympic Team, which competed in 
the Olympic Games for the first time in 2016. The test developers did not want to assume that all students are familiar with this 
team, so background knowledge was provided to ensure that all students would have the same information to start. The rest of 
the unit focuses on a fictional character’s participation on the Refugee Olympic Team.

The stimulus for this unit (presented on the next page) introduces Felix, an athlete who fled his homeland and has been living 
as a refugee in another country. He was an athlete who trained in his home country before fleeing and has been training in his 
new country of residence. In the stimulus, the student learns that Felix participated as a member of the Refugee Olympic Team 
and won a medal. The stimulus then presents an interview with Felix about his feelings on accepting the medal for the Refugee 
Olympic Team rather than his homeland or his current country of residence. Finally, the student learns that a debate took place 
on social media about his decision. The content domain of this unit was categorised as «Institutions, conflicts and human rights» 
with a subdomain of «Universal human rights and local traditions».
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Refugee Olympians: Released Item #1

In this item, the student must consider the goal of a sports reporter who is writing an article about Felix and the debate about his 
Olympic medal. The student needs to evaluate whether information provided by three different sources would give the reporter 
the relevant information for the article. By correctly identifying which sources are relevant and which are not, the student is 
demonstrating the ability to evaluate and select sources. The correct answers for this item are Yes, No, Yes. Credit is only assigned 
if the student gets all three correct.

Item Number CG134Q01
Cognitive Process Evaluate information, formulate arguments and explain issues/situations
Cognitive Subprocess Selecting sources
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 5

Refugee Olympians: Released Item #2
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This item requires the student to consider the perspective of some residents of the country of Latoona, who feel the medal 
should have been awarded to their country, where Felix has refugee status. The correct answer is C because this statement 
provides the best support for this claim, the commitment Latoona made to supporting his training that should earn the medal 
for Latoona. The other responses are either not relevant to the specific scenario described in the stimulus or they fall short of 
recognising the perspective of the people described in the text.

Item Number CG134Q02
Cognitive Process Identify and analyse multiple perspectives
Cognitive Subprocess Recognising perspectives
Response Format Simple Multiple Choice
Level 3

Refugee Olympians: Released Item #3

This item is similar to the previous item, but now the student must consider the perspective of some residents of Felix’s home 
country, Gondaland. The answer that best demonstrates the recognition of their perspective is B. 

Item Number CG134Q03
Cognitive Process Identify and analyse multiple perspectives
Cognitive Subprocess Recognising perspectives
Response Format Simple Multiple Choice
Level 2
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Refugee Olympians: Released Item #4

This item presents a short text meant to represent a post on social media. In this post, the author makes several statements to 
support the argument that the medal should have been awarded to Latoona, Felix’s host country. The student is then asked to 
consider four statements from the post and identify which ones are opinions. The correct answer is C and D. If both are selected, 
full credit is assigned. If only C or only D is selected, partial credit is assigned. If anything else is selected, the student receives no 
credit. The student must evaluate the information carefully and then consider whether the statement is truly a fact or if it goes 
beyond a fact and reflects the opinion of the author. In this way, the student must consider the reliability of the statements, which 
is related to the cognitive subprocess of «Weighing sources».

Item Number CG134Q04
Cognitive Process Evaluate information, formulate arguments and explain issues/situations
Cognitive Subprocess Weighing sources (reliability and relevance)
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 3

Refugee Olympians: Released Item #5
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In this last item of the unit, the student must consider Felix’s perspective based on what is provided in the stimulus, go beyond 
what is explicitly written in the text and provide a reason for why Felix thought it was appropriate to accept the medal for the 
Refugee Olympic Team. Felix never directly states why he made the decision or why he thought it was the appropriate decision to 
make. The coding guide for this item specified ways to receive both full and partial credit. The partial-credit description represents 
a more literal or fact-based way to answer the question, which only refers to the fact that Felix is a refugee. Such responses are 
technically correct but, unlike the full-credit responses, they do not fully demonstrate an attempt to take Felix’s perspective into 
account and construct an answer that reflects why he may have felt his decision was the most appropriate one.

Item Number CG134Q05
Cognitive Process Identify and analyse multiple perspectives
Cognitive Subprocess Recognising perspectives
Response Format Open Response – Human Coded
Level 4

Full Credit
Code 2: Refers to one of the following reasons why Felix may have wanted to accept the medal for the Refugee Olympic Team. 

1.  It helped resolve his conflict about which country to represent. (Note that this reason refers to an internal conflict 
within Felix, not a conflict between Latoona and Gondaland.) 

2.  It reflects the financial, emotional and/or training support of the Refugee Olympic Team. (Note that this information 
is not provided in the interview. However, it is factually correct that the Refugee Olympic team provides support for 
its athletes. Students may have outside knowledge of this fact and it is acceptable for them to apply this knowledge.)

3. It provides inspiration for other refugees.
•  There was no good way for him to decide between Latoona and Gondaland. [1]

•  He could call two countries home. [1]

•  He wanted to share it between both countries. [1]

•  He didn’t want to offend either country. [1]

•  It was difficult for him to decide. [1] – minimal response

•  It was Felix’s training with the Refugee Olympic Team that directly supported him to win the gold model. [2]

•  He probably felt supported by the people going through the same thing he was. [2]

•  Felix should have accepted the medal for the team because it will encourage the refugees. [3]

Partial Credit
Code 1: Refers to Felix’s status as a refugee or that he competed as a member of the Refugee Olympian Team. 

•  Felix is a refugee so the Refugee Olympic Team best represents his situation.

•  He was competing for the Refugee Olympic Team.

•  He was a refugee

UNIT CG139: LANGUAGE POLICY

This unit is about a fictional country, Armaz, where the fictional language Ursk is spoken. A group of Ursk-speaking lawmakers 
proposed a policy that would require all public schools to teach all classes, except foreign language classes, in Ursk. There are a 
number of citizens in Armaz who speak Jutanese, which is a minority language in Armaz, but is spoken widely outside its borders. 
They are concerned about the effects of this policy. In this unit, PISA students must consider the impacts of the policy and reason 
through its possible consequences. The content domain of this unit was categorised as «Culture and intercultural relations» with 
a subdomain of «Perspective taking, stereotypes, discrimination and intolerance”. 
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Language Policy: Released Item #1

This item presents a short text meant to represent a post on social media. In this post, the author makes several statements to 
support the argument that the medal should have been awarded to Latoona, Felix’s host country. The student is then asked to 
consider four statements from the post and identify which ones are opinions. The correct answer is C and D. If both are selected, 
full credit is assigned. If only C or only D is selected, partial credit is assigned. If anything else is selected, the student receives no 
credit. The student must evaluate the information carefully and then consider whether the statement is truly a fact or if it goes 
beyond a fact and reflects the opinion of the author. In this way, the student must consider the reliability of the statements, which 
is related to the cognitive subprocess of «Weighing sources».

Item Number CG139Q01
Cognitive Process Evaluate actions and consequences
Cognitive Subprocess Assessing consequences and implications
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 4

Language Policy: Released Item #2
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Here, students must consider four possible consequences and determine which one would be the most serious if the Ursk-only 
policy is instituted. All consequences are possible, but one summarises a serious potential consequence of the policy. Here, 
B is the correct answer. In order to understand why this is the correct answer, students must consider the fact that a special 
school would remove Jutanese-speaking students from the general population. By isolating a group of students like this, the 
Ursk-speaking students would have fewer personal interactions with the Jutanese-speaking students, which could lead to Ursk-
speaking students relying on generalisations and stereotypes, rather than on interactions with individuals, to get to know their 
Jutanese-speaking peers. This could then lead to widening divisions between Ursk and Jutanese speakers.

Item Number CG139Q04
Cognitive Process Evaluate actions and consequences
Cognitive Subprocess Assessing consequences and implications
Response Format Simple Multiple Choice
Level 3

Language Policy: Released Item #3

For this item, students have the opportunity to express their answer in their own words. The previous items focused on the 
effects of a one-language policy within one country. This item broadens the picture to consider a more global community. Earlier, 
the unit explained that Jutanese was a minority language within Armaz and not spoken by the majority of citizens. However, 
here, the student learns that Jutanese is widely used outside of Armaz, in contrast to Ursk, which is not spoken much outside 
Armaz and some neighbouring countries. With this information, the student must describe a possible consequence of having  
Ursk-only education in public schools. Students could receive credit by providing two types of responses. Responses that 
described a consequence that was more globally focused or expressed an effect on relationships between people or cultures 
in Armaz and other countries received a code of 11. Responses that described a consequence that was more locally focused 
or expressed an effect on life within Armaz received a code of 12. A code of 13 was applied if the response was not completely 
clear with respect to its global or local perspective. All three types of responses received full credit. However, these codes were 
developed so that distributions of global versus local responses could be examined by researchers. For the main study scaling, 
only full credit compared to no credit was considered.

Item Number CG139Q05
Cognitive Process Evaluate actions and consequences
Cognitive Subprocess Assessing consequences and implications
Response Format Open Response – Human Coded
Level 2
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Full Credit

Code 11:  Includes one consequence associated with how interactions between people in Armaz and people in other countries 
might be affected as a result of making Ursk the only language used in public schools. Response should refer to one of 
the following: 
1. It could be difficult for people in Armaz to interact with people from other countries.

2. It could limit access to information for people in Armaz.

3. It could be an economic disadvantage for the country/the citizens of Armaz. 

4. It could make the global community more interested in Ursk.
•  Students may be disadvantaged when they try to communicate with people in other countries. [1]

•  People in Armaz may not be able to easily interact with visitors to their country. [1]

•  If they only know Ursk, how will they talk to people in other countries? [1]

•  The people in Armaz and neighbouring countries might lose their sense of belonging to the larger community. [1]

•  Students would have a hard time reading things on the Internet because it probably would not be translated into 
Ursk. [2]

•  People may have a harder time getting jobs in other countries/with international companies. [3]

•  It wouldn’t be good for Armaz tourism if people there only spoke Ursk well. [3]

•  It would be hard for Armaz to do business with other countries. [3]

•  People interested in learning Ursk might visit Armaz. [4]

Code 12:  Includes one consequence associated with how life within Armaz might be affected as a result of making Ursk the only 
language used in public schools. Response should refer to one of the following:
1. It could be a benefit for the country of Armaz.

2. It could be a benefit for everyday life in Armaz.

3. It could be a benefit for the Ursk language.

4. It could result in communication difficulties in Armaz.

5. It could result in social problems in Armaz.
•  If everyone learns Ursk, it might help people understand their history and culture. [1]

•  People in Armaz might form a stronger sense of their own culture. [1]

•  Everyone in Armaz would be able to communicate with each other. [1 or 2]

•  Students who don’t speak Ursk as a first language could learn it and participate more easily in Armaz society. [2]

•  People might be able to more easily read official documents, participate in civic life, etc. [2]

•  The Ursk language is more likely to be preserved. [3]

•  It will cause language barriers between the citizens of the same country and between generations, leading to social 
divide. [4 and 5]

•  Jutanese speakers might have to leave Armaz because they can’t communicate well. [4]

•  People who speak Jutanese in Armaz may face discrimination. [5]

•  Protests might happen as people who are not used to speaking Ursk will feel it is unecessary to learn it. [5]

•  There is no problem for students who understand Ursk. But some students who do not get used to Ursk could be 
bullied because of wrong use of words. [5]
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Code 13:  Includes a correct consequence, but it is not clear whether the response is referring to a consequence that has an effect 
within Armaz or a consequence that affects interactions between people in Armaz and people in other countries.
•  Discrimination [Acceptable consequence, but it’s not clear whether this refers to discrimination among people within 

Armaz or between people in other countries and people in Armaz]

•  It would be hard for people to communicate. [Acceptable consequence, but it’s not clear whether this refers to a 
communication issue within Armaz or between people in Armaz and other countries.]

•  People could become more isolated. [Acceptable consequence, but it’s not clear whether this refers to isolation of a 
group of people within Armaz or isolation of Armaz from other countries.]

Language Policy: Released Item #4

The stimulus describes four countries that have unique profiles of the language or languages spoken within the country. In 
this item, the student must consider where a single-language education system would be the most appropriate and where it 
would be the least appropriate. Country 2 is the most appropriate location for a single-language education system because 
a majority of the people already speak the official language. A minority of people speak a number of different languages, and 
these individuals are spread out across the country in different regions. Thus, in this country, it would be difficult to incorporate a 
common second language within the education system. Country 3, however, has only a minority of people that speak the official 
language. Here, a majority of the people speak a common language that is not the official language. If a one-language education 
policy were instituted in the official language, many citizens would face great difficulties in the education system. Therefore this is 
the least appropriate location for a single-language system. The correct answer for this item is Country 2 and Country 3.

Item Number CG139Q02
Cognitive Process Evaluate actions and consequences
Cognitive Subprocess Considering actions
Response Format Simple Multiple Choice
Level 4
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UNIT CG122: RISING SEA LEVELS

Rising Sea Levels: Introduction

This unit begins with a brief introduction that describes the effects of rising temperatures on sea levels. The introduction sets 
the stage for the items within the unit, which explores the effects of rising sea levels on individuals who live in areas of low 
elevations, such as islands and coastal areas. The unit focuses on a fictional place where sea levels have risen and displaced the 
inhabitants of the islands, making them climate refugees. The content domain of this unit was categorised as «Socio-economic 
development and interdependence” with a subdomain of «Economic interactions and interdependence”. The experts also felt 
that this unit included content relevant to the category “Environmental sustainability” with a subdomain of “Natural resources 
and environmental risks”.

Rising Sea Levels: Released Item #1

The first item in the unit presents a brief text about a fictional film, “Travina: A Paradise Lost”. The documentary focuses on a 
fictional island nation, Travina, that has been affected by rising sea levels. Hundreds of Travinians have had to move to higher 
ground to escape the changes to the low-lying areas of the islands. The text also states that unless environmental conditions 
improve, most of Travina will be underwater by the year 2075. 
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With this background, the item introduces the filmmaker’s goal in creating the documentary: “to persuade audiences that rising 
global temperatures are a threat by presenting the impact on people’s lives”. The item then presents four reasons that might 
explain why the filmmaker focused on Travina. To answer each part of the item correctly, the student must consider the filmmaker’s 
goal and evaluate whether each statement could be a reason why Travina would present a persuasive case. In the table, the 
second and third statements describe reasons that support the filmmaker’s goal. In both cases, the statements describe why 
the situation on Travina could have a broader impact on viewers, even those who live far from Travina or who do not live near 
the ocean. By contrast, the first and last statements do not describe why the filmmaker would use Travina as an example. These 
statements describe a narrow viewership and one that is likely already persuaded about the effects of rising global temperatures. 
Thus, to receive credit for this item, students had to respond No, Yes, Yes, No.

Item Number CG122Q01
Cognitive Process Evaluate information, formulate arguments and explain issues/situations
Cognitive Subprocess Describing and explaining complex situations or problems
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 4

Rising Sea Levels: Released Item #2

Here, students must be able to identify possible negative consequences of the film’s success and the attention on Travina. For 
each example in the table, the student must decide whether it describes a possible negative consequence. The correct answer 
is Yes, Yes, No, No. The first two examples describe direct possible consequences of the attention on Travina that could have 
additional negative effects on the island nation. The third and fourth examples are not truly consequences of the attention the 
film is generating for Travina. In the third example, whether the government can disburse donations to those in need has little to 
do with the success of the film and more to do with the government’s capacity. The fourth example expresses a consequence that 
is related to Travinians having to move to higher ground, but this is not relevant to the success of the documentary.

Item Number CG122Q02
Cognitive Process Evaluate actions and consequences
Cognitive Subprocess Assessing consequences and implications
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 5
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Rising Sea Levels: Released Item #3

This item introduces new information about projects that can be completed to help certain islands within Travina. The brief text 
states that Travina cannot afford these projects on its own, so some people have proposed creating an international partnership 
of countries that would fund these projects in Travina. The student is then asked to read five arguments and identify whether 
each statement is for or against the idea of international funding for projects in Travina. To receive credit on this item, students 
had to get all parts of the item correct. The correct answers are: For, Against, Against, Against, For.

Item Number CG122Q03
Cognitive Process Evaluate information, formulate arguments and explain issues/situations
Cognitive Subprocess  Describing and explaining complex situations or problems
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 3

Rising Sea Levels: Released Item #4
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This item asks the student to name one challenge that climate refugees would face when moving to a new place. This item was 
one of the easiest items in the Global Competence item pool. While the item is focused on a climate refugee, all refugees face a 
similar set of challenges when leaving their home and moving somewhere new. While the majority of PISA students were likely not 
refugees, the challenges of moving to a new place are those that many students can imagine or have experienced themselves. 
Thus, students could apply their prior knowledge to this context in order to recognise the challenges that affect climate refugees. 
The test developers came up with four broad categories for the challenges that would be relevant for climate refugees and others 
who need to relocate: communication difficulties; financial/economic difficulties; difficulties adjusting to life in a new place; and 
difficulties associated with leaving or losing the community or home and/or finding a new place to live. If students provided a 
response that fell within one of those categories, they received full credit.

Item Number CG122Q04
Cognitive Process Identify and analyse multiple perspectives
Cognitive Subprocess Recognising perspectives
Response Format Open Response – Human Coded
Level 1

Full Credit

Code 1:  Provides a challenge associated with someone leaving their community or country. Responses should refer to one of the 
following categories of challenges:
1. Communication

2. Financial/Economic

3. Difficulties adjusting to life in a new place

4. Difficulties associated with leaving or losing the community or home and/or finding a new place to live
•  They may not know the language. [1]

•  Language [1] – Minimal response: The word “language” provides a strong enough connection to a communication 
challenge.

•  They may not know the language which could make it hard to get a job. [1 and 2]

•  They might have to move to a place that is more expensive and then life would be harder for them. [2]

•  They may be unfamiliar with the culture and not fit in. [3]

•  They might have trouble making friends because they are different. [3]

•  They may not get used to the temperature or humidity in their new home and get sick easily. [3] – Responses that refer 
to adjusting to the climate of a new place are acceptable.

•  Discrimination [3] – Minimal response: Related words such as racism, prejudice, etc. are acceptable because they provide 
a strong connection to a challenge refugees. might experience in adjusting to life in a new place]

•  They may not be able to move with all of their family. [4]

•  They might miss their native homeland. [4]

•  They would be sad to leave the place they called home. [4]

•  They might not be allowed into some countries. [4]



© OECD 2020 » PISA 2018 Results (Volume VI): Are Students Ready to Thrive in an Interconnected World?412

Annex C Released test units

Rising Sea Levels: Released Item #5

This final item asks the student to consider a set of proposals and identify which represents a short-term response (to a more 
immediate need) and which represents a long-term response (to more systemic causes) to rising sea levels. Here, sea defences, 
desalination technologies for drinking water and moving villages are all short-term responses. Each individual response might 
require a lot of effort and several years to complete, but they all address a more short-term, immediate response to the problems 
people on an island face in the midst of rising sea levels. By contrast, reducing greenhouse gases and supporting research for 
new protection strategies are responses that must unfold over a longer period. Each of these solutions could take decades for 
the results to affect people and could help tackle the systemic causes of sea level rise. This item had partial-credit and full-credit 
scoring. The correct responses were Short term, Long term, Short term, Short term, Long term. To receive partial credit, four out 
of five statements had to be correct. To receive full credit, all five statements had to be correct. If three or fewer statements were 
correct, no credit was assigned. The level provided for this item is based on full credit.

Item Number CG122Q05
Cognitive Process Evaluate actions and consequences
Cognitive Subprocess Considering actions
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 5

UNIT CG128: ETHNICAL CLOTHING

In this unit, students are introduced to the concept of fast fashion, which is a trend whereby clothing is inexpensive, of lesser 
quality and produced to meet the frequent changes in fashion trends. This clothing is not intended to be worn by consumers for 
several seasons. Instead, it is likely to be discarded or donated once the style has become less popular. Students also learn about 
an alternative concept: durable fashion. Durable clothing is more expensive, of better quality and intended to be worn for longer 
periods. Students are also told about three principles of ethical clothing production. Throughout the unit, students are asked 
to consider the consequences of clothing production and make connections with these principles. The content domain of this 
unit was categorised as “Environmental sustainability” with a subdomain of “Policies, practices and behaviours for environmental 
sustainability”. The experts also felt that this unit included content relevant to the category «Socio-economic development and 
interdependence” with a subdomain of «Economic interactions and interdependence”.
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Ethical Clothing: Released Item #1

A list of four possible consequences of the Fast Fashion trend are presented, and students need to decide whether each 
consequence violates one or more of the principles of ethical clothing production. The first and third consequences violate the 
principles. The first consequence violates the second principle because more clothing in landfills adds to environmental waste 
instead of minimising it. The third consequence violates the first principle because keeping pay rates low means the company or 
industry is not working to ensure that workers have fair wages. The second and fourth consequences do not violate the principles. 
To receive credit on this item, students had to get all parts of the item correct. The correct answers are: Yes, No, Yes, No.

Item Number CG128Q01
Cognitive Process Evaluate actions and consequences
Cognitive Subprocess Assessing consequences and implications
Response Format Complex Multiple Choice
Level 4

Ethical Clothing: Released Item #2
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Here, the student is asked to think about what might happen if there were a ban on Fast Fashion clothes. They are asked to 
provide one possible positive consequence of a ban and one negative consequence. In order for students to provide either kind of 
consequence, they first need to think about the current effects of Fast Fashion described in the stimulus. Then they must consider 
what would happen if a ban went into effect, which requires the student to be able to think beyond what has been described in 
the unit thus far. Test developers came up with several classes of responses for both the positive and negative consequences, 
which are provided in the coding guide below with sample responses. For this item, full credit was given if the student could 
correctly describe both a positive and a negative consequence. Students received partial credit if they could accurately describe 
only a positive or only a negative consequence.

Item Number CG128Q02
Cognitive Process Evaluate actions and consequences
Cognitive Subprocess Assessing consequences and implications
Response Format Open Response – Human Coded
Level 3

Full Credit

Code 2:  Includes a correct response for both the positive AND negative consequences. In general, the two consequences 
should appear in the correct boxes. If the student puts both responses in a single box, it must be clear that one is a 
positive consequence and one is a negative consequence. Correct possible consequences for each are provided below.  
Positive consequences – responses should refer to one of the following types of positive consequences:
1. Positive effects on the environment

2. Positive effects on workers

3. Positive effects for customers

4. Positive effects for the clothing production industry

5. Positive effects on fashion or clothing
• People would wear durable clothes more often and less clothes would be thrown away. [1]

•  There would be less pollution. [1]

•  Ethical clothing reduces waste in landfills. [1]

•  Workers get fair wages. [2]

•  Workers will be treated better. [2]

•  There would be more durable clothing available. [3 or 5]

•  More durable clothing options might increase competition. [3 or 4]

•  More durable clothing factories will open. [4]

•  It could become easier and cheaper to make durable clothing. [3 or 4]

•  It will be more ethical. [5]

•  Clothing will last longer. [5]

Negative consequences – responses should refer to one of the following types of consequences:
1. Negative effects on workers

2. Negative effects on customers or clothing charities

3. Negative effects on the clothing production industry

4. Negative effects on fashion or clothing

• Some Fast Fashion factories might close because people don’t buy the clothes. [1 or 3]

•  People won’t have to buy as many clothes because durable clothes last longer, so there will be fewer jobs for clothing 
workers. [1]
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•  Clothing prices could go up for everyone if there is more durable clothing available than Fast Fashion. [2]

•  There will be fewer style options. [2 or 4]

•  Fewer clothes will be donated to charity. [2]

•  Companies will make less profit with durable clothes. [3]

•  If companies switch to durable clothes, they might not be as successful as they were before. [3]

•  Clothes will be more boring. [4]

Partial Credit

Code 1:  Includes a correct possible positive consequence OR a correct possible negative consequence. The other possible 
consequence is missing, incorrect, vague, insufficient or irrelevant. The correct consequence must appear in the correct box.  
Note: For this item, each response is evaluated independently. Therefore, this coding guide is an exception to the general 
principle that an incorrect portion of a response leads to a Code 0.

Ethical Clothing: Released Item #3

In this item, students have to think about how one action might affect another within the framing of the principles of ethical 
clothing. Four actions by a factory are described. Students need to read each one and identify which one causes a conflict 
between two of the principles. The correct answer is C. Switching to a type of cotton that needs minimal water addresses the 
third principle of ethical clothing (minimise water use). However, this type of cotton requires large quantities of pesticides, which 
violates the second principle (minimise environmental waste and pollution).

Item Number CG128Q03
Cognitive Process Evaluate actions and consequences
Cognitive Subprocess Considering actions
Response Format Simple Multiple Choice
Level 4
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Ethical Clothing: Released Item #4

The last item in this unit describes an experiment that took place in Germany. A vending machine offered T-shirts for only two 
euros. However, before the machine dispensed the T-shirt, it presented images of the working conditions where the T-shirt was 
made. Then, customers were asked if they wanted to go forward with the purchase or donate the two euros to make clothing 
production more ethical. Students learn that in this experiment, nine out of ten customers made the donation. They are then 
asked to write in their own words why they think most people chose to make the donation. The test developers came up with 
two primary ways to receive credit for this item, both of which required students to take the perspective of the customer who just 
learned how the T-shirt was made.

Item Number CG128Q05
Cognitive Process Identify and analyse multiple perspectives
Cognitive Subprocess Recognising perspectives
Response Format Open Response – Human Coded
Level 2

Full Credit
Code 1:  Describes a reason for making a donation that refers to an awareness of working conditions in the clothing industry or 

how consumer actions affect others.
•  The images made people aware of the real cost of the t-shirt.

•  The images encouraged people to think about how their actions affect other people.

•  It made people realise the t-shirt was cheap because factories take advantage of their workers.

•  Because they saw the images and they became aware. [Minimal response: Addresses the concept of awareness, but it 
doesn’t specify what the customers became aware of.]

•  They saw how hard the workers had to work.

•  They didn’t want to contribute to the poor working conditions.

OR:        Describes a reason for making a donation that focuses on the emotions or motivations of the donors only.
•  People felt guilty.

•  The images made people feel bad about buying the clothes.

•  They felt pressured.

•  They wanted to help.

•  Because they are compassionate.

•  This was a simple action people could do to help workers and not feel so guilty.

•  They felt it was the least they could do.
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A collaborative effort

PISA is a collaborative effort, bringing together experts from the participating countries, steered jointly by their governments on 
the basis of shared, policy-driven interests.

A PISA Governing Board, on which each country is represented, determines the policy priorities for PISA, in the context of OECD 
objectives, and oversees adherence to these priorities during the implementation of the programme. This includes setting 
priorities for the development of indicators, for establishing the assessment instruments, and for reporting the results.

Experts from participating countries also serve on working groups that are charged with linking policy objectives with the best 
internationally available technical expertise. By participating in these expert groups, countries ensure that the instruments are 
internationally valid and take into account the cultural and educational contexts in OECD member and partner countries and 
economies, that the assessment materials have strong measurement properties, and that the instruments emphasise authenticity 
and educational validity.

Through National Project Managers, participating countries and economies implement PISA at the national level subject to the 
agreed administration procedures. National Project Managers play a vital role in ensuring that the implementation of the survey 
is of high quality, and verify and evaluate the survey results, analyses, reports and publications.

The design and implementation of the surveys, within the framework established by the PISA Governing Board, is the 
responsibility of external contractors. For PISA 2018, the overall management of contractors and implementation was carried 
out by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in the United States as the Core A contractor. Tasks under Core A also included 
instrument development, development of the computer platform, survey operations and meetings, scaling, analysis and data 
products. These tasks were implemented in co-operation with the following subcontractors; i) the University of Luxembourg for 
support with test development; ii) the Unité d’analyse des systèmes et des pratiques d’enseignement (aSPe) at the University 
of Liège in Belgium for test development and coding training for open-response items; iii) the International Association for 
the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) in the Netherlands for the data management software; iv) Westat in the 
United States for survey operations; v) Deutsches Institut für Internationale Pädagogische Forschung (DIPF) in Germany, 
with co-operation from Statistics Canada, for the development of the questionnaires; and vi) HallStat SPRL in Belgium for the 
translation referee. 

The remaining tasks related to the implementation of PISA 2018 were implemented through three additional contractors – 
Cores B to D. The development of the cognitive assessment frameworks for reading and global competence and of the framework 
for questionnaires was carried out by Pearson in the United Kingdom as the Core B contractor. Core C focused on sampling and 
was the responsibility of Westat in the United States in co-operation with the Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) 
for the sampling software KeyQuest. Linguistic quality control and the development of the French source version for Core D were 
undertaken by cApStAn, who worked in collaboration with BranTra as a subcontractor.  

The OECD Secretariat has overall managerial responsibility for the programme, monitors its implementation daily, acts as the 
secretariat for the PISA Governing Board, builds consensus among countries and serves as the interlocutor between the PISA 
Governing Board and the international Consortium charged with implementing the activities. The OECD Secretariat also produces 
the indicators and analyses and prepares the international reports and publications in co-operation with the PISA Consortium 
and in close consultation with member and partner countries and economies both at the policy level (PISA Governing Board) and 
at the level of implementation (National Project Managers).

ANNEX D
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