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Your Major concern

1. what PISA is doing, the meanings of its findings
for Hong Kong, the implications, the validity
and reliability of the findings;

2. what PISA can inform the school administrators,
the teachers, and the parent about the
directions they have to strive for in order to
further improve the quality of our education;

3. whether PISA can inform us about the
effectiveness and efficiency of what we are
doing under the new education reform launched
in 2000;

4. to fill up gaps in our research on whole-person
education in HK.

5. Others: Looking forward of PISA after 2015;
PISA test questions are set so as to improve our
school-based assessment?

1. What is PISA doing?
Basic Design
* Age-based target population (15-year-olds)
* National samples of 150 schools with 5,000
students
e Two hours of testing time for each student
* Context questionnaires for the students, parents
and schools
* Sample
- 475,000 students
- 65 participating countries

Basic Background

Tests competencies for real-life situations and
not constrained by the common denominator of
national curricula

* Three Domains:

Science

+ o = [ BYE (PISA 2009)

OECD Countries Partner Countries/Regions
Australia Japan Albania Macao-China
Austria Korea Argentina Montenegro
Belgium Luxembourg Azerbaijan Panama
Canada Mexico Brazil Peru
Chile Netherlands Bulgaria Qatar
Czech Republic New Zealand Chinese Taipei Romania
Denmark Norway Colombia Russian Federation
Estonia Poland Croatia Serbia
Finland Portugal Dubai (UAE) Shanghai-China
France Slovak Republic Hong Kong-China Singapore
Germany Slovenia Indonesia Thailand
Greece Spain Jordan Trinidad and Tobago
Hungary Sweden Kazakhstan Tunisia
Iceland Switzerland Kyrgyzstan Uruguay
Ireland Turkey Latvia
Israel United Kingdom Liechtenstein
Italy United States Lithuania
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« Prof. Tse Chi-shing, Department of Educational Psychology, CUHK

« Prof. Wan Yau-heng, Department of Mathematics, CUHK

« Dr. Lau Tai-shing, Chung Chi College, CUHK

Mr. Wong Ka-lok, Faculty of Education, HKU
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Type of Student iotal N”f.“?’e' Pf
School Academic Intake Rlumber{ol Participating
Schools Schools
Government  High 16 5
Med 8 3
Low 7 2
N/A 3 0
Aided High 120 44
Med 120 41
Low 132 39
N/A 3 0
Independent®  Local / DSS* 54 15
Private/International 35 2
Total 498 151
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Major Findings
—] - - -
IF Effectiveness and Efficiency
Number of
participating Proportion (%)
students
Grade/Form
7181 85 18
8/S2 353 7.3
9/S3 1210 25.0
10/S4 3185 65.8
11/S5 4 0.1
Total 4837 100
Sex
Female 2280 47.1
Male 2557 52.9 e e T e
Total 4837 100 e ssai s Sy ey oot B e TN = i B S e
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How the World’s Most Improved School Systems Keep Getting Better, 2010
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Trend

Top ranking and East Asian

PISA 2000+=PISA 2009
PSR 2 BERACHAV R

countries/regions
Country/region PISA 2009 PISA 2006 PISA 2003 PISA 2000+ B Eﬁ% | g(r% | f:[?{a |
Rank (mean ) Rank (mean) Rank (mean) Rank (mean) 3[}} T 5% E?i’??*‘i T 5y ﬁi%% T 5y ﬁ%%
Shanghai-China 1(556) = - - 2000+ 525 2.9 560 3.3 541 3.0
Korea_ 2 Eggg; : gij; - gig; : gig; 2003 510 37 550 45 539 43
o0 2006 536 2.4 547 2.7 542 2.5
Hong Kong-China | 4 (533) 3(536) 10 (510) 6 (525)
SEror S526] = : : 2009 533** 2.1 555* 2.7 549%* 28
Canada 6(524) 4 (527) 3(528) 2 (534)
New Zealand 7 (521) 5 (521) 6 (522) 3(529) *EJW#F 1520095720061V g - F %T%’!%LE:' °
Japan 8 (520) 15 (498) 15 (498) 9 (522)
Chinese Taipei 23 (495) 16 (496) - - SR IE] 2 ”h 1742009572003 | 2009572000+ £
Macao-China 28 (487) 21 (492) 16 (498) i > i‘dt l% Bl o
14
E%“EJ%F Jaofe Cumulative Percentage of students at
t,ﬁw%ﬂk,g\j mej%w {95 B+ OECD different proficiency levels (Top 4)
PV 5T BeRto) R W50 - 5 (AR R =
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6 1.2% 0.8% 5 4 442%  541%  458%  451%
5 12.4% 7.7% HK ”4””“ ” 3 75.6%  82.6%  788%  752%
4 44.2% 28.6% 2 91.7% 95.9% 942%  91.9%
3 75.6% 57.4% 1a 983%  993%  989%  983%
2 91.7% 81.4% HK £10.37% i 1b 998%  99.9%  99.8%  99.8%
1a 98.3% 94.49% below 1b 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%
1b 99.8% 98.9%
{42 1b 100.0% 100.0%
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BER | BMER BAZR

2000 7050 3357 3646

2009 7058 3143 4360
25 8 [(24)] ( 114)
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Resilient students El’?['F'TF 75 E
. Resi“ent Students are those Who come from a Percentage of resilient studnetws among disadvantaged students*
disadvantaged socio-economic background and s ; : : : : : ="
perform much higher than would be predicted by °“°x1422§i§t,?:; ; { { : =
their background. bpi,d : : ! = /
+ In PISA2009, a student is classified as resilient if e T } 1 1 £i
. . I I I I
he or she is in the bottom quarter of the PISA Bl i r J L B S
index ESCS in the country of assessment and ey ] I I 0 e
performs in the top quarter across students from g o i i — e
all countries after accounting for ESCS e : : —
background. tetncs : 1 =
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Looking Forward (1):
Whole person development

1 1&&}

(¢ 4635 ~ s
LS )

Use tools interactively
(language, math, science,
technology, problem
solving)

Interact in
heterogeneous
Act Autonamously groups

& take responsibility

Reading Self-concept

Sample items: | get good marks in <test language>;
I learn quickly in <test language> Class;

DENMARK
MACEDONIA
ITALY

IRELAND
UNITED STATES
u
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Looking Forward (2): School

Sense of Belonging

Sample items:
| feel like an outsider; | make friends easily; | feel like | belong; | feel lonely

“Many system leaders wused vivid language
to describe the journey their school system had
undergone: in Lithuania we heard of the “soup,”
while in Hong Kong we were told of the “typhoon.~

- McKinsey & Company
How the World’s Most Improved School Systems Keep Getting Better, 2010: P.8

Looking Forward McKinsey deemed Hong Kong

(3) education system as ‘great’,
but not ‘excellent’ yet

* Other “great” systems
continue to improve

* Need to ensure strong and
weak students realise full
potential

* Importance of holistic
education and the need to 1
strengthen teaching & learning |
of 215t century skills




Exhibit 17:
Gireat to excellent journeys emphasize
learning through peers and iNnnowvati on

The “great to excellent”™ journey: IMpro
through peerded support and teaching
Innowvation

In the final frontier of school improvement, the
journeyw from great to excellent, svstems focus on
creating an enviromment that will unleash the
creativity and innovation of its edecators and
other stakeholder sroups. At this point in the
improvement journey, system educators are highly
skilled and hawve a body of agreed routines and

ving

practices that have become inmate to how they work.

The intervention cluster for the journey from great
to excellent serves furthertoenbances the educators’
responsibility for looking after each other’s
development; the systems give their teachers the
time, resources. and flexibilitv to reflect upom amd
try out mew ideas to better support student learning
(Exhibit 17).7

Exhibit 8:
©Our sample represents a continuum of improvement
from poor to fair to good to great

From Great to Excellent : “Teacher Participation” in SBM

“Parent and Community” Involvement to establish “School with Heart”

Foors  m Goag?
Wrae @ creat

1385 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010

- McKinsey & Company

How the World’s Most Improved School Systems Keep Getting Better, 2010: p. 19
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Thank you !

Further information
OECD/PISA
www.pisa.oecd.org
email: pisa@oecd.org
HKPISA
www.fed.cuhk.edu.hk/~hkpisa
estherho@cuhk.edu.hk

s HKPISA

3l




