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Poverty is not destiny – Learning outcomes
by international deciles of the PISA index of economic, social and cultural status (ESCS)

280

330

380

430

480

530

580

630
D

om
in

ic
an

 R
ep

ub
lic

 4
0

Al
ge

ria
 5

2
Ko

so
vo

 1
0

Q
at

ar
 3

FY
R

O
M

 1
3

Tu
ni

si
a 

39
M

on
te

ne
gr

o 
11

Jo
rd

an
 2

1
U

ni
te

d 
Ar

ab
 E

m
ira

te
s 

3
G

eo
rg

ia
 1

9
Le

ba
no

n 
27

In
do

ne
si

a 
74

M
ex

ic
o 

53
Pe

ru
 5

0
C

os
ta

 R
ic

a 
38

Br
az

il 
43

Tu
rk

ey
 5

9
M

ol
do

va
 2

8
Th

ai
la

nd
 5

5
C

ol
om

bi
a 

43
Ic

el
an

d 
1

Tr
in

id
ad

 a
nd

 T
ob

ag
o 

14
R

om
an

ia
 2

0
Is

ra
el

 6
Bu

lg
ar

ia
 1

3
G

re
ec

e 
13

R
us

si
a 

5
U

ru
gu

ay
 3

9
C

hi
le

 2
7

La
tv

ia
 2

5
Li

th
ua

ni
a 

12
Sl

ov
ak

 R
ep

ub
lic

 8
Ita

ly
 1

5
N

or
w

ay
 1

Sp
ai

n 
31

H
un

ga
ry

 1
6

C
ro

at
ia

 1
0

D
en

m
ar

k 
3

O
EC

D
 a

ve
ra

ge
 1

2
Sw

ed
en

 3
M

al
ta

 1
3

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es
 1

1
M

ac
ao

 (C
hi

na
) 2

2
Ire

la
nd

 5
Au

st
ria

 5
Po

rtu
ga

l 2
8

Lu
xe

m
bo

ur
g 

14
H

on
g 

Ko
ng

 (C
hi

na
) 2

6
C

ze
ch

 R
ep

ub
lic

 9
Po

la
nd

 1
6

Au
st

ra
lia

 4
U

ni
te

d 
Ki

ng
do

m
 5

C
an

ad
a 

2
Fr

an
ce

 9
Ko

re
a 

6
N

ew
 Z

ea
la

nd
 5

Sw
itz

er
la

nd
 8

N
et

he
rla

nd
s 

4
Sl

ov
en

ia
 5

Be
lg

iu
m

 7
Fi

nl
an

d 
2

Es
to

ni
a 

5
Vi

et
 N

am
 7

6
G

er
m

an
y 

7
Ja

pa
n 

8
C

hi
ne

se
 T

ai
pe

i 1
2

B-
S-

J-
G

 (C
hi

na
) 5

2
Si

ng
ap

or
e 

11

Sc
or

e 
po

in
ts

Bottom decile Second decile Middle decile Ninth decile Top decile

Figure I.6.7

% of students 
in the bottom 
international 

deciles of 
ESCS

OECD median student



Top performers

Students who can develop and work with models for complex science 
situations, identifying constraints and specifying assumptions. They can 
select, compare and evaluate appropriate problem-solving strategies for 

dealing with complex problems related to these models. 



The global pool of top performers: A PISA perspective
Figure I.2.18 
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Spending per student from the age of 6 to 15 and 
science performance 

Figure II.6.2
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Differences in educational resources
between advantaged and disadvantaged schools

Figure I.6.14
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Countries that invest more public funds in privately managed schools 
tend to have less of a difference between the socio-economic profiles 
of publicly and privately managed schools
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Learning time and science performance
Figure II.6.23
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Learning time and science performance
Figure II.6.23
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Student-teacher ratios and class size
Figure II.6.14
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Students’ use of memorisation strategies

Source: Figure 4.1
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Memorisation is less useful as problems become more 
difficult (OECD average)

R² = 0.81

0.70

1.00

300 400 500 600 700 800
Difficulty of mathematics item on the PISA scale

Source: Figure 4.3

Difficult problem

Easy problem

Greater 
success

Less 
success

Odds ratio



There are large international differences in the use of 
control strategies

Source: Figure 5.1
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Control strategies are always helpful but less so as problems 
become more difficult (OECD average)

R² = 0.31
0.95

1.20

300 400 500 600 700 800
Difficulty of mathematics item on the PISA scale

Source: Figure 5.2
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Students’ use of elaboration strategies

Source: Figure 6.1
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Elaboration strategies are more useful as problems 
become more difficult (OECD average)

R² = 0.82

0.80

1.50

300 400 500 600 700 800

Difficulty of mathematics item on the PISA scale
Source: Figure 6.2

Difficult
problem

Greater 
success
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success
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Variation in science performance between and within schools
Figure I.6.11
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Teachers Self-Efficacy and Professional Collaboration
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29 Teachers’ skills
Numeracy test scores of tertiary graduates and teachers 

Numeracy score215 235 255 275 295 315 335 355 375
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30 Teachers’ skills
Numeracy test scores of tertiary graduates and teachers 

Numeracy score215 235 255 275 295 315 335 355 375
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Governance

Across the OECD, 70% of students attend schools whose principals have 
considerable responsibility for hiring teachers, and in half the cases also over 

budget allocations within the school
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performance

Higher 
science
performance

Students score lower in science when 
the school governing board holds more 

responsibility for admissions policies
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Routine cognitive skills Complex ways of thinking, complex ways of 
doing, collective capacity

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

Curriculum, instruction and assessment

Standardisation and compliance High-level professional knowledge workers
Teacher quality

‘Tayloristic’, hierarchical Flat, collegial
Work organisation

Primarily to authorities Primarily to peers and stakeholders
Accountability

System transformations
The old bureaucratic system The modern enabling system
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