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Foreword

The OECD’s new Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) has been designed to provide data and
analyses on the conditions needed for effective teaching and learning in schools. As the first international
survey with this focus, it seeks to fill important information gaps that have been identified at the national and
international levels.

TALIS is conceptualised as a programme of surveys, with successive rounds designed to address policy-relevant
issues chosen by countries. This Technical Report relates to the first round of TALIS conducted in 2007-08,
which studied lower secondary education in both the public and private sectors. It examined important aspects
of teachers’ professional development; teacher beliefs, attitudes and practices; teacher appraisal and feedback;
and school leadership.

This report describes the development of the TALIS instruments and the methods used in sampling, data
collection, scaling and data analysis, for those wishing to review and replicate the procedures used. Furthermore,
it provides insight into the rigorous quality control programme that operated during all phases of the survey,
involving numerous partners and external experts.

The information in this report complements the User Guide for the TALIS International Database (available for
download from www.oecd.org/edu/talis/). The Guide provides a basic yet thorough introduction to the TALIS
international database and to the results included in the first international report from TALIS, Creating Effective
Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS (OECD, 2009).

The database contains the survey responses from more than 70 000 teachers and more than 4 000 school
principals in the 24 countries who participated in the first round of TALIS. The database was used to generate
information and to act as a base for the production of the initial international report from the first round of TALIS
published in June 2009 (OECD, 2009).

TALIS is a collaborative effort by the participating countries, guided by their governments on the basis of shared
policy-driven interests. Representatives of each country form the TALIS Board of Participating Countries, which
determines the policy orientations of TALIS as well as the analysis and results produced from it.

The OECD recognises the significant contributions of Dirk Hastedt, Steffen Knoll, Ralph Carstens and
Friederike Westphal of the IEA Data Processing and Research Center in Hamburg, Germany, who co-
edited this report. The principal authors of specific chapters were for Chapter 1: Dirk Hastedt, Steffen Knoll
and Friederike Westphal; Chapter 4: Barbara Malak-Minklewiez and Suzanne Morony; Chapters 5 and 10:
Jean Dumais and Sylvie LaRoche; Chapter 6: Friederike Westphal and Steffen Knoll; Chapter 7: Ralph Carstens;
Chapter 8: Barbara Malak-Minklewiez, Suzanne Morony and Friederike Westphal; Chapter 9: Alena Becker
and Ralph Carstens; Chapter 11: Svenja Vieluf, Juan Leon and Ralph Carstens. Chapters 2 and 3 and parts of
Chapter 11 were authored by the OECD Secretariat.

The editorial work at the OECD Secretariat was carried out by Eric Charbonnier, Michael Davidson, Ben Jensen,
Niccolina Clements, Soojin Park and Elisabeth Villoutreix. A full list of contributors to the TALIS project is
included in Annex A of this report. This report is published under the responsibility of the Secretary-General of
the OECD.

Brbina ’Dsc&.}.ﬁz‘,

Barbara Ischinger
Director for Education, OECD
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Abstract
[

This chapter offers an overview of the OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS)
and summarises the survey’s main features and objectives. It introduces the main stakeholders in
the management and implementation of TALIS and their responsibilities, discusses standardised
procedures used for the data collection and analyses and outlines the survey’s milestones,
beginning with the pilot study in 2006.

OVERVIEW OF TALIS

TALIS is the first international survey to focus on the working conditions of teachers and the learning environment in
schools. It focuses on four main research areas: school leadership; professional development; teacher appraisal and
feedback; and teaching practices, beliefs and attitudes. Data were collected through two types of questionnaires: a
principal questionnaire that was completed by school principals and a teacher questionnaire that was completed
by the sampled teachers. The questionnaires were designed to be completed by paper-and-pencil or on line.

The OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) Technical Report offers detail and documentation
about the development of the TALIS instruments and the methods used in sampling, data collection, scaling
and data analysis. The Technical Report enables review and replication of the procedures used for TALIS.
Furthermore, it provides insight into the rigorous quality control programme that operated during all phases of
the survey, involving numerous partners of the Consortium as well as external experts.

The first cycle of TALIS was conducted in 24 countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium (Flemish Community),
Brazil, Bulgaria, Denmark, Estonia, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Korea, Lithuania, Malta, Malaysia, Mexico,
the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Turkey. Sixteen countries
chose to use the on line data collection module (refer to Chapter 6 for more details).

The International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement Data Processing and Research
Center (IEA DPC), together with its consortium members Statistics Canada and the IEA Secretariat, partnered with
the OECD as international contractor in April 2006. The International Study Centre (ISC) completed the work
for the first cycle of TALIS in September 2009 with the publication of the TALIS international report, Creating
Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS (OECD, 2009) and the TALIS 2008
Technical Report (OECD, 2010).

The first sections of this chapter outline how the first cycle of TALIS was managed at the international and
national levels. The final two sections outline the three major phases of the survey.

MANAGEMENT OF THE STUDY

The OECD Secretariat represented and co-ordinated TALIS, holding overall responsibility for managing
the project and monitoring implementation on a day-to-day basis through their communication with the
international contractor. The OECD Secretariat served as the secretariat for the TALIS Board of Participating
Countries (BPC), fostered consensus between the participating countries and acted as interlocutors to the TALIS
BPC and the international contractor.

The TALIS Consortium (see Annex A) included members from the IEA Secretariat (Amsterdam, Netherlands),
Statistics Canada (Ottawa, Canada) and the IEA DPC (Hamburg, Germany), where the I1SC was located.

Mr. Juriaan Hartenberg managed financial and contractual relations between the Consortium and the OECD.
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STANDARDISED PROCEDURES TO ENSURE HIGH-QUALITY DATA

In order to ensure international comparability of the questionnaires and the quality of the international
database, the ISC implemented standardised procedures throughout all stages of survey preparation, survey
administration and data processing. The ISC prepared six manuals that described all the necessary steps to the
successful implementation of TALIS. The manuals were provided in both English and French (the two working
languages of the OECD) and NPMs were requested to follow the procedures as outlined in the manuals.

Statistics Canada conducted the sampling and weighting for all participating countries following the rules and
guidelines outlined in the TALIS Sampling Manual (MS-02-03). For more details about the sample design of
TALIS, see Chapter 5. For more details about sampling weights and participation rates, see Chapter 10.

IEA provided a software package for within-school sampling, data entry and on line data collection (ODC).
Participating countries were asked to use the software, which had operated successfully in numerous [EA
surveys and had been specially adapted for TALIS. IEA Windows Within-School Sampling Software (WinW3S)
enabled NPMs to draw the teacher sample for each nationally sampled school. When the questionnaires
arrived back at the national centres, data were entered using the IEA Windows Data Entry Manager (WinDEM).
Countries applying the ODC module were provided with the IEA SurveySystemDesigner. During a three-day
data management seminar at the beginning of the survey, national data managers were trained in the correct use
of these software packages. This extensive hands-on training familiarised them with the software at the survey
preparation stage.

Quality control was implemented at different levels and during all phases of the survey to closely monitor survey
procedures and data outcomes. At the international level, the IEA Secretariat co-ordinated quality control of
the survey operations procedures whereas at the national level NPMs were asked to nominate quality control
monitors who reported exclusively to the NPM (see Chapter 8 for more details on quality control).

During the first TALIS cycle the ISC held an annual or bi-annual meeting for all NPMs in order to provide an
update on the progress of the survey and to discuss procedures, questionnaires and data.

NATIONAL CENTRES AND NATIONAL PROJECT MANAGERS

The first task for participating countries was to establish a national centre under the auspices of an
experienced NPM, who became responsible for preparing and co-ordinating the survey at the national level.
In most countries NPMs were supported by a national data manager who managed the technical aspects of
administering the survey. Depending on the size of the country and the organisation of the national centre,
the number of staff members who were involved in the survey varied considerably. Regular communication
between the NPM and the ISC ensured that survey administration proceeded according to the international
schedule.

Main tasks of the National Project Managers

In order to collect TALIS data, national centres distributed questionnaires to teachers and principals
who completed and returned the questionnaires within a defined period of time. This procedure differed
significantly from data collection for achievement studies, which rely on standardised testing sessions. It
was a demanding task to ensure high participation rates at the school and teacher level. In order to achieve
this, NPMs had to cooperate intensively with teachers unions and the ministry. Since TALIS is a new survey,
public relation efforts were necessary to raise awareness among principals and teachers prior to the main
data collection.
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At national centres NPMs and data managers performed the following tasks:
¢ established an overall schedule in co-operation with the ISC;

e attended NPM meetings to become acquainted with all TALIS instruments, materials and survey
procedures;

¢ provided an up-to-date national sampling frame of International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED)
Level 2 schools and discussed national options like oversampling directly with the sampling experts from
Statistics Canada;

e performed within-school sampling and tracking using the IEA WinW3$;

e appointed an experienced translator to produce the national version(s) of the questionnaires based on the
international instruments;’

e documented the required cultural adaptations using the National Adaptation Forms;

e prepared for ODC with the IEA SurveySystemDesigner (if applicable);

e nominated and trained school co-ordinators;

¢ nominated and trained national quality control monitors;

e monitored the return status of the questionnaires using a software tool provided by the ISC;

¢ entered data manually using WinDEM or monitored data entry if an external agency was subcontracted;
e performed quality control procedures in WinDEM; and

e completed the survey activities questionnaire after survey administration.

PHASES OF THE TALIS STUDY

The TALIS design included three major components: a pilot study, a field trial and the main survey. For the pilot
study five countries volunteered to test the questionnaires within some self-selected schools. Each country was
requested to run a field trial according to the standardised procedures mentioned in the previous section. All
countries that completed the field trial also performed the main survey.

Pilot study

In order to check the quality and the content of the questionnaires, a small pilot study was conducted in the third
quarter of 2006. Brazil, Malaysia, Norway, Portugal and Slovenia volunteered to test the instruments in their
countries within a survey administration window of three weeks. Each of the participating countries selected
five schools. Within these schools, one principal and five teachers volunteered to respond to the questionnaires.
Therefore every pilot study country gathered data from 5 principals and 25 teachers. Data were entered by the
national centres and processed by the ISC. Each NPM prepared a summary report reflecting the strengths and
weaknesses of the survey procedures and outlining the feedback received from principals and teachers.

To facilitate survey implementation, the first three-day NPM meeting in Paris, France was held two months prior
to the administration of the pilot study. The purposes of the meeting were to present the instruments, materials
and survey operations procedures for TALIS and to introduce NPMs to the survey schedule.

Field trial

The objective of the field trial (FT) was to test the survey instruments and operational procedures in all
participating countries in preparation for the main survey (MS). Austria, Bulgaria and Mexico, which joined
the survey in early 2007 (somewhat later than other countries), also performed field trials. Bulgaria’s field trial
utilised MS instruments, as these were already complete when it joined the survey.
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In November 2006, the second two-day NPM meeting was held in Hamburg, Germany to discuss the outcomes
of the pilot study and the required changes to the instruments for the FT. After the NPM meeting, the ISC
conducted a three-day data management seminar to train the national data managers in using WinW3S for
within school sampling, WinDEM for data entry and the IEA SurveySystemDesigner for on line data collection.
The 16 countries that had decided to use ODC for the main survey trialled procedures and data collection
during the FT.

All participating countries conducted the FT during a six-week timeframe in the second and third quarter
of 2007.2 Sampling, translation verification and layout verification were performed following main survey
standards. The expected sample size per country was 400 teachers and 20 principals out of 20 schools sampled
by Statistics Canada prior to the FT (see Chapter 5 for more details). Exceptions were made for Iceland and
Malta because of their size: the sample size for Iceland was 10 schools, 10 principals and 100 teachers and the
sample size for Malta was 4 schools, 4 principals and 40 teachers.

Data entry was performed under the supervision of the NPM or data manager using IEA WinDEM software.
National data sets were then submitted to the ISC for data processing and quality checks.

After the FT the ISC collected feedback from NPMs on how the survey had been perceived within the country
and whether modifications to the procedures were needed. One of the challenges of TALIS was to achieve high
participation rates at the school and individual levels. Considerable efforts were exerted in communicating
information about the study. Information about best practices relative to ensuring high participation rates was
gathered and shared with all NPMs prior to the MS preparation and was included in the TALIS Manual for
National Project Managers (MS-01-03) .

Main survey

The third three-day NPM meeting was held in July 2007 in Tallinn, Estonia to prepare NPMs for administrating
the MS. The meeting focused on the outcomes of the FT and the presentation of the finalised MS instruments.
The rules for international and national quality control monitoring (see Chapter 8) were explained since, unlike
the FT, the MS utilised external experts for quality control at the international level.

Figure 1.1

Milestones of the survey

Activity

2006: third quarter Pilot study: conducted in five self-selected countries

2007: first and second quarter ~ FT: testing of software and procedures; mandatory for all participating countries

2007: second and third quarter  Finalisation of instruments; fine-tuning of software and procedures

2007: fourth quarter MS: Southern Hemisphere countries

2008: first and second quarter ~ MS: Northern Hemisphere countries

2008: third quarter Data processing, cleaning, weighting

2008: third and fourth quarter ~  Analysis of the MS data; drafting of the International and the Technical Reports

2009: first and second quarter  Finalisation and release of the International Report

2009: second quarter International database analyser training at the ISC

2009: second and third quarter  Finalisation and release of the Technical Report and the TALIS User Guide

Source: OECD.
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Southern Hemisphere countries conducted the MS in the fourth quarter of 2007 and had until February 2008 to
submit their data. Northern Hemisphere countries administered the survey within a self-selected period during
the first and second quarter of 2008, with a final data submission deadline of May 31, 2008.

All data were processed and cleaned at the ISC. Weights and weight adjustments were performed at Statistics
Canada in the third quarter of 2008.

In October 2008 the fourth three-day NPM meeting in Dublin, Ireland, took place. The purpose of the meeting
was to review prototype tables for the TALIS international report in plenary and to discuss country data in
individual country sessions. All countries had an opportunity to verify their entries in the National Adaptation
Database (NADB). NPMs provided feedback about the first round of TALIS, allowing their experiences to be
incorporated into the second round of the survey.

We would like to take the opportunity to thank all participants who contributed to the success of the first round
of TALIS.

NOTEs

1. Although the questionnaire translations were verified by independent experts, NPMs retained overall responsibility for the final
versions.

2. Only Bulgaria conducted the survey in the fourth quarter of 2007 within a timeframe of four weeks.
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Abstract
[

This chapter presents the rationale and aims of TALIS, as well as the design of the TALIS survey
programme, which was conceptualised as a cycle of surveys, the first of which was conducted
in 2007-08 and is the focus of this report. The chapter presents the conceptual and analytical
frameworks that shaped the development of the programme and offers an overview of the policy
issues and indicators considered and chosen for the first TALIS cycle.

THE RATIONALE FOR AND AIMS OF TALIS

TALIS was developed as part of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
Indicators of Education Systems (INES) project, which, over the past 20 years has developed a coherent set of
indicators that provide a reliable basis for the quantitative comparison of the functioning and performance of
education systems in OECD and partner countries. The main product of the INES project is the annual OECD
publication Education at a Glance (OECD, 2008).

Providing information on teachers, teaching and learning is an essential component of the INES programme. At
the INES General Assembly in 2000 in Tokyo, countries called for increased attention to teachers and teaching
in future work. The importance of teachers, including the need for better information on the quality of learning
and how teaching influences learning, was affirmed at the meeting of education sub-Ministers in Dublin in 2003.

Although the INES programme has made considerable progress over the years in developing indicators about
the learning environment and organisation of schools, as well as learning outcomes, significant gaps remain
in the knowledge base on teachers and teaching. To address these deficiencies, a data strategy was developed
that proposed steps towards improving the indicators on teachers, teaching and learning. The strategy that was
developed identified strands of work, one of which was an international survey of teachers, which evolved into
the TALIS programme.

At the same time, the OECD review of teacher policy, which concluded with the report Teachers Matter:
Attracting, Developing and Retaining Effective Teachers (OECD, 2005), identified a need to develop better
national and international information on teachers. The policy framework used in the policy review as well as
the specific data gaps and priorities that it highlighted were instrumental in the design of TALIS.

The overall aim of the TALIS series of surveys is therefore to provide, in a timely and cost-efficient manner, policy
relevant, robust international indicators and analysis on teachers and teaching that help countries to review
and develop policies that create the conditions for effective schooling. Such cross-country analyses provide the
opportunity to examine countries facing similar challenges and to learn from different policy approaches and
the impact they have on the learning environment in schools.

The guiding principles that shaped the development of the survey strategy are:

e Policy relevance. Clarity about the policy issues and a focus on the questions that are most relevant for
participating countries are both essential.

¢ Value-added. International comparisons should be a significant source of the study’s benefits.
e Indicator-orientation. The results should yield information that can be used to develop indicators.

e Validity, reliability, comparability and rigour. Based on a rigorous review of the knowledge base, the survey
should yield information that is valid, reliable and comparable across participating countries.
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e Interpretability. Participating countries should be able to interpret the results in a meaningful way.

e [fficiency and cost-effectiveness. The work should be carried out in a timely and cost-effective way.

THE TALIS SURVEY PROGRAMME DESIGN

TALIS is conceived as a sequence of surveys that, over time, could be administered to teachers from all phases
of schooling. The design also incorporates a progressive move to a more fully implemented link of teacher
information to the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) operated by the OECD. The specific
plans for successive survey rounds will be reviewed after the first round of the cycle is completed.

Countries participating in the first round of TALIS decided that the main focus of the first round should be teachers
in lower secondary education and their school principals, but also agreed that there should be international
options through which countries could also survey teachers at other levels of education.

The first round of TALIS comprised a core target population and international sampling options. The core
included a representative sample of International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) Level 2 teachers
and principals of their schools. The international options included the following: Option 1: a representative
sample of teachers of primary education (ISCED Level 1) and the principals of their schools; Option 2: a
representative sample of teachers of upper secondary education (ISCED Level 3) and the principals of their
schools; and Option 3: a representative sample of teachers of 15-year-olds in the schools that took part in
PISA 2006 and the principals of those schools.

The TALIS Board of Participating Countries (BPC) agreed that for an option to be adopted as an international
option, more than half of the participating countries would need to decide to take it up; otherwise the option
would be pursued as a national option. In the event, none of the international options was adopted and
only Iceland pursued a national option of surveying ISCED Level 1 teachers and their principals. In addition,
alongside the TALIS international survey, Mexico conducted a national survey of teachers in Telesecundaria
(distance learning) schools using slightly adapted versions of the TALIS survey instruments.

TALIS linked to PISA

In the process of developing TALIS, several countries expressed a desire to have the survey linked to outcome
measures. Options for achieving this were considered and a link to the PISA outcome measures was seen as the most
obvious route. Following concerns raised by countries about conceptual, methodological and operational issues,
two expert reviews considered what scientifically valid insights could be gained from linking TALIS to PISA.

The assessment from these reviews clarified that while insights to teacher and teaching effectiveness could not
be gained through linking a teacher survey to PISA, there would be value in using the teacher responses to
develop a fuller picture of the learning environment of 15-year-old students in PISA schools and to examine
the relationship with that and school level PISA outcome variables. Nevertheless, some uncertainties remained
and it was therefore decided to include in the first round of TALIS an experimental link to PISA 2006 for those
countries that were interested in taking up the option. As no country pursued this option, further consideration
will be given to the extent of the link between TALIS and PISA in planning future rounds of TALIS.

THE CONCEPTUAL AND ANALYTIC FRAMEWORK OF THE PROGRAMME

A joint taskforce comprising experts from the INES Network A (learning outcomes) and Network C (learning
environment and school organisation) developed the original conceptual framework for the TALIS programme.
The taskforce was asked to develop a data strategy on teachers, teaching and learning in order to fill the data gaps
at the international level and help make the coverage of the INES indicators more complete. A major part of this
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strategy was a survey programme that developed into TALIS. Underpinning the data strategy was a conceptual
framework for the development of data and indicators, encompassing the following seven dimensions: i) policies
for maintaining a high-quality teaching force; ii) system-wide characteristics of the teacher workforce; iii) school
policies and antecedents that impact teaching and learning; iv) classroom ecology; v) student characteristics;
vi) teacher characteristics and antecedents; and vii) teaching and learning activities.

In the course of developing TALIS, the components of this conceptual framework were transposed into a policy
framework for questionnaire development. The framework identifies five main policy issues that to a large
degree reflect the policy issues that had been studied in the OECD teacher policy review (OECD, 2005). The
five main policy issues together with the “indicator domains” within them are shown in Figure 2.1.

Full details of the framework are contained in the OECD document Proposal for an international survey of
teachers, teaching and learning (EDU/EC/CERI(2005)5).

Figure 2.1

Policy issues and related indicator domains examined in TALIS

POLICY ISSUE 1 Attracting teachers to the profession
Indicator No. 1

Adequacy of teacher supply and teacher shortages

Indicator No. 2 | Profile of new teachers

Indicator No. 3
Indicator No. 4

Motivations and early career experience of new teachers

Effectiveness of recruitment and selection procedures and incentives

POLICY ISSUE 2 Developing teachers within the profession
Indicator No. 5

Profile of teachers’ education and training

Indicator No. 6 | Frequency and distribution of education and training

Indicator No. 7

Satisfaction and effectiveness of education and training

POLICY ISSUE 3

Retaining teachers in the profession

Indicator No. 8

Teacher attrition and turnover

Indicator No. 9

Job satisfaction and human resource measures

Indicator No. 10

Recognition, feedback, reward and evaluation of teachers

POLICY ISSUE 4

School policies and effectiveness

Indicator No. 11

School leadership

Indicator No. 12

School climate

POLICY ISSUE 5

Quality teachers and teaching

Indicator No. 13

Teaching practices, beliefs, and attitudes

Indicator No. 14

Quality of teachers (experience, qualifications, responsibilities)

Indicator No. 15

Division of working time

Source: OECD.

CHOOSING THE POLICY FOCUS FOR TALIS

In order to narrow down the proposed content of the survey and to assist countries in deciding whether to
participate in TALIS, a priority rating exercise was conducted. Initially this involved all OECD countries but once
the group of participating countries was established, it reviewed and finalised the results. The rating involved
each country assigning 150 rating points across the 15 “indicators” in the framework shown above, with higher
points indicating a higher priority for an indicator to be included in the first round of the TALIS survey.

Figure 2.2 shows the results of the rating exercise, which produced a priority ranking of the 15 indicators.

© OECD 2010
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Results of priority-rating exercise

Ranking | Indicator number | Indicator
1 Indicator No. 10 Recognition, feedback, reward and evaluation of teachers
2 Indicator No. 11 School leadership
3 Indicator No. 13 | Teaching practices, beliefs and attitudes
4 Indicator No. 14 | Quality of teachers (experience, qualifications, responsibilities)
5 Indicator No. 7 Satisfaction and effectiveness of education and training
6 Indicator No. 5 Profile of teachers’ education and training
7 Indicator No. 12 | School climate
8 Indicator No. 15 | Division of working time
9 Indicator No. 6 Frequency and distribution of education and training
10 Indicator No. 9 Job satisfaction and human resource measures
11 Indicator No. 3 Motivations and early career experience of new teachers
12 Indicator No. 2 Profile of new teachers
13 Indicator No. 4 Effectiveness of recruitment and selection procedures and incentives
14 Indicator No. 8 Teacher attrition and turnover
15 Indicator No. 1 Adequacy of teacher supply and teacher shortages

Source: OECD.

Participating countries reviewed these results at their meeting in October 2005 and decided on the following
main policy themes for the first round of TALIS: recognition, feedback, reward and evaluation of teachers;
school leadership; and teaching practices, beliefs and attitudes

In addition, “teacher professional development”, drawing on Indicators 5, 6 and 7 and the induction and
mentoring aspects of Indicator 4, was also chosen as an important theme in TALIS. In part this was because of
its synergies with the three main themes and also because it allowed TALIS to serve as a vehicle for countries
of the European Union to collect key information on teachers that the European Commission had identified as
important for monitoring progress towards the Lisbon 2010 goals.

Aspects of the lower-rated indicators were also included where they provided important complementary
analytical value to the main themes. In particular, this meant that aspects of “school climate” (Indicator 12) and
“division of working time” (Indicator 15) and a single item on “job satisfaction” (Indicator 9) were also included
in the survey.

The next chapter discusses the development of the TALIS survey instruments around the chosen themes.
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Abstract
[

In order to establish goals for the development of the teacher and principal questionnaires,
the TALIS Board of Participating Countries (BPC) conducted a priority rating exercise (see
Chapter 2). To translate these goals into survey analysis plans and survey questionnaires (i.e. the
Teacher and Principal Questionnaires), an Instrument Development Expert Group (IDEG)
was established in conjunction with the BPC. This chapter explains in detail the frameworks
guiding the questionnaire development for each of the main themes covered by the first TALIS
survey: teacher background characteristics and professional development; principal and school
background characteristics; school leadership and management; appraisal of and feedback to
teachers; and teaching practices, attitudes and beliefs.

THE ROLE AND MEMBERSHIP OF THE OECD TALIS INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT EXPERT
GROUP

The OECD Secretariat led the work of the IDEG, which reported to the TALIS BPC. The specific tasks of the
IDEG were to: review the proposed indicators for the survey to ensure that the variables, indicators and themes
provide a logical basis for instrument development, giving consideration to completeness and coherence;
review the catalogue of existing questions compiled from national and international studies in order to assess
their suitability for measuring the variables within the TALIS analytic framework and to identify other possible
sources of exemplary questions; draft suitable questions for the development of the identified indicators and
research questions; consider and advise on implications for the sample design arising from the questionnaire
development and vice versa; consider and advise on the extent to which the teacher questionnaire in the
main survey should be the same as that in the experimental PISA link; review and revise the questionnaires in
the light of pilot and field trial (FT) results; contribute to the drafting of the survey analysis plans; and present
proposed questionnaires and analysis plans to the BPC.

The persons appointed to the IDEG were chosen for their expertise in the main policy themes selected for TALIS
and for their considerable experience in survey-based education policy research and in instrument development
in the international context. The four chosen experts were:

e Dr. David Baker, Harry and Marion Eberly Professor of Comparative Education and Sociology, Department of
Education Policy Studies, Penn State University, USA. Dr. Baker led the development of the school leadership
sections of TALIS;

* Prof. Aletta Grisay, Consultant, Belgium. Prof. Grisay took a lead role on the teaching attitudes, beliefs and
practices sections of TALIS;

e Prof. Dr. Eckhard Klieme, Head of the Center for Education Quality and Evaluation, German Institute for
International Educational Research, Frankfurt, Germany. Prof. Dr. Klieme led the development of the teaching
attitudes, beliefs and practices sections of TALIS; and

e Prof. Dr. Jaap Scheerens, Professor of Educational Organisation and management, University of Twente, The
Netherlands and chair of the INES Network C, in which the early stages of TALIS were formulated. Prof. Dr.
Scheerens led the development of the teacher appraisal and feedback sections of the TALIS survey.
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The OECD Secretariat led the drafting of teacher, principal and school background questions as well as
questions related to teachers’ professional development. Representatives of the international contractor, the
International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA), attended the IDEG meetings to
ensure coherence between instrument development and sample design.

The IDEG’s responsibility was to develop proposed questionnaire content for review by the TALIS National
Project Managers (NPMs) and ultimately the TALIS BPC. TALIS NPMs advised on the validity of the questions
nationally, the value of the questions in the intended analysis, and the clarity of the drafting and sequencing of
the questions. The TALIS BPC approved the questionnaires at each stage of testing and implementation (pilot,
field trial and main survey) and advised on the political relevance of the questionnaire content, its adherence
to the goals of TALIS and the validity of the questions nationally.

TIMELINE AND PHASES OF QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT

The TALIS NPMs and BPC reviewed each successive draft of the questionnaires. The validity of the questionnaires
was first tested through a small-scale pilot in five countries and then more fully in a subsequent FT. While the
pilot test was solely focused on testing the questionnaires, the FT had the wider remit of testing the survey
operations and further testing the validity of the questionnaires.

In summary, the main steps in the development of the questionnaires were:

e TALIS BPC conducted a priority-rating exercise to determine main themes of TALIS — third quarter of 2005.
¢ IDEG elaborated these themes into research, questions, variables and constructs — fourth quarter of 2005.
e IDEG drafted questionnaire items — January to March 2006.

e TALIS BPC reviewed first draft of questionnaires — April 2006.

e TALIS BPC reviewed second draft of questionnaires — July 2006.

e NPMs conducted further review of second draft of questionnaires — August 2006.

¢ Pilot version of questionnaires approved — August 2006.

e Pilot conducted — third quarter 2006.

e OECD and IEA meeting to review pilot results — November 2006.

¢ NPM meeting reviewed pilot results — November 2006.

e IDEG consultations on proposed changes for the FT — November 2006.

e FT version of questionnaire agreed with BPC — December 2006.

e FT conducted - first and second quarter 2007.

e BPC made a plan for assessing the FT results and actions to be taken-June 2007.

e Extended IDEG meeting (with BPC representation) reviewed FT results and proposed changes for main
survey (MS) questionnaires — July 2007.

¢ Consultations with BPC on finalising MS questionnaires — August 2007.
* MS questionnaires finalised — end August 2007.
* MS began in southern hemisphere countries — October 2007.

e MS began in northern hemisphere countries — February 2008.

FRAMEWORKS GUIDING QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT

The basic framework guiding the development of the questionnaires also formed the basis of the priority-rating
exercise used to determine the main policy themes for TALIS (see Chapter 2). As noted in Chapter 2, the policy
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themes chosen by the participating countries for the first TALIS were: recognition, feedback, reward and evaluation
of teachers; school leadership; and teaching practices, beliefs and attitudes. Teacher professional development
was also included as an important theme.

The initial phase of questionnaire development involved assessing the outcomes of the priority-rating exercise and
identifying which aspects of the themes could viably be captured through teacher and school principal responses.
Each theme was elaborated in terms of the research and analytical questions that could be investigated and the
variables and constructs that could be measured. In addition, the IDEG reviewed suitable questionnaire items
from other international and national surveys and decided whether they could be used or adapted for TALIS.

From the outset, a goal for questionnaire development was to ensure that the chosen themes were investigated
sufficiently thoroughly to generate valuable policy insights while keeping the questionnaire to a manageable
length. To help address this, particular attention was paid to how the themes interrelate, in order to maximise
the analytical value of the study.

The TALIS analysis plans outlined the research and analytical questions and how they were to be investigated
through analysis of the TALIS data (OECD official document EDU/INES/TALIS(2008)2). The remainder of this
section summarises the frameworks that were developed for each section of the TALIS questionnaires and set
out in the analysis plans.

By way of an overview, Figure 3.1 represents how the different themes of the TALIS survey fit together.

Survey themes for TALIS
i
Professional Teacher Classroom
competence classroom practice level environment
(Knowledge and beliefs) . -
— Structuring || Time on task*
Content knowledge Student orientation Clessieem
Eedagloféica[ content Enhanced activties disciplinary climate \ Overall
nowledge iob-

8 Student Student IOb. iEkiz
| o attitudes:
earning | |outcomes| | ——————

Related Teachers’ School J kj Self-efficacy
beliefs and attitudes professional activities > level environment Job satisfaction*
Beliefs about the Co-operation among Sl cllisigic:
nature of teaching | ) staff: Teprdarsuelent
and learning: * exchange and relations
e direct transmission fco—ordir;]ation
. . or teachin

* constructivist beliefs 5

® professional

collaboration

............................. S N N

Teacher background
Professional training/
experience <

School background and processes

(Eip. [eadership) Student background

Note: Constructs that are covered by the survey are highlighted in blue; single item measures are indicated by an asterisk (¥).
Source: Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS (OECD, 2009).
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The shaded elements are those that TALIS measured and the unshaded elements are those that TALIS did not
measure. The arrows illustrate different questions that were addressed in the data analysis. The elements relate
to each other as follows:

e The quality of the learning environment is the most important causal factor for student learning and student
outcomes; important aspects of the school-level environment were addressed in the appraisal and feedback
and school evaluation sections of the survey, the school leadership sections and in measures of school climate.

e The learning environment at the classroom level has an even stronger impact on student learning. However,
as this environment most often varies between subjects and teachers, it is not easy to identify domain-general
indicators. TALIS chose disciplinary climate because this variable has a strong impact on student learning in
different subjects, and because it has been shown that — unlike other features of classroom climate — there is
a high level of agreement between teachers, students and observers with regard to this indicator.

e The quality of the learning environment at the classroom level, in turn, is to a large extent determined by the
instructional methods and classroom practices used by the teacher.

e A large part of teacher activity occurs in the classroom, through instructing classes of students more or less in
isolation from other classes and other teachers. A modern view of teachers also acknowledges professional
activities at the school level, such as cooperating in teams of teachers, building professional learning
communities, participating in school development, and evaluating and changing working conditions. Those
activities shape the learning environment at the school level, i.e. school climate, ethos and culture, which
directly and indirectly (via classroom level processes) impact student learning. In addition to questions on
recognition, feedback, reward and appraisal, TALIS covers various aspects of teacher co-operation.

e Teachers’ classroom practices and other professional activities depend on their personal prerequisites. Earlier
research identified prerequisites as general teacher characteristics, such as personality traits or styles of
interaction. Recent research, however, (see e.g. Campbell et al., 2004) focuses on specific characteristics that
are the result of the teacher’s academic education and socialisation as a professional who understands and
teaches a certain subject area.

¢ Professional competence is believed to be a crucial factor in determining classroom and school practices.
In addressing this factor, however, TALIS had to limit its scope. Policy makers from participating countries
and the IDEG agreed that it would be impossible to measure professional competence in a broad
sense. Covering professional knowledge as described by Lee Shulman’s most influential triarchic theory
(professional knowledge = content knowledge + pedagogical content knowledge, related to subject
specific didactics + general pedagogical knowledge) is beyond the scope of this survey. Just as Seidel and
Scheerens (in press, p. 4) did, this heterogeneous and “soft” concept was reduced to a few basic factors.
Thus, TALIS focuses on more general types of teacher attitudes and beliefs, which have been shown to
have some influence on the quality of student learning (Seidel & Scheerens, in press, p. 12).

In addition to these pedagogical beliefs and attitudes, TALIS addresses self-related beliefs, namely teacher self-
efficacy (measured by a well-established scale) and job satisfaction (single item rating).

The next sections present the TALIS teacher and principal questionnaires in more detail.

Teacher background characteristics and professional development

Teacher demographic and employment characteristics were included in TALIS as key teacher variables not
only for providing a profile of the ISCED Level 2 teacher population in participating countries but also for the
analysis of the policy themes in TALIS. The survey collected information on age, gender and level of educational
attainment of teachers, as well as their employment status, years of experience as a teacher and a profile of
how they spend their time. Analysis of TALIS data by these characteristics permitted analysis of equity issues.
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Teacher professional development is an important theme for TALIS, providing information on the amount and
type of professional development undertaken, its perceived impact on teachers’ development, the types of
support for teachers undertaking professional development activities and teachers’ professional development
needs.

In order to capture a broad range of development activities —both formal and informal — professional development
was defined as activities that develop an individual’s skills, knowledge, expertise and other characteristics
as a teacher. This included more organised activities such as courses and workshops as well as less formal
professional development such as reading professional literature such as academic journals.

As well as providing a profile of teachers’ professional development activities, the questions were designed to
allow an analysis of the relationships between professional development activities, appraisal and feedback that
teachers receive, and their teaching practices, beliefs and attitudes. In addition, school principals were asked to
report on the organisation of induction and mentoring practices in their school.

The questions on teachers’ professional development were newly developed for TALIS or adapted from
similar types of questions used in other surveys such as the IEA Progress in International Reading Literacy
Study 2001 teacher questionnaire (IEA, 2001); World Education Indicators Survey of Primary Schools 2004
(UNESCO, 2008), The United States Department of Education Schools and Staffing Survey, conducted by the
National Center for Education Statistics (U.S. Department of Education, 2004).

Principal and school background characteristics

As in the teacher questionnaire, the principal questionnaire included demographic and employment
characteristics (age, gender, educational attainment, length of experience as a principal, profile of how they
divide their time between different tasks) to provide context for the analysis of the main policy themes of TALIS.

The school principal questionnaire also included questions on the background characteristics of the school,
in order to provide important contextual information for the TALIS analysis. The questions provide information
based on school principal reports on the following (sources noted, otherwise items were newly developed for
TALIS): public or private status of the school (adapted from the Programme for International School Assessment
[PISA] 2006 School Questionnaire); size of community in which the school is located (from the PISA 2006
School Questionnaire); number and type of staff in the school (categories based on those collected through
the UNESCO-UIS/OECD/EUROSTAT [UOE] data collection); total school enrolment; socio-economic and
linguistic background of students (adapted from questions in the PISA 2003 School Questionnaire and World
Education Indicators Survey of Primary Schools 2004); school admission policies (from the PISA 2006 School
Questionnaire); school resources (adapted from the PISA 2006 School Questionnaire); and school and teacher
autonomy (adapted from the PISA 2006 School Questionnaire).

School leadership and management

The sections of the TALIS questionnaires that relate to school leadership and management were in part
framed around the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), which provided indicators of
principals’ emphasis on instructional leadership job functions associated with leadership in effective schools
(Hallinger, 1994). It was also guided by other work undertaken by the OECD (OECD, 2008b). In addition,
items intended to record different forms of management (in addition to instructional leadership) are based on
work by Quinn et al. (1996), which distinguishes between four different managerial models or styles in which
managers have different values and goals, fulfilment of other roles and, consequently, the way organisations
are steered.
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Analysis of the questionnaire items enabled the identification of five scales for management behaviour and
styles:

e Management of school goals: Explicit management via the school’s goals and curriculum development.

e Instructional management: actions to improve teachers’ instruction.

e Direct supervision of instruction in the school: actions to directly supervise teachers’ instruction and
learning outcomes.

* Accountable management: managing accountability to shareholders and others.

* Bureaucratic management: management actions mostly aimed at bureaucratic procedures.

In turn, an analysis of the patterns of association across these five scales, yielded two underlying patterns of
management styles among principals in all countries:

¢ School Management Style A: Instructional Leadership
— Management of school goals.
— Instructional management.
— Direct supervision of instruction in the school.

e School Management Style B: Administrative leadership
— Accountable management.

— Bureaucratic management.

The main scales were constructed from principals’ responses about how often they undertake certain tasks and
activities in the school and their beliefs about their role in the school. In addition, teacher perceptions on school
leadership were obtained through similar questions in the teacher questionnaire.

Appraisal of and feedback to teachers

The framework for the teacher appraisal sections of the TALIS questionnaires and the questionnaire items themselves
were, in the main, developed specifically for TALIS. The framework focuses on teacher appraisal and aspects of
school evaluation that are related to teacher appraisal. Although the main focus was on teacher appraisal, it was
important to set this in the context of school evaluation more generally. School evaluations are often directly
related to teacher appraisal (teacher appraisal is often the direct result or a part of school evaluation) and in some
countries the system of school evaluation is an important policy-malleable aspect of teacher appraisal.

Figure 3.2 depicts the conceptual framework for evaluating education in schools and the main areas in which
data from teachers and school principals were collected. It reflects previous research on the role of evaluation
in the development of schools and teachers and on the design of such evaluations to meet education objectives
(OECD, 2008a; Sammons et al., 1994; Smith and O’Day, 1991).

Data collected in TALIS are at the school and teacher level from school principals and teachers and therefore
focus on the final three aspects of the evaluative framework of school education depicted in Figure 3.2.

TALIS collected data on school evaluations from school principals. The data include the frequency of school
evaluations, including school self-evaluations, and the importance placed upon various areas. Data were
also obtained on the impacts and outcomes of school evaluations, with a focus on the extent to which these
outcomes affect the school principal and the school’s teachers. TALIS also collected data from teachers on the
focus and outcomes of teacher appraisal and feedback. This information makes it possible to see the extent to
which the focus of school evaluations is reflected in teacher appraisal and feedback.

TALIS 2008 TECHNICAL REPORT  eXe)=e/p 1))

[



CHAPTER 3 DEeVELOPMENT OF TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRES

Both school evaluation and teacher appraisal and feedback should aim to influence the development and
improvement of schools and teachers. Even a framework for evaluation based on regulations and procedural
requirements would focus on maintaining standards that ensure an identified level of quality of education.
TALIS therefore collected information on changes in teaching practices and other aspects of school education
subsequent to teacher appraisal and feedback. According to the model depicted in Figure 3.2, a focus in school
evaluations on specific areas that reflect stated policy priorities should also be a focus of teacher appraisal and
feedback. This should in turn affect practices in those areas. Since TALIS did not collect information on student
outcomes, teachers’ reports of changes in teaching practices are used to assess the impact of the framework
of evaluation. In addition, teachers’ reports of their development needs provide further information on the

relevance and impact of this framework on teachers’ development.

Structure for evaluation of education in schools: data collected in TALIS

by policy makers and administrators

Central objectives, policies and programmes, and regulations developed

School and teacher
objectives and standards

Student objectives
and standards

Regulations and
procedures

v

v

v

School evaluations
(Principal questionnaire)

S

Criteria and focus
(Principal questionnaire)

Impact and outcomes
(Principal questionnaire)

N

Teacher appraisal and feedback
(Teacher questionnaire and Principal questionnaire)

N

Criteria and focus
(Teacher questionnaire
and principal questionnaire)

Impact and outcomes
(Teacher questionnaire
and principal questionnaire)

N

(Teacher questionnaire)

School and teacher development and improvement

Source: Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments (OECD, 2009).

Seventeen different aspects of school evaluation and teacher appraisal and feedback were collected. Respondents
were asked to identify the importance of each of these criteria in the school evaluation or teacher appraisal and
feedback. Links were then made between these criteria and teacher professional development, and the extent

to which teacher appraisal and feedback led to changes in these areas.
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Data were also collected from teachers on the role of appraisal and feedback in relation to rewards and
recognition within schools. The focus on factors associated with school improvement and teachers’ development
included teachers’ perceptions of the recognition and rewards obtained for their effectiveness and innovation
in their teaching.

In gathering data in TALIS, the following definitions were applied:

e School evaluation refers to an evaluation of the whole school rather than of individual subjects or departments.

e Teacher appraisal and feedback occurs when a teacher’s work is reviewed by either the school principal, an
external inspector or the teacher’s colleagues. This appraisal can be conducted in ways ranging from a more
formal, objective approach (e.g. as part of a formal performance management system, involving set procedures
and criteria) to a more informal, more subjective approach (e.g. informal discussions with the teacher).

Teaching practices, attitudes and beliefs

TALIS examines teacher beliefs, attitudes and practices across and between teachers, schools and countries.
Although TALIS is not aimed at explaining student achievement, achievement growth, student motivation or
motivational change, its study design highlights factors that have been shown to be related to such kinds of
student outcome. Figure 3.1 illustrates the choice of constructs for this section of the survey and their supposed
interactions.

Based on results from the TIMSS video study, Klieme et al. (2006) proposed three basic (second-order)
dimensions of instructional quality: clear and well-structured classroom management (which includes key
components of direct instruction), student orientation (including a supportive climate and individualised
instruction), and cognitive activation (including the use of deep content, higher order thinking tasks and other
demanding activities). These dimensions are to be understood as “latent” factors which are related to, but not
identical with specific instructional practices (see Lipowsky et al., 2008, for a theoretical foundation and an
empirical test of the model). TALIS uses a domain-general version of this triarchic model, identifying structure,
student orientation, and enhanced activities as basic dimensions of teaching practices.

Instructional practices, in turn, depend on what teachers bring to the classroom. Professional competence
is believed to be a crucial factor in classroom and school practices (Shulman, 1987, Campbell et al., 2004;
Baumert and Kunter, 2006). To study this, a number of authors have used, for example, measures of the effects
of constructivist compared with “reception/direct transmission” beliefs on teaching and learning, developed
by Peterson et al. (1989). TALIS uses a domain-general version of two teaching and learning-related indices
(constructivist and direct transmission) to cover teachers’ beliefs and basic understanding of the nature of
teaching and learning.

Teachers’ professional knowledge and actual practices may differ not only among countries but also among
teachers within a country. To gain an understanding of the prevalence of certain beliefs and practices it is
therefore important to examine how they relate to the characteristics of teachers and classrooms. For example,
previous research suggests that the beliefs and practices of female and male teachers may systematically differ
(e.g. Singer, 1996), so that TALIS must control for gender. From the perspective of education policy, however, it is
even more relevant to look at the impact on teachers’ beliefs, practices and attitudes of professional background
factors such as type of training, certification and professional development, subject taught, employment status
(part-time versus full-time) and length of tenure. It is important to note that any of these relationships can
have different causal interpretations. For example, professional development activities may change beliefs and
attitudes, but participation in such activities may itself be due to certain beliefs. As a cross-sectional study,
TALIS can describe such relationships, but it cannot disentangle causal direction. Some of the analyses TALIS
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provides on these matters are merely exploratory, because so far there is little research, for example, on beliefs
and practices specific to certain subjects.

Good instruction, of course, is not determined just by the teacher’s background, beliefs and attitudes; it should
also be responsive to students’ needs and various student, classroom and school background factors. TALIS looks
at whether teaching practices “adapt” to students’ social and language background, grade level, achievement
level, and class size. TALIS does not allow for examining whether classroom practices are adapted to individual
students but instead looks at macro-adaptivity (Cronbach, 1957), i.e. the adaptation of teaching practices to
characteristics of the class.

Teachers do not act only in the classroom where they instruct students more or less in isolation from other
classes and teachers. A modern view of teaching also includes professional activities on the school level, such
as co-operating in teams, building professional learning communities, participating in school development,
and evaluating and changing working conditions (Darling-Hammond et al. 2005). These activities shape the
learning environment at the school level, i.e. the school climate, ethos and culture, and thus directly and
indirectly (via classroom-level processes) affect student learning. TALIS distinguishes between two kinds of co-
operation by a school’s teaching staff: exchange and co-ordination for teaching (e.g. exchanging instructional
material or discussing learning problems of individual students) versus more general and more innovative kinds
of professional collaboration (e.g. observing other teachers’ classes and giving feedback). It is assumed that both
kinds of co-operative activities will be influenced by school-level context variables such as a school’s teacher
evaluation policies and the school’s leadership.

As is known from research on the effectiveness of schools (Scheerens and Bosker, 1997; Hopkins, 2005; Lee
and Williams, 2006; Harris and Chrispeels, 2006), the quality of the learning environment is the factor affecting
student learning and outcomes that is most readily modified, given that background variables such as cognitive
and motivational capacities, socio-economic background, social and cultural capital are mostly beyond
the control of teachers and schools. TALIS captures students’ background by asking teachers and principals
about the social composition and the relative achievement level of the student population they serve. A more
important task for TALIS is to assess quality, as perceived by teachers, at the classroom as well as the school
level. However, as the environment generally varies between subjects and teachers, it is not easy to identify
domain-general indicators. TALIS uses time on task — i.e. the proportion of lesson time that is actually used for
teaching and learning — as a basic indicator for the quality of the learning environment. Also, classroom climate
is used because of its strong impact on cognitive as well as motivational aspects of student learning in different
subjects. The method used here is adapted from PISA and focuses on the disciplinary aspect. For example, the
statement “When the lesson begins, | have to wait quite a long time for the students to quiet down” indicates
a low level of classroom discipline. It has been shown that classroom discipline, aggregated to the school
level, is a core element of instructional quality. In PISA, it is positively related to the school’s mean student
achievement in many participating countries (Klieme and Rakoczy, 2003). Also, it has been shown that — unlike
other features of classroom instruction — there is a high level of agreement about this indicator among teachers,
students and observers (Clausen, 2002). In addition to the environment at the classroom level, school climate is
used as an indicator for the school environment. Here, school climate is defined as the quality of social relations
between students and teachers (including the quality of support teachers give to students), which is known to
have a direct influence on motivational factors, such as student commitment to school, learning motivation and
student satisfaction, and perhaps a more indirect influence on student achievement (see Cohen, 2006, for a
review of related research). The triarchic model of instructional quality mentioned above (Klieme et al., 2006;
Lipowsky et al., 2008; Rakoczy et al., 2007) suggests specific relations between teaching practices and the two
climate factors: structure-oriented teaching practices should primarily relate to high levels of classroom climate,
while student-oriented practices should be linked with positive social relations.
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TALIS does not address the ultimate effects of classroom and school-level activities and climate on student
learning and outcomes. However, because TALIS studies teachers (as opposed to the effectiveness of education),
teachers were asked to evaluate what they themselves do. TALIS assessed teachers’ beliefs about their efficacy
by adopting a construct and a related measurement that is widely used in educational research (e.g. Schwarzer,
Schmitz and Daytner, 1999). As a second indicator TALIS used a single item for overall job satisfaction.
Research has shown that teachers’ sense of their efficacy plays a crucial role in sustaining their job satisfaction
(e.g. Caprara et al., 2006). It has also been found to be associated with constructivist goals and student
orientation (Wheatley, 2005) and with successful management of classroom problems and keeping students on
task (e.g. Chacon, 2005; Podell and Soodak, 1993). Thus, previous research suggests that there are significant
relations between teachers’ beliefs, attitudes and practices.

PILOT TEST

The purpose of the pilot test was to verify that the questionnaires worked in an international context in the
way intended. Five countries volunteered to take part in the pilot test of the questionnaires in November
2006: Brazil, Malaysia, Norway, Portugal and Slovenia (see also section in Chapter 1). Within the participating
countries five schools representing rural and urban areas and different education tracks (if applicable) were
identified for participation in a non-randomised selection process. Within these schools five teachers — males
and females — and the principal were selected. The teachers taught a mixture of subjects.

The pilot test was successful. Statistical analysis of the pilot results showed that the questionnaire items were, in
the main, well suited to support the constructs and analysis planned for TALIS. Throughout the questionnaires,
the statistical analysis and detailed feedback from respondents was helpful in identifying individual items
that could be deleted as well as those that were in need of clarification or rewording, either in the source
questionnaire or in their translation into national languages. Questionnaire length was a major issue raised by
pilot respondents, who reported an average completion time of 53 minutes for the teacher questionnaire and
60 minutes for the principal questionnaire. The wording of several items was amended and some items were
deleted in view of the feedback provided by pilot respondents.

A number of specific changes also arose from the pilot analyses. The questions identifying which subjects the
teachers taught and which they had studied were simplified. There was also a simplification of the questions
on the family background of students in the school, which had proved difficult and time-consuming to answer.
Additionally, the question on the impact of professional development undertaken was modified in order to
strengthen the analytical potential of these questions. The focus shifted to the strength of that impact, providing
a greater alignment between categories of professional development needs, the areas on which teachers receive
feedback and their actual teaching practices. Another change included the adoption of a more generalised
definition of “feedback” to make the questions more relevant in different country contexts. The instructions on
how to identify a target class, about which teachers should respond regarding their teaching practices, were
also improved and clarified.

All of the changes following the pilot test reduced the questionnaire’s length for the FT by approximately 15%.

FIELD TRIAL

The main purpose of the FT was to test survey operations (data capture, processing and so on) but it also
provided a second opportunity to review the functioning of the questionnaire. The FT was conducted in all
24 participating countries (though the test was conducted later in Bulgaria), aiming for 20 participating schools
and 20 teachers within each school, providing a sizeable number of cases for analysis.
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The first stage of the analysis examined whether respondents understood the questionnaires by determining
whether they provided appropriate or realistic answers. The analysis focused on missing data, questionnaire
instructions, the presence of contradictory responses and the information provided in “other” categories. The
second stage of the analysis involved more detailed scrutiny of the data, including analysis of the descriptive
statistics, the design of scales and constructs, and analysis of the relationship between relevant indicators,
characteristics and policy issues. The TALIS NPMs and the respondents provided feedback and reports that
aided these analyses.

The changes to the questionnaires introduced following the pilot worked well. The smaller number of
questionnaire items reduced the completion time for both the teacher and principal questionnaires to
approximately 45 minutes. Since the respondents made few negative comments about the questionnaires’
length, this was deemed acceptable.

There were no significant problems with missing data or misunderstanding of questionnaire instructions.
Some issues were addressed by a slight rewording of items or instructions. In addition, an analysis of response
patterns led to some response categories being combined and a few items being deleted. Factor analysis of the
survey responses supported the proposed constructs as set out in the analysis plan, although a small number of
questionnaire items were deemed redundant and therefore deleted.

The most significant issue arising from the FT analysis concerned the questions to school principals about
students” social and linguistic background, which the TALIS BPC had agreed were important in order to
provide valuable context. Items asking school principals to summarise characteristics of the student population
feature in a number of international surveys and the questions developed for TALIS drew on these. The item on
students’ linguistic background is very similar to a question used in the PISA 2000 and 2003 school background
questionnaire (OECD, 2000 and 2003). An item asking about parents’ education level was used in the UNESCO
World Education Indicators survey of primary schools (UNESCO, 2004).

Nevertheless, the questions proved problematic in the TALIS pilot and despite their being much simplified for
the FT, principals again reported difficulty. There were also concerns about the reliability of the information. The
FT version of the questions asked principals to “estimate the proportion of <ISCED 2> students who:

e Have a first language that is different from the language of instruction.
¢ Have at least one parent/guardian who has not completed <ISCED 3> or higher.

¢ Have at least one parent/guardian who has not completed <ISCED 5> or higher.

To address concerns about accuracy of the response and response burden, the MS question was altered to a
“tick box” format rather than asking for specific percentages. Also, because there was evidence that items b and
¢ were misunderstood, the question wording was amended in the MS to ask what percentage “has completed”
rather than “has not completed”. Figure 3.3 shows the revised question.

To further ensure that the information was obtained successfully, these questions were replicated in the
teacher questionnaire. Here, teachers were asked to estimate these characteristics for the class that was the
focus of the questions on teaching practices. The percentage of missing responses in the main study for these
questions in both the teacher and principal questionnaire ranged from 8% to 12% for the different items in
the questions.

Throughout the development of the questionnaires and in the analysis of the survey data, it was important to
manage the risk of cultural bias in the survey responses. This is a common challenge in international surveys
seeking attitudinal information. In the first instance it was addressed through careful review of the wording
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of questions and with approved national adaptations of the questions. Analysis of the FT data involved
some investigation of cross-cultural equivalence in the survey responses but most of this was carried out in
the analysis of the main study data. Chapter 10 discusses this in detail with regard to scale and indicator

construction.

Principal Questionnaire item on student characteristics, altered for the main survey

Please estimate the broad percentage of students at <ISCED 2> level in this school who have the following characteristics.

It is acceptable to base your replies on rough estimates.
Please mark one choice in each row.

10% or more | 20% or more | 40% or more
Less than but less but less but less 60%
10% than 20% than 40% than 60% or more

a) Students whose <first language> is different from the

language(s) of instruction or a dialect of this/these. L L], L, L, L
b) Students who have at least one parent/guardian who has

completed <ISCED 3> or higher. D1 Dz D} D4 Ds
¢) Students who have at least one parent/guardian who has

completed <ISCED 5> or higher. D1 Dz D3 D4 Ds

Source: OECD.
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This chapter details the rigorous approach taken to ensure an accurate and appropriate
translation and cultural adaptation of the TALIS survey instruments. Each version of the TALIS
questionnaires was subject to a stringent translation procedure and layout verification process
prior to both the field trial and the main survey. The chapter explains the rationale for this
strict system and describes the responsibilities of the various parties involved in the processes,
including the IEA Secretariat, Instrument Development Expert Group, National Project Managers
and independent language experts, translators and linguistic verifiers.

OVERVIEW

The TALIS survey instruments were developed by the Instrument Development Expert Group (IDEG) in English
(see Chapter 3) and translated into French, the other working language of the OECD. Although countries were
free to choose their source language, all participating countries used the international English version as the
sole source for translation and adaptations, adhering to the procedures described in the TALIS Manual for
National Project Managers (MS-01-03). The detailed procedures helped ensure that the 31 national versions of
the instruments were as close as possible to the international original, while allowing for appropriate adaptations
to the national context.

Each version of the TALIS questionnaires was subject to a stringent independent translation and layout
verification process prior to both the field trial (FT) and the main survey (MS). Independent language experts
compared the translated instruments side by side with the international version. The verified instruments with
verifiers’ comments and suggestions were then returned to the National Project Managers (NPMs) for review
and improvement of the translation or adaptation. Questionnaires were then sent to the International Study
Centre (ISC) for layout verification, before they were finalised for data collection.

INSTRUMENTS TO BE TRANSLATED

The international French translations of the manuals and instruments were verified by independent experts
to ensure they were equivalent in meaning to the international English originals, according to the procedures
described later in this chapter. Study participants had the choice of using the international English or French
materials as source documents; all participants produced their translations using the international English
version of the materials. In two cases, participants used the translation produced by another country (introducing
necessary national adaptations) instead of translating from the international version.!

The following materials were required to be translated or adapted:

e Principal and Teacher Questionnaires (MS-11-01, MS-12-01; described in Chapter 3 of this report).

e Principal and Teacher Cover letters (MS-21-01, MS-22-01; only for countries collecting data on line (ODC).
e TALIS School Co-ordinator Manual (MS-03-02).

For both the FT and the MS national translations of the data collection instruments (questionnaires and cover
letters) were independently verified in a process co-ordinated by the IEA Secretariat. For the MS, Australia,
Austria, Ireland and Malta used English-language instruments. These were also submitted for verification:
although they were not translated, they were verified for the appropriateness of the adaptations to the national
context and for layout.
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CULTURAL AND NATIONAL ADAPTATIONS

The objective of cultural and national adaptations is to adjust the data collection instruments so they are
appropriate for each participating country. Adaptations were kept to a minimum but in some cases they were
required. The purpose of national and cultural adaptations was to ensure that principals and teachers in each
country were responding to questions equivalent to those received by principals and teachers in all other
countries.

Each country was required to complete electronic National Adaptation Forms (NAF) for each language of survey
administration. The forms themselves provided detailed information on how to make required and optional
adaptations, and were to be completed in English.

To facilitate the adaptation process, the international (English and French) versions of the questionnaires were
highlighted yellow in several places where adaptations were always required. Required national adaptations
included the following:

e [tems or information in carets < > on the international version of the questionnaires. Changes to such
information also needed to be described on the NAFs. For example, <ISCED Level> was replaced with the
national name of the level of education according to the International Standard Classification of Education
1997 (UNESCO-UIS, 2006).

¢ Information in square brackets [ | indicated required country-specific changes that were not documented
on the NAF. This included provisions to comply with national ethical guidelines for studies of this nature, in
addition to return procedures, the name of the national centre and so on.

¢ National conventions such as date formats, punctuation and spelling.

For optional adaptations, the ISC required that a rationale be given and that the change be approved. For the
FT, the completed NAFs were sent directly to the IEA Secretariat, together with the translated and adapted
instruments, for translation verification (TV). For the MS, these forms were first submitted to the ISC for review, as
an additional check to ensure that adaptations fell within acceptable guidelines. When the national instruments
differed from the international original this had to be documented on the NAF (with the exception of square-
bracketed items, described above). When the ISC had verified the proposed adaptations, the approved NAFs
were sent together with the instruments to the IEA Secretariat for translation verification.

In the interests of international comparability, some restrictions were introduced defining what kinds of
adaptations to the international instruments were acceptable. Those considered acceptable included an
adaptation of <country specific> terms, an adaptation of valid ranges (if necessary), the removal of questions
or dimensions (only if not applicable) and the addition of questions,? question parts, dimensions or categories
(only if absolutely necessary). Those adaptations not considered acceptable included the collapsing or removal
of international categories and the modification of the international question stem.

NAFs were updated to reflect any changes at each stage of the verification process: Version | was completed
for translation verification; and Version Il was completed before layout verification. NPMs were also required
to send the final version of their NAFs (implementing all changes required during verification) to the ISC before
printing the final version of their instruments.

TRANSLATION PROCEDURES

The IEA Secretariat devised procedures to guide the translation process, as described in the TALIS Manual for
National Project Managers (MS-01-03). The procedures stipulated the qualifications required for translators and
reviewers who developed the national version of the instruments (described later in this section).
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The translation guidelines highlighted the importance of following the target language rules and the country or
cultural context, while ensuring that the translated text had the same meaning as the source text. This proviso
also applied when adapting from the English used in the international version to the forms of English used in a
different country or cultural context. These documents were designed to guide translators towards developing a set
of instruments that captured the meaning and intent of the international instruments, while safeguarding against
inaccuracies or word-for-word translations that were not appropriate in the national language and context.

For English-speaking countries, the process involved adapting language, terminology and classifications to
local requirements; for countries administering the survey in languages other than English, all materials were
translated and adapted into the local language(s).

The OECD Secretariat prepared and distributed a glossary with the most critical terms and an annotated version
of the questionnaires that clarified the intent behind the questions. It also sent copies to the independent
international translation verifiers contracted by the IEA Secretariat. These documents helped ensure that
translators and verifiers were interpreting the items in the way intended by the questionnaire developers.
Translators contacted the NPM for any clarification of items or intent, and NPMs forwarded these enquiries to
the ISC if they could not resolve them internally.

Translators were advised to take special care to ensure that the translations were linguistically appropriate in the
target language. This extra emphasis was considered important to enhance the credibility of the TALIS survey
among survey respondents.

As explained in earlier in the chapter, during translation, translators were instructed to document any changes
made to the original text in an electronic version of the NAF.

Identifying the target language

In the majority of countries participating in TALIS, one dominant language is used throughout the entire
educational system or is understood by all teachers and principals. This was the language chosen for the
survey. In some countries, educational systems are run autonomously according to region, with regions
potentially representing different language groups. An example is Belgium, which has three official languages.

Countries and languages participating in TALIS

Language/s TV rounds Language/s TV rounds Language/s TV rounds

Australia | English 2 English 2 Portugal | Portuguese 2

English 1 freland Irish 2 Slovak Republic | Slovakian 2

Austria | German 2 Italy | Italian 2 Slovenia | Slovenian 2

Slovenian 1 Korea | Korean 2 Basque 1

Belgium (FL) | Dutch 2 Lithuania | Lithuanian 2 Catalan 1

Bulgaria | Bulgarian 2 Malaysia | Bahasa Malaysia 2 Spain | Galician 1

Brazil | Portuguese 2 Malta | English 2 Spanish (Castilian) 2

Denmark | Danish 2 Mexico | Spanish 2 Valencian 1

Estonia | Estonian 2 Netherlands | Dutch 2 Turkey | Turkish 2
Hungary | Hungarian 2 Norway | Norwegian Bokmal 2
Iceland | Icelandic 2 Poland | Polish 2

Source: OECD, TALIS Database.
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Only one educational system (or region) of Belgium, the Flemish, participated in TALIS. Therefore, the survey
was developed in Dutch only, since it is the language of instruction in that region and all participating teachers
and principals were fluent in it. In other countries such as Ireland, instruments were prepared in two languages
and the sampled teachers had the choice between the English and the Irish versions of the instruments.

The languages of survey administration are listed by country in Figure 4.1. Of the 24 participants, 3 countries
administered the survey in more than one language (from 2 to 5). All participating countries translated the
principal and teacher questionnaires into the languages in Figure 4.1, and participating ODC countries also
translated cover letters for ODC administration.® Each set of instruments underwent two rounds of translation
verification for both the FT and the MS, and one round if translation verification was conducted only for the MS.
This was the case for English and Slovenian in Austria, since schools using these languages were sampled only
for the MS. Regarding Basque, Catalan, Galician and Valencian in Spain, the NPM decided to administer only
the MS in all of the official languages. Given the small number of sampled schools for the FT, it was considered
to be too time-consuming and costly to administer the FT in all five official languages. The FT was administered
only in Spanish (Castilian).

Engaging translators

NPMs engaged at least two translators for each language of the survey administration, both of whom were
native speakers in the language in which the survey was administered, had an excellent knowledge of English,
and had a familiarity with survey instruments.

The first of these translators was expected to be a language specialist with an excellent understanding of the
country’s cultural context. This person worked on translating the international English text of the instruments
and manuals into the national language. The second translator, known as the reviewer, was someone with
experience in the national educational context and who was familiar with the subject of the study. This person
reviewed and commented on the initial translation for appropriateness to the national educational context,
in addition to accuracy and readability. The NPM then reviewed the translation together with the reviewer’s
comments, and incorporated changes as appropriate into the final document. Using this method, three
independent people compared the translated document against the international English original.

Representatives from countries planning to divide the translation work or to prepare translations for more than
one language were reminded of the importance of ensuring consistency within and between documents. In the
latter case, they were encouraged to engage professionals familiar with all the languages as special reviewers
to make sure that the translations were equivalent.

Producing translations

Each country produced translations for both the FT and the MS.# The bulk of the translating was done before
the FT, resulting in translated instruments for each country that had been reviewed externally on two separate
occasions. To assist the migration of translations from the FT to the MS, the OECD Secretariat prepared and
distributed to all participants a document that outlined all changes to the questionnaires for the MS. Furthermore,
diagnostic item statistics from the FT, identifying missing data and unrealistic or contradictory responses, were
used to help remedy mistranslated and difficult-to-translate items prior to the main data collection.

The translator received the following materials:

* a basic description of TALIS and a copy of the relevant chapter in the TALIS Manual for National Project
Managers (MS-01-03);

e international versions of the questionnaires and the instructions for them in electronic form;
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e copies of the international questionnaires with annotations by the OECD Secretariat that explained the
intention behind the questions;

e glossary of terms; and

e electronic version of the NAFs.

After the translation was completed, the NPM sent a copy of the materials described in the previous paragraph,
together with a copy of the translated questionnaires and instructions, to the reviewer. The reviewer used these
documents to compare the translation against the international English documents. The reviewer made any
required changes to the translations or NAFs, and these were returned to the NPM to arbitrate the final version.

The TALIS Manual for National Project Managers (MS-01-03) outlines guidelines for translation and cultural
adaptation, which are described below. These guidelines ensured that national translations were consistent with
the international versions of the TALIS instruments, while allowing for cultural adaptations where necessary.
Translators were advised to: find words and phrases in the target language that were equivalent to those in the
international version; ensure that the essential meaning of the text did not change; ensure that the translated
questionnaires asked the same questions as the international versions and that national adaptations were made
appropriately; and be mindful of possible changes in the instrument layout due to translation.

For the purposes of international comparison it was important that the questionnaires be equivalent (as far as
possible) across languages. The translated texts were meant to flow naturally so that it was not obvious that
the document originated in another language. Guidance on language usage for the purposes of translation as
outlined in the NPM Manual comprised the following:

e translations should have the same register (language level, degree of formality) as the source text;

e translated passages should employ correct grammar and usage (for example, subject-verb agreement,
prepositions, verb tenses);

e translated passages should neither clarify, omit nor add information;

e translated passages should employ equivalent qualifiers and modifiers, in the order appropriate for the target
language;

e idiomatic expressions should be translated appropriately, not necessarily word for word; and

¢ spelling, punctuation and capitalisation in the target text should be appropriate for the target language and
the country or cultural context.

Submitting materials for external verification

The TALIS instruments were subject to rigorous independent verification to ensure — as far as possible — that the
instruments used in each country asked the same questions of the same concepts, and thus were internationally
comparable. Two aspects of the instruments were verified, and NPMs submitted NAFs and translated instruments
by email for both translation and cultural adaptations. The latter were also requested for those countries that
administered the survey in English.

For the FT, the translation verifier alone reviewed the NAFs prior to translation verification. For the MS, the ISC
reviewed the NAFs prior to translation verification, as it required ISC approval before passing to the next stage.
This process was designed to eliminate any unacceptable adaptations to the instruments.

During the final stage, verifying layout before printing paper instruments, staff at the ISC compared the layout and
formatting of the national instruments against the international source documents. For countries participating in
ODC, staff at the ISC reviewed the finalised paper instruments against the on line version of the questionnaires,
to ensure the two were isomorphic. These procedures are described in more detail later in the chapter.
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INTERNATIONAL TRANSLATION VERIFICATION

The IEA Secretariat co-ordinated the translation verification, engaging the services of native-speaking linguistic
verifiers through cApStAn Linguistic Quality Control, based in Brussels, Belgium. These verifiers were
experienced in balancing cultural and national “appropriateness” of the target version with “faithfulness”
to the source version. Verifiers gave expert feedback on the translations and adaptations. The IEA Secretariat
recommended that NPMs carefully consider all verifier recommendations and take care that the original
meaning of the phrases was retained in their translation; however, it was emphasised that the final decision
regarding document content rested with the NPM. NPMs were asked to explain major differences of opinions
between themselves and verifiers (see section below).

Processes of translation verification

Translation verifiers received the international (English or French) questionnaires in PDF format, which gave
them an accurate preview of the intended format. The translated questionnaires and NAFs were received as
Microsoft® Word files. Verifiers inserted their comments and changes directly into the translations using the
“track changes” feature. The verified documents complete with annotations and comments became known as
the Translation Verification Report (TVR).

Verifiers were instructed to i) check the accuracy and comparability of the translations of the instruments,
ensuring that the translation had not affected the meaning or difficulty of the text, the questions were not
made easier or more difficult when translated and no information was omitted or added in the translated
text; ii) document ALL deviations in the participating country’s translation, including additions, deletions and
mistranslations, according to specific guidelines; and jii) suggest alternative translations, if necessary, that
would improve the comparability.

Translation verification report

Verifiers returned the TVRs to the IEA Secretariat, which then forwarded them to NPMs. Comments were
assigned codes to indicate the severity of the error identified, ranging from Code 1, indicating a major change
or error that must be addressed, to Code 4 indicating a change that was acceptable. Verifiers also noted whether
changes had been appropriately documented on the NAF. Codes were categorised as follows:

* Major Change or Error: Examples included incorrect order of choices in a multiple-choice question;
omission of a question; incorrect translation resulting in the answer being suggested by the question; an
incorrect translation which changed the meaning or difficulty of the question; incorrect order of questions.

¢ Minor Change or Error: Examples include spelling errors that did not affect comprehension.
¢ Suggestion for Alternative: The translation might be adequate, but the verifier suggested different wording.

e Acceptable Change: Change is acceptable and appropriate. An example would be capitalisation or date
format as used in the language of translation.

In order to draw the attention of NPMs to unknown or unclassifiable irregularities, verifiers used “Code 1?2”
when they were unsure of which code to use. Code 1 errors required further follow-up with the IEA Secretariat
(see next section).

Translation verification summary

As part of the process of translation verification, NPMs were asked to record and respond to Code 1 (or “Code
1?2”) verifier suggestions in a separate document, titled “TV Summary”. Sixteen of twenty-four participating
countries submitted their document and provided the IEA Secretariat with further information about the nature
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of interventions flagged as serious by the verifier. Of the eight countries that did not submit the form, two had no
errors marked Code 1 and in another two the IQCM indicated on the TVR that all verifier suggestions had been
implemented. Whenever possible, this information was sent to the ISC before instrument finalisation. The IEA
Secretariat asked NPMs to justify any Code 1 interventions that were not implemented — they were not obliged
to accept the verifiers’ suggestions, but they were required to explain important points of difference. The IEA
Secretariat also forwarded this feedback to verifiers, both for the FT and MS, in a process that both verifiers and
NPMs described as useful.

FEEDBACK FROM NATIONAL PROJECT MANAGERS ON TRANSLATION AND TRANSLATION
VERIFICATION

This section gives a brief overview of NPM feedback regarding translation and translation verification. It is based
on an analysis of the on line Survey Activities Questionnaire (SAQ) and outlined in more detail in Chapter 7.

NPMs were asked to complete the SAQ, describing their experience with TALIS. The majority (67%) reported it
was “not difficult at all” to translate and adapt the paper questionnaires to the national language; however one
participant reported the process was “very difficult”. Six participants found the process “somewhat difficult”.
The most frequently reported problem was the difficulty of preparing an accurate translation that precisely
conveyed the meaning of the source text and yet read naturally and fluently in the target language. This was
especially true for items that did not fit well with the country’s national context — e.g. concerning principals’
authority to hire and fire teachers — for which NPMs had to take special care not to introduce misunderstandings.
Of documenting national adaptations, 92% reported it was “not difficult at all”. However, several commented
that the process was very time-consuming.

In rating the usefulness of the translation verification process, 92% reported it was “very useful”, with no
participants reporting it was “not useful at all”. Furthermore, all respondents were able to make full use of the
feedback from translation verifiers when preparing the final version of their instruments. Countries that reported
some difficulties with translation mentioned that they resolved these problems with advice from the OECD
Secretariat, before translation verification began.

INTERNATIONAL QUALITY CONTROL MONITOR REVIEW OF TRANSLATION

The TVR for each country was sent to the relevant IQCM, who had the task of comparing the TVR against the
final version of the data collection instruments. The IQCM marked the verifier comment on the TVR with “yes”
if the verifier suggestion was implemented, and “no” if it was not. The IEA Secretariat retained this annotated
TVR, together with a copy of the final version of instruments used in schools, for future reference in the event
of unusual item characteristics showing in the data. According to these data, across all 31 sets of instruments,
there were only two unchanged or unexplained Code 1 errors in the final version of the instruments.

LAYOUT VERIFICATION: PAPER AND ON LINE DATA COLLECTION

The ISC performed layout verification both for paper and for ODC instruments. After translation verification had
been finalised, NPMs submitted their questionnaires and cover letters (if ODC was used) together with the latest
version of the NAF to the ISC.

The ISC performed a careful check of the national versions of the instruments against the international English
version and the NAF. The aim of layout verification was to ensure that the national versions of the TALIS
instruments looked as much as possible like the international source version.

The paper instruments were verified and administered in a total of 31 languages. ISC staff checked each
questionnaire for font size, font changes, and adjustment of cells, response options, blank pages, word emphasis,
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track changes and comments. All deviations from the source version were listed in a standardised document
and sent back to the NPMs for review. Another staff member at the ISC then verified the revised version of the
instruments. This procedure was repeated until the instruments looked as much as possible like the international
source. For the majority of languages two to four rounds were needed before the ISC approved the layout of
the instruments.

In a few rare cases NPMs detected some minor inconsistencies regarding spelling or punctuation after layout
approval and prior to printing. The NPMS changed these inconsistencies and sent the updated version to the
ISC for documentation. However these instruments were checked again to ensure that the overall layout had
not been affected.

The ODC versions of the instruments were checked for 16 participating countries in a total of 17 languages.
ODC instruments were checked against the national paper version after paper layout verification. This was to
ensure that the instruments within one country were the same regardless of whether they were administered
on paper or on line.

Visual checks were run using the same standards and procedures as for paper layout verification. For most of
the languages up to two rounds were needed to finally approve the ODC instruments. Additionally, the ISC
performed technical ODC load checks and load testing to ensure smooth operations. For more details on ODC
upload, activation and shut down as managed by the ISC, see Chapter 7.

NOTES

1. Mexico joined the study late and adapted the Spanish instruments from Spain for use in the FT; for the MS, Mexico produced its
own translations. Austria produced its own German translations, and adapted the international materials for English-speaking schools;
however for Slovenian (a minority language in Austria) the instruments used in the MS were adapted from the translation produced
by the TALIS national team in Slovenia.

2. Additional questions for the questionnaires could be placed after all the international questions. However, guidelines stipulated
that they should be few in number in order to keep the time it would take respondents to complete the questionnaire to a minimum.

3. The exception was Austria, which prepared ODC cover letters in German only. This is because English and Slovenian are both
minority languages, administered in only a small number of Austrian schools.

4. Bulgaria joined the study after the FT was complete and the international instruments for the MS had been released. Therefore,
Bulgaria submitted the MS instruments for verification and used them in a single-country FT. The Bulgarian instruments were further
refined after the FT, and these revised instruments were submitted for verification again prior to the main data collection.
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Abstract
[

This chapter offers an overview of the international sampling plan prepared for the participants
in TALIS, including the international sampling strategy and sample size. Appendix B presents
the characteristics of each national sampling plan. Strategies for estimating population
characteristics and their sampling error are covered in detail in Chapter 9. This chapter deals
primarily with the TALIS “core survey” of ISCED Level 2 teachers.

OVERVIEW

This chapter concerns only the TALIS “core survey”, that is, the survey of ISCED Level 2 teachers. Participating
countries were offered the option of linking their TALIS sample to that of PISA 2006 but none chose to pursue
this. Participating countries could also opt to survey ISCED Level 1 and Level 3 teachers. Only Iceland chose to
cover ISCED Level 1 teachers and none chose to survey ISCED Level 3.

A more detailed description of the survey design and its recommended implementation can be found in the
TALIS Sampling Manual (MS-02-03).

INTERNATIONAL SAMPLING PLAN

The international sampling plan prepared for the TALIS core survey is a stratified two-stage probability sampling
design (Lohr, 1999). This means that teachers (second stage units or secondary sampling units — SSU) were
randomly selected from the list of in-scope teachers in each of the randomly selected schools (first stage units,
or primary sampling units — PSU).

The universes of interest comprised schools where ISCED Level 2 education is provided, along with the affiliated
principals and teachers. Following the Indicators of Education Systems (INES) data collection definitions, “the
formal definition of a classroom teacher is a person whose professional activity involves the planning, organising
and conducting of group activities whereby students” knowledge, skills and attitudes develop as stipulated by
educational programmes. In short, it is one whose main activity is teaching.” (OECD, 2004).

TARGET POPULATION AND SURVEY POPULATION: INTERNATIONAL REQUIREMENTS
AND NATIONAL IMPLEMENTATIONS

TALIS was designed to cover all ISCED Level 2 teachers in a participating country. TALIS identified policy
issues that encompass the classroom, the teacher, the school and school management. No subject matter was
excluded from the scope of TALIS. Thus, coverage of TALIS extends to all teachers of ISCED Level 2 and to the
principals of the schools where they teach.

An ISCED Level 2 teacher is one who, as part of his or her regular duties in school, provides instruction in
programmes at ISCED Level 2. Teachers who teach a mixture of programmes at different levels including ISCED
Level 2 programmes in the target school are included in the TALIS universe. There is no minimum cut-off for
how much ISCED Level 2 teaching these teachers need to be engaged in.

The international target population of TALIS restricts the survey to those teachers who teach regular classes in
ordinary schools and to the principals of those schools. Teachers teaching to adults and teachers working with
children with special needs are not part of the international target population and are deemed “out of scope”.
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When schools are comprised exclusively of these teachers, the school itself is said to be “out of scope”. Teacher
aides, pedagogical support staff (e.g. guidance counsellors, librarians) and health and social support staff
(e.g. doctors, nurses, psychiatrists, psychologists, occupational therapists and social workers) were not
considered as teachers and thus not part of the TALIS international target population.

For national reasons, some participating countries chose to restrict the coverage of their national implementation
of TALIS to parts of the country. For example, a province or state experiencing civil unrest or an area struck by a
natural disaster could be removed from the international target population to create a national target population.
Participating countries were invited to keep these exclusions to a minimum (see MS-02-03, paragraph 38).

Ideally, all the members of the target population ought to be eligible for sampling and data collection. This
is the option that TALIS chose and, as a consequence, the international survey population (those who can be
surveyed) is identical to the international target population (those who should be surveyed).

TALIS recognised that attempting to survey teachers in very small schools, those in schools with no more than
three teachers at ISCED Level 2, and those teaching in schools located in geographically remote areas could be
a costly, time-consuming and statistically inefficient exercise. Therefore, participating countries were allowed
to exclude those teachers for TALIS data collection, thus creating a national survey population different from
the national target population. The NPM was required to document the reasons for exclusion, the size, the
location, the clientele and so on for each excluded school. Moreover, as discussed later in this section, during
data collection in the selected schools, some teachers could be excused from data collection.

Ultimately, samples of schools and teachers were selected from the national survey population.

Figure 5.1 illustrates how these concepts relate to one another.

TALIS international target and survey populations

TALIS out of scope TALIS International target population = TALIS International survey population

National out of scope National target population

Adult education,
special needs Entire province, state, National exclusions National survey population
sub-population

Remote, small schools, etc. Not sampled In sample

Source: OECD, TALIS Database.

Table 5.1 describes how the survey population is defined with respect to the target population (details of
how these relate to the TALIS international target population are given in Appendix B); the information
was provided by the NPMs using the Sampling Forms (templates for each Sampling Form can be found in
Appendix C).

Within a selected in-scope school, the following teachers were to be excluded:

e teachers teaching only to special needs students (out of scope);

¢ teachers who also act as principals: no teacher data collected, but principal data collected (labelled as
NEXCL5 in Chapter 10);
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e substitute, emergency or occasional teachers (out of scope);

e teachers on long-term leave: out of scope;
e teachers teaching exclusively to adults (out of scope); and

¢ in Malta and Iceland, teachers who had taken part in the TALIS 2007 Field Trial: no teacher data collected
and labelled as NEXCL6 in Chapter 10.

Detailed guidelines concerning the application of those categories of exclusion were given to the NPMs in the
Sampling Manual or in separate correspondence between Statistics Canada, the ISC and the interested countries.
Moreover, the School Co-ordinator Manual provided operational advice to those who had to assign codes.

Teachers who taught at more than one school were not excluded. Rather, the number of schools in which they
taught was recorded (see weight adjustments in Chapter 10).

Sample size requirements

To allow for reliable estimation and modelling, while allowing for some amount of non-response, the minimum
sample size was set at 20 teachers within each participating school. A minimum sample of 200 schools was to
be drawn from the population of in-scope schools. Thus, the nominal international sample size was a minimum
of 4 000 teachers. Teachers teaching in the same school might tend to share opinions and behave in similar
ways, more so than teachers from different schools, cities or provinces in a given country. This tendency for
two teachers from the same school to be “more alike” than two teachers from different schools is called a
“clustering effect” and is often measured by the “intracluster correlation coefficient”. In essence, the stronger
the intracluster correlation, the fewer sampled teachers one needs from one school, as one responding teacher
becomes a good predictor of the other teachers of his school. In other words, in a sample of 20 teachers from
the same school, there are, in a sense, fewer than 20 original data points. This also is a manifestation of the
clustering effect or design effect, and the larger the cluster, the larger the loss of information. In preparing
TALIS, the working hypothesis, based on previous studies of student achievement, was to use an intracluster
correlation coefficient of 0.30, supposing that teachers are as homogeneous as their students. The loss in sample
size due to clustering, added to the losses due to non-response, reduces the nominal sample of 4 000 teachers
to an effective sample of approximately 400 as depicted in Table 5.2.

Thus, the nominal sample of 4 000 teachers obtained by the complex sampling design is equivalent to a simple
random sample of 433 teachers. The precision that is expected from the sample of 20 teachers in 200 schools is
equivalent to that of a simple random sample of 433 teachers selected from the (often unavailable) national list of
teachers. The expected margin of error for a simple random sample of this size is + (1.96) x (1A\433) = + 9.4%.

Participating countries could choose to augment their national sample by selecting more schools, or by selecting
more teachers within each selected school, or by increasing both. Some countries were asked to increase the
within-school sample to counterbalance the effect of selecting too many schools with fewer than 20 teachers.

The sample size requirement was reduced for some participating countries because of the smaller number of
schools available for sampling (see Appendix B). In a few cases, because the average number of teachers in the
schools was less than expected in the international plan, the number of schools to be sampled was increased to
maintain a minimum total number of participating teachers.

NATIONAL SAMPLING STRATEGIES

Participating countries could suggest variations or adaptations of the international sampling plan to better suit their
national needs. The TALIS sampling team reviewed and approved all changes to the international sampling plan.
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Sampling frames

Participating countries provided Statistics Canada with a current and complete list of schools providing
education at ISCED Level 2. This list constituted the school sampling frame for TALIS and was expected to
correspond to the survey population as defined and described on the Sampling Forms.

The sampling frame had to contain certain key variables: a national school identifier, a measure of size (MOS),
preferably the number of ISCED Level 2 teachers, and values for those variables to be used for stratification;
whenever possible, the type of funding (private or public) and the type of education stream (academic or
vocational) were also to appear on the frame.

Additional sampling frames were required for the sampling of teachers, namely, the list of eligible ISCED
Level 2 teachers in each selected school.

Stratification

The international sampling plan did not anticipate any stratification of the schools nor of the teachers within the
selected schools. Participating countries that chose to implement some form of stratification to answer national
requirements were invited to discuss their strategy with the TALIS sampling team.

Stratification could be done explicitly (whereby a fixed portion of the total sample is allocated to the stratum) or
implicitly (whereby the stratification variable is used to sort the sampling frame prior to sample selection thus
giving on average a proportional representation of the implicit strata in the sample).

When explicit stratification was used, the participating country and the TALIS sampling team agreed to a sample
allocation scheme.

In most cases, stratification resulted in a combination of some or all of geography, source of financing, type of
educational programme and size of schools. Appendix B gives details for each participating country.

Sample selection

Samples of schools were selected by systematic random sampling with probability proportional to size (PPS)
within explicit strata, according to the national sampling plans. When implicit stratification was used, schools
in explicit strata were sorted by implicit strata and MOS prior to sampling. Sampling frames were always sorted
by MOS prior to sampling, whether stratification was applied or not. Sorting by MOS was done in a serpentine
manner, alternating increasing order and decreasing order so that adjacent schools would be of similar sizes even
across strata. This is useful when creating replication zones for estimation of sampling error (see Chapter 10).

Systematic random sampling with PPS can be described as follows. Let M be the total MOS in an explicit stratum,
let m; be the MOS for school i in the explicit stratum and M, be the cumulative sum of the school sizes up to and
including school i, and let n be the number of schools to be sampled from that explicit stratum. Then, a sampling
step k is computed as the integer part of M + n. A random starting point d is drawn at random from the interval
[1, ..., k. The sample is selected by taking steps of fixed length k along the (ordered) sampling frame. Where the
step lands points to the school to be added to the sample. The procedure is illustrated in Table 5.3.

Whenever possible, two replacement schools were assigned for each sampled school: the school just above and
the school just below the selected school on the sampling frame sorted by implicit strata (where needed) and
MOS. The replacement schools had to come from the same explicit stratum as the sampled school. This strategy
was expected to help maintain the sample size and minimise non-response biases by replacing originally
sampled non-responding schools with schools having similar characteristics. Schools selected for the original
sample could not also be selected as replacement schools.
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Although participating countries were given the option of selecting the school sample themselves, in the event
the TALIS sampling team performed this task.

At the end of school selection, participating countries were returned a copy of their school sampling frame
where the selected schools were identified (marked “S” for the original sample, marked “R1” and “R2” for the
replacement schools) and given a standardised TALIS school identification number.

Table 5.3 illustrates how systematic random sampling with PPS may be implemented using an ordinary
spreadsheet. In this illustration, explicit stratum “A” is comprised of 12 schools and a sample of n = 3 schools is
needed from this stratum; the sampling step k = [209 + 3] = 69.7 and suppose that the random start is d = 49;
then the jt school selected is such that My < d+(j-1) x ks M, with M, =0and j=1, 2, 3. Here, for the first
selection, j =1 and the pointer is 49 + (1 - 1) x 69.7 = 49; if j = 2, the pointer isat 49 + (2 - 1) x 69.7 = 118.7
(rounded down to 118), and finally the pointeris at 118.7 + 69.7 = 188.4 (rounded down to 188). Replacement
schools are selected automatically as the schools immediately before and after a selected school, if available;
note that school 12 has no second replacement.

IEA Data Processing and Research Center (IEA DPC) provided each participating country with Windows Within-
School Sampling Software (WinW3S) to help in the creation of sampling frames and selection of teachers,
ensuring compliance with the sample design as well as complete documentation.

As a series of questions within the teacher questionnaire were concerned with events within the classroom
setting, the final sampling step was the selection of a reference class or course for each selected teacher. This
happened as the teachers were filling in their questionnaires: they were asked to identify the first ISCED Level 2
class or course they typically taught after 11:00 a.m. on Tuesdays.

The sizes of the school and teacher samples for each participating country are listed in Appendix B.

Sampling for the field trial

Prior to the main data collection, each participating country conducted a field trial (FT) during March and April
2007. For that purpose, a sample of twenty schools (plus their one replacement’) was selected during sample
selection for the main survey (MS). The simultaneous selection of the school samples for the FT and the MS
allowed some control of the overlap between the two samples and helped in reducing response burden on
participating schools. When the number of schools in an explicit stratum was such that overlap of FT and MS
samples was unavoidable, teachers who took part in the FT could be excused from the MS (see Chapter 10 on
weighting).

National sampling plans

Table 5.4 gives an overview of the sampling plan for each participating country. More details are given in the
country reports found in Appendix B.

NoOTE

1. Only one replacement school was selected for the Field Trial to minimise the overlap with the sample for the Main Survey.
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Table 5.1 (1/2)

Reasons for and magnitude of school exclusion, by country

90000
@)
»

Reasons for exclusion Schools % Teachers %
Australia Target Population 2617 100.0 100.0
aNdour;‘rZSLnCs;:ieoar:n schools, non English language schools, distance, 110 4 N/A
Survey Population 2507 95.8
Austria Target Population 1540 100.0 N/A
Survey Population 1540 100.0
Belgium (Fl.) Target Population 675 100.0 22130 100.0
Survey Population 675 100.0 22130 100.0
Brazil Target Population 57 479 100.0 843 951 100.0
Small schools (fewer than 4 ISCED Level 2 teachers) 4636 81 10124 14
Federal schools 34 1683
Survey Population 91.9 832 144 98.6
Bulgaria Target Population 100.0 30782 100.0
Small schools (fewer than 4 ISCED Level 2 teachers) 4.5 282 0.9
Survey Population 95.5 30 500 99.1
Denmark Target Population 100.0 60 905 100.0
Small schools (fewer than 6 ISCED Level 2 teachers ) 274
Public Youth Schools (Ungdomsskoler) 9.6 300 >0.9
No measurement of size available N/A
Survey Population 90.4 60 331
Estonia Target Population 100.0 8747 100.0
Remote schools 27
Small schools (fewer than 7 ISCED Level 2 teachers ) 7.4 65 5.7
Bilingual schools (15 Estonian / Russian — 1 Estonian / Finnish) 410
Survey Population 415 92.6 8245 94.3
Hungary Target Population 2897 100.0 46 594 100.0
Small schools (fewer than 4 ISCED Level 2 teachers) 45 1.6 103 0.2
Survey Population 2852 98.4 46 491 99.8
Ireland Target Population 702 100.0 N/A
Survey Population 702 100.0
Iceland Target Population 152 100.0 2537 100.0
Survey Population 152 100.0 2537 100.0
Italy Target Population 7 894 100.0 191 346 100.0
Small schools (fewer than 4 ISCED Level 2 teachers) 262 604
Remote schools T s 233
Schools attached to art academies 49 919 10
Private schools outside national education system 21 244
Survey Population 7509 95.1 189 346
Korea Target Population 2987 100.0 103 877 100.0
Survey Population 2987 100.0 103 877 100.0
Lithuania Target Population 1296 100.0 47 382 100.0
Survey Population 1296 100.0 47382 100.0
Mexico Target Population 15220 100.0 286 379 100.0
CONAFE 918 1050
Small schools (fewer than 4 ISCED Level 2 teachers) 8 159
Field Trial 23 o8 758 09
Others e 506
Survey Population 14184 93.2 283 906 99.1
Malta Target Population 64 100.0 3013 100.0
Schools not following mainstream curriculum 3 63 |l 88 | 20
Small schools (fewer than 4 ISCED Level 2 teachers) 1 1
Survey Population 60 93.7 2924 97.1
Malaysia Target Population 2361 100.0 100.0
Language, curriculum 106
Small schools (less than 100 ISCED Level 2 students) 109 9.2 N/A
Remote schools E
Survey Population 2144 90.8

Note: “N/A" appears when the country did not or could not provide the information; in such cases, the corresponding proportions could not be computed and are left blank.
Source: OECD, TALIS Database.
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Table 5.1 (2/2)

Reasons for and magnitude of school exclusion, by country

Reasons for exclusion Schools % Teachers %
Netherlands Target Population 587 100.0 100.0
Vocational schools 42 7.2 N/A
Survey Population 545 92.8
Norway Target Population 1212 100.0 21898 100.0
Schools outside Norwegian school regulation 4 10.1 69 1.5
Schools abroad 14 48
Small schools (fewer than 10 students or fewer than 3 teachers) 104 211
Survey Population 1090 89.9 21570 98.5
Poland Target Population 6218 100.0 139290 100.0
Small schools (fewer than 4 ISCED Level 2 teachers) 908 14.6 1816 (est.) 1.3
Survey Population 5310 85.4 137 474 98.7
Portugal Target Population 1307 100.0 41807 100.0
Survey Population 1307 100.0 41 807 100.0
Slovak Republic | Target Population 1655 100.0 28182 100.0
Small schools (fewer than 4 ISCED Level 2 teachers) 21 2.1 40 0.6
Language other than Slovak or Hungarian 14 132
Survey Population 1620 97.8 28010 99.4
Slovenia Target Population 446 100.0 9450 100.0
Survey Population 446 100.0 9 450 100.0
Spain Target Population 7 106 100.0 235 060 100.0
(excluding Rioja | Survey Population 7106 100.0 235 060 100.0
and Canarias)
Turkey Target Population 16315 100.0 157 635 100.0
Small schools (fewer than 4 ISCED Level 2 teachers) 3838 23.5 8 648 5.5
Survey Population 12477 76.5 148 987 94.5

Note: “N/A” appears when the country did not or could not provide the information; in such cases, the corresponding proportions could notbe computed and are leftblank.
Source: OECD, TALIS Database.

Derivation of the required sample size

Schools a 200
Teachers per school b 20

Total number of teachers c=axb 4000
School response rate d 75%
Teacher response within school e 75%
Overall response rate f=dxe 56%
Net number of responding teachers g=cxf 2250
Intra-cluster correlation h 0.30
Design effect (deff) deff=1+ {(e xb) -1} x h 5.2

Effective pl =g/ deff 433

Source: OECD, TALIS Database.

lllustration of systematic random sampling with PPS

Measurement Cumulative Selections and
National school ID Explicit stratum Implicit stratum of size M; measurement of size M; pling steps replacements
1 A 1 10 10
2 A 1 12 22
3 A 1 15 37 R1
4 A 1 17 54 49 S
5 A 2 20 74 R2
6 A 2 18 92
7 A 2 16 108 R1
8 A 2 16 124 118 S
9 A 3 15 139 R2
10 A 3 17 156
11 A 3 26 182 R1
12 A 3 27 M =209 188 S

Source: OECD, TALIS Database.
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Overview of the national sampling plans
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Number of ISCED Number of ISCED Teacher sample
Explicit stratification Level 2 schools Level 2 teachers School sample size (expected size)

Australia Geography (8) 2507 * 200 4 000
Austria School type (3) 1540 * 279 5 580
Belgium (Fl.) Network (3) 675 22130 260 5200
Brazil School size (3) x School type (3) 52 809 832 144 400 7161
Bulgaria School size (4) x School type (3) 2300 30 500 203 4133
Denmark School type (3) 1966 60331 200 4 000
Estonia Region (2) x School type (2) 415 8 245 200 3316
Hungary School size (4) 2852 46 491 200 3618
Ireland School size (3) 702 * 200 4000
Iceland None 152 2537 152 2537
Italy Geography (3) 7 509 189 346 300 6 000
Korea None 2987 103 877 200 4 000
Lithuania School type (4) 1296 47 382 220 4 400
Mexico School size (4) x School type (3) 14184 283 906 200 4164
Malta None 60 2924 60 1200
Malaysia School type (3) 2 144 * 219 4380
Netherlands School type (4) 545 * 150 3 000
Norway School size (4) x Density (2) 1090 21570 200 4875
Poland Density (3) x Funding (2) 5310 137 474 200 4000
Portugal Funding (2) x Region (5) 1307 41807 200 4 000
Slovak Republic | School type (2) 1620 28010 200 4 000
Slovenia None 446 9 450 200 4 000
Spain Group of autonomous 7 106 235 060 200 4 000
(excluding Rioja | communities (2)

and Canarias)

Turkey School size (4) 12 477 148 987 200 4105

Note: “*” appears when the size of the ISCED Level 2 teacher population is unknown.

Source: OECD, TALIS Database.
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CHAPTER 6 Survey OPERATIONS PROCEDURES

Abstract
[

This chapter focuses on the survey operation procedures implemented for TALIS, including
the materials and software that the International Study Centre (ISC) provided to all National
Project Managers (NPMs). Other tasks of the NPMs as well as the three phases of the survey
were explained in more detail in Chapter 1of this report. The International Association for the
Evaluation of Educational Achievement Data Processing Center (IEA DPC) had developed a
series software packages for previous IEA surveys, and adapted them to fit the needs of TALIS.
The chapter concludes with an explanation of the quality control checks at different levels
which ensure the high quality of the TALIS data.

MANUALS AND SOFTWARE

During all phases of the survey NPMs followed the standardised procedures prepared by the ISC and its
consortium partners. This section lists only the latest versions of the six manuals and three software packages
that were used for the main survey (MS). The ISC provided the following manuals, each in English and French.!

e The TALIS Manual for National Project Managers (MS-01-03) guided NPMs through all steps of the survey
from the production of the national instruments to the submission of data to the ISC. The manual also
included information on how to raise participation rates and how to manage confidentiality concerns.

e Statistics Canada prepared the TALIS Sampling Manual (MS-02-03), which defined the target population of
ISCED Level 2 teachers. The manual described how to establish a national sampling plan, how to prepare
the school sampling frame and how to select the school sample.

e The TALIS School Co-ordinator Manual (MS-03-02) addressed the school co-ordinator (SC) who played a
key role within the school. The manual described in detail the steps for listing and tracking teachers and for
organising the survey administration on site. NPMs were responsible for translating the manual into their
survey administration language(s) and for adding national information where necessary. Responsibility for
translations and adaptations rested solely with the NPMs.

e The TALIS Data Management Manual (MS-04-02) provided the national data manager with instructions on
how to use the software for collecting, capturing and verifying the data. The ISC held a three-day training
seminar prior to the field test, giving data managers additional skills in using the software.

e The IEA Secretariat prepared the TALIS Manual for International Quality Control Monitors (MS-05-01) and
delivered it directly to the International Quality Control Monitors (IQCM) contracted by the IEA. The manual
outlined the tasks to be undertaken by the IQCMs in order to check the quality of survey operation procedures
within participating countries. IQCMs visited NPMs and schools to document the outcomes of the visits.

e The TALIS Manual for National Quality Control Monitors (MS-06-01) guided NPMs in how to conduct a
national quality control programme. The procedures were closely related to those for the IQCMs. However,
NPMs were free to adapt the manual according to their needs.

Additionally, the ISC supplied NPMs with three software packages to assist with data collection:

¢ The Windows Within-School Sampling Software (WinW3S) aided national data managers in preparing the
survey listing forms, qualifying and randomly sampling teachers in selected schools, and producing tracking
forms for the sampled individuals. The software stored all tracking information in a single database so that the
information could later be used to verify the integrity of the sampling procedures, to verify the completeness
of the response data and eventually to compute sampling weights and participation rates.
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e The Windows Data Entry Manager (WinDEM) enabled national centre staff to capture the data through
keyboard data entry and to perform a range of validity checks on the entered data. The WinDEM databases
included codebooks for each of the questionnaires, providing all the information necessary for producing
data files for each instrument in a standard international format (see Chapter 9).

¢ The IEA SurveySystem converted paper questionnaires’ text passages for on line administration (see Chapter 7)
and delivered these to respondents via the Internet. National centres performed the conversion. The on line
questionnaires were then sent to the ISC for technical checks and layout verification.

CONTACTING SCHOOLS AND WITHIN-SCHOOL SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Statistics Canada sent all NPMs a selected school sample based on the sampling frame the NPM had already
submitted.? In order to achieve the highest possible participation rates at school level, two replacement schools
were sampled in addition to each originally sampled school. The TALIS Manual for National Project Managers
(MS-0-03) Appendix 8.5 gave detailed instructions about how to secure high participation rates within schools.
These suggestions were based on the experiences of NPMs during the field trial.

Once NPMs received the sample, national centres started contacting the designated schools to secure their
participation. If one of the sampled schools declined participation the national centre contacted its first
replacement school. If this school also refused participation NPMs approached a second replacement school.

Each school nominated an SC to be responsible for carrying out all TALIS-related tasks within the school.
Due to confidentiality concerns, it was preferable that the SC be a person other than the principal. Since SCs
played a key role within the survey in almost half the participating countries, the NPMs provided them with
formal training.

Identification numbers, Teacher Listing Forms and Teacher Tracking Forms

Teacher Listing Forms and Teacher Tracking Forms were needed to record information about ISCED Level 2
teachers. National centres produced these forms using WinW3S. The software created hierarchical identification
numbers that uniquely identified the sampled schools and teachers within a country. A unique four-digit school
identification number was assigned to each sampled school within each participating country. This number was
also the identification code for the school principal who answered the principal questionnaire.

According to the instructions in the TALIS School Co-ordinator Manual (MS-03-02), SCs listed teachers and
their name, year of birth, gender, main teaching domain and exclusion status. The main teaching domain
was divided into four groups: i) language and arts; ii) human sciences; iii) mathematics and science; and iv)
other. The classification of teachers into the appropriate groups was sometimes a demanding task, requiring
close co-operation between the SC and the NPM. Although TALIS surveyed ISCED Level 2 teachers, not
every teacher teaching at this level was within the scope. For example, teachers teaching only adults or
special needs students had to be excluded, as were teachers on long-term leave, and substitute, emergency
or occasional teachers.?

The national centre entered information from the Teacher Listing Forms into WinW3S and then drew the random
within-school teacher sample of 20 teachers per school. After within-school sampling was completed, WinW3S
created Teacher Tracking Forms that listed all sampled teachers. The national centre sent the Teacher Tracking
Forms to schools so that SCs knew to whom to distribute the instruments.

The Teacher Tracking Forms monitored the participation status of the sampled teachers and included teacher
names, teacher ID, year of birth, gender, questionnaire mode (on line or paper) and participation status.
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The ISC did not receive any teacher names, only teacher IDs. (Since the names on the Teacher Tracking Forms
could be cut off the form, all names were kept confidential.) Copies of the Teacher Tracking Forms, without
names, were sent to the ISC together with the survey data. Appendix C contains blank Teacher Listing Forms
and Teacher Tracking Forms.

Assigning materials to teachers and school principals

Each school principal was asked to complete one principal questionnaire. The SC assigned a teacher
questionnaire to each teacher listed on the Teacher Tracking Forms. Chapter 5 gives detailed information about
the sampling algorithm and linkage of teacher lists.

The NPM sent the SC of each school a package containing all paper questionnaires and cover letters for on
line administration, the Teacher Tracking Forms and any other relevant materials prepared for briefing the SCs.
To address confidentiality concerns, several countries chose to provide teachers with pre-paid envelopes that
could be sent directly to the national centre, so that they did not have to return the completed questionnaire
to the SC.

Figure 6.1 outlines the different responsibilities of the NPM and the SC for correct assignment of questionnaires
to teachers.

Figure 6.1

Responsibilities of NPMs and the SC during survey administration

National Project Manager Activity School Co-ordinator Activity

1. Contacting participating schools

2. Preparing Teacher Listing Forms to be completed
by schools i

3. Completing the Teacher Listing Form listing
all eligible ISCED Level 2 teachers within schools

Y

4. Sampling 20 teachers per school using the information
on the Teacher Listing Form

5. Preparing Teacher Tracking Forms for administration i
of the teacher questionnaires

6. Administering the questionnaires to principals
and teachers

I SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

7. After the questionnaires were administered, recording
L the participation status on Teacher Tracking Forms

8. Documenting participation of teachers and principals
in WinW3S according to Teacher Tracking Forms and
IEA SurveySystem

Source: OECD.
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Administering the questionnaires and national quality control

Each country had its own time frame for survey administration, from three days to four months. During this
period principals and teachers were free to fill in the questionnaires whenever they chose. It was a demanding
task for SCs to monitor the administration of the survey, especially in cases where the teachers could send the
completed questionnaires directly to the national centre.

Countries were requested to run a national quality control monitoring programme in order to guarantee high
survey standards. Outcomes of national quality control had to be reported in the Survey Activities Questionnaire
(SAQ) after survey administration and are discussed in Chapter 7.

Monitoring the on line questionnaires

The SCs recorded the return status of the paper questionnaires on the Teacher Tracking Forms. Naturally, the
tracking procedure for on line questionnaires was different. SCs indicated on the Teacher Tracking Forms
whether a teacher was assigned an on line questionnaire. National centres tracked the completion status of all
on line questionnaires using the IEA SurveySystem Monitor module. Through a secured Internet website only
available to the respective NPM, the real-time status of all respondents filling in the questionnaire could be
monitored. If a teacher or school principal who was expected to participate was not listed in the monitor, the
NPM asked the SCs to follow up.

After survey administration, national centre staff imported the participation information from the IEA
SurveySystem Monitor reports into WinW3S to record their participation status.

MATERIAL RECEIPT AND PREPARING FOR DATA ENTRY

Immediately following the administration of TALIS, the major tasks for NPMs included retrieving and collating
the materials from schools and verifying their integrity. When they received survey materials from the schools,
NPMs were required to i) check that the complete and appropriate questionnaires were received for every
teacher listed on the Teacher Tracking Form; ii) verify that all identification numbers on all paper instruments
were accurate and legible; iii) check that the participation status recorded on the Teacher Tracking Form
matched the availability of questionnaires, the information on the paper questionnaires and the information
in the on line monitor; and iv) follow up with schools that did not return all the survey materials or for which
forms were missing, incomplete or otherwise inconsistent.

At the national centre, all necessary information about schools, principals and teachers as well as the return
status of the questionnaires was recorded in WinW3S. NPMs then organised the paper questionnaires and
corresponding forms for data entry (see Chapter 8).

SURVEY ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE

NPMs completed the SAQ to report their experiences during all steps of survey preparation and administration.
The ISC set up the questionnaire and administered it on line when data collection activities were completed.
All data went to the ISC.

The SAQ was built upon 9 content sections with 67 item blocks and a total of 113 items. The questions
pertained to problems or unusual occurrences, with respect to within-school sampling, establishing school
contact, preparing paper and (if applicable) on line materials, administering paper and (if applicable) on line
materials, manual data entry and submission, and the national quality control monitoring programme.

The ISC carefully reviewed responses to the SAQ and the outcomes are discussed in this report. This section
covers only within-school sampling, training of SCs and confidentiality issues. All TALIS countries, with the
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exception of one, accepted the definition of “school”. In this single case the definition of “school” was clarified
with the sampling experts from Statistics Canada. All participating countries used WinW3$ for within school-
sampling, including Iceland, Malta and Norway, which sampled all teachers within schools.

Nineteen out of 22 NPMs reported that the sampling selection process was not at all difficult; the remaining
3 NPMs reported it to be somewhat difficult due to the amount of paper work in large schools, communication
problems with the schools or the fact that sometimes additional explanation was needed. Seventeen out of
22 NPMs found the Teacher Listing Forms and Teacher Tracking Forms easy to work with. Fifteen countries also
used other means to list and track teachers, including Excel or Word sheets, email or personal communication
to follow up on the process.

Seven out of 22 NPMs held formal training sessions for the SCs prior to survey administration. Thirteen provided
information to the SCs through the School Co-ordinator Manual, written instructions or telephone calls.

Due to data protection rules 9 out of 24 participating countries were restricted in their use of teacher names
on the questionnaires. They replaced the names with numbers, aliases, codes or symbols. The data did not
indicate, nor did the International Quality Control Monitor report that these restrictions jeopardised the random
sampling process or the allocation of questionnaires or the quality of data.

NoOTES

1. Although they were written exclusively for TALIS, the manuals incorporate procedures, best practices and standards that were set
for previous IEA studies such as TIMSS, PIRLS and SITES and that were similar to those used in the OECD PISA study.

2. See Chapter 5 for more details on school sampling.

3. For more details, see Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 7 ON LINE DATA COLLECTION

Abstract
[

This chapter discusses the on line and electronically delivered questionnaires that have become
an increasingly useful option for international large-scale sample surveys and assessments.
TALIS offered on line data collection (ODC) with a mixed-mode design as an international
option: countries could use the option as a default means to collect data for all schools and
respondents, selected schools only or a particular population, i.e. school principals or teachers.
This chapter provides information on the design, operations, technical solutions, field trial,
main study and on line data collection processes.

OVERVIEW

The on line mode of questionnaire delivery can offer operational benefits, significantly reduce paper handling
and data entry costs for national centres, as well as yield a more accurate and timely available international
analysis database. The Second Information Technology in Education Study (SITES) 2006 (Carstens & Pelgrum,
2009), operated by the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA), was
one of the first international large-scale surveys of teachers that used on line questionnaires to collect data for
the majority of participating countries. More recently, several IEA studies (International Civic and Citizenship
Education Study, Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study and Progress in International Reading
Literacy Study) and several OECD studies (Programme for International Student Assessment and the Programme
for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies) are actively using or planning to use electronic delivery
of questionnaires and assessments.

In TALIS, the Board of Participating Countries (BPC) believed that principals and teachers would be receptive
to using a more convenient, interesting or simply “up-to-date” mode of survey administration. Most countries
participating in TALIS had already used on line data collection (ODC) in some way and for a quite a few of them,
the administration of electronic questionnaires to schools and teachers had become commonplace. Previously,
large-scale educational surveys at the international level had been based entirely on paper questionnaires. If the
alterative approach was to be successful within and across countries, it not only had to meet certain established
standards and best practices (see for example Couper, 2000; Dillman and Bowker, 2001; Reips, 2002) but also to
address the issue of reliably administering paper-based and on line questionnaires side by side where countries or
individual institutions could not guarantee a flawless overall on line delivery. The BPC consequently called for an
detailed evaluation of the appropriateness of on line-delivered questionnaires for each participating country, for
example with respect to acceptance within the target population of ISECD Level 2 teachers.

DESIGN AND MIXED-MODE CONSIDERATIONS

On line data collection in TALIS was offered as an international option and conducted using a mixed-mode
design, meaning that the participating countries could adopt the option as a default means of data collection
for all schools and respondents, for selected schools only or for a particular population, i.e. school principals
or teachers. National centres had to ensure that individual respondents who refused to participate in the on
line mode or did not have access to the Internet were provided with a paper questionnaire, thereby ruling out
non-response as a result of a forced administration mode.

Data from different collection modes were merged to a single dataset within and across countries. Potential
sources of error originating from the use of the two parallel modes had to be controlled for and reduced as
much as possible to ensure uniform and comparable conditions across modes as well as countries. The design
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established several general similarities to achieve this. The questionnaires in both modes were self-administered
and equally situated in the visual domain, in contrast to mixed-mode surveys that, say, simultaneously employ
self-administered questionnaires and telephone or face-to-face interviews. Moreover, respondents were
identified by the same sample design and procedures, contact with respondents and their validation was
established by equal means, and data from both modes were collected over the same period of time.

The electronic versions of the TALIS questionnaires could only be filled in via the Internet. No other options
were permissible, such as sending PDF documents via email or printing out the on line questionnaires and
mailing them to the national centre. As the on line data collection option for TALIS was designed specifically
with respect to educational surveys and complex operations, a precondition for a successful administration of
electronic questionnaires was that countries had to use centrally provided software.

To properly sequence preparation tasks and processes and to ensure comparability of data, the paper versions of
the two questionnaire types (i.e. principal and teacher) had first to be finalised in terms of their translation and
layout verification, even if the expectation was that all or nearly all of the data would be collected on line. From
these final paper versions, the questionnaires were converted for the on line mode followed by final structural,
optical and textual verification (see Chapter 3 for more details).

In addition to these considerations, the design had to address certain technical issues. Respondents needed only
an Internet connection and a standard Internet browser. No additional software or particular operating system
was required.

The navigational concept for the on line questionnaire had to be as similar as possible to that of the paper
questionnaires. Respondents could use “next” and “previous” buttons to navigate to an adjacent page, as if
they were flipping physical pages. In addition, the inclusion of a hypertext “table of contents” mirrored the
experience of opening a specific page or question of a paper questionnaire. While most respondents followed
the sequence of questions directly, these two features allowed respondents to skip or omit questions just as if
they were answering a self-administered paper questionnaire.

To further ensure the similarity of the two sets of instrumentation, responses to the on line questionnaires were
not made mandatory, evaluated or enforced in detail (e.g. using hard validations). Instead, some questions
used soft validation: respondents were asked to give several percentage numbers that were supposed to add up
to 100%. On these questions the sum was constantly updated according to the respondent’s entries and was
highlighted in red as long as it differed from 100%. Even if their response was still highlighted red, responde