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The Study was fielded in two phases: A pilot study phase to test some of 

the Study’s instruments and procedures, and a main study phase to collect 

the data. The details of the pilot study phase are outlined in this chapter 

and the fielding procedures for the main study phase are described in the 

subsequent chapter. 

  

13 Implementation of the pilot study  
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Introduction 

Global Teaching InSights’ (results from the TALIS Video Study project, hereafter cited in this chapter as 

“the Study” or “GTI”) pilot study phase was implemented between January 2017 and July 2017. The pilot 

study was designed to evaluate the fielding procedures and to test the teacher and student questionnaires 

and student test instruments in the field.  More specifically, the pilot study enabled: 

 assessment of the difficulty and item-functioning of the student achievement-tests, the student 

questionnaires and teacher questionnaires 

 examination of the time required to complete sections of the tests and questionnaires 

 testing of data collection with the teacher daily content log 

 testing of video and artefact collection and processing procedures (e.g. data labelling, 

transmission, storage, security and quality control) 

 video and artefact collection to develop and refine codes and training materials  

 gauging of the difficulty of recruiting participants for the Study 

A detailed description of the pilot study fielding procedures, as well as the role of National Project Managers 

(NPMs), school coordinators and master raters, can be found in the Study’s Field Manual for NPMs 

(see Annex F). 

As part of the pilot study, countries/economies were required to administer and collect the following items: 

 pre-test form A and B, each from 100 students who had not been exposed to the focal topic 

 post-test form A and B, each from 100 students who had been exposed to the focal topic 

 pre-questionnaire from 200 students regardless of exposure to the focal topic 

 post-questionnaire from 200 students who had been exposed to the focal topic 

 12 videos from teachers on the focal topic 

 12 sets of artefacts from teachers on the focal topic 

 pre-questionnaire from 12 teachers prior to video collection 

 post-questionnaire from 12 teachers after video collection 

 teacher daily content logs from 12 teachers, as part of the pre-questionnaire 

Countries/economies met the pilot data collection requirements, although Madrid (Spain) collected data 

from 10 teachers rather than 12. On occasion, it was necessary to collect videos or artefacts from 

mathematics lessons of the same grade-level on topics other than the focal topic. 

Countries/economies attempted to conduct the pilot fielding as close to the planned main study procedures 

as possible.  However, more flexibility was permitted in fielding the pilot study than in fielding the main 

study. For example, pre- and post-tests and questionnaires could be taken by different students, in different 

grades, if necessary. Student data and teacher data could even be collected from different schools, in 

which case teacher data would not be linked with student data1.  On rare occasions, classroom artefacts 

and videos were accepted from mathematics lessons on topics other than the focal topic, and national 

teams were permitted to use a convenience sample to recruit pilot participants. 

The extent of the deviations from the main study procedure varied depending on the difficulty of recruiting 

study participants and the timing of teaching the focal topic in the participating schools. A summary of 

adherence to the main study fielding procedures is included below: 

 Two countries/economies (Shanghai [China] and Colombia) followed the main study procedures 

almost identically. All instruments were applied longitudinally to the same students and teachers 

from the same schools around the focal topic.  
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 Five countries/economies (England [UK], Germany*2, Kumagaya, Shizuoka and Toda [Japan] 

[hereafter “K-S-T (Japan)”], Madrid [Spain] and Mexico) collected most of the student data from 

the same students and most of the teacher data from the same teachers. However, student and 

teacher data were collected from different schools.   

 Videos and artefacts were sometimes captured for mathematics lessons on topics other than the 

focal topic, but all eight countries/economies did capture at least half of the videos and artefacts 

on the focal topic. Bíobio, Metropolitana and Valparaíso (Chile) (hereafter “B-M-V [Chile]”), 

England (UK), Germany*, K-S-T (Japan), Madrid (Spain) and Mexico each submitted at least one 

video on a topic other than quadratic equations.  

 B-M-V (Chile) collected different pieces of student data from different students (e.g. different 

students took the pre- and post-questionnaires). 

 Only B-M-V (Chile) used a random sample. Other countries/economies used a convenience 

sample or restricted the pilot sample to a narrow geographic location. 

 Madrid (Spain) collected data from 10 rather than 12 schools. 

In addition to collecting data, all countries/economies were required to submit a fielding issues form (see 

Appendix E of Annex F [NPM Field Manual]) to report any difficulties encountered during the 

implementation of study procedures or data collection, and how these difficulties were addressed. All 

countries/economies submitted the fielding issues form for the pilot study. 

Fielding issues encountered 

Pilot recruitment  

The recruitment of study participants was challenging for most countries/economies. The NPMs employed 

a number of recruiting strategies, including, but not limited to, providing financial incentives to teachers 

and/or schools, sending official recruitment letters from government agencies or the OECD, providing 

professional development to participating teachers after the Study, and recruiting students and parents 

during school events.  However, some countries/economies were legally prohibited from employing such 

recruitment strategies. 

Some countries/economies also met resistance to participation in the Study in its entirety.  In Colombia 

and England (UK), in particular, potential participants often asked to opt out of parts of the Study.  

For example, some parents did not want their children to be videotaped or required to take tests.  

Even when recruitment strategies were employed, countries/economies commonly faced several 

challenges.  In general, recruitment took an unexpectedly long period of time. Recruitment of schools and 

teachers took up to several months in the pilot study, which was expected to be easier than recruitment 

for the main study.  Even when a teacher was successfully recruited, failure to meet the minimum sampling 

threshold for students could render the teacher ineligible. A replacement teacher would then have to be 

recruited, further extending the recruitment period.  

The International Consortium met with each country/economy to discuss their particular recruitment 

challenges during the pilot and their concerns for recruiting participants for the main study. In response to 

this feedback, the following adjustments were made to the recruitment procedures: 

 The original recruitment procedure dictated that a replacement school was to be recruited only if 

and after the originally sampled school refused to participate.  To shorten the overall recruitment 

period, some countries/economies were permitted to recruit the originally sampled school and its 

two replacement schools simultaneously, instead of sequentially. 
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 The original recruitment procedure dictated that students must consent to the entire study in order 

to participate. To improve student participation in England (UK) and Colombia, students 

were permitted to partially consent to the Study, meaning that they could consent to the 

questionnaire, test, or video elements separately.  However, consent for the test or questionnaire 

would indicate consent to both the pre- and post- versions of the relevant instrument.  Accordingly, 

the sampling threshold, or the minimum number and percentage of students in the class that must 

participate in the study (an average of 75% of students and 20 students per class, with a minimum 

of 50% of students and 15 students per class), was considered separately for each instrument. 

Thus, in these special cases, a class could have 15 students participate for each instrument even 

if only 10 students participated for the entire study. 

 To mitigate the risk of failing to recruit enough schools and teachers for the study, 

countries/economies were permitted specific sampling and recruitment deviations to deal with their 

respective challenges. These deviations are discussed in detail in the Sampling and Recruitment 

Deviations section of the Main Study Fielding Implementation chapter. 

General fielding issues 

Due in part to the coordination demands and burden of data collection for GTI, some countries/economies 

deviated from the established fielding procedures or experienced unexpected fielding disruptions. 

Countries/economies who opted not to use or were unable to recruit school coordinators typically 

experienced greater difficulties during fielding.  In these cases, the teachers were responsible for collecting 

student data and mailing in their own artefacts, increasing the burden of participating in the study. 

Other deviations also occurred; for example, students sometimes took the questionnaires or tests home, 

and teachers were occasionally absent on the day scheduled for video recording. 

The International Consortium issued the following recommendations to avoid these fielding issues in the 

main study: 

 Use school coordinators for data collection rather than asking teachers to collect student data. 

 Use school coordinators to more effectively communicate with schools and teachers. 

 Use a “teacher packet” with an integrated checklist to help teachers manage the burden of 

participating in the Study. 

Video and artefact procedures and processing 

During the pilot study, the countries/economies tested the procedures for video and artefact capture and 

processing (e.g. data labelling, transmission, storage, security and quality control). They also collected 

videos and artefacts for use in the development of codes and training materials for the main study. In order 

to minimise the number of low-quality videos, the video team scanned pilot videos as they arrived and 

provided quick feedback. 

The implementation of quality control procedures and the translation and collection of accompanying 

materials were particularly challenging aspects of the video capture and processing procedures for many 

countries/economies. Quality control procedures were not always applied in the field, frequently resulting 

in unusable data. Even when the videos were usable, they were often of low quality, either because they 

did not follow guidelines for capturing the teacher, board and students; had poor audio; or lacked subtitles 

and transcriptions for some speech. The most common video recording problem was related to the 

composition of the video shot.  In the early piloting, there were many videos in which the classroom was 

captured at an angle that did not permit a rater watching the video to see the speaker and the whole class 

at the same time.  Translations were often incorrect, especially for the mathematics terms. Furthermore, 

there were cases where some lesson materials accompanying the videos were not submitted. 
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Artefact capture and processing involved similar issues. Artefact images were sometimes out of focus and 

translations were often incorrect, particularly for instructions. Not all countries/economies provided the 

required number of artefacts and teachers often provided too few artefacts to understand the lesson 

activities. 

Lessons learnt and subsequent modifications to protocol 

Through iterative conversations with the countries/economies, the International Consortium reinforced 

existing procedures to capture, process, and deliver the videos and artefacts. To address the particular 

issues raised during the pilot, several procedures were added to the capture and processing protocols: 

 Countries/economies were asked to submit additional videos and artefacts for feedback from the 

International Consortium so that quality issues could be discussed and addressed before collecting 

more data. 

 Some countries/economies revised their audio and video set ups, within the pilot or between the 

pilot and main study. For example, B-M-V (Chile) added additional cameras so that the board could 

be captured.  Other adjustments included adding microphones, changing cameras, and reviewing 

fielding procedures with staff in order to decrease the number of quality problems. 

 The International Consortium developed an official translation of the commonly encountered 

mathematics terms. Each country/economy provided an official translation of each term produced 

by two translators, with at least one translator having subject matter knowledge of mathematics. 

The International Consortium’s language experts reviewed and approved the translations before 

use by the countries/economies. 

 Quality control procedures for the video subtitles were developed to address their varying quality. 

Because many of the videos and artefacts collected during the pilot were of low quality, there were not 

enough for development of the codes and training materials. Thus, some of the videos and artefacts from 

the main study were used instead.  Main study videos from all countries/economies except Shanghai 

(China) were used for validation.  Main study videos from Colombia, Germany*, Madrid (Spain) and Mexico 

were used for certification, and main study videos from Colombia, Madrid (Spain) and Mexico were used 

for training. 

Notes

1 This was adequate for the purposes of the pilot analysis, which were to test how the items in the 

instruments functioned and to practice fielding data collection. For item analyses, it was not necessary for 

student data and the teacher data to come from the same schools. Collecting all the data from the same 

school for the pilot would more closely model the intensity of data collection for the main study, but this 

difference in fielding experience was minor compared to the challenging of recruiting pilot schools. 

2 Germany* refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 
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