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The Study was fielded in two phases: a pilot study and a main study. 

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

  

14 Implementation of the main study 
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Main study pre-interview 

After the pilot and before the main study fielding of Global Teaching InSights (results from the TALIS Video 

Study project, hereafter cited in this chapter as “the Study” or “GTI”), the International Consortium and the 

OECD Secretariat extensively interviewed each country/economy on the readiness and completeness of 

the main study fielding materials, equipment, staff, plans and schedules. The recruitment and 

communication strategies, sampling and recruitment deviations requested, plans to track and securely 

deliver data, and plans to collect videos and artefacts evenly across the focal topic unit (rather than 

occurring all on the first or last lesson of the unit) were all carefully reviewed. The International Consortium 

then held a webinar to share the recruitment strategies adopted by all of the countries/economies.  

Sampling and recruitment deviations 

To identify sample schools, Statistics Canada provided each country/economy with a list of 100 schools 

randomly selected from existing school rosters for TALIS 2018, with an additional 200 possible replacement 

schools. Replacement schools were intended to be sampled only if recruitment of any of the original 

100 schools was unsuccessful. Countries/economies established a list of eligible teachers for each 

participating school based on the relevant grade level for teaching quadratic equations. From this list, three 

eligible teachers were to be randomly selected, the first of which would be recruited along with his/her 

class. If recruitment of this teacher was unsuccessful, the second would be recruited, and so on, until one 

teacher was successfully recruited from each school. Any class with less than 15 students or less than 

50% of the class consenting to the Study (or to a given instrument) would be considered ineligible. 

Countries/economies were required to achieve an average of at least 20 students or 75% of the class 

consenting to the Study (or to each instrument). The goal was to sample 85 classes and teachers from 85 

unique ISCED2 or ISCED3 schools that teach the focal topic of solving quadratic, or second-degree 

polynomial, equations. For more details on sampling and recruitment, refer to Chapter 12. 

In Table 14.1, we describe the sampling and recruitment deviations that were approved by the International 

Consortium before the start of the main study data collection. There were no sampling and recruitment 

deviations approved for Shanghai (China) before the start of the main study data collection. We note that, 

since Germany*1 does not participate in TALIS, Statistic Canada was not able to prepare a school list for 

them. 

Table 14.1. Approved sampling and recruitment deviations 

Country/Economy Deviation 

B-M-V (Chile) The sample was limited to 3 of 16 regions: Valparaiso, Metropolitana, Biobío (and the newly created region of 

Ñuble) 

Additional sample schools were required due to exhausting the list of the 100 target schools and the 200 

replacement schools 

In some cases, target and replacement schools were simultaneously recruited 

Colombia Replacement schools were drawn from the same city as the originally sampled school 

Teachers were recruited across two school years to meet sample size requirements 

England (UK) In some cases, target and replacement schools were simultaneously recruited 

The list of eligible teachers in a given school was not limited to three and could include all eligible teachers at 

the school 

Teachers were recruited across two school years to meet sample size requirements 

In some cases, two teachers from the same school were recruited 
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Country/Economy Deviation 

Germany* The sample was limited to 7 of 16 states, namely Baden-Württemberg, Hesse, Lower Saxony, North Rhine-

Westphalia, Rhineland-Palatinate, Saxony-Anhalt and Schleswig-Holstein 

Schools and teachers were recruited using a convenience sample from professional and research networks 

Most of the sample were Gymnasium schools (i.e., the highest track schools) 

In some cases, two or more teachers from the same school were recruited 

K-S-T (Japan) Recruitment included all eligible schools in 3 cities (Shizuoka, Toda and Kumagaya) and 12 university-affiliated 

schools in the Tokyo area 

In some cases, two teachers from the same school were recruited 

Madrid (Spain) In some cases, target and replacement schools were simultaneously recruited  

In some cases, two teachers from the same school were recruited 

Mexico The sample was limited to 28 of the 32 states, excluding Chiapas, Guerrero, Michoacán and Oaxaca 

Shanghai (China) None 

Notes: *Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

B-M-V (Chile) refers to Bíobio, Metropolitana and Valparaíso (Chile). 

K-S-T (Japan) refers to Kumagaya, Shizuoka and Toda (Japan). 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Additional sampling and recruitment deviations that affected the study design emerged during the main 

study data collection. We describe these in Table 14.2. In four of the eight countries/economies 

(Bíobio, Metropolitana and Valparaíso [Chile] [hereafter “B-M-V (Chile)”], Colombia, England [UK] and 

Mexico), there were no additional sampling and recruitment deviations beyond what was previously 

approved. 

Table 14.2. Sampling and recruitment deviations that emerged during the Study 

Country/Economy Deviation 

B-M-V (Chile) None 

Colombia None 

England (UK) None 

Germany* Did not use random teacher sampling procedure 

Teachers were recruited across two school years to increase the number of study participants 

Only 50 teachers were successfully recruited 

K-S-T (Japan) Did not use random teacher sampling procedure 

Only collected two sets of artefacts from most teachers (the two sets of artefacts used during the two lesson 

which were filmed) 

Participating teachers collectively issued an ultimatum requiring the Study to break up the questionnaire into 
three separate parts, administered in three different class settings and over several days, in order to minimise 

disruption to instruction 

Madrid (Spain) Did not use random teacher sampling procedure 

Did not use list of study schools and instead recruited from all schools in the city 

Mexico None 

Shanghai (China) Did not use random teacher sampling procedure 

Notes: *Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

K-S-T (Japan) refers to Kumagaya, Shizuoka and Toda (Japan). 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Fielding issues encountered during data collection 

As in the pilot study phase, all countries/economies were required to submit a fielding issues form 

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

implementation of the main study procedures or data collection, and to document how the issues were 
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addressed. All countries/economies submitted a fielding issues form, except for Shanghai (China), as the 

national team was unable to obtain this information from the school coordinators. In general, most issues 

concerning data collection were addressed through increased communication, closer coordination and 

rescheduling data collection whenever possible. 

Common issues that arose during data collection often involved unexpected absences of students or 

teachers. For example, unanticipated field trips caused large numbers of students to be absent and 

teachers were occasionally absent due to medical leave, bereavement leave, or other reasons. In some 

cases, consenting teachers or students left the participating school. Of course, unexpected events also 

impacted data collection. A few noteworthy examples include: a storm blowing off the roof of the school, 

heavy snow causing school closure, a teacher strike, a fire and loss of power at a school. 

Other issues impacting data collection were more process-related. For example, the date of the lesson to 

be videotaped was occasionally changed without notice, or a teacher or school directly requested a change 

for various reasons. These issues were typically resolved by rescheduling videotaping sessions. Generally, 

when teachers and parents struggled to understand the details of the Study or data collection process, 

frequent communication was required through multiple modes, interfering with or delaying data collection. 

Finally, countries/economies faced technical issues during data collection. Occasionally the videographer 

would be late or fail to show up on the scheduled recording day, and on at least one occasion the 

videographer’s camera was stolen on the train on the way to the school. Other common issues included 

the camera’s battery dying and a lack of replacement batteries, a faulty or full memory card, a mic that was 

left off or failed to function, and the videographer forgetting to press record. In most such cases, it was 

possible to reschedule videotaping. In a few cases, however, there were no more lessons in the focal unit 

and so rescheduling was not possible. Whenever such events occurred, protocols for downloading videos, 

managing memory cards and other processes were updated to avoid future errors of that nature. 

Other unexpected issues with lessons for future studies 

Some of the artefacts and videos required post-processing to improve audio or visual properties. 

School bells, noisy outdoors, or noisy hallways affected the audio quality of the videos. In many 

countries/economies, arrangements had to be made to ensure a quiet environment for videotaping; these 

included moving the classroom to a different floor or hallway or turning off the school bell. Post-processing 

improved the audio quality somewhat, but usually did not resolve the issues entirely. However, it was 

usually determined that audio quality issues did not dramatically affect the usability of the videos. 

Depending on the classroom, the room lighting sometimes made it very difficult to see the board. In some 

cases, the videographer was able to improve the lighting by changing the light bulb. Post-processing the 

video usually only partially solved the lighting problems. In addition, non-consenting students sometimes 

appeared in the video and had to be blurred. Identifying information sometimes appeared in the videos 

(e.g. school name or logo) or artefacts (e.g. teacher or student name), and also had to be blurred. 

There were a few instances of the test being administered at the wrong time. For example, some 

countries/economies reported occasional instances of having administered the pre-test approximately one 

week after the start of the focal unit, or having administered the post-test approximately one week before 

the end of the focal unit. These were rare cases, however, and findings were robust to the inclusion or 

exclusion of these records. 

Sometimes artefacts were not collected because teachers did not use any artefacts during that class. 

For example, they may have explained math procedures and exercises on the board. Thus, when an 

artefact set is missing, it is unclear if it is missing due to non-compliance with data collection procedures or 

if it is missing because no artefacts were used. 
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In B-M-V (Chile), policy does not require teachers to have artefacts for their lessons but does require them 

to have unit assessments. For this reason, lesson artefacts were only collected for some teachers but 

assessment artefacts were collected for all teachers. 

Study timeline 

Figure 14.1 shows the general timeline for recruitment, data collection and the rating process. 

B-M-V (Chile), Colombia, England (UK) and Germany* had a longer recruitment and data collection period, 

whereas Kumagaya, Shizuoka and Toda (Japan) (hereafter “K-S-T [Japan]”), Madrid (Spain), Mexico, and 

Shanghai (China) had a shorter recruitment and data collection period. For five of the 

eight countries/economies (B-M-V [Chile], Colombia, England [UK], Germany* and Mexico), the 

recruitment period overlapped with the data collection period. In three of the countries/economies (B-M-V 

[Chile], Colombia and Germany*), the data collection slightly overlapped with the data rating process. While 

K-S-T (Japan)’s data collection period did not overlap with the rating process, the video and artefact 

processing period did overlap with the rating process. Most countries/economies finished the rating within 

the given window, November 2018 through February 2019. England (UK), however, had to extend the 

rating window by one month and therefore finished in March 2019. 

Because additional time was required to process the videos after collection, some of these 

countries/economies opted to rate artefacts before rating videos. K-S-T (Japan) was unable to process all 

of the videos before the video rating began, so they worked with the International Consortium to modify the 

rater-rating assignment. Ultimately, videos collected near the end of the Study had to be rated later in the 

rating process. Thus, K-S-T (Japan)’s process deviated from the standard randomisation procedure in that 

the order of the videos was adjusted so that videos that would be available later would appear later in 

raters’ queues. 
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Figure 14.1. General timeline for recruitment, data collection and rating process 

        2017 2018 2019 
     3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 
    start end                                                     

B-M-V 
(Chile) 
  

recruitment 14-Dec-17 7-Aug-18                                       
data collection 4-Apr-18 27-Nov-18                                       
rating process 5-Nov-18 18-Jan-19 

                       
    

Colombia recruitment 25-Sep-17 24-Oct-18                                            
  data collection 18-Oct-17 15-Nov-18                                            
  rating process 6-Nov-18 19-Feb-19                                                     

England 
(UK) 
  

recruitment 30-Mar-17 30-Sep-18                                                 
data collection 6-Oct-17 15-Oct-18      

                                    
rating process 14-Nov-18 31-Mar-19                                                     

Germany* recruitment 14-Jun-17 26-Oct-18                                               
  data collection 27-Oct-17 13-Dec-18      

                                      
  rating process 15-Nov-18 19-Feb-19                                                     

K-S-T 
(Japan) 
  

recruitment 5-Feb-18 14-Apr-18                                  
data collection 30-May-18 10-Oct-18      

                               
rating process 12-Nov-18 19-Feb-19                                                     

Madrid 
(Spain) 
   

recruitment 16-Oct-17 5-Dec-17                                 
data collection 10-Jan-18 8-Oct-18                                    
rating process 5-Nov-18 27-Feb-19                                                     

Mexico recruitment 5-Dec-17 22-Feb-18                                 
  data collection 29-Jan-18 3-May-18      

                              
  rating process 7-Nov-18 17-Dec-18                                                     

Shanghai 
(China) 
   

recruitment 13-Jun-18 5-Jul-18                                 
data collection 6-Sep-18 22-Mar-18      

                              
rating process 1-Dec-18 29-Jan-19                                                     

Notes: Recruitment period: start date is the date of the first recruitment attempt and end date is the date of confirmation of the last class that was confirmed to participate. 

Data Collection period: start date is the date of the first pre-test collected and end date is the date of the last artefact collected. 

Rating Process: start date is the date of the first training and end date is the last date of rating. 

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 
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Table 14.3 and Table 14.4 summarise the efforts to recruit schools, teachers and students for the study, in 

terms of days and number of contacts required to recruit, respectively. Both tables include data from only 

those schools that participated in the Study and exclude schools that did not participate. 

Table 14.3, showing the days required to recruit schools, teachers and students, has an important 

limitation. While we have the date when the national team first contacted schools and teachers, we do not 

have an equivalent date for when students were first introduced to the Study. Instead, we computed the 

number of days taken to recruit students as the number of days between the date when the teacher 

confirmed his or her participation and when the class of students was confirmed to participate in the Study. 

In other words, the far-right panel of Table 14.3 shows the additional days required to recruit students and 

confirm the class after the teacher consented to the Study. 

The results in Figure 14.1 and Table 14.3 show that recruitment length varied widely across 

countries/economies. On average, school recruitment ranged from 1 day (Mexico) to 229 days (Colombia) 

and teacher recruitment ranged from 2 days (K-S-T [Japan]) to 71 days (Shanghai [China]). Typically, it 

took longer to recruit schools than to recruit teachers. Apart from in B-M-V (Chile) and Germany*, student 

recruitment was relatively short. However, as noted earlier, student recruitment length was approximated 

as the time between the date the teacher agreed to participate and the date the class of students was 

confirmed; it therefore likely underestimates the true time required, and might reflect the interdependence 

of teacher and student recruitment. Indeed, Table 14.3 indicates that zero days were taken to recruit 

students in K-S-T (Japan) and Madrid (Spain). This is misleading. In both countries/economies, 

participating teachers were instructed to obtain consent from their students' parents before enrolling in the 

Study; when they did enroll, the date of confirmation was the same for the teacher and his/her students.  

In addition to the variation across countries/economies in recruitment length, there is substantial variation 

within countries/economies in some cases. The standard deviations for school recruitment in B-M-V (Chile), 

Colombia, England (UK) and Germany* range from one to three months. 

There were special circumstances surrounding recruitment in K-S-T (Japan) and Shanghai (China) that 

resulted in major deviations from the original sampling plan. In K-S-T (Japan), school districts, schools and 

teachers collectively decided whether to participate in the Study and negotiated the terms of participation 

before recruitment of schools started. In Shanghai (China), school principals from recruited schools 

gathered together and contacted the sampled teachers to invite them to participate, all on the same day. 

The principals whose sampled teachers refused to participate contacted replacement teachers on the 

following day. Signed consent forms from teachers and students were subsequently collected over the 

following weeks. 
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Table 14.3. Recruitment effort: Days to recruit schools, teachers and students 

  

Country/Economy 

Days to Recruit Schools Days to Recruit Teachers Days to Recruit Students 

Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max 

B-M-V (Chile) 44.0 41.8 0.0 152.0 19.2 45.5 0 213.0 49.0 50.1 0.0 211.0 

Colombia 228.9 99.1 12.0 384.0 49.9 34.1 1 140.0 3.3 10.8 0.0 91.0 

England (UK) 83.1 94.9 0.0 447.0 58.8 59.1 0 449.0 1.8 7.5 0.0 54.0 

Germany* 46.5 67.1 0.0 319.0 39.1 61.1 0 325.0 83.2 51.8 2.0 227.0 

K-S-T (Japan) 2.4 5.5 0.0 16.0 2.0 5.1 0 16.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Madrid (Spain) 30.4 12.5 7.0 50.0 30.9 11.9 7 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Mexico 0.9 6.8 0.0 55.0 20.9 22.3 0 94.0 7.2 4.8 0.0 18.0 

Shanghai (China) 17.3 0.9 17.0 20.0 70.9 0.3 70 71.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 4.0 

Notes: The table includes only the schools, teachers and students that participated in the Study and excludes those that did not participate in 

the Study. 

The “days to recruit schools” is the number of days between the date when the school was first contacted and the date when the school was 

confirmed to participate in the Study. 

The “days to recruit teachers” is the number of days between the date when the teacher was first contacted and the date when the teacher was 

confirmed to participate in the Study. 

The “days to recruit students” is the number of days between the date when the teacher was confirmed to participate and when the class of 

students was confirmed for the Study. 

Depending on the country/economy, the recruitment of schools, teachers and students were not completely independent and sequential. For 

example, a school may have decided to participate only if teachers consented, so the recruitment of schools and teachers occurred in parallel.   

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Table 14.4 shows the number of contacts required to recruit schools and teachers. Note that the four 

countries/economies with high variation in days to recruit schools (B-M-V [Chile], Colombia, England [UK] 

and Germany*) also reported having made more attempts to contact and recruit schools. 

Table 14.4. Recruitment effort: Number contacts to recruit schools and teachers 

  

Country/Economy 

N Contacts to recruit schools N Contacts to recruit teachers 

Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max 

B-M-V (Chile) 2.5 1.0 1.0 7.0 1.0 0.1 1.0 2.0 

Colombia 6.8 2.7 1.0 14.0 6.8 2.8 1.0 14.0 

England (UK) 5.7 2.7 1.0 13.0 1.1 0.3 1.0 2.0 

Germany* 3.4 1.3 1.0 6.0 3.3 1.3 1.0 6.0 

K-S-T (Japan) 1.2 0.4 1.0 2.0 1.1 0.3 1.0 2.0 

Madrid (Spain) 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 

Mexico 1.0 0.2 1.0 2.0 2.6 3.1 1.0 15.0 

Shanghai (China) 1.9 0.3 1.0 2.0 1.9 0.3 1.0 2.0 

Notes: The table shows a summary of the number of communication attempts (i.e. email, phone or in-person) the national project team made to 

recruit the school or teacher. 

The table includes only the schools, teachers and students that participated in the Study and excludes those that did not participate in the Study. 

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Figure 14.2 illustrates the number of days taken to reach teacher recruitment milestones by 

country/economy. There was substantial variation in both the duration and the rate of recruitment across 

countries/economies. In K-S-T (Japan), Madrid (Spain), Mexico and Shanghai (China), many teachers 

were recruited quickly, within 60 days, resulting in the steep slopes of these lines. While B-M-V (Chile) was 

able to recruit about 70% of their teachers within 60 days, it took nearly 200 additional days to recruit the 



10    

GLOBAL TEACHING INSIGHTS © OECD 2021 
  

last 30% of the teachers. The rate of recruitment was much slower in England (UK), Germany* and 

Colombia through the entire recruitment period, resulting in the more gradual slopes of these lines spanning 

two school years. The longest period of teacher recruitment was in Germany*, where it took more than 

400 days. In Colombia, there was a period of active recruitment in the first month after the start of the 

Study, and another period beginning four to five months later.  

Figure 14.2. Days to recruit the teacher sample  

 

Note: *Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Table 14.5 to Table 14.7 document the final recruitment result for schools, teachers and students, 

respectively. Germany*, K-S-T (Japan) and Madrid (Spain) are excluded from Table 14.5 because they did 

not use the random sample of schools selected by Statistics Canada and did not document information 

from non-participating schools. Germany*, K-S-T (Japan), Madrid (Spain) and Shanghai are excluded from 

Table 14.6 because they did not use the teacher recruitment protocol and did not document information 

from non-participating teachers. 

The countries/economies included in Table 14.5 (those using a random sample of schools selected by 

Statistics Canada) achieved a fairly high rate of consent from schools, between 67.6% and 90.4%, 

excluding England (UK). From the informal feedback received from all the countries/economies, the most 

common reason that schools refused to participate in the Study was the extensive data collection. 

A large percentage of schools in Colombia, 16.2%, were ultimately ineligible to participate. Colombia 

reported that the data used to originally sample their schools seemed out of date. The schools were often 

too small or did not teach the grade level where the focal topic was taught. As a result, more of the 

participating schools were technically “replacement” schools.   
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Table 14.5. School recruitment result 

  N Schools 

Successfully 

Contacted 

Schools that 

Consented to 

Participate 

Schools that Refused to 

Participate 

Schools 

Ineligible 

Participating Schools that are 

Replacement Schools 

Passive Active 

N % N % N % N % N % of N Participating 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 

145 98 67.6 1 0.7 40 27.6 6 4.1 32 32.7 

Colombia 111 83 74.8 1 0.9 9 8.1 18 16.2 13 15.7 

England 

(UK) 
234 78 33.3 9 3.8 145 62.0 2 0.9 44 56.4 

Mexico 115 103 89.6 12 10.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 9 8.7 

Shanghai 

(China) 

94 85 90.4 0 0.0 1 1.1 8 8.5 6 7.1 

Notes: This table only includes the countries/economies that used the random sample of schools selected by Statistics Canada. 

Countries/economies that did not follow this sample (Germany*, K-S-T [Japan], Madrid [Spain]) only tracked detailed records for schools that 

participated in the Study. The table excludes schools that countries were unable to contact. 

Passive refusals refer to the schools were unable to find a teacher or enough students to participate. 

Active refusals refer to the schools that have actively communicated their refusal to participate in the Study. 

Ineligible schools refer to schools that may have closed down, did not teach the focal topic, or did not meet other eligible criteria to participate in 

the Study. 

“Replacement” schools are the schools that were recruited in replacement of the originally sampled school because the originally sample schools 

either refused or were ultimately ineligible.  

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

The countries/economies included in Table 14.6 (those using the teacher recruitment protocol) achieved 

very high rates of consent from teachers, excluding England (UK). As anticipated from the pre-main study 

interview, England (UK) faced challenges in recruiting schools and teachers. 

Table 14.6. Teacher recruitment result 

  N Teachers 

Contacted 

Teachers that 

Consented to 

Participate 

Teachers that Refused to 

Participate 

Teachers 

Ineligible 

Participating Teachers that are 

Replacement Teachers 

Passive Active 

N % N % N % N % N % of N Participating 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 
98 98 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Colombia 84 83 98.8 0 0 1 1.2 0 0.0 1 1.2 

England 

(UK) 

198 86 43.2 8 4.5 103 52 1 0.5 30 34.9 

Mexico 105 103 98.1 0 0 2 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Notes: This table only includes the countries/economies that used the teacher recruitment protocol, which required a full rostering of teachers 

and randomly inviting them to participate. See NPM Fielding Manual for details. Some countries/economies (Germany*, K-S-T [Japan], Madrid 

[Spain] and Shanghai [China]) did not follow this protocol. 

Passive refusals refer to the teachers that never indicated whether they would participate in the Study. 

Active refusals refer to the teachers that actively communicated their refusal to participate in the Study. 

Ineligible teachers refer to the teachers that did not teach the focal topic during the study period or did not meet the minimum threshold of student 

participants. 

Replaced teachers refer to the teachers that were recruited in replacement of the first or second math teacher that was invited to participate but 

refused or was ultimately ineligible.  

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 
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As seen in Table 14.7, all countries/economies experienced a high rate of student consent to the Study. 

Students did not appear to disproportionally refuse any particular instrument. Note that student consent 

required parent/guardian consent. 

Table 14.7. Student/Parent recruitment result 

  N 

Students  

Contacted 

% Students Consented % Students 

Refused  

Students Consenting to 

at least 1 Instrument 

Students Consenting to 

all 3 instruments 

Questionnaire Test Video Passive Active N % N % 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 

3 234 82.7 82.7 82.7 16.3 1.0 2 675 82.7 2 675 82.7 

Colombia 2 621 91.5 91.5 90.5 6.7 1.8 2 400 91.6 2 369 90.4 

England 

(UK) 
2 348 86.8 85.9 84.8 10.4 2.5 2 045 87.1 1 972 84.0 

Germany* 1 259 91.8 91.8 91.8 8.2 0.0 1 156 91.8 1 156 91.8 

K-S-T 

(Japan) 

2 714 92.2 92.2 92.2 7.8 0.0 2 501 92.2 2 501 92.2 

Madrid 

(Spain) 
1 505 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.20 0.0 1 411 93.8 1 411 93.8 

Mexico 3 287 84.7 84.7 84.7 15.3 0.0 2 783 84.7 2 783 84.7 

Shanghai 

(China) 

2 691 97.1 97.1 97.3 0.1 2.7 2 614 97.1 2 613 97.1 

Notes: Percent of students consenting is the final number of consenting students (whose parents gave consent for their participation in the Study) 

divided by the number of students that were in the class. 

Passive refusals refer to the students/parents that never indicated whether they’d participate in the Study. 

Active refusals refer to the students/parents that actively communicated their refusal to participate in the Study. 

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Table 14.8 to Table 14.10 show the final teacher data that were collected. As seen in Table 14.8, teacher 

questionnaires were collected from almost all of the teachers, although there were a few missing teacher 

questionnaires in B-M-V (Chile), England (UK), K-S-T (Japan) and Shanghai (China). In England (UK), one 

teacher dropped out of the Study due to low consent levels in the class and thus did not complete the 

post-questionnaire. The rest of the missing teacher questionnaires are unaccounted for, either because the 

teacher submitted a blank questionnaire form or did not submit a questionnaire form. 

While we received much informal feedback from the countries/economies that it was burdensome for 

teachers to fill out the teacher log, more than 97% of the teachers submitted the log in Colombia, England 

(UK), Germany*, K-S-T (Japan), Mexico and Shanghai (China). The data here does not show completeness 

or accuracy of the log information, but it suggests that the data collection procedures yielded a fairly high 

rate of, at least, partial compliance. 

  



   13 

GLOBAL TEACHING INSIGHTS © OECD 2021 
  

Table 14.8. Final teacher questionnaire data collected 

Country/Economy Study 

Teachers 

Teacher Pre- 

Questionnaire 

Teacher Post-

Questionnaire 

Teacher Daily Content Coverage Table 

(Teacher Log) 

N N % N % N % 

B-M-V (Chile) 98 98 100.0 96 98.0 79 80.6 

Colombia 83 83 100.0 83 100.0 83 100.0 

England (UK) 86 86 100.0 84 97.7 84 97.7 

Germany* 50 50 100.0 50 100.0 50 100.0 

K-S-T (Japan) 89 88 98.9 89 100.0 88 98.9 

Madrid (Spain) 85 59 95.2 60 95.2 56 65.9 

Mexico 103 103 100.0 103 100.0 102 99.0 

Shanghai (China) 85 85 100.0 85 100.0 85 100 

Notes: One teacher in England (UK) dropped out of the Study after the Study had begun, leaving 85 teachers for the full duration of the Study. 

Due to data collection issues in Madrid (Spain), questionnaire data is only available for 62 teachers, although 85 teachers participated in the Study. 

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

All teachers in all countries/economies filmed all of the required videos (Table 14.9). Videos that were not 

rated were considered to have not met quality control standards. In general, all teachers had one TVA and 

one TVB video rated. The few exceptions were one TVA and two TVB videos in England (UK), one 

TVB video in K-S-T (Japan) and one TVA video in Madrid (Spain). A few videos were missing quality control 

scores, but of the videos that did have quality control scores, the vast majority of videos met the quality 

control standards, particularly in Germany*, K-S-T (Japan) and Mexico.  

Table 14.9. Final teacher video data collected  

  Study 

Teachers 

Videos 

Collected 

Videos Rated, 

Including Pilot 

Validations 

Videos Rated, 

Excluding Pilot 

Validations 

Videos with 

QC Scores 

Videos that Met 

QC Standard 

N  N  N N N  N % 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 
TVA 98 102 102 98 98 88 90% 

TVB 98 98 98 98 98 90 92% 

Colombia TVA 83 86 86 83 83 70 84% 

TVB 83 83 83 83 83 66 80% 

England 

(UK) 
TVA 85 90 88 84 83 81 98% 

TVB 85 86 83 83 83 82 99% 

Germany* TVA 50 51 50 50 50 50 100% 

TVB 50 50 50 50 50 49 98% 

K-S-T 

(Japan) 

TVA 89 91 91 89 89 89 100% 

TVB 89 91 90 88 89 88 99% 

Madrid 

(Spain) 

TVA 86 86 86 85 . . . 

TVB 84 84 84 84 . . . 

Mexico TVA 103 103 103 103 103 103 100% 

TVB 103 103 103 103 103 102 99% 

Shanghai 

(China) 

TVA 85 91 91 85 84 77 92% 

TVB 85 85 85 85 85 78 92% 

Notes: TVA is the video of the teacher’s first filmed lesson and TVB is the second filmed lesson. 

Pilot Validations are videos from the pilot study that were used for validation purposes. 

The QC (Quality Control) standard is used to evaluate the visual and audio quality of the film. 

In some cases, the number of videos collected exceeds the number of study teachers because some videos did not fulfil technical standards 

and were re-recorded. 

Madrid (Spain) did not implement the quality control procedure. 

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 
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With the exception of B-M-V (Chile), almost all of the teachers submitted the first and third set of teaching 

materials. However, a lower percentage of teachers submitted the second and fourth sets of artefacts. 

That may be because, while the first and third sets of artefacts were collected on the same day that the 

lesson was video recorded, the second and fourth sets of artefacts were collected on the day after filming. 

Thus, data collection for the first and third sets of artefacts was easier for logistical reasons. As mentioned 

above in the fielding deviations section, the second and fourth sets of artefact were not collected in K-S-T 

(Japan). We reiterate that in B-M-V (Chile), some of the “missing artefacts” reflect not only missing data 

from non-compliance to study procedures, but also days in which teachers did not use any artefacts and 

had nothing to submit. 

There was substantial variation in the number of teachers who submitted unit tests, with anywhere from 

2.4% to 100% of the teachers submitting this artefact. At least in Madrid (Spain), when asked informally 

why unit tests were not collected, it was reported that unit tests were sensitive materials from the teachers’ 

perspective, and they were not willing to submit them.  

Table 14.10. Final teacher artefact data collected 

 Study 

teachers 

Teacher Artefact 

Set 1 (TAA) 

Teacher Artefact 

Set 2 (TAB) 

Teacher Artefact 

Set 3 (TAC) 

Teacher Artefact 

Set 4 (TAD) 

Teacher Artefact 

Unit Test (TAT) 

N N % N % N % N % N % 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 
98 76 77.6 76 77.6 82 83.7 75 76.5 98 100.0 

Colombia 83 83 100.0 80 96.4 83 100.0 78 94.0 83 100.0 

England 

(UK) 
85 85 100.0 79 92.9 85 100.0 80 94.1 73 85.9 

Germany* 50 50 100.0 47 94.0 50 100.0 45 90.0 45 90.0 

K-S-T 

(Japan) 

89 89 100.0 0 0.0 89 100.0 0 0.0 27 30.3 

Madrid 

(Spain) 
85 85 100.0 85 100.0 85 100.0 85 100.0 3 3.5 

Mexico 103 102 99.0 94 91.3 96 93.2 81 78.6 7 6.8 

Shanghai 

(China) 
85 85 100.0 84 98.8 85 100.0 85 100.0 1 1.2 

Notes: TAA is the artefact set used when Teacher Video #1 (TVA) was filmed and TAB is the artefact set used in the lesson immediately after 

TVA. TAC is the artefact used when Teacher Video #2 (TVB) was filmed and TAD is the artefact set used in the lesson immediately after TVB. 

The table does not include Artefact set QC information because the QC Information was collected at the artefact item level. Even if a single 

artefact item did not meet QC Standard, the artefact set was still able to be rated. 

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Table 14.11 provides more detail on student enrolment, students’ consent to each instrument and classes 

meeting the sampling threshold. As previously discussed, on average, most students in the class consented 

to participate in the Study. In all countries/economies, almost all classes met at least one of the 

two minimum sampling thresholds: a minimum of 50% of the class or at least 15 students participating. 

A large majority of the classes met both of the sampling thresholds. Finally, all countries/economies met 

the average sampling threshold: on average, 75% of the students in the class participating in each 

instrument.  
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Table 14.11. Final classroom descriptive  

  Study 

Classes 

N Students Enrolled 

in the Class 

N Students in the 

Class Consenting 

to Video  

N Students in the 

Class Consenting 

to Tests  

N Students in the 

Class Consenting 

to Questionnaires  

Classes 

Meeting 

Both 

Minimum 

Sampling 

Threshold 

Classes 

Meeting  

Either 

Minimum 

Sampling 

Threshold 

N Mean Min Max Mean Min Max Mean Min Max Mean Min Max % % 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 

98 33.0 20 47 27.3 17 44 27.3 17 44 27.3 17 44 99.0 100.0 

Colombia 83 31.6 10 50 28.6 10 50 28.9 10 50 28.9 10 50 95.2 98.8 

England 

UK) 
86 27.3 15 34 23.2 8 33 23.5 9 33 23.7 9 33 87.2 98.8 

Germany* 50 25.2 18 32 23.1 11 31 23.1 11 31 23.1 11 31 94.0 98.0 

K-S-T 

(Japan) 

89 30.5 5 44 28.1 5 42 28.1 5 42 28.1 5 42 92.1 100.0 

Madrid 

(Spain) 
85 22.1 6 32 22.1 6 32 22.1 6 32 22.1 6 32 91.8 100.0 

Mexico 103 31.9 17 50 27.0 11 47 27.0 11 47 27.0 11 47 99.0 99.0 

Shanghai 

(China) 

85 31.7 15 51 30.8 15 50 30.7 15 50 30.7 15 50 100.0 100.0 

Notes: The two minimum sampling thresholds are a minimum of 50% of the class and at least 15 students participating.  

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Table 14.12 describes the final student data collected. In each country/economy, at least 82% of students 

provided a complete set of data, consisting of a pre- and post-questionnaire and a pre- and post-test. 

Note that a complete set of data may still contain missing item responses in questionnaires or tests. In 

each country/economy, each instrument had a completion rate of at least 89%. 

Table 14.12. Final student data collected 

  Study 

Students  

Student Pre-

Questionnaire (SQA)  

Student Post-

Questionnaire (SQB)  

Student Pre-

Test  

(STA)  

Student Post-

Test  

(STB) 

Students with Data 

from all Instruments 

N N % N % N % N % N % 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 
2 675 2 520 94.2 2 380 89.0 2 520 94.2 2 393 89.5 2 253 84.2 

Colombia 2 398 2 228 92.9 2 144 89.4 2 234 93.2 2 145 89.4 2 016 84.1 

England 

(UK) 

2 033 1 931 94.7 1 883 92.3 1 900 93.1 1 873 91.8 1 676 82.2 

Germany* 1 140 1 072 92.7 1 025 88.7 1 070 92.6 1 048 90.7 951 82.3 

K-S-T 

(Japan) 
2 501 2 435 97.4 2 432 97.2 2 432 97.2 2 426 97.0 2 372 94.8 

Madrid 

(Spain) 
1 411 1 239 87.8 1 191 84.4 1 243 88.1 1 198 84.9 11 032 99.8 

Mexico 2 783 2 582 92.8 2 540 91.3 2 584 92.8 2 535 91.1 2 383 85.6 

Shanghai 

(China) 

2 613 2 597 99.4 2 581 98.8 2 598 99.4 2 580 98.7 2 567 98.2 

Notes: Students had to answer at least 1 item from each instrument to be included in this table.  

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 
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Table 14.13 through Table 14.16 summarise the raters’ workloads. Most countries/economies typically 

hired raters to rate a single type of data (Table 14.13). However, in B-M-V (Chile), Germany*, 

Madrid (Spain) and Mexico, raters ultimately rated two types of data, while in Colombia, 18 raters rated all 

three types of data. 

Table 14.13. Summary of raters for artefacts, indicators and components 

  N Raters 

Rating only 

Artefacts  

N Raters Rating 

only 

Components  

N Raters 

Rating only 

Indicators 

N Raters Rating 

Components & 

Indicators 

N Raters 

Rating 

Artefacts & 

Indicators  

N Raters Rating 

Artefacts & 

Components  

N Raters 

Rating 

All 3 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 
8 2 2 23 0 0 0 

Colombia 0 0 3 5 0 0 18 

England 

(UK) 

6 9 10 0 0 0 0 

Germany* 2 10 11 0 0 4 0 

K-S-T 

(Japan) 
4 7 7 0 0 0 0 

Madrid 

(Spain) 
1 10 7 0 4 0 0 

Mexico 0 0 15 0 0 20 0 

Shanghai 

(China) 

7 12 11 0 0 0 0 

Note: *Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

We asked countries to report the number of hours each rater spent on rating and calibrating. Madrid (Spain) 

was a clear outlier in rating time in all cases, with higher average hours per rating across artefacts, video 

components and video indicators. With the exception of Madrid (Spain), artefact set ratings took between 

19 and 46 minutes (or 0.32 and 0.76 hours) per set, on average (Table 14.14). 

Table 14.14. Artefacts rating workload summary 

  N 

Artefacts 

N 

Raters 

N Rating 

Weeks 

N Rater Hours N Ratings Hours 

per 

rating 
Total Min Max Mean SD Total Min Max Mean SD 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 

407 8 1.0 264 33 33 33 0 814 96 108 101.8 4.17 0.32 

Colombia 407 18 1.6 288 16 16 16 0 813 43 47 45.17 1.15 0.35 

England 

(UK) 
402 6 7.9 234 17 72 39 24.9 803 131 136 133.8 1.83 0.29 

Germany* 237 6 14.0 324 35 84 54 17.4 468 74 81 78 2.37 0.69 

K-S-T 

(Japan) 

205 4 8.4 165 36 47 41.3 4.8 410 101 104 102.5 1.29 0.40 

Madrid 

(Spain) 
343 5 13.7 1 186 186 250 237.2 28.6 686 136 139 137.2 1.1 1.73 

Mexico 380 20 4.4 576 22 30 28.8 2.9 760 34 40 38 1.78 0.76 

Shanghai 

(China) 

340 7 1.4 462 66 66 66 0 679 96 98 97 1 0.68 

Note: *Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 
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With the exception of Madrid (Spain), video component ratings took between 2.2 and 3.7 hours per video, 

on average (Table 14.15). 

Table 14.15. Components rating workload summary 

  N 

Videos 

N 

Raters 

N 

Rating 

Weeks 

N Rater Hours N Ratings Hours 

per 

rating 
Total Min Max Mean SD Total Min Max Mean SD 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 

200 25 4.1 1 314.0 48.0 54.0 52.6 1.8 438 16.0 18.0 17.5 0.6 3.00 

Colombia 169 23 2.9 1 136.0 4.0 52.0 49.4 10.0 378 1.0 20.0 16.4 4.0 3.01 

England 

(UK) 
171 9 12.3 1 371.0 47.0 271.0 152.3 86.0 368 5.0 66.0 40.9 25.7 3.73 

Germany* 100 14 11.4 784.0 28.0 86.0 56.0 14.6 217 11.0 28.0 15.5 4.2 3.61 

K-S_T 

(Japan) 

181 7 11.0 860.0 60.0 187.0 122.9 48.6 386 24.0 73.0 55.1 20.6 2.23 

Madrid 

(Spain) 
170 10 12.3 2 500.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 0.0 378 36.0 39.0 37.8 0.8 6.61 

Mexico 206 20 2.6 1 256.0 56.0 72.0 62.8 3.9 460 20.0 24.0 23.0 1.2 2.73 

Shanghai 

(China) 

176 12 1.6 1 008.0 84.0 84.0 84.0 0.0 388 32.0 33.0 32.3 0.5 2.60 

Notes: The N videos include the validation videos, which come from the pilot and/or main study phase of the Study. 

The total N of ratings includes all the validation ratings.  

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

With the exception of Madrid (Spain), video indicator ratings took between 1.9 and 3.6 hours per video, on 

average (Table 14.16). 

Table 14.16. Indicator rating workload summary 

 N 

Videos 

N 

Raters 

N 

Rating 

Weeks 

N Rating Hours N Ratings Hours 

per 

rating 
Total Min Max Mean SD Total Min Max Mean SD 

B-M-V 

(Chile) 
200 25 2.3 1 314.0 48.0 54.0 52.6 1.8 438.0 16.0 19.0 17.52 0.65 3.00 

Colombia 169 26 4.3 916.0 16.0 36.0 35.2 3.9 354.0 6.0 16.0 13.62 1.92 2.59 

England 

(UK) 
171 10 10.4 1 349.0 62.0 188.0 134.9 37.5 376.0 15.0 56.0 37.70 12.24 3.58 

Germany* 100 11 12.4 678.0 31.0 82.0 61.6 16.6 218.0 15.0 27.0 19.73 3.77 3.11 

K-S-T 

(Japan) 

181 7 12.4 802.0 58.0 202.0 114.6 57.7 387.0 31.0 84.0 55.29 21.43 2.07 

Madrid 

(Spain) 
170 11 12.3 2 750.0 250.0 250.0 250.0 0.0 372.0 17.0 44.0 33.82 12.77 7.39 

Mexico 206 15 56.6 1 278.0 72.0 72.0 85.2 10.4 450.0 28.0 32.0 30.00 1.60 2.84 

Shanghai 

(China) 
176 11 1.4 726.0 66.0 66.0 66.0 0.0 384.0 34.0 35.0 34.91 0.30 1.89 

Notes: The N videos include the validation videos, which come from the pilot and/or main study phase of the Study. 

The total N of ratings includes all the validation ratings.  

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 
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Table 14.17 to Table 14.19 describe the rating-rater assignment, indicating the total number of ratings 

assigned for artefacts, video components and video indicators respectively, as well as the percentage of 

the ratings that were completed by the originally assigned rater. All raters were randomly assigned videos 

or artefacts to rate, and all videos and artefacts were rated twice. If a rater was unable to finish their rating 

in time (e.g. the rater became sick, dropped out, or was let go), the remainder of their assignments were 

randomly reassigned to other raters. These tables also report the percentage of the assignments rated by 

the original rater. Most raters typically finished rating most of their original assignments.  

Table 14.17. Final rating-rater assignment – artefacts 

  N Assignments % Original Assignment 

B-M-V (Chile) 407 100% 

Colombia 407 95% 

England UK) 402 81% 

Germany 234 79% 

K-S-T (Japan) 205 98% 

Madrid (Spain) 343 99% 

Mexico 380 100% 

Shanghai (China) 340 96% 

Note: *Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Table 14.18. Final rating-rater assignment - components 

  N Assignments % Original Assignment 

B-M-V (Chile) 438 100% 

Colombia 378 81% 

England UK) 377 80% 

Germany* 217 94% 

K-S-T (Japan) 386 98% 

Madrid (Spain) 378 100% 

Mexico 460 100% 

Shanghai (China) 388 100% 

Notes: Total assignments includes both main study videos and validation videos. 

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 

Table 14.19. Final rating-rater assignment - indicators 

  N Assignments % Original Assignment 

B-M-V (Chile) 438 99% 

Colombia 354 97% 

England UK) 380 88% 

Germany* 218 91% 

K-S-T (Japan) 387 93% 

Madrid (Spain) 372 96% 

Mexico 450 100% 

Shanghai (China) 384 100% 

Notes: Total assignments includes both main study videos and validation videos. 

*Germany refers to a convenience sample of volunteer schools. 

Source: OECD, Global Teaching InSights Database. 
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Notes

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