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Executive Summary     
 

The Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) asks teachers and heads of school 

in lower secondary schools about working conditions and learning environments at their schools 

to help countries face diverse challenges. The 2018 TALIS conceptual framework builds on the 

2008 and 2013 cycles and addresses important themes and concerns related to professional 

characteristics and pedagogical practices at the institutional and individual levels. These include 

teachers’ educational background and initial preparation; their professional development, 

instructional and professional practices; self-efficacy and job satisfaction; and issues of school 

leadership, feedback systems, and school climate. It also addresses emerging policy and 

research interests related to innovation and teaching in diverse environments and settings. The 

survey focuses on effective instructional and institutional conditions that enhance student learning 

and provides scientific foundations for each area, along with the major influences from related 

research in education. 

 
 

Background and overview 

• The TALIS survey takes place every five years. The first was carried out in 2008 and TALIS 

2018 was the third survey.  Malta participated twice: in the 2008 and 2018 cycles.  

• The sample comprised 54 Maltese heads of school and 1656 Maltese teachers selected from 

26 state schools, 22 church schools and 10 independent schools. 

• The participation rate of Maltese heads of school (93.1%) exceeded the overall average across 

all countries participating in TALIS (91.6%). The participation rate of Maltese teachers 

(82.0%) was less than the overall average (84.3%). 

• The teacher questionnaire elicits information about the background, qualifications and current 

work of teachers and the time they spend in teaching. It asks teachers about their participation 

in professional development activities to develop skills, knowledge and expertise as teachers. 

It also draws other information related to teacher feedback, teaching in general, teaching in 

diverse environments, school climate, job satisfaction and teacher mobility. 

• The head of school questionnaire elicits information both on the personal background of heads 

of school and the school background. It also draws information from heads of school about 

their school leadership, teacher formal appraisal, school climate, job satisfaction and induction 

and mentoring. It also asks heads of school about school policies and practices implemented in 

the presence of cultural and ethnic diversity. 

• To measure latent traits, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is used to combine the rating 

responses provided to a number of items into a single scale score representing the latent 

construct. 

• Statistical inference was mainly carried out by using the Pearson correlation and One-Way 

ANOVA tests. A 0.05 level of significance was adopted for both statistical tests 

• Two models were used to analyze variables collectively. Multiple regression models were 

used when the dependent (outcome) variable had a metric scale, while Logistic regression 

models were used when the dependent (outcome) variable had a categorical scale.  A 0.05 

level of significance was adopted for both statistical models. 
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Teaching and Learning for the Future 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers engaging in practices to maintain an orderly classroom, by 

telling students to follow classroom rules (76.7%); listen to what they say (76.0%); asking 

students to quieten down quickly (74.5%); and calming students who are disruptive (69.2%), 

exceed the OECD averages.   

• The percentage of Maltese teachers using practices related to clarity of instruction, by setting 

goals at the beginning of instruction (84.9%); referring to a problem from everyday life or 

work to demonstrate why knowledge is useful (77.5%); presenting a summary of recently 

learned content (75.2%); and letting students practice similar tasks until they know that every 

student has understood the subject matter (75.1%), exceed the OECD averages.   

• The percentage of Maltese teachers who allow students work in small groups to come up 

with a joint solution to a problem or task (42.7%); ask students to decide on their own 

procedures for solving complex tasks (40.6%); and present tasks for which there is no 

obvious solution (31.2%), are less than the OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers observing students and provide immediate feedback 

(82.3%); administer their own assessment to students (84.4%); and provide written feedback 

on student work in addition to a mark (76.2%), exceed the OECD averages.   

• Maltese teachers with more than five years teaching experience spend around 3.7 additional 

minutes per hour lesson on actual teaching and learning than teachers with less than five years 

teaching experience. 

• Maltese teachers aged more than 50 years spend around 5.4 additional minutes per hour lesson 

on actual teaching and learning than teachers aged less than 30 years. Maltese teachers 

working in privately managed schools spend around 4.5 additional minutes per hour lesson 

on actual teaching than their counterparts in publicly managed schools. 

• Maltese teachers spend around 75.1% of classroom time on teaching/learning and 7.2% on 

administrative tasks, which are lower than the OECD averages. On the other hand, Maltese 

teachers spend 17.3% of classroom time on keeping order, which exceeds the OECD average  

• In the last decade, teaching durations in Maltese schools decreased by around 1 minute per 

hour lesson, while classroom management increased by around 1 minute per hour lesson. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers reporting high levels of self-efficacy in class management 

by successfully calming students who are disruptive (82.0%); controlling disruptive behaviour 

in the classroom (83.7%); getting students to follow classroom rules (89.5%); and making 

their expectations about student behaviour clear (91.4%), are similar to the OECD averages. 

• The percentages of Maltese teachers reporting high levels of self-efficacy in instruction by 

providing an alternative explanation when students are confused (94.1%); crafting good 

questions for students (91.0%); and varying instructional strategies in class (87.3%), exceed 

the OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers reporting high levels of self-efficacy in student engagement 

by getting students to believe that they can do well in school work (87.1%); helping students 

value learning (84.2%); helping students think critically (82.8%); motivating students who 

show low interest in school work (74.7%), exceed the OECD averages. 
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• Maltese teachers (including full-time and part-time teachers) spend 36.7 hours per week on 

all the tasks related to their job in their surveyed school, of which 18.6 hours are devoted to 

teaching. These are lower than the OECD averages, which are 38.8 hours and 20.6 hours 

respectively. 

• Maltese teachers spend 8.6 hours a week planning and preparing lessons and 5.4 hours a week 

marking and correcting students’ work.  These are higher than the OECD averages, which are 

6.5 hours and 4.2 hours respectively. 

• Maltese heads of school spend 28.3% of the time on administrative tasks and meetings, 

23.2% of the time on leadership tasks and meeting, 17.6% of the time on curriculum and 

teaching-related tasks and meetings, 15.6% of the time interacting with students; 11.3% 

interacting with parents/guardians, 3.0% of the time interacting with the local community, 

business and industry, and 1.1% on other tasks.   

• 78.2% of Maltese teachers agree that most teachers in their school strive to develop new 

ideas for teaching and learning, showing a general orientation of teachers towards innovative 

teaching. This percentage is marginally lower than the OECD average (79.0%).  79.8% of 

Maltese teachers agree that most teachers in their school provide practical support to each 

other for the application of new ideas. This percentage is marginally higher than the OECD 

average (77.9%).   

• 98.2% of Maltese heads of school agree that their school quickly identifies the need to do 

things differently; 92.7% agree that their school quickly responds to changes when needed; 

90.8% agree that their school readily accepts new ideas; and 96.3% agree that their school 

makes assistance readily available for the development of new ideas. These percentages 

exceed OECD averages.  

 

The Changing Landscape of Teaching  

• The average age of Maltese teachers (36.8 years) is significantly lower than the OECD average 

(44.1 years). Moreover, the percentage of Maltese teachers aged at least 50 years (12.2%) is 

significantly lower than the OECD average (34.4%). 

• The average age of Maltese teachers in independent schools (40.1 years) is significantly larger 

than church schools (35.4 years) and state schools (37.0 years). 

• Throughout the last decade, the share of Maltese teachers aged between 30 and 50 years 

increased by 10%.  However, the share of Maltese teachers aged less than 30 years and more 

than 50 years drop by 4% and 6% respectively. 

• The average age of Maltese heads of school (47.6 years) is significantly lower than the OECD 

average (52.2 years). Moreover, the percentage of Maltese heads of school aged at least 60 

years (7.5%) is significantly lower than the OECD average (20.0%). 

• The average ages of Maltese heads of school in state schools (49.1 years) and independent 

schools (48.8 years) are larger than church schools (45.2 years). 

• Throughout the last decade, the share of Maltese heads of school aged less than 50 years 

increased by 32%.  However, the share of Maltese heads of school aged between 50 and 60 

years and more than 60 years drop by 26% and 6% respectively. 
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• Maltese teachers have, on average, 12.7 years of experience in teaching in total, of which 7.2 

years is at their current school. These mean durations are significantly lower than the OECD 

averages (17.0 and 12.7 years respectively).  

• Maltese heads of school have, on average, 6.7 years of experience in this role in total, of which 

5.3 years is at the current school. These mean durations are significantly lower than the OECD 

averages (9.7 and 6.9 years respectively). 

• Maltese heads of school have 16.1 years of experience as a teacher as well as 4.5 years 

working in school management roles other than heads of school. These percentages are lower 

than the OECD averages (19.9 and 5.3 years respectively). 

• The percentage of Maltese female teachers (69.7%) is higher than the OECD average (68.3%). 

However, the percentage of Maltese female heads of school (46.0%) is lower than the OECD 

average (47.3%).   

• The percentage of female teachers in independent schools (74.1%) is larger than church 

schools (69.1%) and state schools (68.0%).  On the other hand, the percentage of female 

heads of school in independent schools (37.5%) is lower than church (42.9%) and state 

schools (52.0%). 

• Throughout the last decade, the share of Maltese female teachers increased by 8.3% and the 

share of Maltese female heads of school increased by 4.6%. 

• 23.0% of Maltese teachers reported that at least 10% of students in their schools have special 

needs because of mental, physical, or emotional disadvantages; and 30.5% reported that at 

least 1% of the students in their schools are refugees who fled their country to seek refuge 

from war, political oppression, religious persecution, or natural disaster. 

• 18.7% of Maltese heads of school reported that at least 10% of students in their schools are 

non-native speakers; 1.3% reported that at least 30% of students in their schools are socio-

economically disadvantaged students whose homes lack the basic necessities; and 10.4% 

reported that at least 10% of students have a migrant background. 

• The percentage of Maltese heads of school who report that the majority of teachers in their 

schools believe in the importance of treating male and female students equally (98.1%); 

believe in the importance of treating students from all socio-economic backgrounds in the 

same manner (100%); think that students should be taught how to avoid gender 

discrimination (96.3%); and think that schools should encourage students from different 

socio-economic backgrounds to work together (96.3%), exceed OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese heads of school who report that teaching students to be inclusive 

of different socio-economic backgrounds is practiced in their schools (96.3%); provide 

additional support for students from disadvantaged backgrounds (81.3%); follow explicit 

policies against gender discrimination (47.6%); and have explicit policies against socio-

economic discrimination (43.6%) vary considerably from OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese heads of school who report that the majority of teachers in their 

schools believe that children and young people should learn that people of different cultures 

have a lot in common (94.5%); believe that respecting other cultures is something that children 

and young people should learn as early as possible (96.3%); and agree that it is important for 

students to learn that people from other cultures can have different values (96.3%), exceed the 

OECD averages. 
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• The percentage of Maltese heads of school who report that their schools adopt teaching and 

learning practices that integrate global issues throughout the curriculum (91.1%); teach how 

to deal with ethnic and cultural discrimination (98.0%); support activities to inspire student 

expression of diverse ethnic and cultural identities (92.6%); organize multicultural events 

(88.3%), exceed the OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese heads of school who report that they adopt teaching and learning 

practices in their classrooms that integrate global issues throughout the curriculum (71.4%); 

teach students how to deal with ethnic and cultural discrimination (69.7%); support activities 

to encourage student expression of diverse ethnic and cultural identities (73.5%); organize 

multicultural events in their classrooms (59.0%) are comparable or exceed OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers reporting that they are ready to teach multicultural or 

multilingual classes (22.8%) is lower than the OECD average (25.5%). 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers who reported that they are quite able to reduce ethnic 

stereotyping amongst students in multicultural settings (72.7%); ensure that students with and 

without a migrant background work together (77.4%); raise awareness of cultural differences 

amongst students (70.2%); cope with challenges of a multicultural classroom (65.1%); and 

adapt my teaching to the cultural diversity of students (61.7%) are comparable or exceed 

OECD averages.  

• The percentages of Maltese heads of school reporting use/possession of drugs or alcohol 

(0.0%) and vandalism and theft (2.2%) on a weekly basis are lower than the OECD averages. 

However, the percentages of Maltese heads of school reporting intimidation or bullying 

among students (30.0%), physical injury caused by violence among students (7.7%), posting 

of hurtful information about students on the Internet (6.2%), unwanted electronic contact 

among students (6.2%) and incidents related to intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or 

staff (3.7%) on a weekly basis are higher than the OECD averages.  

• The percentage of Maltese teachers who reported that they agree that students and teachers 

usually get on well with each other (95.7%); believe that the students’ well-being is important 

(98.8%); are interested in what students have to say (95.8%); provides extra assistance to 

students if they need it (96.7%); and rely on other teachers (90.3%) are comparable or exceed 

OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers who reported that they lose quite a lot of time because of 

students interrupting the lesson (35.3%); have to wait quite a long time when the lesson 

begins for students to quieten down (34.6%); and there is much disruptive noise in the 

classroom (26.4%), exceed OECD averages. However, the percentage of Maltese teachers 

who reported that students in their class take care to create a pleasant learning atmosphere 

(66.0%) is lower than the OECD average.    

• The percentages of Maltese heads of school reporting shortage of qualified teachers (18.0%); 

shortage of teachers with competence in teaching students with needs (28.6%); shortage or 

inadequacy of instructional materials (3.7%); and shortage or inadequacy of digital technology 

for instruction (5.9%) are lower than the OECD averages. 

• The percentages of Maltese heads of school reporting insufficient internet access (7.3%); 

shortage or inadequacy of library materials (5.9%); shortage of support personnel (19.0%); 

shortage or inadequacy of instructional space (24.9%) and shortage or inadequacy of physical 

infrastructure (13.2%) are lower than the OECD averages. 
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• The percentages of Maltese heads of school reporting shortage of teachers who can teach 

students in a multicultural setting (11.4%); shortage of teachers who can teach students from 

SES disadvantaged homes (9.2%); shortage of necessary materials to train vocational skills 

(9.9%); shortage or inadequacy of time for instructional leadership (20.9%) and shortage or 

inadequacy of time with students (22.7%) are lower than the OECD averages. 

• The percentages of Maltese teachers who rated high the importance of investing in ICT 

(38.8%); investing in instructional materials (35.3%); supporting students from disadvantaged 

or migrant backgrounds (40.5%); reducing class sizes by recruiting more staff (80.2%); 

improving school buildings and facilities (59.2%); supporting students with special needs 

(56.4%); improving teacher salaries (87.6%); and reducing teachers’ administration load by 

recruiting more support staff (70.8%); exceed the OECD averages. 

 

Attracting and Effectively Preparing Candidates  

• The percentages of Maltese teachers who reported that teaching allowed them to influence 

the development of children and young people (96.3%); teaching allowed them to provide a 

contribution to society (92.8%); teaching was a secure job (87.1%); teaching allowed them to 

benefit the socially disadvantaged (84.2%), the teaching schedule fitted well responsibilities 

with personal life (84.0%); teaching offered a steady career path (82.8%); and teaching 

provided a reliable income (70.2%), exceeded the OECD averages by a large margin. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers reporting that teaching was their first choice as a career 

(69.4%) exceeds the OECD average (66.5%). Moreover, there are larger percentages of 

Maltese female teachers (71.9%) than males (63.7%), and teachers aged less than 30 years 

(76.2%) than those aged more than 50 years (54.7%) whose first career choice was teaching. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers completing a bachelor’s degree (69.4%) as their highest 

educational level is higher than the OECD average (49.3%).  However, the percentage of 

Maltese teachers completing a Master’s degree (24.3%) as their highest educational level is 

lower than the OECD average (49.3%).   

• Throughout the last decade there was an increase in the percentage of Maltese teachers 

completing a doctoral degree (0.5%) and completing a bachelor’s or Master’s degree (11.1%); 

and a decrease in the percentage of Maltese teachers completing a short-cycle tertiary 

education (9.7%) or have not started tertiary education (1.9%). 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers who received training in general pedagogy (94.0%); 

training in pedagogy of the subjects they teach (90.6%); and classroom practice in some or 

all subject taught (91.3%), exceed OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers reporting that they received training in teaching cross-

curricular skills (69.6%); use of ICT for teaching skills (70.4%); teaching in a mixed-ability 

setting (64.3%); monitoring students’ development and learning (79.3%); and teaching in a 

multicultural or multilingual setting (38.3%), exceed the OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese heads of school who completing a teacher training, an education 

programme or course (93.9%) before taking up their position as heads of school exceeds the 

OECD average. 
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• The percentage of Maltese heads of school completing an instructional leadership training 

programme (79.1%) before taking up their position as heads of school, exceeds the OECD 

average. 

• The percentage of Maltese heads of school holding a master’s degree (75.9%) or a doctoral 

degree (3.6%) exceed the OECD averages. However, the percentage of Maltese heads of 

school holding a bachelor’s degree (18.7%), completed a short-cycle tertiary education 

programme (1.8%) are lower than the OECD averages. 

• The percentages of Maltese teachers who are well-prepared in pedagogy of some or all subjects 

taught (75.1%); general pedagogy (76.7%); classroom practice in some or all subjects taught 

(73.4%); use of ICT for teaching (49.1%); and monitoring students’ development and learning 

(57.7%), exceed OECD averages. 

• The percentages of Maltese teachers who are well-prepared in the content of some or all 

subjects taught (74.1%); student behaviour and classroom management (49.5%); teaching in a 

multicultural or multilingual setting (22.8%); teaching cross-curricular skills (44.8%); and 

teaching in a mixed-ability setting (36.5%), are lower than the OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese novice teachers, with less than five years of teaching experience 

(26.5%) exceeds the OECD average (19.3%).  Percentagewise, there are more Maltese novice 

teachers teaching in private schools (36.3%) than public schools (20.8%).  Moreover, Maltese 

novice teachers tend to work in more challenging schools, teaching classes with more than 

10% of students with special needs (30.9%) than teachers teaching classes with fewer students 

with these special needs (23.2%). 

• Maltese heads of school report that 80.9% of novice teachers have access to formal induction 

activities and 76.4% of novice teachers have access to informal induction activities, which are 

both higher than the OECD averages. Only 1.9% of Maltese heads of school reported that their 

schools do not offer teachers access to any kind of induction, which is lower than the OECD 

average. 

• The percentages of Maltese teachers reporting that they did not participate in any induction 

activities, formal or informal, during their first employment (56.5%) or at their current school 

(49.5%) are lower than the OECD averages. 

• The percentages of Maltese teachers who have taken part in induction that includes planned 

meetings with their heads of school and/or with experienced teachers (88.3%); supervision by 

the head of school and/or with experienced teachers (74.1%); and courses or seminars 

attended in person by the teacher (76.2%) exceed the OECD averages. On the other hand, the 

percentages of Maltese teachers who have taken part in induction that includes online courses 

and seminars (13.0%); and online activities (14.1%), are lower than the OECD averages. 

• The percentages of Maltese teachers who engage in networking or collaborating with other 

new teachers (68.8%); and who engage in the use of portfolios, diaries or journals (40.0%) 

exceed OECD averages.  On the other hand, the percentages of Maltese teachers who had a 

reduced workload (6.6%), who participate in team teaching with experienced teachers 

(41.0%); and who had a general or administrative introduction (58.2%), are lower than the 

OECD averages. 
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• Maltese novice teachers are generally slightly more satisfied with their career choice and with 

the teaching profession than more experienced teachers. 

• In total, Maltese novice teachers work on average 0.7 hours per week more than teachers with 

more than five years of experience. Moreover, Maltese novice teachers teach on average 1.2 

hours per week more than teachers with more experience. 

• 72.8% of Maltese schools provide a mentoring programme (either to all of their teachers or 

who are new to teaching only), which exceeds the OECD average (64.0%). 

• The percentages of Maltese heads of school who think that mentoring is of high importance to 

support less-experienced teachers in their teaching (74.9%), improves teachers’ pedagogical 

competence (69.3%), improves teachers’ collaboration with colleagues (79.9%), strengthens 

teachers’ professional identity (69.3%) and improves students’ general performance (55.3%), 

are comparable or higher than the OECD averages.   

• The percentage of Maltese novice teachers having an assigned mentor (23.5%) is marginally 

higher than the OECD average (21.9%).   

 

Providing Opportunities for Continuous Professional Development (CPD) 

• 91.3% of Maltese teachers participated in, on average, three types of CPD activities in the last 

year prior to the survey, which is lower than the OECD average (94.5%). On the other hand, 

all Maltese heads of school participated in, on average, six types of CPD activities, which is 

higher than the OECD average (99.0%).   

• Participation of Maltese teachers in CPD activities is more prevalent with females (91.5%) 

than males (90.8%); more common with novice teachers (92.9%) than experienced teachers 

(90.7%); and more prevalent with young teachers aged less than 30 years (93.8%) than older 

teachers aged more than 50 years (88.4%). 

• According to Maltese teachers, the most popular forms of professional development include 

courses/seminars attended in person (83.8%); reading professional literature (43.9%); and 

education conferences where teachers, heads of school and/or researchers present their research 

or discuss educational issues (42.5%).  These percentages vary considerably from OECD 

averages. 

• Participation of Maltese teachers in peer and/or self-observation and coaching as part of a 

formal school arrangement (28.5%) is significantly lower than the OECD average (43.9%). 

Moreover, 38.1% of Maltese teachers participated in a network of teachers formed specifically 

for the professional development of teachers, which is lower than the OECD average (39.9%). 

• According to Maltese teachers, the least popular forms of professional development include 

observation visits to other schools (10.3%), online courses or seminars (13.4%), formal 

qualification programme (13.4%), observation visits to business premises, public organisations 

or non-governmental organisations (15.9%), and other types of professional development 

activities (21.5%). These percentages are significantly lower than the OECD averages.  



Contents 

 

xiv 

 

• According to Maltese heads of school, the most frequent types of CPD activities include 

reading professional literature (92.5%); courses and/or seminars attended in person (92.5%); 

and courses or seminars about leadership (82.7%), which all exceed the OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers who reported a positive impact on their teaching practices 

from their participation in CPD activities (70.9%) is significantly lower than the OECD 

average (81.3%).   

• The percentages of Maltese teachers who reported more frequent involvement in CPD activities 

consisting of knowledge and understanding of my subject field(s) (70.2%) and pedagogical 

competencies in teaching my subject field(s) (70.1%) are lower than OECD averages. 

However, the percentages Maltese teachers who reported more frequent participation in CPD 

activities consisting of student assessment practices (74.0%) and knowledge of the curriculum 

(71.6%) exceed OECD averages. 

• The participation rates of Maltese teachers in activities covering teaching in a multicultural or 

multilingual setting (26.9%), communicating with people from different cultures or countries 

(21.5%) exceed OECD averages. However, participation rate of Maltese teachers in CPD 

activities consisting of teacher-parent cooperation (23.1%) is lower than the OECD average. 

• The two areas where a large share of Maltese teachers report a high need include teaching 

students with special needs (20.4%), and teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting 

(20.4%). The corresponding OECD averages are 22.2% and 15.0%. Maltese teachers report a 

lower need for training in ICT (14.0%), which is lower than the OECD average (17.7%). 

• The percentages of Maltese heads of school participating in six CPD activities, including 

courses/ seminars about subject matter, teaching methods or pedagogical topics (73.4%), 

courses/seminars about leadership (82.7%), courses/seminars attended in person (92.5%), 

formal qualification programme (24.1%), participation in a network of heads of school 

(68.0%), and reading professional literature (92.5%), exceed the OECD averages.  

• The percentages of Maltese heads of school participating in four CPD activities, including 

online courses or seminars’ (23.0%), education conferences (73.7%), peer and/or self-

observation and coaching as part of a formal arrangement (20.5%) and other types of CPD 

activities (38.0%), are less than the OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese heads of school reporting high needs in knowledge of new 

developments in leadership research and theory (5.5%), knowledge of current national policies 

on education (11.4%), using data for improving the quality of the school (9.1%), designing the 

school curriculum (6.0%), designing professional development with teachers (13.2%), 

observing classroom instruction (1.8%), providing effective feedback (1.8%), promoting equity 

and diversity (3.7%), developing collaboration among teachers (9.6%), human resource 

management (5.9%) and financial management (11.4%) are all significantly less than the 

OECD averages. 

• Throughout the last decade, requests made by Maltese teachers increased for the CPD topics in 

student assessment practices (7.7%) and teaching in multicultural or multilingual setting 

(6.4%), but decreased for the CPD topics in ICT skills for teaching (8.8%), school management 

and administration (3.8%), and teaching students with special needs (14.0%).  
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• The most reported barriers by Maltese teachers (52.0%) and heads of school (63.1%) is that 

professional development conflicts with work schedule. The second most reported barrier by 

Maltese teachers (60.7%) and heads of school (41.8%) is that there are no incentives for 

participating in professional development. The third most reported barrier by Maltese teachers 

(56.7%) and heads of school (41.8%) is the lack of time availability because of family 

responsibilities. 

• The percentages of Maltese teachers reporting the remaining four barriers, which include ‘do 

not have the prerequisites’ (9.6%), ‘professional development is too expensive’ (29.4%), ‘there 

is a lack of employer support’ (29.8%) and ‘there is no relevant professional development 

offered’ (32.7%) are all lower than the OECD averages. 

• The percentage of Maltese teachers who think that participation in CPD activities can be 

enhanced by ‘releasing from teaching duties for activities during regular working hours’ 

(48.1%); ‘provide material needed for activities’ (32.8%), ‘increase salary’ (18.5%), ‘reimburse 

costs’ (17.7%), ‘non-monetary rewards’ (16.0%), ‘non-monetary support for activities outside 

working hours’ (12.4%), ‘non-monetary professional benefits’ (12.0%) and ‘monetary 

supplements for activities outside working hours’ (11.9%). 

• The support received by Maltese teachers to participate in CPD activities is higher in public 

schools (78.4%) than private schools (72.9%) and is higher when the concentration of students 

with needs is low (77.8%) than high (74.3%). 
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1.1 Introduction 
 

The Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) focuses on the learning environment 

and the working conditions of teachers in schools and offers teachers and heads of school the 

opportunity to provide their perspectives on school contexts. This information can be used to 

deepen analysis of the questions TALIS examines and to aid the development of policy relating 

to these matters. TALIS data can also be used to identify countries facing challenges and to 

learn from their approaches to policy development.  

 

The first cycle of TALIS, conducted in 2008, involved 24 countries including Malta. The 

success of this cycle, especially its valuable contribution to teacher policy development in those 

countries, led to the TALIS Board of Participating Countries and the OECD Secretariat 

agreeing to conduct a second cycle.  TALIS 2013 included 34 countries; however Malta did not 

participate in this cycle.  Four additional countries decided to join this cycle on a shifted 

schedule, which meant they collected their main survey data in 2014; one year after the main 

group of participants completed their main data collection. To ensure comparability, the four 

additional participants followed the same rules, standards and principles employed for the main 

group. They also used the same manuals, forms and materials. Following the success of these 

two cycles, the third cycle of TALIS was conducted between 2015 and 2019, with the main 

data set collected in 2017- 2018. TALIS 2018 involved 48 countries including Malta. As in the 

previous two cycles, the core populations were ISCED level 2 teachers and their heads of 

school, that is, teachers and school leaders at the lower secondary level of school education. 

 

The themes and topics covered in TALIS 2018 include not only those addressed in previous 

cycles but also new topics, including diversity, innovation and wellbeing. The eleven themes 

and priorities related to professional characteristics and pedagogical practices at institutional 

and individual levels addressed in TALIS 2018 include teachers’ instructional practices, school 

leadership, teachers’ professional practices, teacher education and initial preparation, teacher 

feedback and development, school climate, job satisfaction (including motivation), teacher 

human resource measures and stakeholder relations, teacher self-efficacy, innovation, equity 

and diversity. Countries, including Malta, which participated in TALIS 2018 and in PISA 2018, 

had the option of linking data on schools, teachers and students. This TALIS-PISA link provides 

valuable information about teaching strategies and their relationship with the characteristics of the 

school, the classroom and students’ outcomes. A better understanding of these relationships can 

help teachers, schools and education policy makers to design more effective policies with the aim 

of improving the learning achievements of all students. 

1 



Background and Overview 

 

2 

 

Section 1.2 introduces the theoretical framework of the TALIS 2018 survey.  Section 1.3 describes 

the development and validation of the instruments (questionnaires) for both teachers and heads of 

school. Section 1.4 reviews the sampling strategies and provides the minimum sample size 

required to allow for reliable estimation and modelling while also allowing for some degree of 

non-response. Moreover, it describes the sampling design, data collection method and adjudication 

of the data collected. Section 1.5 describes all the simple indices used in the study and identifies 

the items used to generate complex indices. These scale scores are generated and validated using 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), thus allowing comparisons between countries and between 

cycles.  Section 1.6 provides an overview of the statistical analyses carried out, focusing on how 

parameter estimates are interpreted for regression models and binary logistic models. Section 1.7 

provides an overview of each chapter in the TALIS 2018 report. 

 

 

1.2 Theoretical framework of the TALIS 2018 survey 
 

Teachers and heads of school are at the centre of any attempt to improve the quality of education. 

Research has found that teachers and heads of school shape the quality of instruction, which 

strongly affects students’ learning and outcomes. As a result, education systems have sought 

how to attract high-achieving candidates into the profession; provide quality initial and 

continuous training to new recruits and in-service teachers; support teachers in the continuous 

development of their craft and spread good practices and foster job satisfaction and the status of 

the profession with a view to retaining quality teachers and heads of school.  

 

The debates around attracting and developing teachers, improving their working conditions and 

supporting instructional quality have increasingly become interwoven with discussions about 

the professional status of teachers and heads of school. Often, the concept of professionalism is 

confused with the notion of the status of an occupation, in particular its position within a 

hierarchy of occupations. For example, in many national contexts, teaching is perceived to have 

lower status and prestige than other occupations that are equally relevant for the functioning 

and reproduction of society, such as medicine, law and engineering. 

 

Beyond the notion of status, professionalism refers to the concrete actions taken to make an 

occupation as distinctive as possible by defining a unique set of knowledge and skills that can 

only be performed by those who have been trained for it. From a historical perspective, 

professionalism has touched on expert judgement and autonomous decision-making, construction 

of a specialised body of knowledge and skills, and the collegial nature of a professional 

community regulated by clear standards. Professionalism consists of a series of attributes that 

not only regulate the aims and actions of a particular profession, but also define what should be 

expected of all individuals belonging to it. These attributes stand as the basis for the status, 

recognition and accountability of the teaching profession. 

 

The professionalism of teaching has been largely discussed in past research with each study 

offering a slightly nuanced concept of the dimensions of teaching as a profession. Over the 

years, the debates about professionalism have examined a number of key attributes that 

characterise teachers or heads of school leaders as professionals.  These include individual and 

collective mastery of a core knowledge base; development and use of specific skills; applying 

expert judgement in their everyday settings; having autonomy to make decisions; quality initial 

and continuous training; collegial work with other members of the profession; self-regulation of 
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a collegial body based on standards; ethical dimension underpinned by a sense of public service 

and social responsibility; and prestige and status of the profession, which mainly derives from 

the existence of the other attributes.  

 

The demands on teachers and heads of school are high and growing. Teachers are expected to 

have a deep and broad understanding of what they teach and the students they teach, an 

understanding of the research-theory-practice nexus and the inquiry and research skills that 

allow them to become lifelong learners and grow in their profession. But, teachers today are 

increasingly expected to perform additional tasks, such as facilitating the development of 

students’ non-cognitive skills, responding to students’ individual differences and working 

collaboratively with other teachers and parents to ensure the holistic development of their 

students. The demands on heads of school are also mounting because besides being expected to 

lead the administration and management of their school they are also expected to create suitable 

conditions that lead to improved teaching and learning. This can be achieved by developing 

school improvement plans, encouraging teachers’ collaboration and participation in professional 

development, counselling students and parents about student progress and student orientation, 

and connecting the school to a larger network of schools and to the local community.  To build 

professional profiles of teachers and heads of school that are able to respond to these challenges 

and demands, it is imperative that countries engage in a systematic collection of empirical 

evidence on the key dimensions and indicators of the professionalism of teachers and heads of 

school in their education systems. Policy decisions based on empirical research evidence are 

among the greatest attributes of highly successful education systems. To this end, TALIS 2018 

offers the opportunity for teachers and heads of school to provide input into education analysis 

and policy development.  

 

TALIS defines teachers as those who, as part of their regular duties in a target school, provide 

instruction in programmes at a given educational level. Target schools are defined as schools 

that comprise at least one teacher. Heads of school are defined as heads of the target schools. In 

these definitions, active delivery of instruction is considered the core and common element of 

the mission of schools and the work of teachers, both within and across countries. Compared to 

the rich and animated debate on what defines the occupations of teachers and heads of school, 

the definitions used in TALIS are simple. Yet, through the breadth and depth of indicators it 

collects on their profiles, practices and beliefs, training, working conditions, TALIS can 

strongly contribute to the debate about teaching as a profession and help identify levers to 

enhance the degree of professionalism of teachers and heads of school worldwide. 

 

The TALIS 2018 report aims to contribute to this debate by tackling the ‘professionalism 

framework’ through the indicators available in TALIS.  Using TALIS 2018 data, the outcomes 

of teachers’ and heads of schools’ professionalism can be measured through indicators ranging 

from subjective factors (such as self-efficacy in various areas of teaching, needs for 

professional development, job satisfaction, levels and sources of stress experienced in the job) 

to more fact-based factors (such as teachers’ level of education, participation in professional 

development, type of work contract and rates of absenteeism). Although TALIS collects 

information on both teachers and heads of school, its analyses offer greater depth and a more 

complete picture for teachers than for heads of school. This is not only due to the larger sample 

size of teachers, but also to TALIS mandate to focus on teachers’ working conditions, learning 

environments and practices that can make a difference to support student learning. 
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One of the pillars underpinning teaching as a profession is the dimension of the knowledge and 

skills base, which includes shared and specialised knowledge, as well as standards for access to 

the profession and development of specific skills through pre-service training and in-service 

professional development. Any profession needs to have a specialised set of knowledge and 

skills that makes it distinctive and from which practitioners draw their legitimacy and prestige. 

This report shows how, throughout initial training and continuous professional development, 

teachers and heads of school refine and adjust their practice and develop their knowledge and 

skills to help students develop the cognitive and socio-emotional skills and academic knowledge 

needed in today’s changing world. Among other issues, it explores the links between the 

content and features of initial education and continuous professional development activities and 

individuals’ feelings of preparedness for the job, self-efficacy and job satisfaction. These 

analyses help to determine to what extent a strong knowledge and skills base supports the work 

of teachers and heads of school leaders, as well as how and in what areas teachers and school 

leaders can develop further. The report also examines teachers’ and heads of schools’ 

viewpoints on school resources issues and priority areas for intervention and additional 

spending, to give them a voice on those issues as an important first step towards greater 

leadership and regulation by the profession.    

 

 

1.3 Development of teacher and head of school questionnaires 
 

The TALIS 2018 conceptual framework guided the theory-driven development of the survey’s 

head of school and teacher instruments. Instruments reflected the participating countries interest 

in monitoring changes over time, improving some instrument materials and introducing new 

materials for topics of emerging importance. A core and extended Questionnaire Expert Group 

translated goals and priorities into questionnaire materials and an analysis plan.  

 

Development took place between 2015 and 2017 in three phases, which included the pilot study; 

the quantitative field trial; and extensive psychometric analyses prior to the main survey. The 

purpose of the pilot phase was to develop and trial the content of the survey questions with 

a small number of TALIS participants. The purpose of the field trial phase was to test and 

evaluate the questionnaires and item formats as well as the survey procedures and data collection 

modes. A series of experiments embedded at the field trial stage were analysed through use of a 

system of three different, partially overlapping forms of the questionnaire for teachers and heads 

of school and teachers. The key challenges were related to the significant increase in the number 

of participating countries, the interest in monitoring changes over time while keeping a forward-

looking approach, and the intention to embed a series of experiments at the field trial stage. 

 

All participating countries were responsible for producing their own national survey instruments. 

National study centres used the international versions (English and French) of the survey 

instruments as the basis of their national questionnaires and used the national adaptation form to 

document any adaptations they made to the instruments to suit their respective national contexts. 

To ensure high quality and comparability, the national instruments underwent three verification 

steps, which included the national adaptation verification, translation verification and layout 

verification. Instruments were adapted, translated and verified for 48 countries for a total of 83 

samples across all ISCED levels and options and 62 language versions. Nine of the participating 

countries administered the survey in more than one language and each questionnaire took about 

45 to 60 minutes to complete. 
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1.4  Sampling design 
 

TALIS 2018’s canonical sampling design was unchanged from earlier cycles, in accordance with 

the OECD terms of reference of this survey. A first-stage random sample of 200 schools was 

followed by a second-stage random sample of 20 teachers from the selected schools. All 

anticipated adaptations to national conditions (e.g. number of schools or teachers in the 

population of interest; excluded areas; analytical or reporting requirements) were implemented. 

The samples of schools for each participating country were drawn centrally, after which the 

national teams used consortium-provided software to select the samples of teachers. 

 

Main survey data collection took place between September and December 2017 for Southern 

Hemisphere participants (with some countries extending into January 2018 as an exception) and 

March to May 2018 for Northern Hemisphere participants (with some participants starting early 

in February and some extending into July 2018). Extensions to the data collection period were 

needed in 17 countries and economies to achieve the required participation rates. All but three 

participating countries administered the survey online, which was the default mode. Eleven 

participants administered TALIS in a mixed mode, that is, online and paper instruments. During 

the main survey, 91.3% of the respondents completed the survey online and 8.7% completed it on 

paper.  

 

The average participation rate of Maltese heads of school (93.1%) exceeded the overall average 

(91.6%) with rates ranging from 49.9% to 100.0%. The average participation rate of Maltese 

teachers (82.0%) was less than the overall average (84.3%), with the rates ranging from 52% to 

99.9%. The average participation rates of teachers and heads of school in countries that also 

participated in TALIS 2008 or 2013 did not vary from the average participation rates in 2018 

although some countries showed improvements while others experienced drops. To ensure that 

the samples are not biased by non-response, TALIS specifies a required response rate of 75% of 

sampled schools, provided that each included school attains a minimum response rate of 50%. A 

minimum overall participation rate of 75% of teachers for each country is also required. 

 

Adjudication was performed to determine the overall quality of the data, that is, whether the data 

released to participating countries were ‘fit for use’ as intended under the lead of the sampling 

referee for TALIS 2018.  The design and application of the quality assurance processes drew on 

expert advice and opinion, on qualitative information and learned judgement, and on quantitative 

information. Each individual data set from all countries was examined by the consortium and 

arising issues were discussed and clarified with other actors as necessary. The consortium 

considered the overall quality of the survey implementation and the data yielded to be high. The 

adjudication resulted in recommendations for data users regarding the quality of the collected 

teacher data (samples rated as 59 good, 11 fair, 3 poor, 2 insufficient) and head of school data 

(samples rated as 57 good, 15 fair, 0 poor, 3 insufficient). 

 

  

1.5  Generation of simple and complex indices 
 

Indices created in TALIS 2018 incorporated simple indices (ratios) and complex indices (scale 

scores). While simple indices enhance the analysis of observable (manifest) characteristics, such 

as student-teacher ratio, scales enable analysis of non-observable (latent) characteristics such as 
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attitudes or other personal traits. Simple indices, such as ratios, are generated through simple 

arithmetic transformations.  To enable reporting on latent traits, a scaling procedure is used to 

combine the rating responses provided to these questions into a single scale score representing 

the latent construct of interest.  Scale scores are generated by using latent modelling within the 

framework of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). CFA treats items as indicators of unobservable 

personal characteristics of respondents, such as self-efficacy or beliefs, and uses combinations of 

items to develop a model of the latent construct. After testing and confirming a stable latent 

construct model, scale scores are estimated to serve as numeric values for the latent variables. 

Moreover, measurement invariance testing is carried out to test cross-country comparability. 

Across the two instruments (teacher and head of school questionnaires), the majority of scales 

reached the metric level of invariance allowing comparisons both across countries and between 

cycles.  

 

 

1.5.1      Generation of ratios 
 

The student-teacher ratio was derived from responses of heads of school to a question about the 

number of staff (head counts) currently working in the school and the total number of students 

(head counts) of all grades in the school. The measure is not restricted to those teaching or 

supporting lower secondary level education in the school but covers education at all levels 

provided in the school. The ratio is derived by dividing the number of students by the number of 

teachers (those whose main activity is the provision of instruction to students).  

 

The ratio of teachers to number of personnel for pedagogical support was derived from the 

responses of heads of school to a question about the number of staff (head counts) currently 

working in the whole school and is therefore not restricted only to those teaching or supporting 

ISCED level 2 education in the school. The ratio is derived by dividing the number of teachers 

(those whose main activity is the provision of instruction to students) by the number of personnel 

for pedagogical support (including all teacher aides or other non-teaching professionals who 

provide instruction or support teachers). 

 

The ratio of teachers to number of school administrative or management personnel was derived 

from the responses of heads of school to a question about the number of staff (headcounts) 

currently working in the school. The measure is not therefore restricted to those teaching or 

supporting lower secondary level education in the school but covers education at all levels 

provided in the school. The ratio is derived by dividing the number of teachers (those whose main 

activity is the provision of instruction to students) by the sum of school administrative personnel 

and management personnel. School administrative personnel include receptionists, secretaries and 

administration assistants while management personnel include heads of school, assistant heads of 

school, and other management staff whose main activity is management.  

 

 

1.5.2      Scale scores generated from the teacher questionnaire 
 

Three subscales related to teacher motivation and perceptions were developed, which include 

‘personal utility motivation to teach’, ‘social utility motivation to teach’ and ‘perceptions of value 

and policy influence’.  Tables 1.1 to 1.3 display the responses of Maltese teachers to a number of 

items measuring these three subscales. 
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Table 1.1: Items related to personal utility motivation to teach 

How important were the following for you  

to become a teacher? 
Not 

important 
Low 

importance 

Moderate 
importance 

High 
importance 

 Teaching offered a steady career path 4.7% 12.4% 43.1% 39.8% 

Teaching provided a reliable income 7.7% 22.2% 46.3% 23.8% 

Teaching was a secure job 2.9% 10.2% 42.3% 44.5% 

The teaching schedule fit with responsibilities in my 
personal life 

3.9% 12.3% 38.5% 45.3% 

 

Table 1.2: Items related to social utility motivation to teach 

How important were the following for you  

to become a teacher? 
Not 

important 
Low 

importance 

Moderate 
importance 

High 
importance 

 Teaching allowed me to influence development of children 0.6% 3.1% 25.4% 70.9% 

Teaching allowed me to benefit the socially disadvantaged 2.9% 12.7% 42.3% 42.1% 

Teaching allowed me to provide a contribution to society 1.3% 6.1% 30.5% 62.1% 

 

Table 1.3: Items related to perceptions of value and policy influence 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 

 with the following statements? 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

Teachers’ views are valued by policymakers in this country 39.1% 46.6% 13.0% 1.3% 

Teachers can influence educational policy in this country 33.3% 39.5% 21.4% 5.8% 

Teachers are valued by the media in this country 44.5% 41.1% 13.6% 0.8% 

 

Three subscales related to instructional practices were developed, which include ‘clarity of 

instruction’, ‘classroom management’ and ‘cognitive activation’.  Moreover, a composite scale 

was generated to measure teaching practices.   Tables 1.4 to 1.6 display the responses of Maltese 

teachers to a number of items measuring these three subscales. 

 

Table 1.4: Items related to clarity of instruction 

Thinking about your teaching in the target class,  

how often do you do the following? 
Almost 
never Sometimes Frequently Always 

 
I present a summary of recently learned content 3.7% 21.1% 47.2% 28.0% 

I set goals at the beginning of instruction 1.0% 14.1% 48.3% 36.6% 

I explain what I expect the students to learn 0.8% 11.4% 44.6% 43.1% 

I explain how new and old topics are related 1.8% 16.7% 47.8% 33.8% 

 

Table 1.5: Items related to classroom management 

Thinking about your teaching in the target class,  

how often do you do the following? 
Almost 
never Sometimes Frequently Always 

 I tell students to follow classroom rules 3.7% 19.7% 37.0% 39.7% 

I tell students to listen to what I say 2.6% 21.3% 38.3% 37.7% 

I calm students who are disruptive 5.7% 25.2% 36.1% 33.1% 

When the lesson begins, I tell students to quieten down 3.6% 21.9% 33.4% 41.1% 
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Table 1.6: Items related to cognitive activation 

Thinking about your teaching in the target class,  

how often do you do the following? 
Almost 
never Sometimes Frequently Always 

 I present tasks for which there is no obvious solution 28.9% 39.9% 23.3% 7.9% 

I give tasks that require students to think critically 2.3% 37.3% 50.0% 10.4% 

I have students work in small groups to come up with a 
joint solution to a problem or task 11.4% 45.9% 34.9% 7.8% 

I ask students to decide on their own procedures for 
solving tasks 

12.5% 46.9% 33.9% 6.7% 

 

Two subscales related to professional practices were developed, which include ‘exchange and 

co-ordination among teachers’ and ‘professional collaboration in lessons among teachers’.  

Moreover, a composite scale was generated to measure teacher cooperation. Tables 1.7 to 1.8 

display the responses of Maltese teachers to a number of items measuring these two subscales. 

 

Table 1.7: Items related to exchange and coordination among teachers 

On average, how often do you do 
 the following at school? N

e
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 Exchange or develop teaching materials with 

 colleagues 10.2% 12.5% 20.1% 14.7% 19.2% 23.3% 

 Engage in discussions about learning 

 development of specific students 6.5% 7.3% 15.9% 13.9% 22.8% 33.6% 

 Work with other teachers to ensure common  

 standards in assessing student progress 11.5% 12.2% 19.4% 12.3% 19.7% 24.9% 

 Attend team conferences 34.8% 24.1% 14.2% 6.0% 6.9% 14.1% 

 

Table 1.8: Items related to professional collaboration in lessons among teachers 

On average, how often do you do 
 the following at school? N
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 Teach jointly as a team in the same class 64.4% 15.6% 8.2% 2.5% 3.4% 5.9% 

 Observe other teachers’ classes and provide 

 feedback 71.7% 16.7% 6.0% 1.5% 1.8% 2.4% 

 Engage in joint activities in different classes and  

 age groups 37.0% 28.8% 22.1% 5.3% 3.5% 3.3% 

 Take part in collaborative professional learning 17.8% 28.3% 33.3% 7.8% 6.2% 6.6% 

 

Four subscales related to feedback and development were generated, which include ‘effective 

professional development’, ‘needs for professional development in subject matter and pedagogy’, 

‘needs for professional development for teaching for diversity’ and ‘professional development 

barriers’. Tables 1.9 to 1.12 display the responses of Maltese teachers to a number of items 

measuring these four subscales. Items marked with an asterisk (*) were reverse coded. 

 



Background and Overview 
 

9 

 

Table 1.9: Items related to effective professional development 

Thinking of the professional development activity that had the greatest positive impact 
on your teaching during the last year, did it have any of the following characteristics? Yes No 

  It built on my prior knowledge* 96.3% 3.7% 

 It adapted to my personal development needs* 76.0% 24.0% 

It had a coherent structure* 69.0% 31.0% 

It appropriately focused on content needed to teach my subjects* 61.5% 38.5% 

 
Table 1.10: Items related to needs for professional development in subject matter and pedagogy 

For each of the areas listed below, indicate the extent to 

which you currently need professional development? 
No need  

at present 

Low level   

of need 

Moderate 
level need 

High level  

of need 

Knowledge and understanding of my subject field(s) 42.9% 34.7% 18.6% 3.8% 

Pedagogical competencies in teaching my subject field(s) 29.7% 39.5% 26.7% 4.1% 

Knowledge of the curriculum 32.9% 35.6% 24.6% 7.0% 

Student assessment practices 17.2% 27.2% 41.0% 14.5% 

 Student behaviour and classroom management 26.1% 33.9% 29.2% 10.9% 

 
Table 1.11: Items related to needs for professional development for teaching for diversity 

For each of the areas listed below, indicate the extent to 

which you currently need professional development? 
No need  

at present 

Low level   

of need 

Moderate 
level need 

High level  

of need 

Approaches to individualised learning 20.6% 29.3% 40.0% 10.1% 

Teaching students with special needs 12.1% 23.0% 44.4% 20.4% 

Teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting 17.5% 25.5% 36.6% 20.4% 

 

Table 1.12: Items related to professional development barriers 

How strongly do you agree that the following present 
barriers to your participation in professional development? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
 I do not have the pre-requisites (e.g. qualifications) 58.8% 31.4% 7.3% 2.5% 

 Professional development is too expensive 28.1% 42.4% 24.7% 4.8% 

 There is a lack of employer support 23.0% 46.6% 23.7% 6.8% 

 I do not have time because of family responsibilities 13.9% 29.7% 36.9% 19.4% 

 There is no relevant professional development offered 16.3% 51.0% 27.1% 5.6% 

 

Three subscales related to self-efficacy were developed, which include ‘self-efficacy in classroom 

management’, ‘self-efficacy in instruction’ and ‘self-efficacy in student engagement’.  Moreover, 

a composite scale was generated to measure teacher overall self-efficacy. Tables 1.13 to 1.15 

display the responses of Maltese teachers to a number of items measuring these three subscales. 

 
Table 1.13: Items related to self-efficacy in classroom management 

In your teaching, to what extent can you do the following? Not at all Some extent Quite a bit A lot 

 Control disruptive behaviour in the classroom 0.6% 15.7% 42.8% 40.9% 

 Make my expectations about student behaviour clear 0.1% 8.6% 36.7% 54.7% 

 Get students to follow classroom rules 0.1% 10.3% 43.0% 46.5% 

 Calm a student who is disruptive or noisy 0.4% 17.6% 44.8% 37.2% 
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Table 1.14: Items related to self-efficacy in instruction 

In your teaching, to what extent can you do the following? Not at all Some extent Quite a bit A lot 

 Craft good questions for students 0.3% 8.7% 44.1% 46.9% 

 Use a variety of assessment strategies 1.4% 23.5% 45.0% 30.1% 

 Provide an alternative explanation to confused students 0.2% 5.7% 34.8% 59.3% 

 Vary instructional strategies in my classroom 0.4% 12.4% 45.3% 42.0% 

 
Table 1.15: Items related to self-efficacy in student engagement 

In your teaching, to what extent can you do the following? Not at all Some extent Quite a bit A lot 

 Get students to believe they can do well in school work 0.3% 12.7% 33.9% 53.2% 

 Help students value learning 0.4% 15.4% 33.9% 50.3% 

 Motivate students who show low interest in school work 1.0% 24.3% 38.4% 36.3% 

 Help students think critically 0.6% 16.6% 42.8% 40.0% 

 

Three subscales related to job satisfaction were developed, which include ‘job satisfaction with 

work environment’, ‘job satisfaction with profession’ and ‘satisfaction with class autonomy’.  

Moreover, a composite scale was generated to measure teacher overall job satisfaction using the 

first two scales. Tables 1.16 to 1.18 display the responses of Maltese teachers to a number of 

items measuring these three subscales. Items marked with an asterisk (*) were reverse coded. 

 
Table 1.16: Items related to job satisfaction with work environment 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with the following statements? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
I would like to change to another school if that were possible* 43.3% 43.4% 10.0% 3.3% 

I enjoy working at this school 1.1% 6.3% 54.6% 38.0% 

I would recommend this school as a good place to work 2.1% 9.9% 55.3% 32.6% 

All in all, I am satisfied with my job 2.0% 12.9% 62.1% 23.1% 

 
Table 1.17: Items related to job satisfaction with profession 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with the following statements? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
The advantages of being a teacher outweigh the disadvantages 9.1% 33.4% 47.6% 9.9% 

If I could decide again, I would still choose to work as a teacher 11.3% 22.2% 49.4% 17.1% 

I regret that I decided to become a teacher* 33.3% 48.7% 14.4% 3.5% 

It would have been better to choose another profession* 13.7% 28.7% 42.5% 15.1% 

 

Table 1.18: Items related to satisfaction with target class autonomy 

How strongly do you agree or disagree that the control over  
the following areas when planning and teaching in this class? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
Determining the course content 17.7% 19.3% 35.3% 27.7% 

Selecting teaching methods 1.8% 3.5% 51.7% 42.9% 

Assessing students’ learning 3.1% 9.6% 56.5% 30.9% 

Disciplining students 2.7% 10.3% 57.4% 29.6% 

Determining the amount of homework to be assigned 2.7% 5.9% 52.9% 38.5% 
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Three subscales related to work stress and well-being were developed, which include ‘work-place 

well-being and stress’, ‘work-load stress’ and ‘student behaviour stress’.  Tables 1.19 to 1.21 

display the responses of Maltese teachers to a number of items measuring these three subscales. 

Items marked with an asterisk (*) were reverse coded. 

 
Table 1.19: Items related to workplace well-being and stress 

In your experience as a teacher at this school,  
to what extent do the following occur? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
I experience stress in my work 3.9% 32.7% 35.3% 28.0% 

My job leaves me time for my personal life* 8.3% 50.3% 34.3% 7.1% 

My job negatively impacts my mental health 32.4% 40.5% 18.8% 8.3% 

My job negatively impacts my physical health 39.0% 38.2% 15.8% 6.9% 

 
Table 1.20: Items related to workload stress 

Thinking about your job at this school, to what extent  
are the following sources of stress in your work? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Having too much lesson preparation 6.8% 37.3% 33.2% 22.6% 

Having too many lessons to teach 19.1% 32.3% 27.8% 20.8% 

Having too much marking 15.7% 28.8% 28.0% 27.5% 

Having too much administrative work to do 15.9% 36.2% 30.6% 17.3% 

Having extra duties due to absent teachers 23.3% 39.1% 22.4% 15.2% 

 
Table 1.21: Items related to student behaviour stress 

Thinking about your job at this school, to what extent  
are the following sources of stress in your work? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Being held responsible for students’ achievement 17.5% 41.5% 26.8% 14.3% 

Maintaining classroom discipline 16.6% 36.6% 26.5% 20.2% 

Being intimidated or verbally abused by students 49.4% 29.8% 11.9% 8.9% 

 

Three subscales related to school climate, which include ‘participation among stakeholders’, 

‘teacher-student relations’ and ‘teachers’ perceived disciplinary climate’.  Tables 1.22 to 1.24 

display the responses of Maltese teachers to a number of items measuring these three subscales. 

Items marked with an asterisk (*) were reverse coded. 

 
Table 1.22: Items related to participation among stakeholders 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with these statements as applied to this school? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 This school provides staff with opportunities to actively 
participate in school decisions 5.2% 21.1% 62.9% 10.8% 

This school provides parents with opportunities to actively 
participate  in school decisions 4.4% 31.9% 55.4% 8.3% 

This school provides students with opportunities to actively 
participate in school decisions 3.5% 28.2% 60.5% 7.7% 

This school has a culture of shared responsibility for school 
issues 2.8% 20.7% 66.1% 10.4% 

There is a collaborative school culture which is characterised by 
mutual support 2.6% 16.9% 67.2% 13.3% 
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Table 1.23: Items related to teacher-student relations 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with these statements about what happens in this school? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 Teachers and students usually get on well with each other 0.6% 3.2% 66.2% 30.0% 

Most teachers believe that the students’ well-being is 
important 0.3% 0.9% 47.2% 51.6% 

Most teachers are interested in what students have to say 0.4% 3.6% 62.8% 33.1% 

If a student needs extra assistance, the school provides it 0.4% 2.7% 52.8% 44.0% 

 

Table 1.24: Items related to teachers’ perceived disciplinary climate 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the 
 following statements about this target class? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 I have to wait a long time for students to settle down 18.4% 47.4% 25.9% 8.2% 

 Students take care to create a pleasant learning atmosphere* 5.8% 27.9% 54.3% 12.0% 

 I lose quite a lot of time due to students interrupting the lesson 17.7% 47.2% 25.8% 9.3% 

 There is much disruptive noise in the classroom 25.6% 48.9% 19.8% 5.7% 

 

Only one subscale was generated to measure teaching innovation. Table 1.25 displays the 

responses of Maltese teachers to a number of items measuring this subscale. 

 

Table 1.25: Items related to ‘teaching innovation’ 

Thinking about the teachers in this school, how strongly  
do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 Most teachers strive to develop new ideas for teaching and  

 learning 
3.5% 17.3% 60.2% 19.1% 

 Most teachers are open to change 4.4% 27.8% 57.7% 10.2% 

 Most teachers search for new ways to solve problems 2.9% 18.7% 65.7% 12.7% 

 Most teachers provide practical support to each other for the 

 application of new ideas 3.5% 16.3% 59.0% 21.3% 

 

Two subscales related to equity and diversity, which include ‘self-related efficacy in multi-

cultural classrooms’ and ‘diversity practices’.  Tables 1.26 to 1.27 display the responses of 

Maltese teachers to a number of items measuring these two subscales. Items marked with an 

asterisk (*) were reverse coded. 

 

Table 1.26: Items related to self-related efficacy in multicultural classrooms 

In teaching a culturally diverse class,  
to what extent can you do the following? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 Cope with the challenges of a multicultural classroom 2.4% 32.6% 45.0% 19.9% 

 Adapt my teaching to the cultural diversity of students 3.3% 34.4% 41.2% 21.1% 

 Ensure that students with and without migrant backgrounds  

 work together 
1.9% 21.2% 40.6% 36.4% 

 Raise awareness for cultural differences amongst students 3.5% 26.9% 39.3% 30.3% 

 Reduce ethnic stereotyping amongst students 1.6% 22.2% 38.3% 37.9% 
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Table 1.27: Items related to diversity practices 

In this school, are the following practices in relation to diversity implemented? Yes No 

Supporting activities or organisations that encourage students’ expression of 
diverse ethnic and cultural identities* 71.3% 28.7% 

Organising multicultural events* 54.3% 45.7% 

Teaching students how to deal with ethnic and cultural discrimination* 69.9% 30.1% 

Adopting teaching and learning practices that integrate global issues throughout 
the curriculum* 70.8% 29.2% 

 

 

1.5.3      Scale scores generated from the head of school questionnaire 
 

Three subscales related to job satisfaction and workload stress of heads of school were developed, 

which include ‘job satisfaction with work environment’, ‘job satisfaction with profession’ and 

‘workload stress’. Moreover, a composite scale was generated to measure heads of school overall 

job satisfaction using the first two scales.  Tables 1.28 to 1.30 display the responses of Maltese 

heads of school to a number of items measuring these three subscales. Items marked with an 

asterisk (*) were reverse coded. 

 
Table 1.28: Items related to job satisfaction with work environment 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with the following statements? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
I enjoy working at this school 0.0% 1.9% 55.8% 42.3% 

I would recommend this school as a good place to work 0.0% 1.9% 34.6% 63.5% 

I am satisfied with my performance in this school 0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 

All in all, I am satisfied with my job 0.0% 0.0% 74.0% 26.0% 

 

Table 1.29: Items related to job satisfaction with profession 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with the following statements? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
The advantages of this profession outweigh the disadvantages 9.6% 25.0% 51.9% 13.5% 

If I could decide again, I would still choose this job / position 0.0% 13.5% 69.2% 17.3% 

I regret that I decided to become a head of school* 36.5% 59.6% 3.8% 0.0% 

It would have been better to choose another profession* 26.9% 32.7% 32.7% 7.7% 

 

Table 1.30: Items related to workload stress 

Thinking about your job at this school, to what extent  
are the following sources of stress in your work? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Having too much teacher appraisal and feedback work to do 13.5% 59.6% 17.3% 9.6% 

Having too much administrative work to do 0.0% 23.1% 38.5% 38.5% 

Having extra duties due to absent school staff 26.9% 53.8% 17.3% 1.9% 

 

Two subscales related to school leadership were developed, which include ‘participation among 

stakeholders’ and ‘school leadership’.  Tables 1.31 to 1.32 display the responses of Maltese heads 

of school to a number of items measuring these two subscales. 
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Table 1.31: Items related to participation among stakeholders 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with these  
statements as applied to this school? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 This school provides staff with opportunities to actively 

 participate in school decisions 
0.0% 1.9% 54.7% 43.4% 

 This school provides parents with opportunities to actively 

 participate  in school decisions 
0.0% 25.0% 65.4% 9.6% 

 This school provides students with opportunities to actively 

 participate in school decisions 
0.0% 22.6% 60.4% 17.0% 

 This school has a culture of shared responsibility for school 

 issues 
0.0% 3.8% 67.9% 28.3% 

 There is a collaborative school culture which is characterised  

 by mutual support 
0.0% 5.7% 64.2% 30.2% 

  

Table 1.32: Items related to school leadership 

How frequently you engaged in the following  
activities in this school during the last year? Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

 I took actions to support co-operation among teachers to 
develop new teaching practices 3.8% 41.5% 45.3% 9.4% 

I took actions to ensure that teachers take responsibility for 
improving their teaching skills 1.9% 35.8% 54.7% 7.5% 

I took actions to ensure that teachers feel responsible for their 
students’ learning outcomes 3.8% 28.3% 58.5% 9.4% 

 

Four subscales related to school climate were developed, which include ‘lack of special needs 

personnel’, ‘school violence and delinquency’, ‘academic pressure’ and ‘stakeholders involvement 

and partnership’. Tables 1.33 to 1.36 display the responses of Maltese heads of school to a 

number of items measuring these four subscales. 

 

Table 1.33: Items related to lack of special needs personnel 

To what extent is this school’s capacity to provide quality  
instruction currently hindered by any of the following issues? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 Shortage of teachers with competence in teaching students 
with special needs 17.0% 54.7% 20.8% 7.5% 

Shortage of teachers with competence in teaching students 
in a multicultural or multilingual setting 39.6% 49.1% 9.4% 1.9% 

Shortage of teachers with competence in teaching students  
from socio-economically disadvantaged homes 47.2% 43.4% 7.5% 1.9% 

 

Table 1.34: Items related to school violence and delinquency 

In this school, how often do these occur amongst students? Never 
Less than 
monthly Monthly  Weekly Daily 

 
Vandalism and theft 17.0% 67.9% 13.2% 1.9% 0.0% 

Intimidation or bullying among students or verbal abuse 1.9% 43.4% 24.5% 24.5% 5.7% 

Physical injury caused by violence among students 34.0% 49.1% 9.4% 5.7% 1.9% 

Intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or staff 50.9% 37.7% 7.5% 1.9% 1.9% 
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Table 1.35: Items related to academic pressure 

To what extent do the following statements 

 apply to this school? Not at all 
To some 

extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Teachers understand the school’s curricular goals 0.0% 5.7% 50.9% 43.4% 

Teachers succeed in implementing the school’s curriculum 0.0% 5.7% 49.1% 45.3% 

Teachers hold high expectations for student achievement 0.0% 7.5% 37.7% 54.7% 
 

 
Table 1.36: Items related to stakeholder involvement, partnership 

To what extent do the following statements  
apply to this school? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Parents or guardians support student achievement 1.9% 20.8% 52.8% 24.5% 

Parents or guardians are involved in school activities 0.0% 58.5% 30.2% 11.3% 

The school co-operates with the local community 3.8% 52.8% 30.2% 13.2% 

 

Only one subscale was generated to measure organisational innovativeness. Table 1.37 displays 

the responses of Maltese Heads of school to a number of items measuring this organisational 

innovativeness subscale. 

 
Table 1.37: Items related to organisational innovativeness 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with these statements? 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 This school quickly identifies the need to do things 0.0% 1.9% 73.6% 24.5% 

 This school quickly responds to changes when needed 0.0% 7.5% 66.0% 26.4% 

 This school readily accepts new ideas 0.0% 9.4% 71.7% 18.9% 

 This school makes assistance readily available for the  

 development of new ideas 0.0% 3.8% 71.7% 24.5% 

 

Only one subscale was generated to measure diversity beliefs. Table 1.38 displays the responses 

of Maltese Heads of school to a number of items measuring this equity and diversity beliefs 

subscale. 

 

Table 1.38: Items related to diversity beliefs 

Approximately how many teachers in this school  

would agree with the following statements? 
Almost 
none Some Many 

Almost 

all 

 It is important to be responsive to differences in students’ 
cultural backgrounds 1.9% 1.9% 39.6% 56.6% 

It is important for students to learn that people from other 
cultures can have different values 1.9% 1.9% 43.4% 52.8% 

Respecting other cultures is something that children and young 
people should learn as early as possible 0.0% 3.8% 30.2% 66.0% 

Children and young people should learn that people of different 
cultures have a lot in common 1.9% 3.8% 32.1% 62.3% 
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1.6 Data Analysis 
 

Several statistical tests were used to relate variables together.  Pearson correlation was used to 

measure the strength of the relationship between scale scores. The One-Way ANOVA test was 

used to compare mean scale scores between school types (state, church, independent).  A 0.05 

level of significance was adopted in both tests. Moreover, linear regression models were used in 

those cases where the dependent (response) variable was continuous, while binary logistic 

regression models were employed where the dependent variable was binary (two categories). 

Selection of the independent variables ( predictors)  included in each regression model was based 

on theoretical reasoning and, preferably, limited to the most objective measures or those measures 

that do not change over time. Controls for teacher characteristics included teacher’s gender, age, 

employment status (full-time/part-time) and years of teaching experience. Controls for class 

characteristics included variables of classroom composition (share of students whose first 

language differed from the language of instruction, low achievers academically, students with 

special needs, students with behavioural problems, students from socio-economically 

disadvantaged homes, academically gifted students, immigrant students or students with an 

immigrant background, refugee students) and class size. Observations with missing values for 

any of the independent variables were excluded from the analysis.  Moreover, the regression 

models, which were conducted separately for each participating country, explored collectively the 

relationships between different predictors. 

 

In the case of multiple linear regression models, the dependent variable y is linearly related to a 

number of independent variables (predictors) 1 2, ,..., kx x x  

 

0 1 1 2 2 ... k k        y x x x ε  

 

which can be written as: 

 
y Xβ +ε  

 

where ε  is a vector of error terms having mean 0, common variance 2  and assumed to be 

normally distributed. On the other hand, β  is a vector of unknown regression parameters which 

are estimated using the following result: 

 

 
1ˆ ' '


β X X X y  

 

The standard errors    ˆ ˆvarj jse    are estimated using the following result: 

 

   
12ˆvar '


β X X  

 

As a rule of thumb, the regression parameter is significantly different from 0 if it is larger than 

twice the standard error. The models’ explanatory power is also highlighted by the R-squared 

value, which represents the proportion of the observed variation in the dependent (response) 

variable that can be explained by the independent variables (predictors).  A stepwise approach 

was used was used to identify the significant predictors included in the model fit.  
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Table 1.39: Regression model relating job satisfaction to participation in induction activities 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Took part in formal/informal induction activities (Yes) 0.31 0.10 

Took part in formal/informal induction activities (No)   

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.09 0.19 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher 0.01 0.01 

  R-square = 0.01 

 

Table 1.39 provides an illustration to ease interpretation of the regression parameters. The model 

investigates the relationship between the teachers’ teaching fulfilment and comprehensiveness of 

induction programmes, given that gender and years of teaching experience are kept constant. The 

regression parameter (0.31) indicates that Maltese teachers, who took part in formal or informal 

induction activities, scored 0.31 points higher on job satisfaction than their counterparts who did 

not participate in these activities after adjusting for teachers’ gender and years of teaching 

experience.  Moreover, this regression parameter (0.31) is significant because its value is more 

than twice the standard error (0.10).  These three predictors explain 1% of the total variation in the 

job satisfaction scores. 

 

In the case of binary logistic regression analysis, the model relates the logarithm of the odds 

ratio / (1 )i ip p  to a number of independent variables (predictors) 1 2, ,..., kx x x  
 

'

0 1 1 2 2log ...
1
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i i k ki i i

i
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β  is a vector of regression parameters, ip  is a probability ranging from 0 to 1 and i  is the 

linear predictor. In binary logistic regression analysis, the parameters are estimated using an 

iterative weighted least squares procedure given by: 
 

 
1

1 1ˆ 
  ' '

β XW X XW z  

 

X is the design matrix, W is a diagonal matrix with elements iiw  and z is the working variate 

with elements iz . 
 

 1ii i iw p p   

 
log

1 1

i i i
i

i i i

p y p
z

p p p

  
  

  
 

  

The odds ratio (OR) measures the odds that an outcome occurs given a particular exposure, 

compared to the odds of the outcome occurring in the absence of that exposure. When a binary 

logistic regression model is fitted, the odds ratio is the exponential of the regression parameter
ˆ

j . The odds ratio and corresponding 95% confidence interval are given by: 

 

 ˆOdds Ratio exp j    

 ˆ ˆ95% Confidence Limits exp 1.96 .j js e   
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Table 1.40: Logistic regression model relating use of ICT in class and formal training in ICT for teaching 

Predictor (Motivation to become a teacher) Odds ratio Std. error 

Formal teaching and training in the use of ICT for teaching (Yes) 5.26 0.14 

Formal teaching and training in the use of ICT for teaching (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.12 0.12 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of teaching experience 0.01 0.01 

 

Table 1.40 provides an illustration to ease interpretation of the odds ratio. The model investigates 

the relationship between the use of ICT in class (yes, no) and the comprehensiveness of induction 

programmes in the use of ICT for teaching, given that teachers’ gender and years of teaching 

experience are kept constant.  The odds ratio (5.26) indicates that Maltese teachers, who took part 

in formal or informal induction activities in the use of ICT, are 5.26 times more likely to use ICT 

for teaching than their counterparts who did not participate in these activities after adjusting for 

teachers’ gender and years of teaching experience.  This odds ratio is significant because its 

logarithm (1.66) is more than twice the standard error (0.14).   

 

 

1.7 Report Structure 
 

Chapter 1 introduces the theoretical framework of the TALIS 2018 survey. It then describes the 

development and validation of the teachers’ and heads of schools’ questionnaire and sampling 

design.  The chapter then explains the generation of a number of simple and complex indices and 

how the data will be analyzed using appropriate statistical tests and models. 

 

Chapter 2 describes what teachers do in their classrooms and how teaching has changed over 

the past five to ten years. It also examines the extent to which teachers and school leaders 

engage in related activities to support student learning. Finally, it describes the extent to 

which teachers and schools are able to innovate in their methods of teaching and working 

together. 

 

Chapter 3 describes the age, experience and gender distribution profiles of lower secondary 

teachers and heads of school in countries participating in TALIS 2018 and examines how 

their demographic characteristics and experience have evolved since 2008. It explores how 

teachers deal with societal changes that have created new contexts for teaching, with 

increasingly diverse classrooms and schools. It also explores the practices implemented in 

schools to respond to student diversity, as well as teachers’ preparedness and confidence to 

teach in these more diverse environments. The chapter then focusses on school and classroom 

climate as an important lever within the school for students’ learning and well-being, as well as 

for teachers’ confidence and commitment to teaching. Finally, it sets the scene for the 

remainder of the report, by identifying school resources issues that particularly require action, 

according to teachers and school leaders. 

 

Chapter 4 examines the process through which in-service teachers were attracted to the 

profession and describes how teachers and school leaders were prepared for their roles. After 

analysing the prevalence and features of training programmes identified as effective in the 

research literature, it examines the relationship between the features of these programmes and a 
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range of quality indicators, including teachers’ sense of preparedness, self-efficacy in teaching 

and job satisfaction. Adopting a model that considers teacher education as a continuum, the 

chapter also explores the support provided to new teachers in their early career years. 

 

Chapter 5 examines the participation rates in in-service training for teachers and heads of 

school and discusses the different types of development opportunities available to them. It also 

reports teachers’ views on the characteristics of impactful training. After exploring the content 

of training activities attended by teachers and heads of school, it contrasts levels of participation 

with needs for further training. This chapter concludes by examining barriers to participation in 

training and the support received by teachers and heads of school to overcome them. 

 

Chapter 6 presents the main findings of the study and provides related policy pointers. These 

policy recommendations concern each of the four steps on the professional pathway, which 

include: 1) attracting and retaining quality teachers and school leaders; 2) supporting new 

teachers entering the workforce; 3) supporting the continuous professional growth of teachers 

and school leaders throughout their careers and 4) promoting quality teaching for every student. 
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2.1 Introduction 
 

Given that teaching is more dynamic, challenging and demanding, teachers and heads of school 

are expected to continuously innovate, adapt, and develop their teaching and school practices to 

equip all students with the skills and knowledge they will need to succeed in life and work. 

Undoubtedly teachers are the most important school-related influence on student learning. They 

inspire students to innovate, think and reflect deeply, and work in collaboration with others. It 

is, therefore, very important to understand how teachers achieve these objectives in their 

classrooms and how heads of school support and guide them with these tasks. 

 

Given the importance of expertise and specialisation in the teaching profession, TALIS aims at 

measuring whether and how teachers and heads of school make use of specialised knowledge, 

skills and practices in their jobs, based on their own opinions, and whether they see room for 

further development and improvement. Section 2.2 describes teachers’ teaching practices and 

what they do in their classrooms, focussing on effective teaching strategies, use of classroom 

time, assessment practices, teachers’ self-efficacy, and relationship between teaching, classroom 

and teacher characteristics. Moreover, this section describes how teaching practices changed 

over the past ten years. Section 2.3 examines the extent to which teachers and heads of school 

engage in related activities to support student learning, focussing on planning, preparation and 

marking, and time spent by heads of school on curriculum and teaching-related tasks. Section 

2.4 describes the extent to which teachers and heads of school are able to innovate in their 

methods of teaching and collaboration. 

 

 

2.2 Teachers’ practices in classrooms 
 

Teaching quality is a very important school variable in determining the success of an educational 

system.  An education system is effective when its teachers use teaching practices that improve 

student performance and develop the full potential of all students, regardless of their socio-

economic background, native language or migrant status. However, is difficult to comprehend 

what makes good and effective teaching. While most people can clearly remember the joy of 

learning from a good teacher and the occasional frustration with poor teaching, it would be hard 

for many to pinpoint the precise factors that discriminate between good and poor teaching. But 

while teaching quality is a difficult concept to measure, it can be inferred, based on observable 

indicators, such as the demonstration of improved motivation or learning gains by students, the 

implementation of quality processes or teachers’ perception of self-efficacy. 

2 
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Using teachers’ self-reports to measure instructional quality is particularly challenging, because 

these reports frequently reflect responses that the teachers consider socially desirable. This 

measurement issue often occurs when respondents are asked to rate the importance they attribute 

to each instructional practice. Very often teachers find it difficult to talk about the pedagogies, 

methods and practices they employ in their classrooms. Indeed, many teachers act as a response 

to the community of practice, making it difficult to discriminate between the practices that they 

are immersed in and their actual practices.  Past studies showed that teachers from the same 

school tend to share a similar approach to teaching than teachers working in two different 

schools. This suggests that teaching strategies are part of a ‘teaching culture’ within the school. 

 

To address these challenges, TALIS developed a set of complementary indicators aiming to 

measure what teachers do in their classrooms. TALIS asks teachers to identify a particular class 

chosen at random from their teaching schedule and then respond to a series of questions about 

this target class and how they teach the students. TALIS then uses fact-based questions about 

the frequency with which teachers use various practices and how much time they spend on 

different activities in their classroom. To complement these factual indicators, TALIS also asks 

teachers to evaluate how well they feel they are able to implement certain practices and achieve 

certain goals. 

 

 

2.2.1  Effective teaching strategies 
 

Teachers’ classroom practices are central to any study of teaching and learning, because what 

teachers do in the classroom has a huge impact on student learning outcomes. Other school 

factors influence student learning mainly because they influence teachers’ practices and so have 

a transmitted influence on student learning. Teachers’ classroom practices include a number of 

aspects, which are important for students’ learning outcomes, such as motivation to learn and 

achievement in core subject areas.  

 

Besides adopting a teacher-oriented perspective on student learning, this chapter also recognize 

that students bring their own family values, personal ability, motivation, well-being, and school 

trajectory to the classroom. These all have a powerful influence on the way students acquire 

new skills, knowledge, values and attitudes, which may also influence the way teachers teach 

them. This chapter adopts a positive approach, considering that all students are able to learn, 

regardless of their social or cultural background or gender and provided that their learning is 

supported by appropriate teaching approaches.   

 

Instructional quality has many facets, which sometimes vary across the field of education. 

There is a consensus that the concept is multidimensional and several research studies have 

been carried out to assess the impact of teaching practices on students’ learning outcomes. 

More specifically, TALIS asks teachers about the use of effective instructional practices, which 

can be grouped into four strategies (classroom management; clarity of instruction; cognitive 

activation; and enhanced activities).  To inquire about the frequency with which teachers use 

each practice in their target class, TALIS ask the following questions which are displayed in 

Table 2.1. The questions are rated on a 4-point likert scale ranging from ‘Almost never’ to 

‘Always’.  Moreover, Table 2.1 displays the percentages of lower secondary Maltese teachers 

who ‘frequently’ or ‘always’ use the following practices in their classrooms and compare them 

to the OECD averages. 
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Table 2.1: Teaching practices 

Thinking about your teaching, how often do you do the following? 

Percentage of teachers who 
reported that they frequently 

or always use these strategies 

Malta average OECD 
average 

Classroom 
management 

Tell students to follow classroom rules 76.7% 70.7% 

Tell students to listen to what I say 76.0% 70.2% 

Calm students who are disruptive 69.2% 65.0% 

When the lesson begins, tell students to quieten 
down quickly 

74.5% 61.1% 

Clarity of 
Instruction 

 

Explain what I expect students to learn 87.7% 89.9% 

Explain how new and old topics are related 81.6% 83.9% 

Set goals at the beginning of instruction 84.9% 80.5% 

Refer to a problem from everyday life or work to 
demonstrate why new knowledge is useful 

77.5% 73.7% 

Present a summary of recently learned content 75.2% 73.5% 

Let students practise similar tasks until I know 
that every student has understood the subject 
matter 

75.1% 67.9% 

Cognitive 
activation 

 

Give tasks that require students to think critically 60.4% 58.1% 

Have students work in small groups to come up 
with a joint solution to a problem or task 

42.7% 50.1% 

Ask students to decide on their own procedures 
for solving complex tasks 

40.6% 44.5% 

Present tasks for which there is no obvious 
solution 

31.2% 33.9% 

Enhanced 
activities 

Let students use ICT for projects or class work 48.2% 52.7% 

Give students projects that require at least one 
week to complete 

35.9% 28.6% 

 

Classroom management is often described as the actions teachers take to ensure an orderly 

environment and effective use of time during lessons. Numerous studies have identified 

classroom management as an important contributor to student learning and a strong predictor of 

student achievement. Large-scale international assessments of student achievement have found 

a positive relationship between an orderly environment and student attainment. TALIS provides 

insights on the things teachers do to maintain order that may already exist in the classroom or to 

re-establish order.  Table 2.1 shows that Maltese teachers frequently engage in practices that 

maintain an orderly classroom, including telling students to follow classroom rules (76.7%); 

and listen to what they say (76.0%). Slightly fewer teachers report that they frequently take 

measures to react to disruptions from students in the classroom, such as asking students to quieten 

down quickly (74.5%); as well as calming students who are disruptive (69.2%).  All these 

percentages exceeded the OECD averages.  Around 25% of Maltese teachers reported that they 

rarely or almost never engage in these classroom management practices, either because their 

students enhance a pleasant learning atmosphere or because the teachers enjoy natural authority 

and do not have to keep repeating classroom rules to students.   
 

Researchers have also identified clarity of instruction as an important influence on student 

learning. Table 2.1 shows that Maltese teachers frequently use practices pertaining to clarity of 

instruction, by explaining to students what they expect them to learn (87.7%); explaining how 
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new and old topics are related (81.6%); setting goals at the beginning of instruction (84.9%); 

referring to a problem from everyday life or work to demonstrate why knowledge is useful 

(77.5%); presenting a summary of recently learned content (75.2%); and letting students practice 

similar tasks until they know that every student has understood the subject matter (75.1%). Most 

of these percentages exceeded the OECD averages.   
 

Cognitive activation practices seem to be less widespread than practices pertaining to clarity of 

instruction. Cognitive activation consists of instructional activities that require students to 

evaluate, integrate and apply knowledge within the context of problem-solving. These activities 

are commonly associated with group work on complicated problems. Table 2.1 shows that 

Maltese teachers frequently give tasks that require students to think critically (60.4%); have 

students work in small groups to come up with a joint solution to a problem or task (42.7%); 

ask students to decide on their own procedures for solving complex tasks (40.6%); and present 

tasks for which there is no obvious solution (31.2%). Cognitive activation practices are perhaps 

the most demanding and complex of the teaching strategies, possibly because they are more 

closely connected to subject domain than the other three strategies. Most of these percentages 

were lower than the OECD averages.   
 

TALIS also asks teachers about the frequency with which they use ‘enhanced activities’, which 

encompass practices that give students the chance to work independently, using some specific 

tools, such as information and communication technology (ICT), or over a longer period of time. 

Table 2.1 shows that 48.2% of Maltese teachers let students use ICT for projects or class work, 

which is lower than the OECD average (52.7%). Moreover, 35.9% of Maltese teachers frequently 

give students projects that require at least one week to complete, which is higher than the OECD 

average (28.6%). Enhanced activities are not as widespread as other teaching strategies, 

potentially because they require additional resources and command of them (access to and 

skills to use ICT) and require more sophisticated planning.    
 

TALIS collect robust and rich information about teachers’ and heads of schools’ characteristics 

as well as about their schools. Many of the specific personal traits, for instance, teachers’ attitudes 

and self-efficacy, cannot be observed directly, but only through expressed opinions or intended 

and observed behaviour. Such traits are considered latent and cannot be measured directly. In 

large-scale studies, sets of items drawn from the studies’ instruments are used to estimate these 

latent traits. The instruments used in the TALIS surveys are the teacher and head of school 

questionnaires, the items of which are designed to reflect specific facets of the envisaged latent 

traits. Initial validity check of the scales was carried out by subjecting the data to extensive 

quality checks that included the use of item-level statistics to check the distribution of missing 

data, the number of responses per category and the shape of response distributions and reliability 

analyses. 
 

Chapter 1 highlighted that confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is required to confirm a suitable 

factor structure. CFA extends over exploratory factor analysis (EFA) by providing tools for 

exploring factor structures, allows the modification of specific features of the model beyond the 

number of factors and supports the testing of the model fit.  In other words CFA provides a 

framework for proposing a specific measurement model, fitting the model and then testing for 

the appropriateness and accuracy of the model fit. Analysis of the main study data, items and 

scales involved another thorough evaluation of the extent to which each scale measured its 

construct consistently (construct reliability) and the extent to which the scale measured the 

same construct across the participating countries. After testing and confirming a stable latent 

construct model, scale scores were estimated to serve as numeric values for the latent constructs. 
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Figure 2.1: Classroom management score distribution provided by Maltese teachers 

 

 
Figure 2.2: Mean classroom management scores, clustered by school type 

 

Using CFA, a classroom management scale score was generated for each participating teacher, 

where the larger the score the higher is the teacher intervention to ensure an orderly environment 

and effective use of time during lessons. Figure 2.1 shows that the classroom management score 

distribution of Maltese teachers is left skewed with mean 11.01 and standard deviation 1.987. 

Figure 2.2 shows that the mean classroom management scores of teachers in state (11.02), 

church (11.06) and independent schools (10.78), schools vary marginally and differences are 

not significant at the 0.05 level of significance. 
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Figure 2.3: Clarity of instruction score distribution provided by Maltese teachers 

 

 
Figure 2.4: Mean clarity of instruction scores, clustered by school type 

 

Using CFA, clarity of instruction scale score was generated for each participating teacher, 

where the larger the score the higher is the teacher’s clarity of instruction to enhance student 

learning.  Figure 2.3 shows that the clarity of instruction score distribution of Maltese teachers is 

left skewed with mean 12.34 and standard deviation 2.238. Figure 2.4 shows that the mean 

clarity of instruction scores of teachers in independent (12.71) and church (12.53) schools are 

larger than the mean score of teachers in state schools (12.20) and the difference is significant at 

the 0.05 level of significance. 
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Figure 2.5: Cognitive activation score distribution provided by Maltese teachers 

 

 
Figure 2.6: Mean cognitive activation scores, clustered by school type 

 

Using CFA, a cognitive activation scale score was generated for each participating teacher, 

where the larger the score the higher is the prevalence of activities associated with group work 

on complicated problems.  Figure 2.5 shows that the cognitive activation score distribution of 

Maltese teachers is fairly symmetric with mean 9.97 and standard deviation 2.209. Figure 2.6 

shows that the mean cognitive activation scores of independent (10.36) and church (10.23) 

schools are larger than the mean score of state schools (9.79) and the difference is significant at 

the 0.05 level of significance. 
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Moreover, a regression model was fitted to relate the cognitive activation score of Maltese 

teachers to a number of predictors collectively, which included class size, classroom composition, 

gender, age, teaching experience and working status of teacher. Table 2.2 displays the regression 

coefficients and their corresponding standard error, where a positive coefficient represents a 

positive relationship and a negative coefficient represents a negative relationship. Bold values 

indicate that the relationships are significant. 

 
Table 2.2: Regression model relating cognitive activation to classroom and teacher characteristics 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Class size 0.01 0.01 

Class includes academically gifted students (Yes) 0.01 0.00 

Class includes academically gifted students (No) 0  

Class includes low academic achievers (Yes) -0.02 0.00 

Class includes low academic achievers (No) 0  

Class includes students with special needs (Yes) 0.02 0.01 

Class includes students with special needs (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.44 0.12 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Age of teacher -0.03 0.01 

Years of experience of teacher -0.01 0.01 

Working status (Full-time) -0.24 0.25 

Working status (Full-time) 0  

  R-square = 0.05 

 

The regression model only explains 5% of the total variation in the cognitive activation scores. 

Cognitive activation practices in Maltese classrooms are less prevalent when the classroom 

includes a higher proportion of low academic achievers and more prevalent when the classroom 

includes a higher proportion of students with special needs. Moreover, these practices are used 

less frequently by Maltese female teachers compared to males.  

 

 

2.2.2  Teachers’ assessment practices 
 

To employ the four teaching strategies effectively, teachers need to provide feedback to 

students about their learning progress in the form of both formative and summative assessment 

Formative assessment consists of providing feedback and information during the teaching 

process, while learning is taking place. Summative assessment typically takes place after the 

teaching process has been completed and provides information and feedback about learning 

outcomes. Research shows that effective teaching includes providing constructive feedback and 

that this type of feedback has positive implications for teaching and learning. TALIS asks 

teachers to report the frequency with which they use a set of four practices for assessing student 

learning in their target class. Table 2.3 shows that three of the assessment practices are prevalent 

among Maltese teachers. 82.3% of teachers report that they frequently observe students and 

provide immediate feedback; 84.4% of teachers report that they frequently administer their own 

assessment to students; and 76.2% report that they provide written feedback on student work in 

addition to a mark. These percentages exceed the OECD averages.  Only 39.6% of Maltese 

teachers let students evaluate their own progress, which is lower than the OECD average (41.0%).  

This suggests that formative assessment practices are less prevalent.  
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Table 2.3: Teachers’ assessment practices 

How often do you use the following methods of assessing 
student learning in the target class? 

Percentage of teachers who 

Malta average OECD average 

Observe students when working on particular tasks and provide 
immediate feedback 

82.3% 78.8% 

Administer own assessment 84.4% 77.2% 

Provide written feedback on student work in addition to a mark 76.2% 57.5% 

Let students  evaluate their own progress 39.6% 41.0% 

 

 

2.2.3  Teachers’ use of classroom time 
 

Worldwide, students enrolled in compulsory lower secondary education spend a considerable 

amount of time in the classroom, where the average duration is 913 hours per year across 

OECD countries. TALIS data makes it possible to know, based on teachers’ reports, how much 

of actual teaching and learning takes place during these lessons. More specifically, TALIS asks 

teachers to report how much time they spend during a lesson with their target class on three 

types of activities: actual teaching and learning; administrative tasks (e.g. recording attendance, 

handing out school information or forms); and keeping order in the classroom (maintaining 

discipline).  

 

Table 2.4 shows that on average Maltese teachers spend 75.1% of classroom time on actual 

teaching and learning and 7.2% of the time on administrative tasks.  Both of these percentages 

are significantly lower than the OECD averages (78.1% and 8.0% respectively).  On the other 

hand, the remaining classroom time spent by Maltese teachers on keeping order (17.3%) is 

significantly larger than the OECD average (13.4%). The classroom time teachers spend on 

actual teaching and learning varies considerably between countries.  In Estonia, the Russian 

Federation, Shanghai (China) and Viet Nam this percentage duration exceeds 85%, while 65% 

in Brazil, Chile, Saudi Arabia and South Africa this percentage duration is less than 70%. 

 

Table 2.5 shows that on average Maltese teachers with more than five years teaching experience 

spend around 3.7 additional minutes per hour lesson on actual teaching and learning than teachers 

with less than five years teaching experience. A significant difference in favour of more 

experienced teachers is found in almost all countries participating in TALIS, with the exception 

of Portugal, Saudi Arabia, South Africa and Viet Nam. Similarly, Maltese teachers aged more 

than 50 years spend around 5.4 additional minutes per hour lesson on actual teaching and learning 

than teachers aged less than 30 years. These differences likely result from the fact that teaching 

experience but also, potentially, maturity and/or other work experiences lead more senior teachers 

to adopt efficient classroom routines that reduce the amount of time they need to spend on 

administrative tasks or on keeping order in the classroom. But these gaps also partly stem from 

the fact that senior teachers tend to work in less challenging schools, where it is easier to teach.  

Moreover, Table2.5 shows that Maltese teachers working in privately managed schools spend 

around 4.5 additional minutes per hour lesson on actual teaching/learning than their counterparts 

in publicly managed schools. A significant difference in favour of teachers teaching in private 

schools is found in almost all countries participating in TALIS with the exception of Viet Nam, 

Italy and Colombia. Differences in actual teaching and learning durations vary marginally 

between male and female teachers. This trend applies to most countries participating in TALIS. 
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Table 2.4: Use of class time during a typical lesson 

Country 
Average proportion of time teachers spend on each of these activities 

Administrative tasks Keeping order in class Teaching and learning 

Alberta (Canada) 6.5% 12.9% 80.6% 

Australia 7.6% 14.5% 77.6% 

Austria 9.1% 13.9% 76.6% 

Flemish (Belgium) 10.1% 15.3% 74.4% 

Brazil 11.3% 18.8% 67.4% 

Bulgaria 5.8% 10.4% 83.8% 

CABA (Argentina) 7.7% 15.6% 76.6% 

Chile 11.6% 17.5% 70.0% 

Colombia 9.9% 13.1% 75.2% 

Croatia 7.7% 9.1% 82.5% 

Cyprus 8.7% 13.3% 77.6% 

Czech Republic 7.0% 8.9% 83.6% 

Denmark 7.5% 10.3% 82.1% 

England (UK) 7.1% 12.6% 79.9% 

Estonia 5.3% 7.8% 85.5% 

Finland 6.2% 13.6% 79.9% 

France 8.1% 16.8% 74.7% 

Georgia 6.6% 7.7% 84.3% 

Hungary 7.6% 11.5% 80.1% 

Iceland 8.9% 16.3% 74.7% 

Italy 8.5% 13.4% 78.0% 

Japan 7.2% 13.6% 79.0% 

Kazakhstan 10.2% 10.2% 79.3% 

Korea 9.0% 14.2% 76.0% 

Latvia 5.8% 9.7% 84.3% 

Lithuania 6.0% 7.9% 84.6% 

Malta 7.2% 17.3% 75.1% 

Mexico 11.1% 12.4% 75.8% 

Netherlands 9.9% 17.3% 72.3% 

New Zealand 7.7% 15.0% 76.8% 

Norway 7.6% 9.7% 82.3% 

Portugal 8.2% 17.2% 73.5% 

Romania 8.4% 9.6% 80.8% 

Russia 7.2% 6.0% 85.9% 

Saudi Arabia 12.1% 21.5% 64.7% 

Shanghai (China) 6.5% 7.9% 85.4% 

Singapore 10.1% 16.1% 73.6% 

Slovak Republic 7.1% 12.1% 80.0% 

Slovenia 8.0% 11.5% 80.4% 

South Africa 15.8% 17.6% 66.0% 

Spain 7.9% 16.4% 75.3% 

Sweden 6.1% 11.4% 82.1% 

Chinese Taipei 9.2% 15.0% 75.4% 

Turkey 8.6% 18.0% 72.5% 

United Arab Emirates 8.5% 13.8% 75.7% 

United States 6.9% 13.4% 79.2% 

Viet Nam 5.7% 8.2% 85.4% 

OECD average 8.0% 13.4% 78.1% 
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Table 2.5: Percentage differences in mean duration spent on teaching/learning between groups 

Country 

Average proportion of time teachers spend on teaching and learning 

Percentage 
difference 

between female 
and male teachers 

Percentage 
difference 

between teachers 
aged at least 50 

years and 
teachers aged at 

most 30 years 

Percentage 
difference 

between teachers 
with more than 5 
years and those 
with less than 5 
years teaching 

experience 

Percentage 
difference 

between private  
and public schools 

Russia -2.7% 9.8% 4.0%  

Estonia -2.1% 10.1% 7.0% 1.7% 

Viet Nam -1.2% 1.3% 0.3% -3.6% 

Shanghai (China) -1.1% 5.6% 4.0% 0.5% 

Lithuania -0.7% 7.3% 4.5%  

Georgia -1.9% 4.2% 3.7% 1.1% 

Latvia -2.5% 13.7% 8.5%  

Bulgaria -1.5% 8.1% 3.8%  

Czech Republic -0.3% 6.2% 4.6% 2.3% 

Croatia 0.5% 5.8% 4.6%  

Norway 0.6% 6.4% 4.0% 1.0% 

Sweden -1.9% 9.9% 5.0% 0.4% 

Denmark -0.8% 6.3% 4.3% 5.4% 

Romania -0.5% 6.7% 4.5%  

Alberta (Canada) 1.0% 6.3% 4.2%  

Slovenia 1.2% 12.6% 4.7%  

Hungary -0.2% 9.0% 5.2% -0.8% 

Slovak Republic -1.0% 9.5% 6.2% 1.1% 

England (UK) 1.0% 7.0% 5.0% 0.9% 

Finland 0.8% 5.3% 2.8% 5.0% 

Kazakhstan -0.3% 9.1% 4.2% 5.2% 

United States -1.2% 2.7% 6.8% 4.1% 

Japan -2.2% 8.8% 2.5% -0.6% 

Italy 0.4% 7.0% 5.7% -1.7% 

Australia -0.8% 11.4% 7.6% 7.9% 

New Zealand 0.1% 8.5% 3.9% 8.2% 

CABA (Argentina) 1.3% 5.9% 3.7% 1.4% 

Austria 0.6% 6.3% 5.4% 3.3% 

Korea -0.8% 7.0% 6.7% -0.1% 

Mexico 0.3% 4.9% 3.0% 0.6% 

United Arab Emirates 0.6% 5.1% 4.4% 5.6% 

Spain 2.2% 7.2% 3.8% 3.5% 

Colombia -0.3% 5.9% 3.4% -2.3% 

Malta 0.4% 9.0% 6.2% 7.5% 

France 0.7% 9.3% 6.1% 4.3% 

Iceland 0.2% 6.4% 5.8%  

Flemish (Belgium) 0.9% 10.8% 6.6% 3.6% 

Singapore -0.4% 9.0% 4.8% 10.0% 

Portugal 1.4%  0.7% 5.3% 

Turkey 1.1% 3.0% 4.7% 2.3% 

Belgium 0.6% 9.8% 5.8% 5.1% 

Netherlands 4.1% 11.4% 6.3% -0.3% 

Chile 0.7% 6.0% 4.3% 0.9% 

Brazil 0.8% 3.2% 4.5% 6.3% 

South Africa -0.5% 2.1% 2.1% 5.3% 

OECD average 0.1% 7.6% 4.9% 2.3% 
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Table 2.6 displays the results of the regression model that was fitted to relate the use of classroom 

time of Maltese teachers to a number of predictors collectively, which included class size, 

classroom composition, gender, age, teaching experience, and working status of teacher. Bold 

regression coefficients and their corresponding standard errors indicate that the relationships are 

significant.  

 
Table 2.6: Regression model relating use of classroom time to class and teacher characteristics 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Class size -0.06 0.05 

Class includes academically gifted students (Yes) 0.04 0.03 

Class includes academically gifted students (No) 0  

Class includes low academic achievers (Yes) -0.21 0.04 

Class includes low academic achievers (No) 0  

Class includes students with special needs (Yes) -0.26 0.06 

Class includes students with special needs (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.90 1.43 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Age of teacher 0.06 0.11 

Years of experience of teacher 0.38 0.13 

Working status (Full-time) -0.63 1.52 

Working status (Full-time) 0  

  R-square = 0.18 

 

The regression model explains 18% of the total variation in the time spent on actual teaching and 

learning. As expected, the relationship between teachers’ experience and time spent on actual 

teaching and learning is positive and significant. Moreover, teaching and learning durations 

decrease significantly in classrooms that include a larger proportion low academic achievers and a 

larger proportion of students with special needs. Other predictors, including the class size, gender, 

age and working status of teacher are not significantly related to the time spent on actual teaching 

and learning. 

 

Table 2.7 compares the distribution of classroom time between the 2008 and 2018 cycles in 

actual teaching and learning, administrative tasks and keeping order in the classroom. In the 

last ten years, teaching/learning durations decreased by around 1 minute per hour lesson in 

Maltese schools, while classroom management increased by around 1 minute per hour lesson. 

Mean duration of administrative tasks remained the same. Of the nineteen countries participating 

in both 2008 and 2018 cycles, classroom time that teachers spend on actual teaching and 

learning during a typical lesson decreased in thirteen countries, with the largest reductions 

(around 2 minutes per hour lesson) observed for the Flemish Community of Belgium, Hungary 

and Turkey. On the other hand, an increase was registered in six countries, including Mexico, 

Australia, Italy, Denmark, Estonia and Norway. Classroom management duration increased in 

twelve countries, with the largest increment (around 2 minutes per hour lesson) observed for 

Turkey. On the other hand, a decrease was registered in seven countries, including Mexico, 

Australia, Italy, Denmark, Estonia, Iceland and Norway. Administrative tasks duration 

increased in twelve countries, with the largest increment (around 1 minute per hour lesson) 

observed for the Flemish Community of Austria, Hungary and Denmark. On the other hand, a 

decrease was registered in seven countries, including Mexico, Australia, Italy, Estonia, Malta, 

Brazil and Norway. 
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Table 2.7: Percentage use of class time during a typical lesson in the 2008 and 2018 cycles 

Country 

Administrative tasks 
Classroom 

management Teaching and learning 

2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 

Estonia 5.3% 5.5% 7.8% 9.1% 85.5% 85.3% 

Bulgaria 5.8% 5.0% 10.4% 8.2% 83.8% 86.9% 

Norway 7.6% 8.1% 9.7% 10.9% 82.3% 81.0% 

Denmark 7.5% 6.2% 10.3% 12.3% 82.1% 81.3% 

Slovenia 8.0% 7.3% 11.5% 10.1% 80.4% 82.7% 

Hungary 7.6% 5.1% 11.5% 10.6% 80.1% 84.3% 

Slovak Republic 7.1% 6.7% 12.1% 10.3% 80.0% 82.9% 

Italy 8.5% 8.8% 13.4% 14.3% 78.0% 77.0% 

Australia 7.6% 8.0% 14.5% 15.8% 77.6% 76.2% 

Austria 9.1% 7.6% 13.9% 13.4% 76.6% 79.0% 

Korea 9.0% 8.6% 14.2% 13.7% 76.0% 77.6% 

Mexico 11.1% 16.5% 12.4% 13.3% 75.8% 70.3% 

Malta 7.2% 7.3% 17.3% 15.7% 75.1% 77.0% 

Spain 7.9% 7.4% 16.4% 15.7% 75.3% 76.9% 

Iceland 8.9% 8.4% 16.3% 16.7% 74.7% 75.0% 

Flemish (Belgium)  10.1% 8.7% 15.3% 13.5% 74.4% 77.8% 

Portugal 8.2% 8.2% 17.2% 16.1% 73.5% 75.6% 

Turkey 8.6% 7.8% 18.0% 13.8% 72.5% 78.2% 

Brazil 11.3% 13.0% 18.8% 17.8% 67.4% 69.2% 

 

Table 2.8: Percentage differences in the use of class time between the 2008 and 2018 cycles 

Country 

Percentage change between 2018 and 2008 

Administrative tasks Classroom management Teaching and learning 

Estonia -0.2% -1.3% 0.2% 

Bulgaria 0.8% 2.2% -3.1% 

Norway -0.5% -1.2% 1.3% 

Denmark 1.2% -2.0% 0.8% 

Slovenia 0.8% 1.5% -2.2% 

Hungary 2.5% 0.8% -4.1% 

Slovak Republic 0.4% 1.8% -2.9% 

Italy -0.3% -0.9% 1.0% 

Australia -0.4% -1.3% 1.4% 

Austria 1.6% 0.5% -2.4% 

Korea 0.4% 0.5% -1.6% 

Mexico -5.4% -0.8% 5.6% 

Malta -0.1% 1.6% -1.9% 

Spain 0.5% 0.7% -1.6% 

Iceland 0.5% -0.4% -0.2% 

Flemish (Belgium)  1.4% 1.8% -3.3% 

Portugal 0.0% 1.1% -2.1% 

Turkey 0.8% 4.2% -5.7% 

Brazil -1.7% 1.0% -1.9% 
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2.2.4  Teacher self-efficacy 
 

The fields of teacher education and educational effectiveness are giving greater weight to the 

importance of teachers’ self-confidence. Several factors may account for this increased attention. 

First, teacher self-efficacy is strongly associated with teachers’ pedagogical practices and the 

quality of teachers’ instruction. Second, these teaching practices correlate, in turn, with student 

achievement and motivation, both of which are essential educational outcomes. Third, teachers 

with high self-efficacy show higher job satisfaction and commitment and are less likely to be 

affected by burnout, indicating the importance of the construct for their well-being. In addition 

to the factual indicators of teachers’ classroom practice presented above, TALIS also collects 

more subjective measures of teachers’ perception of the quality of their own teaching. 

 

In line with the assumption that teaching practices consist of several aspects, TALIS also 

considers teacher self-efficacy as multidimensional. To inquire about the extent to which 

teachers can do a series of goal-oriented actions, TALIS ask the following questions, which can 

be categorised into three core aspects, including classroom management, instruction and student 

engagement. The questions are rated on a 4-point likert scale ranging from ‘Not at all’ to ‘A lot’.  

Table 2.9 displays the percentages of lower secondary Maltese teachers who use ‘a lot’ or ‘quite a 

bit’ the following practices in their classrooms and compare them to the OECD averages. 
 
Table 2.9: Teachers’ self-efficacy 

To what extent can you do the following in teaching? 

Percentage of teachers who 
reported that they frequently or 

always use these strategies 

Malta average OECD average 

Classroom 
management 

Make my expectations about student behaviour 
clear   

91.4% 91.0% 

Get students to follow classroom rules   89.5% 88.8% 

Control disruptive behaviour in the classroom   83.7% 85.3% 

Calm a student who is disruptive or noisy   82.0% 83.4% 

Instruction 

Provide an alternative explanation, for example, 
when students are confused   

94.1% 92.1% 

Craft good questions for students   91.0% 87.5% 

Vary instructional strategies in my classroom   87.3% 84.5% 

Use a variety of assessment strategies   75.1% 80.3% 

Student 
engagement 

Get students to believe they can do well in school 
work   

87.1% 85.5% 

Help students value learning   84.2% 80.7% 

Help students think critically   82.8% 80.6% 

Motivate students who show low interest in 
school work   

74.7% 68.3% 

Enhanced 
activities 

Support student learning through the use of 
digital technology 

72.3% 66.8% 

 

Teacher self-efficacy in classroom management refers to teachers’ beliefs about their ability to 

establish an orderly learning environment and, therefore, effectively manage disruptive student 

behaviour. Table 2.9 shows that 81% to 91% of Maltese teachers report high levels of self-

efficacy in classroom management: successfully calming a student who is disruptive (82.0%); 

controlling disruptive behaviour in the classroom (83.7%); getting students to follow classroom 
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rules (89.5%); and making their expectations about student behaviour clear (91.4%).  These 

percentages are similar to the OECD averages (83.4%, 85.3%, 88.8% and 91.0% respectively). 

 

Teacher self-efficacy in instruction refers to teachers’ beliefs about whether they can feel 

confident in using a wide range of teaching practices, assessment strategies, and explanations.  

Table 2.9 shows that 94.1% of Maltese teachers report that they feel able to provide an alternative 

explanation (e.g. when students are confused); 91.0% can craft good questions for their students; 

87.3% feel that they can use a variety of instructional practices in their classroom, and 75.1% feel 

that they can use a variety of assessment strategies. These percentages vary a little bit from the 

OECD averages (92.1%, 87.5%, 84.5% and 80.3% respectively). 

 

Teacher self-efficacy in student engagement addresses teachers’ beliefs about the emotional 

and cognitive support they can give their students and about their ability to motivate student 

learning. Among the three core factors of self-efficacy, Maltese teachers feel least confident in 

motivating student learning. In fact, only 74.7% of teachers report that they can motivate students 

who show low interest in school work, suggesting that teachers particularly struggle when they 

want to turn around a given situation. However, 82.8% of teachers feel that they can help 

students think critically, 84.2% can help students to value learning, and 87.1% feel that they can 

get students to believe they can do well in their school work. These percentages vary a little bit 

from the OECD averages (68.3%, 80.6%, 80.7% and 85.5% respectively). 

 

The self-efficacy scale scores were derived using latent modelling within the framework of 

CFA.  Measurement invariance refers to whether the same construct is being measured across 

countries, or over time or across other specified groups (e.g. gender, cultural background, school 

type and socio-economic background). Satisfying the invariance property is essential for valid 

interpretation of the data, particularly when conducting cross-country and cross-time comparisons. 

After testing and confirming a stable latent construct model, scale scores are generated to serve as 

numeric values for the latent constructs. 

 

 
Figure 2.7: Self-efficacy score distribution in classroom management provided by Maltese teachers 
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Figure 2.8: Mean self-efficacy scores distribution in classroom management, clustered by school type 

 

Using CFA, a self-efficacy score in classroom management was generated for each participating 

teacher, where the larger the score the higher is the teacher’s ability to manage disruptive student 

behaviour and establish an orderly learning environment. Figure 2.7 shows that the self-efficacy 

score distribution in classroom management of Maltese teachers is left skewed with mean 12.65 

and standard deviation 2.109. Figure 2.8 shows that the mean self-efficacy scores in classroom 

management of teachers in state (12.62), church (12.72) and independent schools (12.72) vary 

marginally and differences are not significant at the 0.05 level of significance.  

 

 
Figure 2.9: Self-efficacy score distribution in instruction provided by Maltese teachers 
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Figure 2.10: Mean self-efficacy scores distribution in instruction, clustered by school type 

 

Using CFA, a self-efficacy score in instruction was generated for each participating teacher, 

where the larger the score the higher is the teacher’s confidence in using a wide range of teaching 

practices, assessment strategies, and explanations. Figure 2.9 shows that the self-efficacy score 

distribution in instruction of Maltese teachers is left skewed with mean 12.60 and standard 

deviation 2.103. Figure 2.10 shows that the mean self-efficacy scores in instruction of teachers in 

state (12.63), church (12.58) and independent schools (12.45) vary marginally and differences 

are not significant at the 0.05 level of significance.  

 

 
Figure 2.11: Self-efficacy score distribution in student engagement provided by Maltese teachers 
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Figure 2.12: Mean self-efficacy scores distribution in student engagement, clustered by school type 

 

Using CFA, a self-efficacy score in student engagement was generated for each participating 

teacher, where the larger the score the higher is the teacher’s ability to motivate student learning 

and give emotional and cognitive support to their students. Figure 2.11 shows that the self-

efficacy score distribution in student engagement of Maltese teachers is left skewed with mean 

11.96 and standard deviation 2.434. Figure 2.12 shows that the mean self-efficacy scores in 

student engagement of teachers in church (12.05) and independent schools (12.40) exceed the 

mean self-efficacy score of teachers in state schools (11.87) and the differences are significant. 

 

Table 2.10: Regression model relating teachers’ self-efficacy to classroom and teacher characteristics 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Class size 0.01 0.01 

Class includes academically gifted students (Yes) 0.02 0.01 

Class includes academically gifted students (No) 0  

Class includes low academic achievers (Yes) -0.01 0.00 

Class includes low academic achievers (No) 0  

Class includes students with special needs (Yes) 0.00 0.01 

Class includes students with special needs (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.36 0.12 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Age of teacher -0.04 0.03 

Years of experience of teacher 0.05 0.01 

Working status (Full-time) 0.13 0.31 

Working status (Full-time) 0  

  R-square = 0.03 

 

Moreover, a regression model was fitted to relate the teacher’s self-efficacy to classroom and 

teacher characteristics. Bold regression coefficients and their corresponding standard errors 

indicate that the relationships are significant. The regression model explains 3% of the total 
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variation in teacher self-efficacy. Table 2.10 shows that Maltese teachers with more than five 

years of teaching experience are more likely to feel confident in their teaching skills than their 

less experienced colleagues and teacher self-efficacy is more noticeable in classrooms which 

include academically gifted students. Moreover, Maltese female teachers fare better on self-

efficacy than their male counterparts. Other predictors, including the class size, age and working 

status are weakly related to the teacher self-efficacy. 

 

 

2.3 Teacher and head of school working time classification 
 

Given the amount of time available, the work of teachers and heads of school is composed of a 

multitude of often competing tasks. The way they use their working time is crucial for the 

quality of the teaching delivered in their classroom and school and for student learning. Indeed, 

teachers and heads of school always have to set priorities to balance their most important goals 

with the resources available to achieve them. The quality of teachers’ teaching in their classroom 

is likely to depend on the quality of the planning and preparation of their lessons. Similarly, the 

quality of teachers’ teaching hinges on the measures taken by heads of school to support 

teaching and learning in their school. Although indicators of such aspects of quality are relatively 

complex to build, it is possible to examine how much time teachers and head of school devote to 

these activities. 

 

 

2.3.1  Teacher working time classification 
 

To identify the number of hours teachers spend working in total on various tasks, TALIS asked 

teachers to specify how much time they spent on school-related tasks during the most recent 

complete calendar week prior to the survey (including tasks that took place during weekends, 

evenings or other out of class hours. Table 2.11 shows that Maltese teachers (including full-

time and part-time teachers) spend 36.7 hours per week on all the tasks related to their job in 

their surveyed school, of which 18.6 hours are devoted to teaching. These are lower than the 

OECD averages, which are 38.8 hours and 20.6 hours respectively). In other words, Maltese 

teachers spend approximately 50% of their working time teaching classes and this share is very 

similar for teachers working full-time and for those working part-time hours. But the share of 

teaching hours varies greatly across countries. The lowest shares (between 31% and 40% of 

total teacher working hours) are mainly observed in Eastern countries (Japan, Kazakhstan, 

Singapore and Viet Nam), but also in Norway, while the highest shares (between 72% and 

78%) are found in Brazil, Chile, Georgia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa and Turkey. These 

differences result from the way teachers’ hours are regulated, which varies among countries as 

well as from the country-specific school culture among other factors. In Japan, while teachers 

spend a low share of their working time on teaching (32%), they also engage highly in 

extracurricular activities (13% of their working time, compared to 4% on average in the 

OECD), which actually involves teaching extra lessons in ‘school clubs’ for the teachers. The 

next two most time-consuming activities in teachers’ work are planning and preparing lesson 

preparation, and marking and correcting student work. Table 2.11 shows that Maltese teachers 

spend 8.6 hours a week planning and preparing lessons and 5.4 hours a week marking and 

correcting students’ work.  These are higher than the OECD averages, which are 6.5 hours and 

4.2 hours respectively. 
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Table 2.11: Average number of hours that teachers spent on activities during the last week 

Country 

Average time, in hours, that teachers spend on school related activities 
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Australia 44.8 19.9 7.3 3.7 4.9 2.5 

Austria 37.2 19.2 7.4 2.3 4.6 1.0 

Belgium 35.1 18.5 5.8 2.1 4.6 1.3 

Flemish (Belgium) 37.1 18.5 6.4 2.2 4.8 1.3 

Brazil 29.8 22.3 6.0 3.0 4.3 3.0 

Bulgaria 38.5 19.9 7.5 2.9 4.1 1.8 

CABA (Argentina) 29.0 16.8 4.4 2.1 4.2 2.0 

Chile 38.1 28.5 6.4 3.0 4.4 2.4 

Colombia 40.5 26.8 8.2 3.4 6.2 3.8 

Croatia 39.4 19.7 8.3 2.1 3.7 1.8 

Czech Republic 38.5 19.1 7.3 2.1 4.2 2.2 

Denmark 38.9 19.4 7.0 3.0 2.5 1.5 

England (UK) 46.9 20.1 7.4 3.0 6.2 2.5 

Estonia 35.7 20.9 6.0 1.8 3.5 1.9 

Finland 33.3 20.7 4.9 2.1 2.9 1.0 

France 37.3 18.3 7.0 2.1 4.7 1.2 

Georgia 25.3 18.3 5.3 2.7 3.4 3.4 

Hungary 39.1 21.2 6.5 2.3 3.4 2.4 

Iceland 38.8 19.8 6.8 2.9 3.4 1.5 

Italy 30.0 16.8 5.1 3.2 3.7 1.4 

Japan 56.0 18.0 8.5 3.6 4.4 2.3 

Kazakhstan 48.8 15.1 9.1 4.3 4.8 3.5 

Korea 34.0 18.1 6.3 2.5 2.9 3.7 

Latvia 35.1 21.0 6.1 2.1 4.2 2.9 

Lithuania 35.4 18.7 6.4 2.1 4.0 2.2 

Malta 36.7 18.6 8.6 3.1 5.4 2.6 

Mexico 35.6 22.4 6.1 2.2 4.5 2.5 

Netherlands 36.4 17.4 4.9 3.0 3.7 2.5 

New Zealand 45.5 20.3 6.7 3.6 4.6 2.3 

Norway 39.9 15.8 6.3 3.3 4.3 2.4 

Portugal 39.6 20.1 6.8 2.4 6.9 1.4 

Romania 33.5 17.0 6.3 2.4 3.4 2.2 

Russia 42.6 24.1 9.1 3.6 4.6 3.1 

Saudi Arabia 28.7 20.7 5.5 3.7 4.9 3.2 

Shanghai (China) 45.3 21.8 8.5 4.1 7.8 5.3 

Singapore 45.7 17.9 7.2 3.1 7.5 2.4 

Slovak Republic 36.4 20.1 6.9 2.2 3.5 2.1 

Slovenia 39.5 19.5 8.6 2.6 3.5 2.2 

South Africa 35.0 25.7 5.6 3.1 6.3 3.0 

Spain 36.7 19.6 6.2 2.5 5.2 1.7 

Sweden 42.3 18.6 6.5 3.3 4.1 2.2 

Chinese Taipei 35.7 17.2 6.9 3.1 4.2 3.6 

Turkey 31.6 24.5 3.4 1.9 2.3 1.9 

United Arab Emirates 39.7 23.7 7.3 3.6 5.2 3.4 

United States 46.2 28.1 7.2 3.5 5.3 3.4 

Viet Nam 46.0 18.1 9.9 3.3 4.9 2.5 

OECD average 38.8 20.6 6.5 2.7 4.2 2.2 
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Table 2.12: Average number of hours that teachers spent on activities during the last week 

Country 

Average time, in hours, that teachers spend on school related activities 
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Australia 2.4 4.1 1.7 1.3 1.8 2.6 

Austria 0.8 1.8 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.6 

Belgium 0.8 1.7 0.8 0.6 1.1 1.5 

Flemish (Belgium) 0.9 2.4 0.8 0.8 1.1 1.4 

Brazil 1.5 1.3 3.0 1.6 2.1 2.4 

Bulgaria 1.1 2.7 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.3 

CABA (Argentina) 1.2 1.2 2.0 1.2 1.2 1.8 

Chile 2.0 3.4 2.3 1.8 2.0 2.0 

Colombia 3.3 3.0 4.6 2.7 2.6 2.6 

Croatia 0.5 2.6 2.3 1.2 1.6 1.6 

Czech Republic 1.0 2.9 1.7 1.2 1.2 1.2 

Denmark 0.7 1.7 0.8 1.4 0.9 2.3 

England (UK) 2.0 3.8 1.0 1.5 1.7 2.2 

Estonia 0.6 1.8 1.8 1.1 1.6 1.4 

Finland 0.3 1.1 0.8 1.2 0.4 0.9 

France 0.7 1.4 0.8 1.1 1.0 1.8 

Georgia 1.6 1.6 2.6 2.3 2.1 1.8 

Hungary 1.5 2.9 1.0 1.2 1.6 1.7 

Iceland 0.9 2.3 1.6 1.1 1.0 1.8 

Italy 1.1 1.9 1.8 1.2 1.0 0.9 

Japan 2.9 5.6 0.6 1.2 7.5 2.8 

Kazakhstan 2.5 3.2 3.2 2.5 3.1 2.2 

Korea 1.7 5.4 2.6 1.6 2.0 1.8 

Latvia 0.7 2.2 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.5 

Lithuania 1.2 2.3 2.6 1.3 1.9 1.6 

Malta 1.2 2.4 1.6 1.4 1.6 2.0 

Mexico 1.4 1.7 3.4 1.9 1.6 1.9 

Netherlands 1.0 2.4 1.9 1.5 0.9 2.0 

New Zealand 2.0 4.3 1.8 1.3 2.3 2.5 

Norway 1.2 2.6 1.3 1.3 0.7 1.8 

Portugal 1.3 2.7 1.6 1.1 1.6 1.5 

Romania 0.7 1.2 1.7 1.4 1.8 1.9 

Russia 1.7 3.4 3.5 2.0 2.5 2.4 

Saudi Arabia 3.2 2.7 3.1 2.2 2.6 2.5 

Shanghai (China) 3.2 2.8 3.2 2.2 1.9 2.6 

Singapore 1.4 3.8 1.8 1.3 2.7 8.2 

Slovak Republic 1.0 2.6 1.8 1.3 1.9 1.2 

Slovenia 1.1 3.5 2.4 1.8 2.3 2.7 

South Africa 2.8 3.6 3.0 2.2 3.3 2.4 

Spain 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.4 1.0 1.4 

Sweden 0.9 3.2 1.1 1.5 0.4 1.9 

Chinese Taipei 3.6 4.5 2.4 1.7 2.3 1.9 

Turkey 1.6 1.9 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.9 

United Arab Emirates 2.6 3.1 2.7 2.1 2.3 2.3 

United States 1.7 2.6 1.7 1.6 3.0 7.1 

Viet Nam 2.2 2.1 3.4 2.0 2.6 2.4 

OECD average 1.4 2.7 1.7 1.4 1.7 2.0 
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The way teachers distribute their time on planning and preparing lessons and on correction and 

marking varies substantially between countries.  Teachers in CABA (Argentina), Finland, 

Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Sweden and Turkey dedicate the equivalent of 11% to 

15% of their total time to preparing for classes, while teachers in Austria, Brazil, Bulgaria, 

Colombia, Croatia, Georgia, Malta, the Russian Federation, Slovenia and Viet Nam spend the 

equivalent of 20% to 23% of their total working time on preparation. 

 

Table 2.11 and 2.12 shows that Maltese teachers spend 3.1 hours a week in team work and 

dialogue with colleagues; 2.6 hours counselling students; 1.2 hours contributing to school 

management; 2.4 hours partaking in general administrative work; 1.6 hours participating in 

professional development activities; 1.4 hours communicating and cooperating with parents; 

1.6 hours engaging in extracurricular activities and 2 hours in other tasks.  These percentages 

are similar to the OECD averages. 

 

 

2.3.2  Head of school working time classification 
 

To identify how heads of school support their teachers in the core substance of their teaching 

tasks, TALIS asked heads of school to specify the proportion of time they spend on various 

activities throughout the school year in their role as heads of school. Among the seven activities 

listed in the heads of school questionnaire, one of the items (curriculum and teaching-related 

tasks and meetings) is closely related to supporting teaching in their school. This activity 

typically encompasses developing a school curriculum, teaching, observing their teachers’ 

classes, mentoring teachers, designing and organising professional development activities for 

teachers or being involved in student evaluation. It has been identified as a key component of 

instructional leadership of heads of school. Table 2.13 shows that Maltese heads of school 

spend 28.3% of the time on administrative tasks and meetings, 23.2% of the time on leadership 

tasks and meeting, 17.6% of the time on curriculum and teaching-related tasks and meetings, 

15.6% of the time interacting with students; 11.3% interacting with parents/guardians, 3.0% of 

the time interacting with the local community, business and industry, and 1.1% on other tasks.  

These percentages are comparable to OECD averages (29.5%, 21.3%, 16.3%, 13.2%, 10.3%, 

5.8% and 3.6% respectively). 

 

Table 2.13 also shows substantial cross-country differences in the way heads of school use their 

time. Heads of school in Czech Republic (39.6%), Norway (39.1%) and Russia (38.6%) spend 

more time on administrative tasks and meetings than United Arab Emirates (20.6%), Georgia 

(20.2%) and CABA in Argentina (19.9%). Heads of school in the Netherlands (33.3%) and 

Singapore (31.5%) spend more time on leadership tasks and meeting than Korea (15.8%) and 

Turkey (15.1%). Heads of school in Shanghai (27.0%) Viet Nam (25.0%) and Korea (23.6%) 

spend more time on curriculum and teaching-related tasks and meetings than Australia (11.2%), 

the Netherlands (10.5%) and Norway (10.5%). Heads of school in CABA in Argentina 

(19.6%), Brazil (19.4%) and Georgia (18.6%) spend more time interacting with students than 

Norway (9.8%), Slovenia (9.4%), Czech Republic (8.2%) and the Netherlands (6.2%). Heads 

of school in CABA in Argentina (14.7%), Turkey (13.9%) and Italy (13.7%) spend more time 

interacting with parents/guardians than Norway (7.3%), Viet Nam (7.2%) and Shanghai (7.0%). 

Heads of school in Italy (8.7%), Croatia (8.7%) and Japan (8.4%) spend more time interacting 

with the local community, business and industry than Czech Republic (3.5%), Sweden (3.1%) 

and Malta (3.0%). 
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Table 2.13: Average percentage of time that heads of school spend on the following tasks 

Country 

Average proportion of time heads of school spend on these tasks 
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Australia 33.5% 25.0% 11.2% 11.9% 10.1% 6.2% 2.0% 

Austria 34.6% 17.4% 15.5% 14.5% 11.0% 4.7% 2.4% 

Belgium 32.0% 22.5% 15.2% 13.3% 9.8% 4.2% 3.2% 

Flemish (Belgium) 28.5% 23.9% 15.1% 14.1% 10.2% 4.8% 3.9% 

Brazil 20.9% 17.6% 17.0% 19.4% 13.6% 7.8% 3.8% 

Bulgaria 32.9% 19.0% 17.1% 13.1% 9.8% 5.5% 2.8% 

CABA (Argentina) 19.9% 19.7% 19.0% 19.6% 14.7% 5.1% 2.1% 

Chile 22.6% 21.7% 19.9% 16.5% 11.9% 5.1% 2.6% 

Colombia 33.3% 17.7% 16.2% 12.4% 10.4% 7.5% 2.5% 

Croatia 28.9% 19.4% 16.8% 10.1% 9.9% 8.7% 6.2% 

Czech Republic 39.6% 21.5% 15.6% 8.2% 8.3% 3.5% 3.3% 

Denmark 28.3% 26.5% 13.9% 10.8% 10.2% 7.0% 3.6% 

England (UK) 25.4% 27.2% 16.5% 14.3% 9.8% 4.6% 2.1% 

Estonia 25.6% 27.3% 14.8% 12.3% 9.4% 6.3% 4.3% 

Finland 33.2% 24.3% 14.0% 11.1% 8.7% 4.8% 3.8% 

France 27.3% 19.9% 17.1% 16.3% 10.5% 6.7% 2.3% 

Georgia 20.2% 18.5% 21.4% 18.6% 12.1% 5.6% 3.7% 

Hungary 33.6% 21.5% 15.4% 11.9% 9.3% 5.0% 3.3% 

Iceland 25.3% 20.5% 13.5% 16.0% 11.3% 7.0% 6.4% 

Italy 29.4% 19.3% 17.6% 10.0% 13.7% 8.7% 1.2% 

Japan 23.0% 20.3% 22.5% 11.3% 10.0% 8.4% 4.4% 

Kazakhstan 21.6% 18.3% 21.3% 15.5% 12.0% 6.9% 4.5% 

Korea 28.1% 15.8% 23.6% 12.4% 9.0% 6.8% 4.3% 

Latvia 27.9% 19.8% 14.5% 15.0% 11.4% 6.8% 4.7% 

Lithuania 27.8% 22.3% 17.0% 12.2% 9.4% 6.6% 4.7% 

Malta 28.3% 23.2% 17.6% 15.6% 11.3% 3.0% 1.1% 

Mexico 26.9% 18.1% 17.8% 17.2% 12.8% 5.4% 1.8% 

Netherlands 28.4% 33.3% 10.5% 6.2% 7.9% 7.6% 6.1% 

New Zealand 29.5% 17.5% 18.7% 17.9% 9.7% 4.5% 2.4% 

Norway 39.1% 22.9% 10.5% 9.8% 7.3% 7.3% 3.1% 

Portugal 31.6% 23.5% 12.8% 11.7% 10.1% 6.6% 3.5% 

Romania 25.1% 19.3% 19.8% 11.9% 10.5% 8.2% 5.2% 

Russia 38.6% 19.5% 13.3% 10.5% 9.5% 5.4% 3.4% 

Saudi Arabia 29.2% 19.3% 20.4% 13.5% 9.2% 5.4% 2.9% 

Shanghai (China) 24.8% 19.9% 27.0% 11.9% 7.0% 5.2% 4.3% 

Singapore 21.2% 31.5% 19.7% 12.8% 8.5% 4.8% 1.6% 

Slovak Republic 31.7% 21.2% 16.8% 11.7% 9.9% 5.5% 3.2% 

Slovenia 32.0% 24.5% 16.5% 9.4% 8.2% 6.6% 2.9% 

South Africa 27.4% 20.0% 20.5% 13.1% 10.4% 6.2% 2.8% 

Spain 23.4% 22.1% 17.6% 13.4% 13.6% 6.1% 3.7% 

Sweden 33.9% 23.6% 12.5% 12.6% 11.0% 3.1% 3.5% 

Chinese Taipei 24.1% 21.5% 21.2% 13.4% 8.8% 8.3% 2.7% 

Turkey 29.5% 15.1% 14.7% 16.9% 13.9% 5.1% 4.8% 

United Arab Emirates 20.6% 21.6% 20.8% 15.9% 11.4% 6.4% 3.2% 

United States 27.3% 17.8% 17.4% 18.1% 8.2% 3.9% 7.2% 

Viet Nam 25.6% 22.1% 25.0% 12.1% 7.2% 4.8% 3.1% 

OECD average 29.5% 21.3% 16.3% 13.2% 10.3% 5.8% 3.6% 
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2.4 The extent teachers and schools can innovate 
 

Rapidly changing societies, economies, and technologies have led to frequent calls for innovation 

in education. Meetings of the International Summit on the Teaching Profession held in the past 

years stress the importance of enhancing innovation to create 21st century learning environments 

and conditions for the success of education systems. Educational innovation can add value in four 

main areas, which includes improving learning outcomes and the quality of education; enhancing 

equity in access to and use of education, as well as equality; improving efficiency and minimising 

costs; and introducing the changes necessary to adapt to rapid changes in society. 

 

An OECD TALIS report, published in 2012, defined innovation as ‘a new idea or a further 

development of an existing product, process or method that is applied in a specific context with 

the intention to create a value added’. The report pointed out that incremental adaptations of 

existing characteristics are a feature more commonly seen in relation to innovation than to 

radical change. A more recent OECD report defines innovation in teaching as ‘a problem-

solving process rooted in teachers’ professionalism, a normal response to addressing the daily 

changes of constantly changing classrooms. 

 

The literature on innovation in education discusses several perspectives on this matter. The first 

perspective concerns innovative teaching practices that support students’ acquisition of cross-

curricular skills. In addition to acquiring well-established literacies, such as reading and 

mathematics, students today need broader and more complex skills to have a fair chance of 

succeeding in complex modern societies and rapidly changing global labour markets. These 

skills encompass or refer to ways of thinking and working, mastering tools for working, and 

aspects of living in the 21st century. Creativity and innovation, problem-solving, critical thinking 

and digital literacy are the skills mentioned most often in this context, but there are others. 

 

A second perspective of interest with regard to innovation concerns the general uptake of 

innovative practices by teachers, as core actors in educational processes. Innovative practices 

typically encompass blended learning, gamification, computational thinking, and experiential 

learning or embodied learning. Table 2.14 shows that 78.2% of Maltese teachers agree with the 

statement that ‘most teachers in their school strive to develop new ideas for teaching and 

learning’, showing a general orientation of teachers towards innovative teaching. This percentage 

is marginally lower than the OECD average (79.0%).  Compared to other regions in the world, 

fewer teachers in European countries agree with this statement, particularly in Belgium (68.1%), 

the Czech Republic (67.6%), Portugal (64.8%) and the Netherlands (64.0%). Table 2.14 shows 

that 67.1% of Maltese teachers agree with the statement that ‘most teachers in the schools are 

open to change’. This percentage is significantly lower than the OECD average (74.1%).  

Compared to other regions in the world, openness to innovation seems to be lower in European 

countries, particularly in Malta (67.1%), Belgium (61.1%) and Portugal (59.3%). It may be the 

case that teachers in the European countries showing the lowest levels of innovation rely more 

heavily on the curriculum. However, this cannot be the explanation for all European countries, 

particularly Scandinavian countries, which allow teachers much autonomy in their teaching. 

Table 2.14 also shows that 77.8% of Maltese teachers agree with the statement that ‘most 

teachers in the school search for new ways to solve problems’. This percentage is marginally 

higher than the OECD average (76.8%).  Fewer teachers in European countries agree with this 

statement, particularly in the Netherlands (64.6%), Belgium (65.9%), Portugal (66.4%) and 

France (67.7%). 
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Table 2.14: Teachers’ views on their colleagues’ attitudes towards innovation 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who agree with the following statements 

Most teachers in 
the school strive to 
develop new ideas 

for teaching 

Most teachers in 
the schools are 
open to change 

Most teachers in 
the school search 
for new ways to 
solve problems 

Most teachers in 
the school provide 

support to each 
other in new ideas 

Australia 83.2% 74.4% 74.8% 84.2% 

Austria 82.0% 71.1% 71.2% 77.4% 

Belgium 68.1% 61.1% 65.9% 64.7% 

Flemish (Belgium) 69.8% 63.7% 71.4% 76.5% 

Brazil 84.4% 80.0% 83.7% 80.0% 

Bulgaria 86.2% 88.0% 83.7% 86.3% 

CABA (Argentina) 83.3% 75.4% 82.5% 80.0% 

Chile 79.7% 71.9% 75.1% 72.0% 

Colombia 83.3% 76.1% 80.9% 77.7% 

Croatia 73.7% 70.8% 71.4% 72.4% 

Czech Republic 67.6% 68.3% 71.7% 76.7% 

Denmark 82.0% 77.6% 77.3% 86.5% 

England (UK) 82.1% 76.0% 76.6% 84.2% 

Estonia 74.0% 82.1% 79.3% 78.1% 

Finland 79.1% 68.7% 74.4% 74.9% 

France 76.7% 69.1% 67.7% 73.5% 

Georgia 91.6% 91.9% 92.0% 93.2% 

Hungary 86.0% 80.4% 82.5% 81.0% 

Iceland 81.1% 78.2% 82.4% 82.9% 

Italy 73.4% 69.9% 72.6% 74.4% 

Japan 81.7% 70.1% 77.5% 70.6% 

Kazakhstan 90.4% 84.7% 90.1% 92.6% 

Korea 86.6% 69.8% 79.4% 70.9% 

Latvia 89.4% 86.1% 86.8% 85.3% 

Lithuania 88.8% 86.1% 87.7% 83.8% 

Malta 78.2% 67.1% 77.8% 79.8% 

Mexico 82.3% 76.0% 80.9% 70.9% 

Netherlands 64.0% 67.4% 64.6% 71.4% 

New Zealand 79.8% 73.1% 75.0% 82.7% 

Norway 72.1% 80.7% 92.6% 84.9% 

Portugal 64.8% 59.3% 66.4% 65.5% 

Romania 86.9% 85.5% 85.7% 83.2% 

Russia 77.8% 84.7% 84.0% 86.1% 

Saudi Arabia 85.1% 85.0% 85.6% 84.4% 

Shanghai (China) 91.7% 89.2% 90.6% 91.6% 

Singapore 78.9% 74.5% 73.8% 84.1% 

Slovak Republic 82.2% 80.7% 78.8% 83.3% 

Slovenia 85.2% 79.8% 80.6% 81.2% 

South Africa 70.1% 78.7% 78.7% 76.2% 

Spain 75.9% 68.7% 73.0% 71.4% 

Sweden 74.5% 74.9% 75.8% 78.5% 

Chinese Taipei 74.7% 73.5% 80.7% 77.3% 

Turkey 80.7% 79.2% 80.3% 79.4% 

United Arab Emirates 89.2% 87.2% 88.5% 88.7% 

United States 83.5% 70.5% 75.4% 83.8% 

Viet Nam 94.2% 89.5% 93.9% 93.9% 

OECD average 79.0% 74.1% 76.8% 77.9% 
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Table 2.15: Heads of schools’ views on innovation in school practices 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school who agree with the following statements 

The school quickly 
identifies the need 

to do things 
differently 

The school 
quickly responds 
to changes when 

needed 
The school readily 
accepts new ideas 

The school makes 
assistance readily 

available to 
enhance new ideas 

Australia 91.8% 85.1% 88.6% 93.5% 

Austria 88.7% 79.0% 73.9% 88.2% 

Belgium 86.9% 75.4% 70.5% 82.8% 

Flemish (Belgium) 87.8% 78.6% 60.3% 78.9% 

Brazil 97.5% 93.2% 90.2% 95.9% 

Bulgaria 93.2% 96.2% 91.2% 91.1% 

CABA (Argentina) 85.9% 82.2% 90.8% 92.7% 

Chile 95.8% 93.0% 89.0% 95.3% 

Colombia 90.9% 94.6% 94.7% 93.8% 

Croatia 97.3% 85.0% 88.1% 90.6% 

Czech Republic 95.8% 93.7% 90.1% 92.0% 

Denmark 91.9% 87.9% 96.4% 96.6% 

England (UK) 97.9% 98.2% 96.3% 97.7% 

Estonia 87.5% 87.6% 88.1% 82.8% 

Finland 79.4% 84.3% 88.0% 90.9% 

France 66.9% 62.8% 71.2% 71.7% 

Georgia 88.7% 97.5% 95.2% 93.6% 

Hungary 93.6% 90.6% 97.2% 91.7% 

Iceland 89.2% 90.3% 93.5% 94.6% 

Italy 66.8% 73.0% 65.9% 66.7% 

Japan 86.4% 88.1% 70.0% 72.6% 

Kazakhstan 88.7% 97.9% 94.7% 97.8% 

Korea 91.4% 94.7% 96.0% 98.1% 

Latvia 97.1% 94.7% 88.7% 90.3% 

Lithuania 95.9% 98.2% 92.4% 94.9% 

Malta 98.2% 92.7% 90.8% 96.3% 

Mexico 95.5% 87.7% 74.9% 83.4% 

Netherlands 86.3% 74.4% 53.0% 73.5% 

New Zealand 97.0% 97.4% 93.8% 96.0% 

Norway 84.7% 88.6% 70.6% 80.0% 

Portugal 91.6% 89.3% 89.3% 92.3% 

Romania 72.5% 97.7% 97.9% 96.9% 

Russia 86.7% 92.2% 81.5% 86.8% 

Saudi Arabia 92.8% 97.7% 99.7% 98.7% 

Shanghai (China) 96.0% 96.9% 93.5% 98.6% 

Singapore 93.2% 96.3% 92.6% 98.4% 

Slovak Republic 96.8% 96.8% 95.8% 98.2% 

Slovenia 99.3% 96.9% 78.5% 94.7% 

South Africa 94.0% 95.4% 94.9% 95.2% 

Spain 83.8% 78.8% 88.3% 88.9% 

Sweden 87.1% 86.7% 89.8% 89.8% 

Chinese Taipei 96.4% 91.9% 91.0% 94.9% 

Turkey 92.2% 91.2% 89.2% 95.0% 

United Arab Emirates 97.8% 97.1% 97.1% 97.3% 

United States 91.7% 89.0% 91.3% 89.9% 

Viet Nam 99.3% 99.5% 65.0% 98.8% 

OECD average 89.2% 87.8% 85.3% 89.1% 
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The third literature-based perspective on innovation concerns school contexts that are open to 

innovation. Table 2.14 also shows that 79.8% of Maltese teachers agree with the statement that 

‘most teachers in their school provide practical support to each other for the application of new 

ideas’. This percentage is marginally higher than the OECD average (77.9%).  This reinforces 

the idea that innovation also has an organisational component that reflects shared perceptions of 

a group’s innovativeness by the teachers of the school. This organisational component seems to 

be more pronounced in Viet Nam (93.9%), Georgia (93.2%), Kazakhstan (92.6%) and Shanghai 

(91.6%), and less prominent in Belgium (64.7%) and Portugal (65.5%). 

 

Maltese heads of school also report high levels of innovation-friendliness in their schools. Table 

2.15 shows that 98.2% of heads of school agree that their school quickly identifies the need to 

do things differently; 92.7% agree that their school quickly responds to changes when needed; 

90.8% agree that their school readily accepts new ideas; and 96.3% agree that their school 

makes assistance readily available for the development of new ideas.  The percentages are 

significantly larger than the OECD averages (89.2%, 87.8%, 85.3% and 89.1% respectively). In 

addition to an innovation-friendly school climate, certain system characteristics are important 

preconditions for innovation, because their presence makes it easier for schools to adapt to 

rapid developments. One such characteristic is documented in several OECD reports which 

pointed out the value that professional learning communities offer by constantly providing 

feedback to teachers, thus supporting incremental change and positively affecting instructional 

quality and student achievement.  
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3.1 Introduction 
 

Throughout the last decade, the world has experienced large changes: greater digitalisation, 

rapid dissemination of innovation, a financial crisis and its ongoing impacts, growing pressures 

on public budgets, challenges to social cohesion and democratic values and a larger influx of 

refugees. All these trends have an impact on countries, as well as on students, teachers and heads 

of school in their education systems. Besides their impact on the characteristics of learners and the 

learning environments and climate in schools and classrooms, these issues contest the way 

education has been perceived, prompting a sense of urgency to adapt to new realities as the 

pace of change is accelerating.  

 

Targeting successful careers and personal lives, students nowadays need to develop broader 

knowledge, skills and attitudes than previous generations. This is prompting many education 

systems to review their curriculum and the way it is taught, to prepare students to confront the 

future with confidence as responsible citizens. The work of teachers is thus more complex than 

ever, raising the question of how well teachers are prepared for these new contexts and new 

demands. Moreover, there is acceptance that teachers have a strong influence on instructional 

quality and student achievement, and heads of school have an undue impact on school-level 

improvement. Knowing that teachers are central to the teaching process and school leadership 

is critical to enhance education quality. 

 

Section 3.2 explores the changing demographics of the teaching profession. It describes the 

profiles of lower secondary teachers and heads of school of the countries participating in TALIS, 

particularly the age, experience and gender distribution of teachers and heads of school, and how 

their demographic characteristics and experience have evolved since 2008. Section 3.3 explores 

how teachers deal with societal changes that have created new contexts for their teaching, with 

increasingly diverse classrooms and schools in terms of students’ backgrounds and ability 

levels. It also examines the practices implemented in schools to respond to student diversity, as 

well as teachers’ preparedness and confidence to teach in these more diverse environments. 

Section 3.4 explores the enhancing school and classroom climate, as important context and a 

school-level lever for both students’ learning and social well-being and teachers’ confidence 

and commitment to teaching. The topic that will be discussed in this section includes the safety of 

schools’ learning environments, teachers’ relationship with students, disciplinary school climate, 

teaching practices and teachers’ self-efficacy. Section 3.5 identifies school resources issues and 

areas that particularly require intervention and improvement, according to teachers and heads of 

school. 

3 
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3.2 Changing demographics of the profession 
 

The TALIS survey provides a comprehensive comparative perspective on the characteristics of 

teachers and heads of school across participating countries. This makes it possible to capture 

their demographic profiles in terms of age, gender and their work experience to provide clues 

on career paths of teachers and heads of school, in addition to the degree of staff stability and 

mobility in the system. Patterns of experience also have implications for policy makers, with 

respect to the nature of training and support mechanisms needed to support the profession.  This 

support can be provided through induction and mentoring schemes for inexperienced teachers 

and heads of school, which will be discussed in Chapter 4, and professional development for 

more experienced teachers and heads of school, which will be discussed in Chapter 5. Changes 

over time in these indicators also provide valuable information on the dynamics of human 

resources in school education. 

 

 

3.2.1  Age and experience profile of teachers and heads of school 
 

Information from TALIS about the age and experience distribution of the teacher workforce is 

essential. Besides helping policy makers to assess the renewal of the profession needed to 

compensate for retirement attrition in education systems with ageing populations, the information 

is also useful to assess needs for training and support mechanisms to best support the 

profession. Having a diverse age distribution among teachers can also expose students to different 

role models at different stages of the lifespan. 

 

Similarly, the demographic and experience profiles of heads of school help policy makers to 

forecast and manage human resources for heads of school in the system and to support them in 

schools. Indeed, heads of school are increasingly viewed as critical in fostering quality teaching, 

through their influence on school organisation and climate and on teachers and teaching. Indeed 

school leadership is important in improving student achievement and improving schools that are 

underperforming or failing. There is mounting evidence that the role of heads of school has 

become increasingly challenging, with increased workloads and accountability duties. This is 

true especially for new heads of school, who find it particularly challenging to collaborate with 

and gain the credibility of different stakeholders. The challenges faced by heads of school also 

depend on the social, economic and physical context of the schools they lead. Previous studies 

show a positive association between training received in instructional leadership and the actions 

taken by heads of school as instructional leaders. The question of how much experience heads 

of school bring to the job and how to best support them to meet the many demands they face is 

crucial.   

 

Table 3.1 displaying the mean age of teachers across countries participating in TALIS shows 

considerable variation. These differences are reflected in varied proportions of younger teachers 

under age 30 years and older teachers aged 50 years or above. At one end of the spectrum, the 

average teacher is aged 38 years or younger in Turkey (35.5%), Malta (36.8%), Singapore 

(37.7%) and Saudi Arabia (37.8%). At the other extreme, the average teacher is over age 48 in 

Georgia (50.4%), Lithuania (49.9%), Estonia (49.1%), Bulgaria (48.9%), Portugal (48.7%), 

Italy (48.6%) and Latvia (48.4%). The average age of Maltese teachers is significantly lower 

than the OECD average (44.1). 
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Table 3.1: Average age of teachers and percentage of teachers clustered by age-group and country 

Country 
Teachers’ 

average age 
Percentage of teachers 

Under 30 years 30-49 years 50 years or more 

Georgia 50.4 3.9% 42.6% 53.5% 

Lithuania 49.9 2.8% 40.5% 56.7% 

Estonia 49.1 7.1% 39.3% 53.7% 

Bulgaria 48.9 5.6% 43.5% 51.0% 

Portugal 48.7 0.7% 52.4% 46.9% 

Italy 48.6 3.5% 48.2% 48.4% 

Latvia 48.4 7.9% 40.9% 51.2% 

Hungary 47.6 4.5% 47.9% 47.7% 

Russia 46.3 10.9% 47.3% 41.9% 

Iceland 46.2 4.7% 57.4% 37.8% 

Slovenia 45.8 3.2% 57.8% 39.0% 

Sweden 45.7 6.8% 57.3% 36.0% 

Spain 45.6 4.1% 59.5% 36.4% 

Czech Republic 45.1 9.4% 53.4% 37.1% 

Austria 44.9 15.7% 40.5% 43.8% 

Finland 44.8 6.9% 57.8% 35.3% 

Denmark 44.4 8.8% 58.5% 32.7% 

Slovak Republic 44.4 8.2% 58.7% 33.0% 

New Zealand 44.3 13.7% 51.3% 35.0% 

Colombia 44.3 9.1% 56.7% 34.3% 

CABA (Argentina) 43.9 9.7% 54.1% 36.2% 

Norway 43.8 12.5% 57.5% 29.9% 

Korea 43.4 9.4% 57.0% 33.6% 

United States 43.1 12.3% 56.6% 31.0% 

Romania 43.0 9.0% 64.7% 26.2% 

France 43.0 9.4% 63.4% 27.2% 

Netherlands 42.9 14.5% 53.4% 32.2% 

South Africa 42.7 17.1% 50.5% 32.4% 

Israel 42.4 11.9% 61.5% 26.5% 

Croatia 42.1 8.4% 67.3% 24.3% 

Japan 42.0 21.0% 46.2% 32.8% 

Australia 42.1 18.4% 51.8% 29.9% 

Brazil 42.0 10.1% 66.%6 23.3% 

Mexico 41.7 12.7% 62.%3 25.0% 

Kazakhstan 40.9 18.4% 54.%7 26.9% 

Chile 40.6 21.2% 51.9% 26.9% 

Alberta (Canada) 40.2 18.1% 61.5% 20.4% 

Belgium 39.6 21.4% 56.7% 21.9% 

England (UK) 39.5 19.1% 62.4% 18.5% 

Flemish (Belgium) 39.4 21.7% 56.3% 22.0% 

Viet Nam 39.4 9.1% 78.1% 12.7% 

Shanghai (China) 39.4 16.9% 68.3% 14.7% 

United Arab Emirates 39.3 12.3% 74.8% 12.9% 

Saudi Arabia 37.8 14.4% 80.2% 5.5% 

Singapore 37.7 23.3% 64.4% 12.3% 

Malta 36.8 28.6% 59.2% 12.2% 

Turkey 35.5 25.9% 67.9% 6.3% 

OECD average 44.1 11.1% 54.5% 34.4% 
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More than half of teachers are aged 50 years or above in Lithuania (56.7%), Estonia (53.7%), 

Georgia (53.5%), Latvia (51.2%) and Bulgaria (51.0%).  This is also the case for over 45% of 

teachers in Italy (48.4%), Hungary (47.7%) and Portugal (46.9%), suggesting ageing teacher 

populations. These education systems may face the challenge of replacing teachers in large 

numbers in the next decade. Such challenges will inevitably emerge if new teacher recruitment 

does not keep pace with retirement-induced attrition. The percentage of Maltese teachers aged 50 

years or above (12.2%) is significantly lower than the OECD average (34.4%). More than a fifth 

of teachers are aged less than 30 years in Malta (28.6%), Turkey (25.9%), Singapore (23.3%) and 

Flemish Belgium (21.7%), Belgium (21.4%) and Japan (21.0%).  The percentage of Maltese 

teachers aged less than 30 years is significantly higher than the OECD average (11.1%). While 

TALIS 2018 demographics data provide a snapshot of the profile of the teacher population in 

participating countries, changes over time shed further light on its dynamics. Indeed, the 

challenges faced by policy makers depend on countries’ historical trajectories in education. Table 

3.2 shows that the average age of Maltese teachers in Independent schools (40.11) is significantly 

larger than their counterparts in church (35.43) and state schools (36.99). Table 3.3 shows the 

share of teachers aged 50 years or above rose by over 5 % in Bulgaria, Hungary, Lithuania, 

Slovenia and Spain since 2008. 

 
Table 3.2: Average age of Maltese teachers clustered by school type 

School type Sample size Mean Std. Dev. P-value Minimum Maximum 

State 1063 36.99 9.428 0.000 19 71 

Church 449 35.43 10.228 19 74 

Independent 138 40.11 11.666 21 67 

 

Table 3.3: Change in age of teachers from 2008 to 2018 

Country 

Under 30 years 30-49 years 50 years or above 

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia 18.2% 18.4% 49.0% 51.8% 32.8% 29.9% 

Austria 6.6% 15.7% 52.2% 40.5% 41.1% 43.8% 

Brazil 22.0% 10.1% 65.6% 66.6% 12.4% 23.3% 

Bulgaria 7.0% 5.6% 56.8% 43.5% 36.3% 51.0% 

Denmark 8.2% 8.8% 53.2% 58.5% 38.6% 32.7% 

Estonia 10.9% 7.1% 50.2% 39.3% 38.9% 53.7% 

Flemish (Belgium)  26.7% 21.7% 49.9% 56.3% 23.4% 22.0% 

Hungary 12.4% 4.5% 59.5% 47.9% 28.1% 47.7% 

Iceland 13.4% 4.7% 57.0% 57.4% 29.6% 37.8% 

Italy 2.5% 3.5% 45.9% 48.2% 51.6% 48.4% 

Korea 12.5% 9.4% 70.8% 57.0% 16.8% 33.6% 

Lithuania 8.6% 2.8% 53.8% 40.5% 37.6% 56.7% 

Malta 32.7% 28.6% 49.1% 59.2% 18.2% 12.2% 

Mexico 14.8% 12.7% 63.1% 62.3% 22.2% 25.0% 

Norway 9.2% 12.5% 50.9% 57.5% 40.0% 29.9% 

Portugal 7.8% 0.7% 76.3% 52.4% 15.9% 46.9% 

Slovak Republic 16.1% 8.2% 48.4% 58.7% 35.5% 33.0% 

Slovenia 11.1% 3.2% 64.6% 57.8% 24.4% 39.0% 

Spain 6.6% 4.1% 63.5% 59.5% 29.9% 36.4% 

Turkey 43.9% 25.9% 49.7% 67.9% 6.4% 6.3% 
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Table 3.4: Mean age of heads of school and corresponding percentages clustered by age and country 

Country 
Heads of schools’ 

average age 
Percentage of heads of school 

Under 40 years 40-59 years 60 years or more 

Korea 58.7 0.0% 56.3% 43.7% 

Japan 58.0 0.0% 78.0% 22.0% 

Italy 56.4 0.6% 67.6% 31.7% 

Austria 55.2 2.7% 66.8% 30.5% 

Lithuania 54.6 5.0% 66.1% 28.9% 

Latvia 54.1 3.1% 72.3% 24.7% 

Netherlands 53.9 4.8% 66.4% 28.8% 

Portugal 53.7 2.6% 74.0% 23.4% 

Colombia 53.3 7.0% 59.7% 33.3% 

Estonia 53.2 6.6% 72.4% 20.9% 

Bulgaria 53.1 2.1% 81.9% 16.0% 

Czech Republic 53.1 3.7% 76.3% 20.0% 

Chile 52.8 9.8% 70.6% 19.6% 

France 52.5 4.1% 77.1% 18.8% 

Slovak Republic 52.4 5.1% 70.6% 24.3% 

Georgia 52.3 7.8% 69.9% 22.2% 

Slovenia 52.3 5.5% 75.0% 19.5% 

Hungary 52.0 4.7% 84.4% 10.9% 

CABA (Argentina) 52.0 4.7% 89.0% 6.2% 

Sweden 52.0 7.4% 68.2% 24.4% 

Iceland 51.8 7.9% 74.3% 17.8% 

Croatia 51.6 8.8% 73.7% 17.5% 

New Zealand 51.5 10.0% 75.9% 14.1% 

Denmark 51.3 2.5% 79.0% 18.5% 

Alberta (Canada) 51.0 12.3% 68.4% 19.3% 

Mexico 50.7 21.0% 57.6% 21.4% 

South Africa 50.7 4.4% 90.0% 5.7% 

Shanghai (China) 50.7 1.6% 93.1% 5.3% 

Spain 50.5 6.4% 84.8% 8.9% 

Finland 50.4 8.5% 81.0% 10.5% 

Norway 50.4 8.1% 76.1% 15.8% 

Singapore 50.3 2.1% 92.6% 5.3% 

England (UK) 50.3 6.6% 87.9% 5.5% 

Israel 50.0 5.2% 84.7% 10.2% 

Russia 49.9 11.4% 73.2% 15.4% 

United Arab Emirates 49.5 9.3% 80.1% 10.6% 

Viet Nam 49.4 8.6% 85.8% 5.5% 

Belgium 49.1 14.0% 78.7% 7.3% 

Flemish (Belgium) 48.5 18.9% 74.7% 6.4% 

Kazakhstan 48.1 18.3% 76.7% 5.0% 

United States 47.9 22.9% 59.7% 17.4% 

Malta 47.6 9.4% 83.1% 7.5% 

Romania 46.5 16.4% 74.4% 9.2% 

Brazil 46.5 22.6% 67.6% 9.9% 

Turkey 43.1 35.2% 57.7% 7.2% 

Saudi Arabia 42.9 29.6% 70.4% 0.0% 

OECD average 52.2 7.8% 72.3% 20.0% 
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Moreover, table 3.3 shows that the largest change was recorded in Portugal, with a 31% increase 

in the share of teachers aged 50 years or above. By contrast, Denmark, Malta and Norway saw 

the share of their teachers aged over 50 years drop by more than 5% since 2008. 

 

Table 3.4 shows that the mean age of Maltese heads of school (47.6) is significantly lower than 

the OECD average (52.2). Saudi Arabia (42.9), Turkey (43.1), Brazil (46.5), Romania (46.5), 

Malta (47.6) and the United States (47.9) have the youngest heads of school; while Korea (58.7), 

Japan (58.0) and Italy (56.4) have the eldest heads of school. The largest proportions of heads of 

school under 40 years are found in Turkey (35.2%), Saudi Arabia (29.6%), United States 

(22.9%), Brazil (22.6%) and Mexico (21.0%). The five countries with the largest proportions of 

heads of school aged 60 years or more are Korea (43.7%), Colombia (33.3%), Italy (31.7%), 

Austria (30.5%) and Lithuania (28.9%).  Malta has a larger percentage of heads of school aged 

less than 40 years (9.4%) and between 40 and 59 years (83.1%) compared to the OECD averages 

(7.8% and 72.3% respectively).  On the other hand, Malta has a smaller percentage of heads of 

school aged 60 years or more (7.5%) compared to the OECD average (20.0%).  Table 3.5 shows 

that the average age of Maltese head of schools in church schools (45.24) is marginally lower 

than their counterparts in independent (48.75) and state schools (49.08). 

 

Table 3.5: Average age of Maltese heads of school clustered by school type 

School type Sample size Mean Std. Dev. P-value Minimum Maximum 

State 25 49.08 6.271 0.132 41 61 

Church 21 45.24 6.156 37 57 

Independent 8 48.75 8.481 36 61 

 

Table 3.6: Change in age of heads of school from 2008 to 2018 

Country 

Under 40 years 40-49 years 50-59 years 60 years or above 

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia 8.6% 11.4% 25.4% 26.6% 57.5% 42.7% 8.4% 19.3% 

Austria 1.9% 2.7% 14.9% 15.0% 66.9% 51.8% 16.3% 30.5% 

Brazil 36.3% 22.6% 41.0% 43.2% 18.4% 24.4% 4.3% 9.9% 

Bulgaria 12.0% 2.1% 45.6% 24.2% 38.0% 57.7% 4.5% 16.0% 

Denmark 2.6% 2.5% 19.1% 42.9% 64.6% 36.1% 13.8% 18.5% 

Estonia 11.3% 6.6% 42.0% 23.0% 37.3% 49.4% 9.4% 20.9% 

Flemish (Belgium)  8.7% 18.9% 30.5% 31.5% 56.2% 43.1% 4.7% 6.4% 

Hungary 5.2% 4.7% 40.5% 22.7% 47.3% 61.7% 7.0% 10.9% 

Iceland 9.9% 7.9% 35.7% 29.7% 44.4% 44.6% 9.9% 17.8% 

Italy 3.1% 0.6% 11.9% 10.4% 51.0% 57.2% 34.1% 31.7% 

Korea 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 63.9% 56.3% 35.7% 43.7% 

Lithuania 13.0% 5.0% 34.7% 19.6% 38.2% 46.6% 14.1% 28.9% 

Malta 6.9% 9.4% 25.9% 55.4% 53.4% 27.7% 13.8% 7.5% 

Mexico 8.9% 21.0% 33.9% 22.0% 45.3% 35.6% 11.9% 21.4% 

Norway 8.2% 8.1% 19.2% 41.1% 55.3% 35.0% 17.4% 15.8% 

Portugal 10.1% 2.6% 42.1% 28.4% 45.1% 45.6% 2.6% 23.4% 

Slovak Republic 4.6% 5.1% 33.0% 29.0% 50.6% 41.5% 11.7% 24.3% 

Slovenia 3.5% 5.5% 44.9% 28.1% 44.2% 46.8% 7.3% 19.5% 

Spain 10.6% 6.4% 34.4% 35.4% 43.4% 49.4% 11.5% 8.9% 

Turkey 24.6% 35.2% 43.7% 44.6% 30.8% 13.1% 0.9% 7.2% 
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Table 3.7: Teachers’ work experience 

Country 

Teachers’ years of work experience 

In current school In total 
In other 

education roles 
In other non-

education roles 

Australia 8.3 15.2 1.8 4.9 

Austria 13.0 18.2 1.8 2.2 

Belgium 12.2 15.4 1.0 2.2 

Flemish (Belgium) 13.1 15.9 0.7 2.0 

Brazil 8.2 15.8 2.8 5.9 

Bulgaria 13.4 21.6 1.1 3.4 

CABA (Argentina) 9.7 16.0 4.3 8.1 

Chile 7.7 13.5 3.8 3.5 

Colombia 9.4 17.3 1.8 2.9 

Croatia 11.3 14.7 0.9 2.0 

Czech Republic 12.8 18.1 1.3 1.8 

Denmark 10.2 15.4 2.3 4.4 

England (UK) 7.5 13.0 2.2 4.2 

Estonia 14.7 22.7 3.1 4.2 

Finland 10.4 16.0 0.9 2.2 

France 9.2 16.9 2.6 2.1 

Georgia 18.4 23.9 1.4 1.5 

Hungary 14.0 20.7 0.9 2.0 

Iceland 10.2 15.2 8.0 9.7 

Italy 7.9 17.9 1.1 3.9 

Japan 4.6 17.2 0.5 0.8 

Kazakhstan 11.8 16.7 1.5 1.4 

Korea 5.0 16.4 0.5 0.6 

Latvia 16.3 23.7 2.3 3.1 

Lithuania 16.6 24.7 1.7 2.3 

Malta 7.2 12.7 1.5 2.9 

Mexico 9.8 15.2 1.4 4.0 

Netherlands 11.1 16.2 1.8 4.8 

New Zealand 7.8 15.7 1.5 5.5 

Norway 10.2 14.9 2.2 4.9 

Portugal 11.5 23.1 1.2 1.6 

Romania 10.7 17.3 1.8 2.4 

Russia 15.2 21.5 2.2 2.4 

Saudi Arabia 6.3 12.8 0.8 0.7 

Shanghai (China) 12.1 16.9 0.4 0.3 

Singapore 6.4 11.6 0.9 1.6 

Slovak Republic 12.3 17.8 1.9 2.0 

Slovenia 17.1 20.0 0.3 0.9 

South Africa 9.3 15.0 0.9 1.8 

Spain 8.5 17.1 3.3 3.8 

Sweden 8.2 15.7 1.9 5.9 

Chinese Taipei 11.5 15.6 0.8 1.2 

Turkey 3.9 10.9 0.4 0.7 

United Arab Emirates 5.2 13.4 1.2 1.7 

United States 8.1 14.6 3.2 7.0 

Viet Nam 11.0 16.3 0.2 0.3 

OECD average 10.2 17.0 2.0 3.5 
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Changes in the share of heads of school nearing retirement show that some education systems 

have experienced ageing in their heads of school population. Table 3.6 shows the share of 

heads of school aged 60 years or above rose by over 5 % in Austria, Brazil, Bulgaria, Croatia, 

Estonia, Lithuania, Mexico, Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Turkey since 2008. To accommodate 

the attrition of heads of school resulting from retirements, these systems will need to prepare and 

promote a new generation of heads of school in the near future or reorganise their school networks 

and school management responsibilities in new ways. By contrast, Malta saw the share of their 

heads of school over 60 years drop by around 6% since 2008. 

 

Demographic patterns of the teacher and head of school populations inevitably translate into 

diverse patterns of teacher and head of school experience across countries. Table 3.7 shows that 

in 2018, Maltese teachers have, on average, 12.7 years of experience in teaching in total, of which 

7.2 years is at their current school. These mean durations are significantly lower than the OECD 

averages (17.0 and 12.7 years respectively). This suggests relatively higher levels of teacher 

mobility across Maltese schools compared to other countries.  The reasons for this can derive 

from many different factors: geography (schools dispersed across a large territory with few 

other schools nearby); legislation (e.g. mandatory staff mobility in Japan and Korea), degree of 

school autonomy (state or school employer and easiness to transfer to another school); age and 

settlement in a residential area; and degree of satisfaction with the current school. Mobility 

across schools is lowest in Georgia, Latvia, Lithuania, the Russian Federation and Slovenia, 

where teachers have worked at the same school for more than 15 years on average, and highest 

in Japan, Korea and Turkey, where the average experience at the same school is 5 years or less. 

 

Patterns of teacher experience vary with respect to the degree to which they have worked (or 

are still working) in non-education roles in addition to being a teacher, which can signal either 

late entry into the profession (as a second career) or holding two jobs at a time. Table 3.7 shows 

that, on average, Maltese teachers have worked 2.9 years in non-education roles, which is lower 

than the OECD average (3.5 years). Work experience outside education is commonplace in Brazil, 

CABA (Argentina), Iceland, New Zealand, Sweden and the United States, where teachers have 

worked at least 5 years on average in non-education roles. But this is seldom the case in Japan, 

Korea, Saudi Arabia, Shanghai, Turkey and Viet Nam. 

 

Table 3.8 shows that in 2018, Maltese heads of school have, on average, 6.7 years of experience 

in this role in total, of which 5.3 years is at the current school. These mean durations are 

significantly lower than the OECD averages (9.7 and 6.9 years respectively). This suggests 

relatively higher levels of head of school mobility across Maltese schools compared to other 

countries.  Heads of school in Colombia, France, the Netherlands, Singapore, Sweden, United 

Emirates and Viet Nam display the lowest levels of experience at their current school compared 

to their total experience as heads of school, suggesting good mobility across schools. In 20 

countries participating in TALIS, the difference between total years of experience as a head of 

school and the time as a head of school at the current school is significant, indicating little mobility. 

 

Heads of school also bring a variety of experiences to their role, where school leadership careers 

typically build upon a foundation of teaching experience. On average, Maltese heads of school 

have 16.1 years of experience as a teacher as well as 4.5 years working in school management 

roles other than heads of school. These percentages are lower than the OECD averages (19.9 and 

5.3 years respectively). However the routes to school leadership positions vary across education 

systems. Heads of school in Austria, CABA (Argentina), Japan, Korea and Latvia have the 

longest teaching background, with over 25 years of teaching experience on average.  
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Table 3.8: Heads of schools’ work experience 

Country 

Heads of schools’ years of work experience 

In current 
school In total 

In other school 
management roles 

As a teacher 
in total 

In other 

 jobs 

Australia 4.7 6.6 12.1 23.2 2.2 

Austria 7.5 8.1 3.1 28.9 1.7 

Belgium 6.1 7.1 4.2 16.8 2.4 

Flemish (Belgium) 6.7 7.7 3.9 16.1 2.2 

Brazil 5.9 8.1 6.3 15.9 4.8 

Bulgaria 10.9 13.0 1.8 21.2 2.1 

CABA (Argentina) 5.9 7.8 7.8 26.6 8.1 

Chile 7.5 10.1 5.1 22.1 3.4 

Colombia 7.8 13.1 6.2 16.1 8.0 

Croatia 9.4 9.7 2.1 15.1 2.5 

Czech Republic 10.7 12.2 3.1 18.3 1.9 

Denmark 6.7 9.2 3.9 13.8 3.9 

England (UK) 5.2 6.3 13.2 24.5 3.7 

Estonia 10.0 14.0 5.1 22.0 6.0 

Finland 7.3 11.7 2.9 15.4 3.1 

France 3.9 10.3 5.5 16.6 3.9 

Georgia 9.2 10.6 5.8 23.1 5.1 

Hungary 8.3 9.6 5.5 21.9 1.8 

Iceland 6.7 9.9 4.7 13.0 4.7 

Italy 5.4 10.0 6.9 21.7 2.5 

Japan 2.7 4.6 4.9 29.5 1.2 

Kazakhstan 6.0 9.2 7.8 22.1 2.9 

Korea 1.8 3.4 3.9 27.8 1.6 

Latvia 12.0 13.9 6.8 28.5 3.6 

Lithuania 13.8 15.9 4.7 20.7 2.1 

Malta 5.3 6.7 4.5 16.1 3.1 

Mexico 5.3 9.7 3.7 21.4 0.0 

Netherlands 6.2 11.9 6.2 14.9 3.4 

New Zealand 5.5 8.1 9.2 20.7 6.1 

Norway 5.6 7.6 4.3 14.1 3.6 

Portugal 8.3 10.7 7.1 22.6 2.9 

Romania 7.1 8.3 4.7 22.9 3.0 

Russia 9.6 11.4 6.6 22.4 2.8 

Saudi Arabia 5.2 8.1 2.6 11.0 1.1 

Shanghai (China) 6.2 9.8 11.0 0.0 0.4 

Singapore 3.6 9.0 8.0 14.7 1.7 

Slovak Republic 9.3 9.8 3.5 21.6 2.1 

Slovenia 9.4 10.2 3.8 15.7 2.7 

South Africa 6.1 8.1 8.6 22.7 1.3 

Spain 6.3 7.3 6.7 23.7 3.6 

Sweden 3.9 8.6 4.9 12.9 6.0 

Chinese Taipei 3.8 7.1 11.2 20.9 1.4 

Turkey 3.2 6.7 4.4 11.7 1.5 

United Arab Emirates 5.3 10.3 7.2 12.5 2.0 

United States 6.8 8.9 5.4 12.3 5.1 

Viet Nam 4.8 9.9 6.0 14.2 1.2 

OECD average 6.9 9.7 5.3 19.9 3.5 
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Table 3.8 also show that school management roles are most common in Chinese Taipei, England, 

Australia and Shanghai, where heads of school have over 10 years of experience in such positions 

on average. Heads of school with the most experience in jobs other than teaching or school 

management roles (5 years or more) are found in CABA (Argentina), Colombia, Estonia, 

Georgia, New Zealand, Sweden and the United States. This suggests that they might have 

entered the education sector as a second career or that they have two jobs at the same time. This 

duration for Maltese heads of school (3.1 years) is lower than the OECD average (3.5 years). 

 
Table 3.9: Change in teachers’ teaching experience from 2008 to 2018 

Country 

5 years or less 6-20 years More than 20 years  

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia 24.3% 23.3% 40.2% 48.0% 35.5% 28.7% 

Austria 10.1% 25.0% 32.7% 31.0% 57.2% 44.0% 

Brazil 25.2% 13.2% 55.4% 58.3% 19.4% 28.5% 

Bulgaria 13.4% 13.6% 38.6% 30.0% 48.0% 56.4% 

Denmark 25.5% 17.2% 35.9% 57.6% 38.5% 25.2% 

Estonia 14.8% 12.9% 39.2% 31.1% 46.0% 56.0% 

Flemish (Belgium)  23.3% 19.3% 42.6% 50.0% 34.0% 30.7% 

Hungary 14.4% 10.3% 38.1% 40.2% 47.4% 49.5% 

Iceland 33.0% 19.3% 43.8% 54.7% 23.2% 26.0% 

Italy 13.2% 17.5% 33.4% 46.3% 53.4% 36.2% 

Korea 19.2% 21.4% 46.8% 41.2% 34.0% 37.3% 

Lithuania 10.8% 4.5% 40.0% 29.8% 49.2% 65.7% 

Malta 26.3% 24.6% 56.4% 56.6% 17.4% 18.9% 

Mexico 19.6% 17.6% 45.9% 54.8% 34.5% 27.5% 

Norway 17.4% 21.4% 43.5% 54.0% 39.1% 24.5% 

Portugal 10.2% 2.6% 63.7% 34.3% 26.1% 63.1% 

Slovak Republic 20.1% 14.6% 38.2% 48.3% 41.7% 37.1% 

Slovenia 17.5% 10.0% 36.9% 47.6% 45.6% 42.5% 

Spain 16.3% 16.5% 48.5% 47.5% 35.2% 36.0% 

Turkey 41.0% 31.1% 47.0% 57.3% 12.0% 11.6% 

 

Changes in the proportions of teachers and heads of school with different levels of experience 

confirm some of the change patterns identified in relation to ageing profession. Table 3.9 shows 

that Brazil, Bulgaria, Estonia, Lithuania and Portugal have experienced a considerable increase 

in the share of the most experienced teachers (over 20 years of experience) and a decrease in the 

share of new teachers (less than or equal to 5 years) since 2008.  On the other hand, Austria, Italy, 

and Norway have experienced a decrease in the levels of experience (seniorisation) of their 

teachers. In Malta, the change in teachers’ teaching experience was marginal since 2008.  

 

Table 3.10 shows that heads of school in Bulgaria, Estonia and Lithuania have experienced a 

considerable increase in the share of the most experienced heads of school (over 20 years of 

experience) and a decrease in the share of new heads of school (less than or equal to 5 years) 

since 2008. These countries benefit from having more experienced heads of school, but will 

need to plan for their replacement in coming years.  On the other hand, Denmark, Iceland, Italy, 

Korea, Malta and Turkey have experienced a decrease in the levels of experience (seniorisation) 

of their heads of school since 2008.  
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Table 3.10: Change in heads of schools’ work experience from 2008 to 2018 

Country 

5 years or less 6-20 years More than 20 years  

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia 39.6% 53.7% 50.9% 42.8% 9.5% 3.5% 

Austria 38.9% 35.8% 53.7% 62.1% 7.4% 2.1% 

Brazil 55.6% 54.3% 38.9% 36.9% 5.5% 8.8% 

Bulgaria 26.6% 26.4% 70.2% 52.5% 3.2% 21.1% 

Denmark 26.2% 41.1% 61.8% 53.3% 12.0% 5.6% 

Estonia 33.7% 25.2% 52.8% 44.9% 13.5% 29.9% 

Flemish (Belgium)  41.1% 42.5% 55.4% 54.2% 3.5% 3.2% 

Hungary 31.9% 30.3% 60.4% 60.4% 7.6% 9.4% 

Iceland 33.7% 39.0% 44.7% 50.0% 21.6% 11.0% 

Italy 29.7% 35.9% 46.2% 52.6% 24.1% 11.5% 

Korea 81.2% 83.8% 10.9% 14.6% 8.0% 1.6% 

Lithuania 27.8% 15.7% 52.8% 53.4% 19.4% 30.9% 

Malta 47.4% 51.1% 38.6% 45.0% 14.0% 3.8% 

Mexico 43.4% 51.2% 43.3% 33.7% 13.3% 15.0% 

Norway 34.1% 41.3% 59.9% 53.8% 6.0% 5.0% 

Portugal 32.8% 34.4% 59.8% 52.2% 7.3% 13.4% 

Slovak Republic 37.7% 35.1% 60.0% 57.1% 2.3% 7.8% 

Slovenia 33.9% 35.3% 48.0% 53.0% 18.1% 11.7% 

Spain 42.6% 51.9% 49.4% 42.6% 8.0% 5.5% 

Turkey 39.0% 60.9% 47.2% 35.5% 13.7% 3.6% 

 

 

3.2.2  Gender of teachers and heads of school 
 

Information about the gender distribution of the teacher and head of school workforces makes it 

possible to assess the degree of gender imbalance in the teaching profession. This is a well-

documented phenomenon, with female teachers dominating the teaching profession, most 

prominently in pre-primary and primary education, although the differences persist well into 

secondary education in many countries.  There is also evidence that gender balance issues differ 

across disciplines, levels of education and between the teaching and leadership professions. 

 

Gender imbalances in the teaching profession are a policy concern in a number of systems that 

struggle to attract men to the profession but there are two distinct aspects to this policy issue. The 

first has to do with the impact of teachers’ and heads of schools’ gender on students. In terms of 

education quality, there is little evidence that a teacher’s gender has an impact on student 

performance. However, the gender balance of the teaching force has been shown to have an 

impact on students’ attitudes, career aspirations and achievements in some disciplines and 

contexts, through role model effects. The effect of a teacher’s gender is particularly associated 

with the learning outcomes of female students, which could be explained by differences in the 

way teachers interact with students of the same or opposite gender. The second aspect of gender 

balance relates to the degree of gender equity within the workforce and gender disparities in the 

career progression of teachers, as well as the scope for promotion to leadership positions. This 

section examines the gender balance patterns in 2018 and how they have changed since 2008.  
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Table 3.11: Gender of teachers and heads of school 

Country 
Teachers Heads of school 

Females Males Females Males 

Australia 62.1% 37.9% 40.2% 59.8% 

Austria 70.5% 29.5% 49.9% 50.1% 

Belgium 69.5% 30.5% 43.6% 56.4% 

Flemish (Belgium) 70.2% 29.8% 40.3% 59.7% 

Brazil 69.0% 31.0% 76.5% 23.5% 

Bulgaria 79.5% 20.5% 72.9% 27.1% 

CABA (Argentina) 68.5% 31.5% 60.7% 39.3% 

Chile 64.6% 35.4% 49.6% 50.4% 

Colombia 55.4% 44.6% 37.1% 62.9% 

Croatia 78.2% 21.8% 52.6% 47.4% 

Czech Republic 76.4% 23.6% 52.4% 47.6% 

Denmark 60.1% 39.9% 35.4% 64.6% 

England (UK) 64.4% 35.6% 41.4% 58.6% 

Estonia 83.8% 16.2% 56.6% 43.4% 

Finland 69.8% 30.2% 46.5% 53.5% 

France 65.3% 34.7% 41.3% 58.7% 

Georgia 83.3% 16.7% 60.1% 39.9% 

Hungary 79.1% 20.9% 63.0% 37.0% 

Iceland 73.3% 26.7% 60.4% 39.6% 

Italy 78.1% 21.9% 68.7% 31.3% 

Japan 42.2% 57.8% 7.0% 93.0% 

Kazakhstan 75.9% 24.1% 53.1% 46.9% 

Korea 67.3% 32.7% 19.6% 80.4% 

Latvia 89.2% 10.8% 83.8% 16.2% 

Lithuania 84.9% 15.1% 57.2% 42.8% 

Malta 69.7% 30.3% 46.0% 54.0% 

Mexico 56.6% 43.4% 35.4% 64.6% 

Netherlands 53.2% 46.8% 37.9% 62.1% 

New Zealand 65.4% 34.6% 53.6% 46.4% 

Norway 63.8% 36.2% 53.7% 46.3% 

Portugal 73.7% 26.3% 43.2% 56.8% 

Romania 73.0% 27.0% 61.2% 38.8% 

Russia 85.0% 15.0% 69.2% 30.8% 

Saudi Arabia 52.4% 47.6% 51.3% 48.7% 

Shanghai (China) 73.7% 26.3% 44.5% 55.5% 

Singapore 63.6% 36.4% 47.2% 52.8% 

Slovak Republic 82.1% 17.9% 66.4% 33.6% 

Slovenia 79.0% 21.0% 62.7% 37.3% 

South Africa 59.8% 40.2% 21.8% 78.2% 

Spain 61.8% 38.2% 49.3% 50.7% 

Sweden 65.8% 34.2% 68.7% 31.3% 

Chinese Taipei 68.6% 31.4% 28.9% 71.1% 

Turkey 55.8% 44.2% 7.2% 92.8% 

United Arab Emirates 62.2% 37.8% 51.3% 48.7% 

United States 65.8% 34.2% 48.5% 51.5% 

Viet Nam 66.4% 33.6% 28.8% 71.2% 

OECD average 68.3% 31.7% 47.3% 52.7% 
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Table 3.11 shows that 69.7% of Maltese teachers are females, which is marginally higher than the 

OECD average (68.3%). With the exception of Japan, women make up more than half of the 

teaching workforce in all countries participating in TALIS. The gender distribution of teachers is 

most imbalanced in Latvia, where about 90% of teachers are women, as well as in Israel, Italy 

and a number of other countries in the Balkans, Baltic region, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, 

where women make up more than 75% of teachers.   

 

Table 3.11 also shows that only 46.0% of Maltese heads of school are females, which is lower 

than the OECD average (47.3%).  With the exception of Brazil and Sweden, the percentage of 

female heads of school is smaller than the percentage of female teachers in all countries 

participating in TALIS. This suggests significant gender imbalances in the promotion of female 

teachers to leadership positions. It is important to acknowledge, however, that the cause for this 

pattern can be endogenous, with a lesser propensity of women to apply for leadership positions, 

as much as exogenous, with a lesser propensity for women to be selected when applying for 

leadership positions. In a number of countries, particularly those where women strongly 

outnumber men among teachers, more than 60% of heads of school are female. This is the case 

in Brazil, Bulgaria, CABA (Argentina), Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Romania, the Russian 

Federation, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Sweden. By contrast, female heads of school are 

the exception in Japan and Turkey, where they make up less than 10% of the head of school 

population, and they are also scarce in Korea, South Africa and Viet Nam, at less than 30% of 

the total.  

 
Table 3.12: Gender of Maltese teachers and heads of school, clustered by school type 

School Type 
Teachers Heads of school 

Females Males Females Males 

State 68.0% 32.0% 52.0% 48.0% 

Church 69.1% 30.9% 42.9% 57.1% 

Independent 74.1% 25.9% 37.5% 62.5% 

 

Table 3.12 shows a larger percentage of female teachers in independent schools (74.1%) 

compared to church (69.1%) and state schools (68.0%).  On the other hand, there is a larger 

percentage of female heads of school in state schools (52.0%) compared to church (42.9%) and 

independent schools (37.5%). 

 

Changes over time in the gender profiles of teachers suggest that gender patterns in the teaching 

profession are enduring, and change little over time for most countries. Table 3.13 shows that 

Malta had the largest increase in the percentage of female teachers (8.3%) since 2008.  The 

proportion of female teachers has also grown in Australia, Austria, Iceland, Malta, Mexico, 

Norway, Portugal and Spain since 2008, with the share of female teachers rising by at least 2%. 

On the other hand, Brazil, Bulgaria and Slovenia had a reduction of female teachers since 2008, 

making the gender distribution of teachers more balanced.  

 

Changes over time in the gender profiles of heads of school reveal that a few countries have 

experienced substantial increases in the proportion of female heads of school in recent years, 

reversing the under-representation of females among heads of school compared to their share of 

the teacher population. The share of female heads of school increased by 4.6% in Malta and 

surged by more than 5 % in Austria, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Norway, Slovak Republic, Spain 

and Slovenia since 2008. Denmark and Turkey were the only two countries that registered a 

decrease in the share of female heads of school since 2008. 
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Table 3.13: Change in proportion of female teachers and heads of school from 2008 to 2018 

Country 
Female teachers Female heads of school 

2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia 59.2% 62.1% 38.2% 40.2% 

Austria 67.9% 70.5% 29.2% 49.9% 

Brazil 73.6% 69.0% 76.0% 76.5% 

Bulgaria 82.7% 79.5% 69.0% 72.9% 

Denmark 58.1% 60.1% 37.8% 35.4% 

Estonia 83.7% 83.8% 56.4% 56.6% 

Flemish (Belgium)  68.9% 70.2% 38.2% 40.3% 

Hungary 76.9% 79.1% 49.0% 63.0% 

Iceland 69.1% 73.3% 49.1% 60.4% 

Italy 77.7% 78.1% 45.8% 68.7% 

Korea 64.4% 67.3% 15.0% 19.6% 

Lithuania 84.9% 84.9% 52.5% 57.2% 

Malta 61.4% 69.7% 41.4% 46.0% 

Mexico 53.2% 56.6% 34.7% 35.4% 

Norway 60.4% 63.8% 41.4% 53.7% 

Portugal 70.7% 73.7% 40.0% 43.2% 

Slovak Republic 81.7% 82.1% 60.3% 66.4% 

Slovenia 80.4% 79.0% 57.4% 62.7% 

Spain 56.9% 61.8% 39.6% 49.3% 

Turkey 52.0% 55.8% 8.8% 7.2% 

 

 

3.3 Changing contexts for teaching and learning 
 

Several aspects of diversity in schools and classrooms help to understand the key features of 

teachers’ working conditions and the context in which teaching and learning currently take 

place in schools. The diversity of student backgrounds encompasses many dimensions, 

including cultural background, language spoken at home, socio-economic background, ability 

level and learning needs, as well as gender. Such information is of interest from a descriptive 

perspective, but also because of the relationship between school composition and other factors, 

such as student outcomes or teaching processes. 

 

Several studies show that a school’s socio-economic background has an effect on the student 

academic performance.  Students are advantaged scholastically if they attend a school whose 

students are from more advantaged socio-economic backgrounds, regardless of their own socio-

economic background. Indeed, the strength of this association varies across countries. Various 

studies show that the use and impact of effective teaching practices vary depending on school 

composition.  Students from immigrant backgrounds who are culturally and ethnically different 

from other students in their country of schooling tend to perform less well academically and 

that these cultural differences also relate to their psychological and social well-being at school. 

Furthermore, the way teachers perceive multicultural learning environments shapes, in turn, the 

effectiveness of their teaching.  These findings enhanced interest in the composition of schools’ 

intake and how it relates to the characteristics of teachers, the pedagogical approaches that 

teachers implement in their classrooms and the policies on diversity adopted in the school.  
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TALIS provides a unique opportunity to investigate these issues, as it asks heads of school and 

teachers about the composition of the student body in their school/classroom in terms of special 

needs, socio-economic disadvantage, immigrant background, language background and refugee 

status of students. These measures evaluate how teachers and heads of school perceive the profile 

of their students, which provides important context for examining teachers’ work, school 

practices related to diversity and teachers’ preparedness and confidence to teach in diverse 

environments.  

 

 

3.3.1  School and classroom composition 
 

A substantial body of research has investigated the impact on student achievement of school and 

classroom context, conceptualised either as the social composition of the school and classroom or 

as the neighbourhood in which the school is located.  There is much debate on the extent to which 

school composition has an effect on student learning outcomes, after controlling for individual 

student characteristics. But school composition remains relevant for policy makers, to better 

understand the profile of the students that schools and teachers serve and how it has changed over 

time, so they can provide adequate support and training to schools and teachers.  

 

Nowadays, working with quite diverse student populations is no longer exceptional and is part 

of the reality for a number of teachers To investigate the school composition, TALIS asked 

heads of school and teachers to provide a crude percentage of ‘students with special needs’; 

‘students from socio-economically disadvantaged homes’; ‘students who are immigrants or with 

migrant background’; ‘students whose first language is different from the language of instruction’ 

and ‘students who are refugees’. The values provided by heads of school corresponded to the 

percentage of students in their school, while the values provided by teachers corresponded to the 

percentage of students in their target class. An international threshold value was set for each 

student characteristic, in order to group the percentage categories in a relevant manner.  Since 

these questions were also asked in the 2008 cycle, it was possible to assess the degree to which 

learning environments have changed in terms of school and classroom composition. Moreover, 

TALIS 2018 examines closely students with a migrant or refugee background, as their education 

is currently a priority for many countries in the context of the global refugee crisis.  

 

Table 3.13 shows that 38.6% of Maltese heads of school reported that at least 10% of students in 

their schools have special needs because of mental, physical, or emotional disadvantaged;  49.7% 

reported that at least 1% of the students in their schools are refugees who fled their country to 

seek refuge from war, political oppression, religious persecution, or natural disaster; 18.7% 

reported that at least 10% of students in their schools are non-native speakers who speak a 

language that is different from the language of instruction; 1.3% reported that at least 30% of 

students in their schools are socio-economically disadvantaged students whose homes lack the 

basic necessities or advantages of life, such as adequate housing, nutrition or medical care; and 

10.4% reported that at least 10% of students have a migrant background because they or both 

their parents were born outside. These percentages vary considerably from the OECD averages 

(30.9%, 29.6%, 20.6%, 19.9% and 17.4% respectively). 

 

Table 3.14 shows that these percentage averages reflect very different patterns and realities across 

countries. More than 40% of heads of school in Brazil, Chile, Colombia, France, Mexico, 

Portugal, South Africa and the United States reported that more than 30% of students are socio- 
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Table 3.14: School composition according to heads of school 

Country 

Percentage of Heads working in schools with the following composition 

More than 
10% of 

students are 
non-native 
speakers 

More than 
10% of 

students 
have special 

needs 

More than 30% of 
students come from 
socio-economically 

disadvantaged 
homes 

More than 10% 
of students are 
immigrants or 
with migrant 
background 

At least 
1% of 

students 
are 

refugees 

Australia 36.0% 36.1% 24.7% 41.1% 62.1% 

Austria 50.6% 9.9% 20.6% 48.3% 74.0% 

Belgium 37.4% 42.7% 18.5% 39.1% 57.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 45.1% 51.4% 12.4% 38.5% 54.8% 

Brazil 0.7% 9.8% 41.5% 1.5% 2.0% 

Bulgaria 42.8% 4.6% 23.1% 0.0% 3.1% 

CABA (Argentina) 7.9% 4.5% 14.2% 33.7% 8.3% 

Chile 2.7% 54.4% 57.0% 8.0% 4.8% 

Colombia 3.6% 8.6% 76.2% 3.5% 24.5% 

Croatia 10.7% 10.7% 10.8% 0.0% 2.1% 

Czech Republic 2.5% 37.1% 1.5% 0.8% 4.0% 

Denmark 27.6% 32.1% 7.1% 25.1% 62.9% 

England (UK) 41.4% 53.8% 26.1% 25.4% 55.0% 

Estonia 13.3% 29.8% 4.2% 0.9% 8.5% 

Finland 18.2% 31.1% 2.9% 17.1% 51.2% 

France 15.9% 42.4% 41.6% 32.3% 44.1% 

Georgia 9.1% 1.0% 7.4% 1.7% 36.8% 

Hungary 1.2% 21.8% 20.0% 0.0% 1.9% 

Iceland 33.1% 56.5% 1.3% 28.3% 27.3% 

Italy 31.1% 41.0% 7.8% 35.0% 15.4% 

Japan 2.0%% 8.5% 7.5% 0.9% 0.0% 

Kazakhstan 17.9% 0.8% 9.6% 4.6% 0.7% 

Korea 1.2% 1.3% 4.5% 0.0% 2.5% 

Latvia 23.0% 9.5% 6.8% 1.3% 0.5% 

Lithuania 5.8% 23.9% 7.9% 0.0% 2.2% 

Malta 18.7% 38.6% 1.3% 10.4% 49.7% 

Mexico 2.9% 6.6% 40.6% 4.9% 2.8% 

Netherlands 25.1% 50.6% 7.1% 15.3% 71.7% 

New Zealand 29.0% 18.5% 19.2% 27.7% 48.6% 

Norway 22.0% 42.7% 3.3% 24.9% 68.7% 

Portugal 7.2% 33.0% 52.5% 14.0% 13.7% 

Romania 8.5% 4.3% 19.9% 0.2% 0.8% 

Russia 12.4% 2.3% 1.9% 4.1% 12.4% 

Saudi Arabia 3.9% 1.7% 12.7% 6.6% 29.5% 

Shanghai (China) 0.5% 1.3% 4.6% 0.3% 0.0% 

Singapore 81.8% 13.8% 4.7% 38.4% 0.0% 

Slovak Republic 11.4% 17.7% 5.2% 1.0% 0.5% 

Slovenia 13.5% 26.7% 3.6% 4.0% 7.8% 

South Africa 60.2% 16.5% 71.1% 11.2% 19.6% 

Spain 21.5% 17.3% 9.1% 26.3% 12.6% 

Sweden 55.1% 52.5% 15.8% 51.7% 84.2% 

Chinese Taipei 24.2% 6.4% 12.6% 36.8% 4.9% 

Turkey 20.7% 6.1% 20.6% 10.3% 48.0% 

United Arab Emirates 47.4% 13.2% 7.2% 27.8% 11.0% 

United States 23.5% 65.4% 62.3% 0.0% 37.8% 

Viet Nam 22.4% 2.8% 7.7% 0.6% 1.2% 

OECD average 20.6% 30.9% 19.9% 17.4% 29.6% 
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economically disadvantaged.  This pattern either signals high levels of poverty and inequality in 

these countries or high degrees of social segregation in their education systems. By contrast, 

fewer than 3% of heads of school in the Czech Republic, Iceland, Malta, and the Russian 

Federation reported over 30% of socio-economically disadvantaged students, suggesting either 

lower level of poverty/inequality or lower level of social segregation in their systems. 

 

Table 3.13 shows that the percentage of students with special needs varies considerably across 

countries. More than 50% of heads of school in Chile, England, Flemish (Belgium), Iceland, 

Netherlands, Sweden and United States reported that at least 10% of students in their schools 

have special needs. At the other end of the spectrum, less than 5% of heads of school in 

Georgia, Kazakhstan, Korea, Romania, the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Shanghai and 

Viet Nam reported over 10% of special-needs students. There are many causes for these wide 

differences across countries. They could reflect different conceptions of special needs across 

countries and the extent of ‘labelling’ and formal identification of special-needs students, 

differences in the inclusiveness of education systems and the enrolment of special-needs 

students in regular schools, as well as possible segregation effects. 

 

Table 3.14 shows that the percentage of students with a migrant background varies 

considerably across countries. More than 30% of heads of school in Australia, Austria, 

Flemish (Belgium), CABA (Argentina), Italy, Singapore and Sweden reported that more than 

10% of students are immigrants or have a migrant background. Similar to the socio-economic 

composition of schools, it is not possible to disentangle whether these patterns reflect large 

migration inflows or patterns of school segregation, where students with a migrant 

background are concentrated in some neighbourhoods and the schools located there. At the 

other end of the spectrum, less than 1% of heads of school in Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech 

Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Japan, Korea, Lithuania, Romania, Shanghai, Slovak Republic 

and Viet Nam reported more than 10% of students with a migrant background. Traditionally 

these countries have low migration inflows. 

 

Linguistic diversity is a phenomenon related to migration flow; however it can also exist due to 

the presence of linguistic or indigenous minorities in a country. Table 3.14 shows that more than 

40% of heads of school in Austria, Bulgaria, England, Flemish (Belgium), South Africa, 

Singapore, Sweden and United Arab Emirates reported at least 10% of students in their schools 

are non-native speakers.  Most of these countries have large populations of linguistic minorities, 

immigrants or expatriate workers. At the other end of the spectrum, less than 5% of heads of 

school in Brazil, Chile, Colombia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Japan, Korea, Mexico, Saudi 

Arabia and Shanghai reported over 10% of non-native speaking students in their schools.  The 

education systems of these countries face very little linguistic diversity, where the populations 

are linguistically more homogenous. 

 

Table 3.14 shows that the percentage of refugee students varies considerably across countries, 

which is partly attributed to the 2015-16 refugee crises. Refugee students often come with a 

personal history of forced relocation and trauma that requires specific support from the school 

and its community.  More than 50% of heads of school in Austria, Belgium and the Flemish 

Community, Denmark, England, Finland, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden reported that at 

least 1% of the students in their schools are refugee students. In nearly half of the participating 

countries, at least 25% of heads of school reported the presence of refugee students. By 

contrast, less than 1% of head of schools in Japan, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Romania, Shanghai, 

Singapore and Slovak Republic reported that there were almost no refugees. 
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Table 3.15: Classroom composition according to teachers 

Country 

Percentage of teachers teaching in classes with the following composition 

More than 
10% of 

students are 
non-native 
speakers 

More than 
10% of 

students 
have special 

needs 

More than 30% of 
students come from 
socio-economically 

disadvantaged 
homes 

More than 10% 
of students are 
immigrants or 
with migrant 
background 

At least 
1% of 

students 
are 

refugees 

Australia 27.1% 29.1% 17.7% 36.3% 35.2% 

Austria 41.7% 23.2% 12.2% 41.6% 37.3% 

Belgium 35.4% 51.5% 19.0% 34.6% 28.0% 

Flemish (Belgium) 38.5% 53.4% 14.3% 32.5% 30.0% 

Brazil 4.3% 10.5% 39.9% 3.6% 3.3% 

Bulgaria 40.2% 8.4% 15.5% 1.6% 3.0% 

CABA (Argentina) 8.9% 3.5% 12.7% 34.5% 5.0% 

Chile 4.8% 54.8% 46.1% 9.9% 7.3% 

Colombia 4.8% 8.6% 59.9% 6.7% 20.1% 

Croatia 8.4% 9.8% 4.8% 1.1% 3.4% 

Czech Republic 3.4% 24.3% 3.2% 1.9% 2.4% 

Denmark 20.6% 33.4% 6.7% 21.9% 29.3% 

England (UK) 27.0% 40.8% 23.2% 21.4% 25.0% 

Estonia 12.7% 14.1% 4.1% 1.8% 3.8% 

Finland 15.5% 25.7% 7.9% 15.7% 20.7% 

France 16.0% 39.5% 21.7% 33.3% 24.1% 

Georgia 8.8% 4.4% 6.3% 4.2% 32.6% 

Hungary 2.0% 21.0% 14.6% 0.8% 1.0% 

Iceland 24.2% 40.0% 5.2% 25.5% 23.8% 

Italy 17.2% 37.4% 6.3% 20.3% 5.9% 

Japan 1.6% 21.3% 5.7% 1.0% 0.9% 

Kazakhstan 32.7% 4.9% 6.5% 6.6% 3.0% 

Korea 3.7% 5.9% 7.9% 3.2% 5.0% 

Latvia 22.6% 8.9% 3.5% 0.9% 1.3% 

Lithuania 6.0% 11.2% 5.6% 1.2% 1.2% 

Malta 28.6% 23.0% 12.3% 18.7% 30.5% 

Mexico 4.3% 8.2% 32.3% 3.2% 4.5% 

Netherlands 15.2% 45.9% 7.6% 15.4% 30.3% 

New Zealand 26.7% 17.2% 19.0% 28.3% 22.1% 

Norway 22.6% 35.4% 4.1% 24.1% 37.5% 

Portugal 8.0% 19.5% 20.7% 10.3% 5.4% 

Romania 7.8% 11.8% 18.0% 2.4% 2.4% 

Russia 12.0% 4.6% 4.3% 3.8% 8.7% 

Saudi Arabia 10.9% 8.9% 18.9% 16.9% 37.9% 

Shanghai (China) 2.8% 8.3% 6.1% 1.4% 1.8% 

Singapore 58.4% 18.8% 14.0% 23.0% 2.8% 

Slovak Republic 11.2% 22.1% 8.3% 1.4% 1.5% 

Slovenia 15.9% 30.5% 3.1% 6.2% 6.8% 

South Africa 61.9% 28.8% 57.7% 22.3% 30.4% 

Spain 22.3% 18.6% 8.3% 27.0% 5.1% 

Sweden 41.0% 39.9% 11.4% 43.4% 58.1% 

Chinese Taipei 13.9% 11.7% 13.7% 31.2% 4.7% 

Turkey 18.3% 11.1% 24.3% 9.7% 34.0% 

United Arab Emirates 49.9% 16.1% 5.3% 36.4% 20.0% 

United States 25.2% 50.6% 45.9% A% 22.1% 

Viet Nam 19.6% 7.3% 10.0% 3.4% 1.0% 

OECD average 18.0% 27.4% 15.7% 16.7% 17.5% 
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Table 3.15 shows that on these five school composition aspects, teachers’ perceptions on the 

composition of their target class are generally consistent with the views of their corresponding 

heads of school reporting on the composition of the entire school.  However, Maltese teachers 

report lower percentages of students with special needs (23.0%) and students who are refugees 

(30.5%) compared to Maltese heads of school (38.6% and 49.7% respectively).  On the other 

hand, Maltese teachers report higher percentages of students coming from socio-economically 

disadvantaged homes (12.3%), students who are immigrants or have a migrant background 

(18.7%) and students who are non-native speakers (28.6%) compared to Maltese heads of school 

(1.3%, 10.4% and 18.7% respectively).   

 

Changes in school composition over time provide a good indication of how much the learning 

environments have transformed in recent years. TALIS data make it possible to explore this 

through heads of schools’ reports on their school composition in terms of students whose first 

language is different from the language(s) of instruction. It is not possible to do such analysis 

for students with a migrant background or for refugee students, as these questions are new to 

TALIS 2018. But changes in linguistic diversity over time provide a good indication of how 

much the learning environments for teachers have changed in terms of dealing with more 

linguistically diverse students, irrespective of the underlying cause of this diversity.  Maltese 

heads of school reported a 6.2% increase in the percentage of non-native students since 2008 

and in Austria, Flemish (Belgium) and Iceland this percentage increase of non-native speakers 

was at least 10%. This suggests patterns in these countries of growing migration/refugee inflows, 

greater ethnic or linguistic grouping of students or lag effects from differential birth rates of 

different linguistic communities that change the linguistic make-up of society. By contrast, 

Brazil, Korea, Lithuania, Mexico, Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Spain experienced a reverse 

pattern, with a decrease in the percentage of non-native speakers since 2008.   

 

 

3.3.2  Attitudes of school staff towards student diversity 
 

In the context of rising migration worldwide and the growing integration of world economies 

and labour markets, many societies have become more globalised and multicultural. This new 

reality and the challenges and opportunities it entails have prompted academic and policy 

interest on how education systems manage to integrate populations with a high proportion of 

students from migrant backgrounds. School responses to student diversity take multiple forms, 

varying greatly, in prevalence across participating countries, depending on the type of diversity 

issue. To reduce the risk of socially desirable answers, TALIS asked heads of school to estimate 

approximately what proportion of teachers in their school agree with a number of statements 

related to equity and cultural diversity.  

 

With regards to equity beliefs in Maltese schools, Table 3.16 shows that 98.1% of heads of 

school report that the majority of teachers in their schools believe in the importance of treating 

male and female students equally; all heads of school report that most teachers in their schools 

believe in the importance of treating students from all socio-economic backgrounds in the same 

manner; 96.3% of heads of school report that most teachers in their schools think that students 

should be taught how to avoid gender discrimination; and 96.3% of heads of school report that 

most teachers in their schools think that schools should encourage students from different socio-

economic backgrounds to work together. These percentages are higher than the OECD averages 

(97.6%, 96.7%, 93.3% and 91.5% respectively). 
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Table 3.16: Heads of schools’ point of view regarding equity beliefs of teachers 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school who think that ‘many’ or ‘all or almost all’ 
teachers in their school would agree with the following statements: 

Schools should 
encourage students 
from different socio-

economic backgrounds 
to work together   

Students 
should learn 
how to avoid 

gender 
discrimination   

It is important 
to treat female 

and male 
students 
equally 

It is important to treat 
students from all 
socio-economic 

backgrounds in the 
same manner 

Australia 94.2% 93.9% 98.7% 95.0% 

Austria 89.9% 89.3% 98.9% 97.9% 

Belgium 82.2% 77.6% 95.0% 95.3% 

Flemish (Belgium) 80.8% 76.1% 94.8% 93.4% 

Brazil 97.8% 93.3% 98.0% 96.8% 

Bulgaria 97.1% 97.0% 98.3% 96.4% 

CABA (Argentina) 91.0% 95.9% 95.8% 96.7% 

Chile 93.3% 95.3% 95.0% 96.7% 

Colombia 89.6% 94.0% 99.4% 98.8% 

Croatia 96.1% 98.9% 100.0% 100.0% 

Czech Republic 87.1% 95.9% 99.4% 94.4% 

Denmark 89.8% 91.4% 99.1% 95.0% 

England (UK) 98.4% 99.1% 99.1% 99.1% 

Estonia 94.1% 87.3% 94.2% 97.4% 

Finland 97.2% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

France 85.4% 93.3% 98.4% 93.6% 

Georgia 97.2% 97.2% 97.4% 97.7% 

Hungary 86.5% 89.1% 94.9% 97.1% 

Iceland 97.8% 98.9% 100.0% 98.9% 

Italy 94.2% 95.8% 97.4% 97.6% 

Japan 89.3% 90.0% 94.7% 96.1% 

Kazakhstan 89.6% 89.3% 94.3% 96.6% 

Korea 97.5% 97.5% 98.4% 95.3% 

Latvia 96.3% 95.5% 96.7% 96.7% 

Lithuania 96.3% 98.0% 99.4% 99.7% 

Malta 96.3% 96.3% 98.1% 100.0% 

Mexico 91.4% 94.8% 97.8% 97.4% 

Netherlands 83.8% 92.3% 97.4% 94.9% 

New Zealand 83.3% 85.1% 91.8% 90.0% 

Norway 92.1% 100.0% 95.9% 94.1% 

Portugal 88.4% 94.9% 97.6% 97.4% 

Romania 96.5% 96.8% 99.8% 99.8% 

Russia 97.2% 91.6% 94.2% 98.4% 

Saudi Arabia 80.6% 80.1% 84.9% 83.4% 

Shanghai (China) 93.4% 94.8% 98.1% 94.7% 

Singapore 99.5% 97.4% 99.5% 100.0% 

Slovak Republic 89.0% 89.7% 96.7% 95.7% 

Slovenia 97.4% 96.3% 100.0% 99.3% 

South Africa 93.3% 91.1% 96.2% 96.6% 

Spain 95.4% 98.5% 99.1% 99.4% 

Sweden 95.5% 99.2% 99.5% 99.1% 

Chinese Taipei 97.6% 99.1% 100.0% 98.7% 

Turkey 90.0% 93.5% 97.2% 97.5% 

United Arab Emirates 96.8% 91.8% 92.5% 95.9% 

United States 98.7% 94.3% 98.1% 92.3% 

Viet Nam 93.0% 97.0% 100.0% 99.6% 

OECD average 91.5% 93.3% 97.6% 96.7% 
 



The Changing Landscape of Teaching  
 

69 

 

Table 3.17: Heads of schools’ point of view regarding cultural diversity beliefs of teachers 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school who think that ‘many’ or ‘all or almost all’ 
teachers in their school would agree with the following statements: 

It is important to 
be responsive to 

differences in 
students’ 
cultural 

backgrounds 

It is important for 
students to learn 
that people from 

other cultures can 
have different 

values 

Respecting other 
cultures is 

something that 
children and young 
people should learn 
as early as possible 

Children and 
young people 

should learn that 
people of different 
cultures have a lot 

in common 

Australia 90.1% 94.6% 91.4% 91.1% 

Austria 84.3% 87.6% 93.9% 94.8% 

Belgium 76.8% 84.6% 88.3% 90.9% 

Flemish (Belgium) 74.8% 83.6% 86.0% 91.0% 

Brazil 95.7% 94.2% 97.5% 97.1% 

Bulgaria 89.1% 96.8% 96.1% 97.8% 

CABA (Argentina) 94.2% 95.3% 96.0% 93.4% 

Chile 90.7% 89.4% 95.0% 95.3% 

Colombia 88.9% 94.4% 93.8% 96.0% 

Croatia 95.2% 91.7% 96.1% 95.9% 

Czech Republic 82.8% 89.0% 84.5% 89.4% 

Denmark 96.9% 96.2% 98.0% 97.9% 

England (UK) 96.5% 98.5% 100.0% 99.4% 

Estonia 95.3% 93.1% 94.2% 95.8% 

Finland 95.3% 96.1% 97.0% 98.2% 

France 79.3% 88.1% 91.1% 91.4% 

Georgia 92.5% 93.6% 92.2% 97.8% 

Hungary 92.0% 90.5% 89.7% 89.2% 

Iceland 96.8% 96.7% 96.8% 98.9% 

Italy 95.5% 97.2% 98.3% 94.2% 

Japan 92.1% 91.9% 88.1% 88.7% 

Kazakhstan 78.1% 79.5% 94.1% 94.1% 

Korea 95.1% 97.7% 95.9% 97.0% 

Latvia 74.5% 93.4% 94.3% 96.1% 

Lithuania 92.0% 96.0% 99.3% 99.7% 

Malta 96.3% 96.3% 96.3% 94.5% 

Mexico 90.2% 90.1% 94.1% 94.3% 

Netherlands 94.0% 95.7% 91.5% 94.9% 

New Zealand 90.2% 90.2% 90.3% 90.0% 

Norway 87.7% 91.1% 98.5% 97.5% 

Portugal 95.2% 94.0% 96.8% 95.8% 

Romania 85.0% 87.4% 90.1% 94.9% 

Russia 92.6% 89.6% 97.7% 97.1% 

Saudi Arabia 79.3% 73.2% 80.6% 77.3% 

Shanghai (China) 74.7% 77.2% 84.0% 88.4% 

Singapore 97.4% 97.9% 99.5% 100.0% 

Slovak Republic 77.1% 85.5% 89.2% 91.4% 

Slovenia 92.9% 94.7% 97.1% 96.5% 

South Africa 81.9% 87.5% 92.1% 91.2% 

Spain 95.9% 94.9% 97.4% 97.7% 

Sweden 96.5% 96.9% 100.0% 98.4% 

Chinese Taipei 91.0% 94.3% 97.0% 95.5% 

Turkey 87.3% 89.5% 93.2% 94.1% 

United Arab Emirates 95.5% 92.5% 96.1% 96.3% 

United States 97.9% 93.5% 99.4% 99.3% 

Viet Nam 94.4% 90.9% 93.3% 92.3% 

OECD average 90.7% 92.4% 94.0% 94.6% 
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Table 3.18: School practices related to equity  

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting that the following policies and 
practices are implemented in their school 

Teaching students to be 
inclusive of different 

socio-economic 
backgrounds   

Clear policies 
against 
gender 

discrimination   

Explicit policies 
against socio-

economic 
discrimination   

Additional support 
for students from 
disadvantaged 
backgrounds   

Australia 91.4% 72.8% 50.5% 90.7% 

Austria 97.3% 84.7% 83.6% 90.3% 

Belgium 93.0% 52.1% 55.9% 84.9% 

Flemish (Belgium) 98.3% 44.7% 53.5% 87.3% 

Brazil 92.9% 85.1% 89.4% 73.7% 

Bulgaria 86.3%   88.7% 

CABA (Argentina) 99.2% 92.4% 92.8% 76.5% 

Chile 97.9% 88.1% 85.9% 86.9% 

Colombia 98.5% 77.8% 75.2% 64.2% 

Croatia 90.8% 78.0% 75.8% 87.6% 

Czech Republic 100.0% 96.4% 96.4% 91.6% 

Denmark 83.6% 8.5% 11.8% 71.1% 

England (UK) 98.0% 93.0% 76.8% 95.5% 

Estonia 95.4% 64.5% 74.9% 72.8% 

Finland 96.1% 95.2% 76.3% 39.9% 

France 91.5% 89.1% 67.1% 85.6% 

Georgia 87.5% 89.0% 88.5% 84.8% 

Hungary 88.7% 61.2% 77.2% 82.7% 

Iceland 100.0% 92.4% 84.8% 70.7% 

Italy 85.6% 51.3% 44.1% 91.9% 

Japan 82.3% 62.6% 66.2% 67.6% 

Kazakhstan 97.1% 70.4% 72.7% 97.7% 

Korea 90.8% 96.3% 83.7% 95.3% 

Latvia 100.0% 75.4% 78.0% 94.7% 

Lithuania 93.3% 95.0% 95.6% 93.8% 

Malta 96.3% 47.6% 43.6% 81.3% 

Mexico 93.9% 84.8% 80.4% 78.7% 

Netherlands 92.4% 63.0% 46.2% 70.6% 

New Zealand 89.9% 49.9% 38.5% 84.2% 

Norway 94.6% 74.4% 73.3% 44.5% 

Portugal 99.6% 78.3% 77.3% 94.0% 

Romania 94.2% 62.5% 73.8% 91.1% 

Russia 91.3% 72.0% 75.1% 96.5% 

Saudi Arabia 86.7% 77.6% 75.5% 92.4% 

Shanghai (China) 98.3% 84.9% 83.2% 94.4% 

Singapore 99.0% 47.1% 53.6% 91.5% 

Slovak Republic 73.5% 90.9% 94.3% 88.1% 

Slovenia 95.1% 89.5% 92.6% 89.5% 

South Africa 88.8% 84.6% 77.9% 84.5% 

Spain 97.0% 91.1% 79.1% 89.3% 

Sweden 83.3% 78.5% 49.0% 49.8% 

Chinese Taipei 97.4% 95.5% 94.6% 98.0% 

Turkey 95.5% 89.1% 89.9% 90.4% 

United Arab Emirates 95.5% 77.2% 81.9% 80.2% 

United States 92.4% 90.6% 80.9% 81.4% 

Viet Nam 78.0% 75.3% 65.9% 99.2% 

OECD average 92.9% 77.9% 72.7% 80.3% 
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With regards to cultural diversity beliefs in Maltese schools, Table 3.17 shows that 94.5% of 

heads of school report that the majority of teachers in their schools believe that children and 

young people should learn that people of different cultures have a lot in common; 96.3% of 

heads of school report that the most teachers in their schools believe that respecting other 

cultures is something that children and young people should learn as early as possible; 96.3% of 

heads of school report that most teachers in their schools agree that it is important for students to 

learn that people from other cultures can have different values; and 96.3% of heads of school 

report that most teachers in their schools find it important to be responsive to differences in 

students’ cultural backgrounds. These percentages are comparable or higher than the OECD 

averages (94.6%, 94.0%, 92.4% and 90.7% respectively).  In Czech Republic, Saudi Arabia and 

Shanghai there were fewer than 90% of heads of school reporting agreement of their teachers 

with cultural diversity beliefs in the for all four diversity beliefs. 

 

With regards to equity-related policies and practices implemented in Maltese schools, Table 3.18 

shows that 96.3% of heads of school report that teaching students to be inclusive of different 

socio-economic backgrounds is practiced in their schools; 81.3% of heads of school report that 

they provide additional support for students from disadvantaged backgrounds; 47.6% of heads of 

schools report that they follow explicit policies against gender discrimination; and 43.6% of heads 

of school report that they have explicit policies against socio-economic discrimination. These 

percentages vary considerably from the OECD averages (92.9%, 80.3%, 72.7% and 80.3% 

respectively). It is noteworthy that more than half of Maltese heads of school report that their 

schools do not have explicit policies to combat gender and socio-economic discrimination. 

 

Differences exist across participating countries in the prevalence of these equity-related policies 

and practices. Teaching students to be inclusive of different socio-economic backgrounds is 

implemented in at least 95% of schools in almost half of participating countries, but in less than 

85% of schools in Denmark, Japan, the Slovak Republic, Sweden and Viet Nam. Interestingly, 

the education systems where this practice is least used includes countries with less socio-

economic inequality, which may signal that this practice is less necessary. The provision of 

additional support for students from disadvantaged backgrounds is also a widespread practice, 

implemented by at least 80% of schools in about 80% of participating countries. Interestingly, it 

is least used in Finland, Norway and Sweden, where the practice is to support challenging 

schools rather than students within schools, in order to avoid stigmatisation. There is much 

more variation across systems in the prevalence of explicit policies against gender and socio-

economic discrimination. The percentage of schools implementing such policies ranges from 

around 9% in Denmark to over 95% in the Czech Republic, Finland, Korea and Lithuania for 

gender discrimination, and ranges from 12% in Denmark to over 95% in the Czech Republic 

and Lithuania for socio-economic discrimination. 

 

For diversity-related school policies and practices, the previous section has shown the wide 

variation across participating countries in the prevalence of multicultural diversity in the 

composition of schools. There is also variation in the degree to which schools have adopted 

specific policies and practices related to multicultural diversity and the nature of these policies 

and practices at the school level. The examination of these policies and practices is restricted to 

the sample of teachers who reported that students from more than one cultural or ethnic 

background. An important consideration in reviewing school policies and practices related to 

multicultural diversity is the social context in which they take place. The dominant paradigm in 

research on cultural diversity identifies two main ideological approaches and perspectives of 

countries’ policies, which include equity and multiculturalism. 
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Table 3.19: School practices related to diversity 

Country 

Supporting activities 
or organisations to 
encourage student 

expression of 
diverse ethnic and 
cultural identities 

Organizing 
multicultural events 

Teach how to deal 
with ethnic and 

cultural 
discrimination 

Adopting teaching 
and learning 
practices that 

integrate global 
issues throughout 

the curriculum 

Teachers Heads Teachers Heads Teachers Heads Teachers Heads 

 Australia 81.4% 85.1% 75.1% 88.6% 68.6% 76.1% 82.7% 88.1% 

 Austria 50.6% 64.8% 39.1% 51.3% 75.6% 83.6% 87.9% 95.0% 

 Belgium 52.1% 59.3% 51.6% 57.7% 75.8% 85.5% 60.6% 78.0% 

 Flemish (Belgium) 47.5% 48.6% 57.4% 62.3% 74.6% 86.6% 63.5% 78.3% 

 Brazil 76.8% 85.9% 82.1% 90.4% 80.5% 92.1% 85.6% 99.4% 

 Bulgaria 73.3% 80.7% 63.4% 73.4% 62.9% 71.2% 69.2% 79.6% 

 CABA (Argentina) 73.1% 73.2% 67.1% 68.0% 90.0% 95.3% 81.1% 94.7% 

 Chile 76.6% 88.0% 67.7% 81.8% 85.3% 90.9% 75.8% 90.2% 

 Colombia 81.5% 88.8% 79.0% 86.7% 88.2% 81.1% 84.8% 88.6% 

 Croatia 49.2% 59.4% 36.0% 46.1% 69.2% 77.3% 62.4% 71.1% 

 Czech Republic 38.0% 49.5% 29.6% 40.9% 69.6% 81.5% 75.8% 86.5% 

 Denmark 22.8% 23.6% 16.9% 17.3% 26.1% 26.5% 54.1% 70.2% 

 England (UK) 69.3% 89.7% 51.4% 68.9% 84.1% 94.5% 80.3% 91.3% 

 Estonia 69.7% 72.5% 59.4% 67.9% 65.2% 72.2% 73.7% 68.3% 

 Finland 29.7% 35.5% 38.6% 51.0% 72.5% 84.1% 76.5% 94.2% 

 France 53.4% 55.2% 32.2% 45.6% 79.5% 86.1% 71.8% 78.5% 

 Georgia 72.5% 82.3% 66.6% 80.0% 81.6% 94.4% 80.9% 83.1% 

 Hungary 50.5% 53.7% 40.9% 46.6% 64.4% 74.6% 60.8% 60.6% 

 Iceland 49.8% 48.4% 35.6% 43.6% 54.5% 76.7% 27.2% 37.6% 

 Italy 57.5% 67.8% 33.9% 49.6% 67.1% 67.1% 76.4% 86.0% 

 Japan 28.5% 25.0% 30.1% 32.4% 51.9% 73.6% 37.7% 51.9% 

 Kazakhstan 86.9% 93.3% 92.6% 93.7% 83.2% 88.0% 69.4% 77.5% 

 Korea 48.0% 61.2% 43.1% 54.2% 73.4% 89.8% 43.2% 71.3% 

 Latvia 59.0% 49.2% 58.3% 68.1% 73.7% 82.6% 76.8% 89.8% 

 Lithuania 65.9% 80.3% 72.7% 91.1% 75.5% 89.3% 69.5% 77.9% 

 Malta 73.5% 92.6% 59.0% 88.3% 69.7% 98.0% 71.4% 91.1% 

 Mexico 66.8% 66.2% 46.1% 50.9% 83.5% 82.5% 74.6% 86.7% 

 Netherlands 42.5% 40.3% 28.9% 32.2% 68.0% 83.5% 51.2% 72.4% 

 New Zealand 97.6% 99.7% 82.5% 88.7% 66.6% 73.2% 84.7% 94.4% 

 Norway 22.7% 15.6% 19.5% 21.8% 56.8% 60.7% 77.6% 88.2% 

 Portugal 52.0% 66.6% 43.0% 51.2% 78.4% 91.7% 73.5% 92.6% 

 Romania 76.9% 96.0% 69.4% 87.5% 82.5% 92.6% 76.0% 84.3% 

 Russia 68.2% 80.9% 64.3% 82.0% 75.6% 83.5% 57.3% 49.8% 

 Saudi Arabia 65.6% 63.0% 49.7% 47.0% 63.8% 63.7% 48.3% 45.6% 

 Shanghai (China) 90.7% 95.4% 88.3% 97.5% 79.9% 94.9% 74.4% 71.8% 

 Singapore 92.5% 98.0% 94.7% 99.1% 87.0% 95.4% 88.4% 93.8% 

 Slovak Republic 58.7% 69.7% 39.9% 58.8% 72.0% 85.2% 70.6% 80.1% 

 Slovenia 43.6% 69.6% 41.5% 48.7% 86.9% 92.5% 65.6% 76.2% 

 South Africa 83.7% 83.9% 73.8% 75.2% 80.6% 82.9% 82.7% 84.7% 

 Spain 64.1% 75.7% 45.7% 56.3% 77.9% 86.4% 72.4% 90.7% 

 Sweden 26.7% 32.1% 25.3% 35.8% 69.6% 81.2% 77.9% 93.1% 

 Chinese Taipei 78.1% 91.5% 54.0% 74.4% 80.4% 94.1% 67.0% 83.4% 

 Turkey 40.8% 48.5% 25.9% 41.8% 54.6% 74.2% 50.0% 67.7% 

 United Arab Emirates 88.1% 94.4% 89.8% 96.1% 84.0% 94.8% 88.3% 94.6% 

 United States 72.8% 90.2% 52.1% 73.1% 62.8% 79.9% 66.9% 83.6% 

 Viet Nam 94.8% 93.5% 71.3% 70.0% 91.7% 88.5% 91.6% 88.5% 

 OECD average 54.2% 61.3% 45.4% 55.3% 70.1% 79.8% 68.0% 79.9% 
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The equity approach emphasises fostering equality and inclusion and valuing diversity.  It is often 

referred to as a colour-blind approach that regards all children as equals, avoids discrimination 

and treats all students fairly, with the goal of creating and maintaining homogeneity. Some 

argue that, in practice, this homogeneity often implicitly refers to the dominant culture of a 

country, and tends to be associated with assimilationist ideological models. By contrast, the 

multiculturalism approach is based on the premise that diversity can enrich the school and 

promote respect for and knowledge of other cultures and the enhancement of intercultural 

skills. Accordingly, it acknowledges and recognises expressions of diversity. Although the two 

policy streams of equity and multiculturalism may seem at odds, empirical studies show that 

schools often combine components of both approaches.  

 

To examine school policies and practices in relation to cultural diversity in Maltese schools, 

Table 3.19 shows that 91.1% of heads of school report that their schools adopt teaching and 

learning practices that integrate global issues throughout the curriculum; 98.0% of heads of 

school report that their schools teach how to deal with ethnic and cultural discrimination; 92.6% 

of heads of school report that their schools support activities/organisations to encourage student 

expression of diverse ethnic and cultural identities; and 88.3% of heads of school report that 

their schools organize multicultural events. These percentages are higher than the OECD 

averages (79.9%, 70.1%, 61.3% and 55.3% respectively).   

 

It is interesting to examine teachers’ perspectives on school policies and practices related to 

multicultural diversity, as they are based on the perceptions of the actors on the frontline of 

classrooms. They show the wide variation across countries in the prevalence of school policies 

and practices related to diversity, even when the analysis is limited to teachers working in 

multicultural schools. Table 3.19 shows that 71.4% of teachers report that they adopt teaching 

and learning practices in their classrooms that integrate global issues throughout the 

curriculum; 69.7% of teachers report that they teach students how to deal with ethnic and 

cultural discrimination; 73.5% of teachers report that they support activities/organisations to 

encourage student expression of diverse ethnic and cultural identities; and 59.0% of teachers 

report that they organize multicultural events in their classrooms. These percentages are similar 

or higher than the OECD averages (68.0%, 70.1%, 54.2% and 45.4% respectively).   

 

According to teachers, the adoption of teaching and learning practices that integrate global 

issues throughout the curriculum is most prevalent in Austria, Brazil, Singapore, the United 

Arab Emirates and Viet Nam, and least prevalent in Iceland, Japan, Korea and Saudi Arabia. 

Teaching how to deal with ethnic and cultural discrimination is most common in Colombia, 

CABA (Argentina), Chile, Singapore, Slovenia and Viet Nam, and least prevalent in Denmark, 

Iceland, Japan, Norway and Turkey. Supporting activities/organisations encouraging students’ 

expression of diverse ethnic and cultural identities is most prevalent in Kazakhstan, 

New Zealand, Shanghai, Singapore, United Arab Emirates and Viet Nam, and least widespread 

in Denmark, Finland, Japan, Norway and Sweden. Finally, the organisation of multicultural 

events is most prevalent in the multicultural schools of Kazakhstan, Shanghai, Singapore and 

United Arab Emirates, and least prevalent in the Czech Republic, Denmark, Netherlands, 

Japan, Norway, Sweden and Turkey. As for equity-related school policies and practices, the 

limited number of heads of schools’ observations in each country does not allow regression 

analyses on the factors associated with diversity-related school policies and practices. It should be 

noted that at the system level, the proportion of teachers working in linguistically diverse schools, 

which can act as a proxy for schools’ cultural diversity, is unrelated to the share of schools with 

multicultural policies and practices as reported by heads of school. 
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3.3.3  Teachers’ readiness to teach in multicultural environments 
 

With migration on the rise in many parts of the world, the children of immigrants are enrolled 

in the schools of their host countries and a number of education systems have experienced an 

increase in the linguistic diversity of their students over the past decade. This phenomenon is 

not exclusively driven by migration flows, but it is strongly related to migration patterns and the 

countries of origin of immigrants and refugees. An implication of both migration/refugee flows 

and greater linguistic diversity in schools is that schools and teachers increasingly need to cater 

to multicultural student profiles. An important issue for policy makers and heads of school is to 

understand teachers’ readiness to teach multicultural classes. Indeed, a recent international 

review of the integration of immigrant students acknowledged that handling cultural diversity in 

class is difficult and requires a lot of preparation. Often, students differ not only in the 

knowledge and skills they have acquired in their early years, but also in the strategies they use 

to approach and solve problems.  

 

To investigate how confident teachers feel about teaching a culturally diverse class, TALIS 2018 

asked teachers to report on their preparedness for teaching in a multicultural or multilingual 

setting. The vast majority of teachers did not feel ready for the task to teach in a multicultural or 

multilingual setting at the time they completed their teacher education. With the exception of 

Shanghai (51.7%), Singapore (60.9%), South Africa (66.9%) and the United Arab Emirates 

(77.9%), less than 50% of teachers from the other countries reported that they were prepared to 

teach in this setting. Only 22.8% of Maltese teachers reported that they are ready to teach 

multicultural or multilingual classes, which is lower than the OECD average (25.5%). To 

investigate teachers’ perceived need for professional development, TALIS 2018 asked teachers to 

report on their need for professional development in teaching in a multicultural or multilingual 

setting. Brazil (44.0%), Colombia (45.4%) and Mexico (45.9%) reported the highest proportion 

of teachers needing professional development to teach in this setting.  The percentage of Maltese 

teachers requesting this type of support (20.4%) was higher than the OECD average (15.0%). 

 

TALIS 2018 also asked teachers who have previously taught classrooms with students from 

different cultures five questions about their experience and self-efficacy teaching a culturally 

diverse class.  Moreover, they were asked to evaluate the extent they could ‘cope with challenges 

of a multicultural classroom’, ‘adapt their teaching to the cultural diversity of students’, ‘ensure 

that students with and without a migrant background work together’, ‘raise awareness of cultural 

differences amongst students’ and ‘reduce ethnic stereotyping amongst students’. Table 3.20 

shows that Maltese teachers have high levels of self-efficacy, where 72.7% reported that they are 

quite able to reduce ethnic stereotyping amongst students in multicultural settings; 77.4% reported 

that they can ensure that students with and without a migrant background work together; 70.2% 

reported that they can raise awareness of cultural differences amongst students; 65.1% reported 

that they cope with challenges of a multicultural classroom; and 61.7% reported that they can 

adapt my teaching to the cultural diversity of students. These percentages are similar or higher 

than the OECD averages (72.7%, 69.2%, 68.4%, 66.9% and 58.9% respectively).   

 

The examination of country-specific patterns of self-efficacy in multicultural settings reveals 

interesting regional and cultural patterns. With respect to adapting teaching to the cultural 

diversity of students, more than 90% of teachers report high self-efficacy in Colombia, Portugal 

and United Arab Emirates, but this is the case for less than half of teachers in Estonia, Finland, 

Japan, Korea, Netherlands, Norway and Slovenia. When examining all aspects of self-efficacy in  
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Table 3.20: Self-efficacy in multicultural environments 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who feel they can do the following ‘quite a bit’ or ‘a 
lot’ in teaching a culturally diverse class 

Cope with 
challenges 

of a 
multicultural 
classroom   

Adapt my 
teaching to the 

cultural 
diversity of 
students   

Ensure that 
students with and 
without a migrant 
background work 

together   

Raise awareness 
of cultural 

differences 
amongst 
students   

Reduce ethnic 
stereotyping 

amongst 
students   

Australia  70.5% 64.3% 71.7% 65.5% 74.3% 

Austria 73.8% 51.9% 77.9% 70.1% 59.2% 

Belgium 80.9% 66.0% 85.4% 75.7% 78.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 77.1% 59.9% 84.3% 73.2% 69.9% 

Brazil 81.1% 82.6% 82.8% 94.4% 88.3% 

Bulgaria  82.5% 73.5% 54.2% 66.7% 69.1% 

CABA (Argentina) 70.1% 68.0% 74.5% 81.4% 83.1% 

Chile 57.1% 65.3% 74.9% 82.6% 83.5% 

Colombia 90.1% 90.1% 91.2% 95.9% 90.1% 

Croatia 81.2% 73.8% 76.1% 82.0% 83.8% 

Czech Republic 65.2% 53.9% 64.0% 57.0% 57.9% 

Denmark 84.9% 67.7% 86.7% 80.4% 84.3% 

England (UK) 71.9% 61.4% 69.6% 62.5% 75.2% 

Estonia 70.3% 49.2% 65.2% 67.5% 77.6% 

Finland 68.5% 39.0% 69.5% 43.8% 57.5% 

France 66.4% 60.9% 90.7% 69.5% 79.6% 

Georgia 70.9% 79.1% 59.0% 80.8% 73.9% 

Hungary 83.6% 76.3% 48.6% 76.8% 82.6% 

Iceland 61.6% 52.9% 69.4% 64.1% 71.3% 

Italy 80.3% 80.2% 77.2% 96.3% 92.5% 

Japan 16.6% 19.7% 27.8% 32.5% 29.8% 

Kazakhstan 67.9% 66.3% 55.6% 66.6% 65.6% 

Korea 30.9% 30.8% 35.2% 45.1% 46.9% 

Latvia 88.8% 83.7% 80.2% 84.7% 84.5% 

Lithuania 66.7% 70.3% 71.1% 82.1% 79.6% 

Malta 65.1% 61.7% 77.4% 70.2% 76.3% 

Mexico 58.5% 66.5% 70.8% 85.8% 81.2% 

Netherlands 67.7% 47.3% 72.5% 63.4% 61.3% 

New Zealand 74.2% 65.3% 67.3% 67.4% 76.6% 

Norway 59.2% 43.5% 68.1% 48.9% 57.8% 

Portugal 94.4% 90.0% 88.6% 91.9% 96.0% 

Romania 72.1% 73.2% 45.1% 70.5% 72.4% 

Russia 83.2% 78.5% 78.9% 73.1% 70.0% 

Saudi Arabia 77.0% 79.1% 88.0% 84.7% 87.6% 

Shanghai (China) 44.6% 53.8% 40.3% 51.2% 51.5% 

Singapore 65.1% 62.5% 68.5% 70.3% 70.5% 

Slovak Republic 63.6% 61.5% 55.8% 65.0% 62.4% 

Slovenia 57.6% 35.5% 66.0% 71.6% 78.3% 

South Africa 81.0% 80.4% 74.2% 76.2% 84.3% 

Spain 52.2% 51.9% 78.5% 71.9% 81.6% 

Sweden 67.6% 52.6% 69.8% 57.2% 63.5% 

Chinese Taipei 34.0% 30.8% 35.8% 44.6% 56.4% 

Turkey 54.9% 52.1% 64.1% 65.5% 80.7% 

United Arab Emirates 89.6% 91.4% 88.8% 87.2% 88.2% 

United States 66.4% 58.3% 63.3% 57.9% 69.2% 

Viet Nam 45.6% 63.2% 44.5% 66.3% 80.6% 

OECD average 66.9% 58.9% 69.2% 68.4% 72.7% 
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multicultural settings, teachers tend to display high levels of multicultural self-efficacy in Latin 

American and Middle Eastern countries and in Portugal, but lower levels of self-efficacy in 

multicultural settings in Asian and Nordic countries. One has to keep in mind, however, that 

TALIS captures teachers’ perceptions that are subjective and may be subject to cultural bias, 

particularly for self-evaluative questions such as self-efficacy and comparisons across countries 

and economies need to be interpreted with caution. 

 

 
Figure 3.1: Self-efficacy in a multicultural setting score distribution provided by Maltese teachers 

 

 
Figure 3.2: Mean self-efficacy scores in a multicultural setting, clustered by school type 
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Using CFA, a self-efficacy scale score was generated for each participating teacher, where the 

larger the score the higher is the teacher’s ability to cope in a multicultural environment. Figure 

3.1 shows that the self-efficacy score distribution of Maltese teachers is left skewed with mean 

11.15 and standard deviation 2.067. Figure 3.2 shows that the mean self-efficacy scores in 

coping in a multicultural setting of teachers in independent (11.39) and church (11.39) schools 

are larger than the mean score of teachers in state schools (11.07), however differences are not 

significant at the 0.05 level of significance. 

 

Moreover, a regression model was fitted to relate the self-efficacy scores in a multicultural setting 

of Maltese teachers to a number of predictors collectively, which included share of non-native 

speaking students, share of students who are immigrants or with a migrant background, share of 

students who are refugees, gender, working status and years of experience of teacher. Table 3.21 

displays the regression coefficients and their corresponding standard error, where a positive 

coefficient represents a positive relationship and a negative coefficient represents a negative 

relationship. Bold values indicate that the relationships are significant. 

 
Table 3.21: Regression model relating self-efficacy in a multicultural setting to classroom composition 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Share of non-native speaking students 0.005 0.002 

Share of students who have a migrant background 0.003 0.007 

Share of students who are refugees 0.008 0.011 

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.192 0.157 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher -0.012 0.006 

Working status (Full-time) -0.225 0.358 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

  R-square = 0.01 

 

The regression model only explains 1% of the total variation in the self-efficacy scores in a 

multicultural setting. Maltese teachers tend to feel more confident in their ability to teach a class 

with students from different cultures when their class actually includes higher shares of non-

native speaking students.  The other classroom composition predictors are weakly related with 

self-efficacy of Maltese teachers in a multicultural setting. 

 

 

3.4 Enhancing school climate and learning environments 
 

An important issue for policy makers, heads of school, teachers and parents is to understand the 

dynamics at play in school and classroom climates. Research shows that a positive school 

climate is a powerful influence on student learning and social well-being as well as on teachers’ 

sense of efficacy, confidence, and commitment to teaching.  School climate is a collective 

indicator of the culture of schools that encompasses physical, social and academic dimensions.  

School safety can be conceptualised as pertaining to the physical and social dimensions of 

school climate. At a more micro-level (class level), the relationships students forge with their 

teachers, the support they get from them, as well as the disciplinary climate in the classroom are 

also crucial aspects for teacher and student well-being and student learning. It is particularly 

relevant to examine classroom discipline, in light of its relation to teaching time and, by 

implication, to students’ opportunity to learn. 
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3.4.1  Safety of schools’ learning environments 
 

To investigate classroom climates, TALIS 2018 asked heads of school about the frequency of a 

number of incidents related to school safety. While it is important to keep in mind that these 

reports reflect heads of schools’ perceptions and awareness of incidents as much as their actual 

prevalence, they nevertheless shed light on the safety of schools. Table 3.22 shows that, on 

average across countries participating in TALIS, most schools are immune from weekly or daily 

school-safety incidents thus provide students with safe learning environments. The percentages of 

Maltese heads of school reporting use/possession of drugs or alcohol (0.0%) and vandalism and 

theft (2.2%) on a weekly basis are lower than the OECD averages (1.0% and 2.7% respectively).  

On the other hand, the percentages of Maltese heads of school reporting intimidation or bullying 

among students (30.0%), physical injury caused by violence among students (7.7%), posting of 

hurtful information about students on the Internet (6.2%), unwanted electronic contact among 

students (6.2%) and incidents related to intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or staff (3.7%) 

on a weekly basis are higher than the OECD averages (14.3%, 7.2%, 2.5%, 3.4% and 3.1% 

respectively).   

 

One issue stands out in the reports of heads of school on school safety: reports of regular 

incidents related to intimidation or bullying among students are significantly higher than for the 

other school safety incidents in most participating countries. The percentage of Maltese heads of 

school reporting intimidation or bullying among students at least once weekly (30%) is double 

the average percentage of heads of school reporting this incident in OECD countries (14.3%). 

This is an issue of concern for policy makers, teachers, heads of school and parents, given the 

enduring impact of intimidation and bullying on the well-being, confidence and achievement of 

students who are victims of it, as well as its potentially dramatic consequences. Besides Malta, 

this problem is also prevalent in the Belgian Flemish community, Australia, New Zealand and 

South Africa (occurring at least weekly in 30% to 40% of schools), as well as in Brazil, 

Bulgaria, England, Finland, France, Israel, Sweden and the United States (occurring at least 

weekly in 20% to 30% of schools).  By contrast, this issue is extremely rare in Japan, Kazakhstan, 

Korea and Shanghai. In TALIS 2018, a new item asked heads of school about the frequency of 

a student or parent/guardian reporting posting of hurtful information on the Internet about 

students (akin to cyberbullying), whereas those types of incidents would likely have been 

included under the bullying item in previous cycles. Change in bullying patterns over time 

therefore needs to be interpreted cautiously. 

 

Likewise, it is worrisome that 3.1% of schools face issues of intimidation or verbal abuse of 

teachers or staff at least weekly. This can also have enduring consequences for their well-being, 

stress levels, confidence and, eventually, for their retention in the profession. Brazil and the 

Belgian Flemish community are the education systems where this issue seems most frequent, as 

it occurs at least weekly in over 10% of schools. Intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or 

staff also happens at least weekly in 5% to 10% of schools in Belgium, Colombia, Denmark, 

Estonia, New Zealand, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Sweden and the United States. 

 

Country-specific patterns shed light on the specific challenges faced by different countries in 

relation to school safety. The education systems where school safety incidents are most frequent 

and widespread, according to heads of school, are the Belgian Flemish community, Brazil, 

England and South Africa, where at least 10% of heads of school report school safety incidents at 

least weekly on at least three of the seven dimensions of school safety examined in TALIS. 
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Table 3.22: School Safety 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting that these incidents occurred at 
least once weekly in their school 
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Australia  5.4% 37.2% 7.2% 12.1% 0.2% 10.6% 16.2% 

Austria 1.3% 15.0% 0.7% 3.2% 0.3% 3.2% 3.6% 

Belgium 5.7% 35.6% 1.2% 9.3% 4.3% 9.2% 12.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 5.3% 40.3% 0.4% 12.5% 2.2% 9.2% 15.6% 

Brazil 10.7% 28.3% 8.8% 11.5% 8.3% 2.4% 4.0% 

Bulgaria  9.9% 25.6% 5.4% 4.2% 0.5% 0.2% 1.7% 

CABA (Argentina) 2.4% 4.6% 0.8% 1.6% 1.6% 3.1% 1.6% 

Chile 2.3% 3.7% 1.9% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Colombia 7.2% 15.2% 4.3% 5.9% 6.2% 1.8% 1.6% 

Croatia 0.4% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.5% 

Czech Republic 1.4% 2.9% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 

Denmark 1.2% 4.6% 0.9% 8.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 

England (UK) 3.0% 20.7% 2.6% 4.7% 0.0% 13.9% 27.1% 

Estonia 0.5% 12.0% 0.0% 7.9% 1.1% 1.6% 1.1% 

Finland 3.7% 29.4% 2.3% 4.8% 3.6% 0.0% 0.5% 

France 2.8% 26.8% 2.4% 2.6% 0.0% 4.2% 4.5% 

Georgia 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 

Hungary 2.3% 10.2% 2.0% 2.3% 0.0% 1.9% 1.2% 

Iceland 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 1.1% 1.1% 

Italy 0.2% 3.2% 0.2% 1.7% 0.0% 0.8% 2.6% 

Japan 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 1.3% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 

Kazakhstan 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 

Korea 1.8% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Latvia 0.0% 9.0% 0.4% 4.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 

Lithuania 0.0% 18.2% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Malta 2.2% 30.0% 7.7% 3.7% 0.0% 6.2% 6.2% 

Mexico 8.1% 16.9% 5.9% 0.7% 2.2% 2.5% 1.7% 

Netherlands 1.7% 12.9% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 5.2% 12.9% 

New Zealand 1.7% 34.6% 4.2% 5.6% 0.5% 4.3% 5.3% 

Norway 3.2% 14.8% 0.0% 2.8% 0.0% 0.9% 4.0% 

Portugal 2.7% 7.3% 3.1% 4.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.4% 

Romania 0.0% 13.5% 1.8% 1.4% 0.0% 1.5% 1.3% 

Russia 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 1.7% 1.7% 0.0% 2.3% 

Saudi Arabia 3.4% 10.1% 3.5% 5.2% 1.1% 0.4% 0.4% 

Shanghai (China) 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 

Singapore 0.0% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 0.5% 

Slovak Republic 1.0% 9.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Slovenia 1.8% 13.7% 1.1% 1.7% 0.0% 0.7% 1.4% 

South Africa 20.7% 34.4% 6.2% 7.9% 27.5% 1.9% 1.4% 

Spain 0.9% 5.0% 0.5% 2.0% 1.2% 1.2% 2.4% 

Sweden 6.0% 26.0% 1.7% 5.5% 0.0% 4.6% 3.4% 

Chinese Taipei 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 

Turkey 5.7% 13.3% 7.5% 2.1% 0.0% 0.2% 1.1% 

United Arab Emirates 2.7% 8.0% 1.1% 1.3% 0.2% 0.7% 2.0% 

United States 2.0% 27.3% 0.8% 7.8% 2.0% 10.2% 5.5% 

Viet Nam 0.6% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

OECD average 2.7% 14.3% 2.0% 3.1% 1.0% 2.5% 3.4% 
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3.4.2  Teachers’ relationships with students 
 

TALIS sheds light on relationships in the school by asking teachers a series of questions on 

teacher-student relations, which provide indications on whether teachers and students get along 

well, as well as on the school climate as it pertains to supporting student well-being. Table 3.23 

shows that in Malta, 95.7% of teachers reported that they agree that students and teachers 

usually get on well with each other; 98.8% of teachers reported that they believe that the 

students’ well-being is important; 95.8% of teachers reported that they are interested in what 

students have to say; 96.7% of teachers reported that their school provides extra assistance to 

students if they need it; and 90.3% of teachers reported that they rely on other teachers.  The 

percentages are comparable or higher than the OECD averages (96.2%, 96.4%, 92.6%, 91.6% 

and 87.4% respectively).   

 

When examining country-specific patterns, it is striking that over 90% of teachers agree that 

teachers and students get along well in all participating countries, except South Africa, which is 

just under 85%. Teachers’ valuing of students’ well-being is also a widely shared belief across 

countries participating in TALIS, since only Kazakhstan and the Slovak Republic have levels 

of agreement below 90% for the statement that most teachers believe that the students’ well-

being is important. By contrast, there is less agreement on the statements that most teachers are 

interested in what students have to say and that if a student needs extra assistance, the school 

provides it. The degree of cohesion and reliance between teachers (87% on average across the 

OECD) is noticeably below the wide consensus on teacher-student relations, as 13% of teachers 

of teachers perceive that cohesion with their colleagues is insufficient. This pattern is 

particularly marked in Mexico (only 66% agreement), but also to a lower extent (79% to 83%) 

in Colombia, Croatia, Hungary, Japan, Portugal, South Africa and Turkey. 

 

Table 3.24 shows that the analysis of teacher-student relations over time confirms the findings 

on school safety that the school climate has improved overall in a majority of TALIS countries, 

including Malta, since the first TALIS survey in 2008.  

 

Malta had a 4.3% increase in the proportion of teachers who agree that teachers and students 

usually get on well with each other. Lithuania (7.8%) had the largest percentage increase in the 

proportion of teachers concurring with this statement since 2018, followed by the Slovak 

Republic (6.9%), Mexico (6.7%) and Estonia (5.2%); while no country registered a percentage 

decrease. Malta had a 3.2% increase in the proportion of teachers who believe that the student 

well-being is important. Estonia (6.3%) had the largest percentage increase in the proportion of 

teachers agreeing with this statement since 2018, followed by Turkey (5.7%), Mexico (4.3%), 

Austria (4.1%) and Estonia (4.1%); while Slovenia, Singapore, Portugal and Hungary 

registered a percentage decrease. Malta had a 7.2% increase in the proportion of teachers who 

are interested in what students have to say. Estonia and Turkey (8.9%) had the largest 

percentage increase in the proportion of teachers concurring with this statement since 2018, 

followed by Spain (6.2%), Mexico (5.3%), Australia (3.5%) and Korea (3.3%); while Slovenia, 

Portugal, Italy and Bulgaria registered a percentage decrease. Since 2018, Malta had the largest 

increase of 10.3% in the proportion of teachers who agree that their school provides extra 

assistance to students if they need it. Other countries agreeing with this statement include Brazil 

(8.9%), Italy (4.6%), Norway (4.2%), Spain (4.1%), Mexico (3.8%) and Turkey (3.6%); while 

Austria, Denmark and Iceland registered a percentage decrease. 
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Table 3.23: Teacher-student relations 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who "agree" or "strongly agree" with the following 
statements about what happens in their school 

Teachers 
and students 
usually get 
on well with 
each other   

Most teachers 
believe that 

the students’ 
well-being is 

important 

Most teachers 
are interested 

in what 
students have 

to say 

If a student 
needs extra 
assistance, 
the school 
provides it 

Teachers 
can rely 
on each 

other   

Australia  97.4% 98.7% 96.5% 94.3% 92.7% 

Austria 96.7% 95.1% 88.4% 81.8% 90.7% 

Belgium 96.1% 95.3% 90.6% 94.9% 86.4% 

Flemish (Belgium) 96.4% 98.5% 94.6% 97.7% 94.2% 

Brazil 93.5% 96.0% 87.3% 79.6% 88.8% 

Bulgaria  95.9% 97.5% 94.4% 98.4% 90.7% 

CABA (Argentina) 97.1% 96.4% 90.4% 90.2% 92.0% 

Chile 95.5% 96.0% 87.0% 87.7% 92.1% 

Colombia 96.0% 96.5% 88.7% 86.2% 80.5% 

Croatia 94.8% 97.0% 88.5% 95.4% 82.9% 

Czech Republic 96.0% 96.1% 86.7% 98.2% 87.3% 

Denmark 98.6% 99.4% 95.6% 75.8% 92.3% 

England (UK) 97.0% 99.0% 96.8% 94.4% 91.5% 

Estonia 97.4% 97.9% 93.2% 97.9% 92.4% 

Finland 96.7% 98.6% 95.1% 97.1% 90.1% 

France 94.0% 95.7% 92.6% 95.0% 85.4% 

Georgia 98.7% 98.7% 96.7% 96.3% 95.9% 

Hungary 96.5% 91.6% 93.9% 95.9% 82.2% 

Iceland 98.2% 99.3% 98.2% 83.9% 93.4% 

Italy 96.9% 96.1% 91.0% 90.4% 83.1% 

Japan 95.9% 93.5% 93.4% 94.6% 83.0% 

Kazakhstan 97.5% 80.6% 94.0% 94.5% 92.1% 

Korea 94.3% 93.1% 94.2% 86.5% 88.7% 

Latvia 95.3% 96.2% 93.5% 98.0% 83.3% 

Lithuania 96.3% 98.1% 93.9% 97.7% 84.3% 

Malta 95.7% 98.8% 95.8% 96.7% 90.3% 

Mexico 91.7% 94.6% 84.5% 80.9% 66.5% 

Netherlands 98.9% 99.0% 96.6% 94.8% 92.4% 

New Zealand 97.4% 98.2% 95.8% 94.3% 90.1% 

Norway 99.0% 99.6% 97.9% 87.4% 94.7% 

Portugal 97.0% 98.0% 91.0% 93.2% 78.6% 

Romania 97.2% 96.8% 90.9% 92.5% 90.3% 

Russia 97.1% 94.3% 91.3% 95.9% 89.8% 

Saudi Arabia 96.1% 96.6% 93.6% 92.7% 94.0% 

Shanghai (China) 98.2% 99.1% 96.9% 95.0% 96.0% 

Singapore 97.6% 98.3% 93.3% 97.7% 92.3% 

Slovak Republic 94.4% 87.4% 88.1% 96.9% 85.2% 

Slovenia 96.4% 96.5% 88.8% 98.7% 85.9% 

South Africa 84.9% 95.7% 85.8% 89.3% 82.2% 

Spain 96.2% 96.4% 89.9% 91.0% 87.7% 

Sweden 97.9% 99.2% 95.7% 77.1% 89.8% 

Chinese Taipei 97.3% 95.6% 93.5% 94.7% 88.2% 

Turkey 93.4% 93.2% 92.1% 89.8% 82.5% 

United Arab Emirates 96.4% 96.9% 95.3% 92.8% 92.7% 

United States 95.1% 98.0% 94.1% 95.9% 93.2% 

Viet Nam 95.5% 96.4% 91.7% 98.5% 97.3% 

OECD average 96.2% 96.4% 92.6% 91.6% 87.4% 
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Table 3.24: Change in teacher-student relations from 2008 to 2018 

Country 

Teachers and 
students usually 
get on well with 

each other   

Most teachers 
believe that the 
students’ well-

being is important 

Most teachers 
are interested in 
what students 
have to say 

If a student 
needs extra 

assistance, the 
school provides it 

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia 94.7% 97.4% 97.1% 98.7% 93.0% 96.5% 91.6% 94.3% 

Austria 93.6% 96.7% 91.0% 95.1% 85.1% 88.4% 86.8% 81.8% 

Brazil 90.1% 93.5% 94.1% 96.0% 85.6% 87.3% 70.8% 79.6% 

Bulgaria 94.5% 95.9% 96.7% 97.5% 94.8% 94.4% 98.3% 98.4% 

Denmark 97.6% 98.6% 98.1% 99.4% 93.8% 95.6% 82.1% 75.8% 

Estonia 92.3% 97.4% 93.8% 97.9% 84.3% 93.2% 95.7% 97.9% 

Flemish (Belgium)  95.0% 96.4% 97.2% 98.5% 93.2% 94.6% 97.4% 97.7% 

Hungary 95.9% 96.5% 94.8% 91.6% 93.0% 93.9% 95.4% 95.9% 

Iceland 96.8% 98.2% 98.4% 99.3% 95.1% 98.2% 85.2% 83.9% 

Italy 93.6% 96.9% 94.8% 96.1% 91.8% 91.0% 85.8% 90.4% 

Korea 89.9% 94.3% 86.8% 93.1% 90.9% 94.2% 85.6% 86.5% 

Lithuania 88.5% 96.3% 95.2% 98.1% 93.2% 93.9% 95.5% 97.7% 

Malta 91.4% 95.7% 95.6% 98.8% 88.6% 95.8% 86.4% 96.7% 

Mexico 85.0% 91.7% 90.3% 94.6% 79.2% 84.5% 77.1% 80.9% 

Norway 97.5% 99.0% 98.6% 99.6% 95.2% 97.9% 83.1% 87.4% 

Portugal 95.2% 97.0% 98.2% 98.0% 92.4% 91.0% 91.9% 93.2% 

Slovak Republic 87.5% 94.4% 93.8% 87.4% 86.5% 88.1% 95.4% 96.9% 

Slovenia 95.2% 96.4% 97.3% 96.5% 91.6% 88.8% 98.5% 98.7% 

Spain 91.7% 96.2% 93.0% 96.4% 83.7% 89.9% 86.9% 91.0% 

Turkey 89.5% 93.4% 87.6% 93.2% 83.2% 92.1% 86.2% 89.8% 

 

 

3.4.3  Disciplinary climate in today’s landscape 
 

TALIS tackles the issue of discipline by asking teachers their level of agreement with four 

statements about the disciplinary climate in their target class. Table 3.25 shows the evaluation 

of Maltese teachers regarding disciplinary issues, where 35.3% of the teachers reported that 

they lose quite a lot of time because of students interrupting the lesson; 34.6% of the teachers 

reported that they have to wait quite a long time when the lesson begins for students to quieten 

down; 26.4% of the teachers reported that there is much disruptive noise in the classroom: and 

66.0% of the teachers reported that students in their target class take care to create a pleasant 

learning atmosphere.  Some of these percentages vary considerably from the OECD averages 

(28.7%, 28.0%, 26.3% and 71.5% respectively). 

 

Country-specific patterns on these various aspects reveal that some education systems are more 

affected by disciplinary issues than others, with either disruptive behaviours reported by 40% of 

teachers or more, or a pleasant learning atmosphere reported by fewer than 60% of teachers. 

This is the case for Brazil on all four dimensions of the school disciplinary climate, in Chile and 

Spain for three dimensions of the disciplinary climate, and in Belgium, Iceland, Portugal and 

South Africa for two dimensions. 
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Table 3.25: Classroom disciplinary climate 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with the following 
statements about their target class 

When the lesson 
begins, the teacher 
has to wait a long 

time for students to 
quieten down 

Students in the 
class take care to 
create a pleasant 

learning 
atmosphere 

The teacher loses 
quite a lot of time 

because of students 
interrupting the 

lesson 

There is much 
disruptive 

noise in the 
classroom 

Australia 25.7% 69.7% 29.0% 25.0% 

Austria 24.7% 70.3% 26.6% 22.1% 

Belgium 40.1% 63.8% 42.1% 36.6% 

Flemish (Belgium) 38.8% 64.6% 40.8% 34.6% 

Brazil 52.3% 55.1% 50.1% 52.2% 

Bulgaria 21.2% 65.7% 32.3% 15.3% 

CABA (Argentina) 37.6% 70.6% 35.0% 36.0% 

Chile 44.6% 63.3% 39.9% 40.2% 

Colombia 21.7% 80.2% 22.4% 31.5% 

Croatia 14.3% 78.0% 17.3% 16.4% 

Czech Republic 17.3% 75.6% 17.7% 19.9% 

Denmark 17.7% 82.8% 22.0% 18.1% 

England (UK) 22.2% 72.7% 27.4% 22.9% 

Estonia 17.6% 69.4% 17.5% 18.9% 

Finland 32.5% 59.4% 31.9% 33.2% 

France 35.0% 69.4% 40.0% 31.9% 

Georgia 8.8% 85.4% 7.1% 5.1% 

Hungary 20.2% 70.2% 23.3% 22.3% 

Iceland 42.6% 68.4% 40.6% 30.5% 

Italy 22.3% 74.1% 24.0% 14.8% 

Japan 11.4% 85.2% 8.1% 12.4% 

Kazakhstan 10.3% 84.7% 10.5% 9.8% 

Korea 37.3% 78.5% 38.5% 30.1% 

Latvia 21.8% 70.5% 20.7% 25.6% 

Lithuania 24.0% 80.9% 16.4% 16.8% 

Malta 34.6% 66.0% 35.3% 26.4% 

Mexico 19.0% 78.8% 19.7% 19.8% 

Netherlands 60.3% 77.1% 33.1% 27.9% 

New Zealand 25.9% 71.7% 31.0% 25.4% 

Norway 17.6% 69.6% 24.8% 21.8% 

Portugal 44.2% 64.0% 43.0% 32.1% 

Romania 16.5% 84.8% 18.0% 16.5% 

Russia 12.0% 80.0% 10.4% 18.7% 

Saudi Arabia 21.8% 76.9% 25.7% 18.1% 

Shanghai (China) 7.9% 91.5% 10.0% 7.5% 

Singapore 31.6% 67.2% 32.9% 31.3% 

Slovak Republic 23.7% 70.3% 31.3% 29.8% 

Slovenia 28.5% 72.2% 30.5% 26.2% 

South Africa 44.2% 62.1% 40.6% 37.4% 

Spain 44.5% 61.5% 45.1% 41.2% 

Sweden 24.1% 64.1% 27.5% 30.9% 

Chinese Taipei 13.6% 80.9% 20.6% 20.1% 

Turkey 25.8% 62.6% 32.6% 32.0% 

United Arab Emirates 21.6% 80.1% 23.0% 18.1% 

United States 22.4% 69.4% 26.4% 24.6% 

Viet Nam 11.4% 91.6% 12.1% 5.3% 

OECD average 28.0% 71.5% 28.7% 26.3% 
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Using CFA, a classroom disciplinary climate scale score was generated for each participating 

teacher, where the larger the score the higher is the teacher’s need for more discipline. Figure 3.3 

shows that the classroom disciplinary climate score distribution according to Maltese teachers is 

right skewed with mean 8.74 and standard deviation 2.20.  Figure 3.4 shows that the mean 

classroom disciplinary climate score in state schools (8.92) is significantly higher than the mean 

disciplinary score in church (8.45) and independent (8.42) schools, indicating that teachers in 

state schools need more disciplinary measures to control class behaviour than other school types. 

 

 
Figure 3.3: Classroom disciplinary climate scale score distribution provided by Maltese teachers 

 

 
Figure 3.4: Mean classroom disciplinary climate scale scores, clustered by school type 
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Moreover, a regression model was fitted to relate the classroom disciplinary climate scores 

provided by Maltese teachers to a number of predictors collectively, which included share of 

non-native speaking students, share of students with special needs, share of students with 

behavioural problems, share of students of students from socio-economically disadvantaged 

homes, share of academically gifted students, share of students who are refugees, gender, 

working status and years of experience of teacher. Table 3.26 displays the regression coefficients 

and their corresponding standard error, where a positive coefficient represents a positive 

relationship and a negative coefficient represents a negative relationship. Bold values indicate that 

the relationships are significant. 

 
Table 3.26: Regression model relating classroom disciplinary climate to classroom composition 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Share of non-native speaking students 0.006 0.002 

Share of students with special needs -0.001 0.007 

Share of students with behavioural problems 0.067 0.006 

Share of students with low SES -0.010 0.007 

Share of academically gifted students -0.014 0.003 

Share of students who are refugees 0.000 0.012 

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.197 0.151 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher -0.039 0.007 

Working status (Full-time) -0.091 0.288 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

  R-square = 0.29 

 

The regression model explains 29% of the total variation in the classroom disciplinary climate 

scores. Maltese teachers need to take more disciplinary measures when their class actually 

includes a higher share of non-native speaking students and a higher share of students with 

behavioural problems.  However, less disciplinary measures are required by Maltese teachers 

when they have more teaching experience and when their class includes a higher share of 

academically gifted students. The other classroom composition predictors are weakly related 

with classroom disciplinary climate. 

 

Table 3.27 shows that since 2008 Malta had an increase of 3.7% in the proportion of teachers 

who agree that they have to wait quite a long time for students to quieten down. The Belgian 

Flemish community (15.1%) had the largest percentage increase in the proportion of teachers 

concurring with this statement since 2018, followed by Brazil (10.7%), Lithuania (8.2%) and 

Slovenia (7.2%); while Iceland, Norway, Hungary, Denmark and Estonia registered a percentage 

decrease. Malta had an increase of 4.8% in the proportion of teachers who reported that students 

in the class take care to create a pleasant learning atmosphere. Estonia (8.6%) had the largest 

percentage increase in the proportion of teachers agreeing with this statement since 2018, 

followed by Denmark (5.9%) and Hungary (5.1%); while Brazil, Bulgaria, Italy, Mexico, 

Portugal registered a percentage reduction over 5%. Malta had a marginal reduction of 0.4% in 

the proportion of teachers who lose quite a lot of time because students interrupt the lessons. 

Brazil (15.6%) had the largest percentage increase since 2018 in the proportion of teachers 

concurring with this statement, followed by the Belgian Flemish community (14.3%), Bulgaria 

(9.5%), Korea (8.5%) and Slovenia (8.1%); while Denmark, Norway Lithuania registered a 

percentage decrease over 4%. Malta had an increase of 5.7% in the proportion of teachers who 

reported that there is disruptive noise in the classroom. The Belgian Flemish community (14.4%) 
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had the largest percentage increase in the proportion of teachers concurring with this statement 

since 2018, followed by Brazil (13.4%), Portugal (6.5%), Slovenia (6.5%) and Turkey (5.8%); 

while Australia, Denmark, Norway and Iceland registered a percentage decrease over 5%. 

 
Table 3.27: Change in classroom discipline from 2008 to 2018 

Country 

When the lesson 
begins, the teacher 
has to wait a long 

time for students to 
quieten down 

Students in the 
class take care to 
create a pleasant 

learning 
atmosphere 

The teacher loses 
quite a lot of time 

because of students 
interrupting the 

lesson 

There is much 
disruptive noise in 

the classroom 

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia 23.0% 25.7% 69.2% 69.7% 27.7% 29.0% 38.6% 25.0% 

Austria 23.0% 24.7% 74.0% 70.3% 23.2% 26.6% 18.7% 22.1% 

Brazil 41.6% 52.3% 68.9% 55.1% 34.5% 50.1% 38.8% 52.2% 

Bulgaria 15.0% 21.2% 80.6% 65.7% 22.8% 32.3% 15.8% 15.3% 

Denmark 27.6% 17.7% 76.9% 82.8% 32.6% 22.0% 25.9% 18.1% 

Estonia 19.1% 17.6% 60.8% 69.4% 19.3% 17.5% 19.3% 18.9% 

Flemish (Belgium)  23.7% 38.8% 67.0% 64.6% 26.6% 40.8% 20.2% 34.6% 

Hungary 32.0% 20.2% 65.1% 70.2% 24.2% 23.3% 23.0% 22.3% 

Iceland 77.3% 42.6% 65.2% 68.4% 43.4% 40.6% 35.8% 30.5% 

Italy 20.4% 22.3% 80.6% 74.1% 24.4% 24.0% 12.9% 14.8% 

Korea 36.0% 37.3% 80.4% 78.5% 30.1% 38.5% 25.5% 30.1% 

Lithuania 15.8% 24.0% 81.9% 80.9% 20.9% 16.4% 20.4% 16.8% 

Malta 30.9% 34.6% 61.2% 66.0% 35.7% 35.3% 20.7% 26.4% 

Mexico 15.5% 19.0% 86.3% 78.8% 17.6% 19.7% 17.3% 19.8% 

Norway 51.4% 17.6% 66.6% 69.6% 41.4% 24.8% 29.4% 21.8% 

Portugal 40.8% 44.2% 72.2% 64.0% 40.1% 43.0% 25.7% 32.1% 

Slovak Republic 23.2% 23.7% 74.9% 70.3% 31.0% 31.3% 26.1% 29.8% 

Slovenia 21.3% 28.5% 75.1% 72.2% 22.4% 30.5% 19.7% 26.2% 

Spain 41.3% 44.5% 62.4% 61.5% 43.0% 45.1% 38.4% 41.2% 

Turkey 23.3% 25.8% 65.0% 62.6% 30.1% 32.6% 26.2% 32.0% 

 

In interpreting these change patterns, however, it is important to keep in mind that they are 

based on teachers’ perceptions of the classroom disciplinary climate, and as such, may reflect a 

range of factors as much as actual changes in students’ behaviours. Indeed, different 

mechanisms may be at play, such as changes in instructional practices, specific emphasis of 

professional development activities on classroom management/climate issues in recent years, or 

generation effects in cases where the age structure of the teaching workforce has evolved and 

different cohorts of teachers react differently to minor lesson interruptions. 
 

 

 

3.4.4  School climate, teaching practices and teachers’ self-efficacy 
 

Beyond the reports of heads of school and teachers on the school and classroom climate and 

related changes over time, it is also important to examine the extent to which the school and 

classroom climate relates to teaching practices used by teachers and teachers’ perceived efficacy.  

These relationships can explain whether and to what extent the link between school climate and 

student achievement is mediated by teacher’s practices and perceptions.  
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The first task is to investigate the relationship between the self-efficacy of Maltese teachers 

(discussed in chapter 2) to a number of class characteristics including the index of classroom 

disciplinary climate, share of non-native speaking students, share of students who are immigrants 

or with a migrant background, share of students who are refugees, gender, working status and 

years of experience of teacher. Table 3.28 shows the regression coefficients and corresponding 

standard error, where a positive coefficient represents a positive relationship and a negative 

coefficient represents a negative relationship. Bold values indicate that the relationships are 

significant. The regression model explains 6% of the total variation in the self-efficacy scores. 

Maltese teachers who report a greater lack of discipline in their classroom tend to feel less 

confident in their teaching ability. Moreover, female teachers feel more confident in their 

ability to teach these classes. The other predictors are weakly related to self-efficacy of Maltese 

teachers. 

 
Table 3.28: Regression model relating self-efficacy of Maltese teachers to classroom characteristics 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Index of classroom disciplinary climate -0.211 0.032 

Share of non-native speaking students -0.003 0.003 

Share of students who have a migrant background 0.001 0.009 

Share of students who are refugees 0.025 0.016 

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.320 0.120 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher -0.005 0.007 

Working status (Full-time) 0.233 0.299 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

  R-square = 0.06 

 

The second task is to investigate the relationship between the cognitive activation practices in 

Maltese schools (discussed in chapter 2) to the same class characteristics used above. Table 3.29 

shows the regression coefficients and corresponding standard error, where bold values indicate 

significant relationships. The regression model explains 6% of the total variation in the cognitive 

activation scores. Maltese teachers with less disciplined classes are less likely to engage their 

students in practices pertaining to cognitive activation.  The same applies for female teachers and 

teachers with more teaching experience.  On the other hand, teachers of refugee students are more 

likely to use these cognitive activation practices. The other predictors are weakly related to 

cognitive activation scores. 

 
Table 3.29: Regression model relating cognitive activation to classroom characteristics 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Index of classroom disciplinary climate -0.159 0.028 

Share of non-native speaking students 0.000 0.003 

Share of students who have a migrant background 0.005 0.004 

Share of students who are refugees 0.040 0.012 

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.417 0.118 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher -0.044 0.007 

Working status (Full-time) -0.205 0.263 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

  R-square = 0.06 
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The third task is to investigate the relationship between the class time spent on actual teaching and 

learning (expressed as a percentage) to the same class characteristics used above. Figure 3.5 

shows that the actual teaching and learning time distribution according to Maltese teachers is left 

skewed with mean 75.3 and standard deviation 18.0.  Figure 3.6 shows that the mean percentage 

time spent on actual teaching and learning in state schools (72.3%) is significantly lower than the 

mean percentage time spent in church (79.7%) and independent schools (80.6%).  The percentage 

difference is approximately 18% of the duration of a typical lesson. 

 

 
Figure 3.5: The actual teaching and learning time distribution provided by Maltese teachers 

 

 
Figure 3.6: Mean actual teaching and learning durations, clustered by school type 
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Table 3.30: Regression model relating actual teaching/learning duration to classroom characteristics 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Index of classroom disciplinary climate -4.83 0.20 

Share of non-native speaking students 0.02 0.02 

Share of students who have a migrant background 0.00 0.04 

Share of students who are refugees -0.35 0.07 

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.62 1.18 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher 0.18 0.06 

Working status (Full-time) -0.78 1.45 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

  R-square = 0.44 

 

Table 3.30 shows that the regression model explains 44% of the total variation in the actual 

teaching and learning duration. Maltese teachers who report a greater lack of discipline in their 

classroom and teachers who teach refugees tend to spend less classroom time on actual teaching. 

However, teachers with more years of experience tend to spend more time on teaching and 

learning. The other predictors are weakly related to the duration of actual teaching. 

 

 

3.5 School challenges and priorities 
 

The landscape for teaching and learning has changed significantly over the past decade, in ways 

that can be challenging for teachers and heads of school in their efforts to deliver quality 

instruction. At the same time, since the turn of the 21st century, there has been growing interest 

in the academic and policy spheres in teacher professionalism as an approach to educational 

reform. One of the key aspects of the professionalisation of the teaching workforce is the role of 

teachers and their representative organisations in the areas of educational policy making and 

resource allocation, although this aspect is relatively little explored beyond the school level. 

TALIS provides an opportunity to sound out teachers and heads of school on the challenges 

they face and the priorities they feel policy makers should address, acting as an upward-

feedback mechanism for the education system as a whole. More specifically, TALIS 2018 

explores the views of these frontline actors on their educational policy priorities, particularly 

with regard to resource allocation within education systems. 

 

 

3.5.1  Heads of schools’ views on resources and quality instruction issues 
 

To investigate the extent that school resources issues hinder the school’s capacity to provide 

quality instruction, heads of school were asked fifteen questions, which they rate on a 4-point 

likert scale ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘a lot’.  Table 3.31 shows that the percentages of Maltese 

heads of school reporting shortage of qualified teachers (18.0%), shortage of teachers with 

competence in teaching students with needs (28.6%), shortage or inadequacy of instructional 

materials (3.7%) and shortage or inadequacy of digital technology for instruction (5.9%) are 

lower than the OECD averages (21.0%, 32.1%, 12.9% and 24.6% respectively). However, the 

percentage of Maltese heads of school reporting shortage of vocational teachers (23.1%) is 

higher than the OECD average (15.6%). 
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Table 3.31: Impact of shortages of school resources 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting the following shortages of resources 
hinder the school's capacity to provide quality instruction ‘quite a bit’ or ‘a lot’ 

Shortage 
of qualified 
teachers 

Shortage of 
teachers with 

competence in 
teaching students 

with needs 

Shortage 
of 

vocational 
teachers 

Shortage or 
inadequacy 

of 
instructional 

materials 

Shortage or 
inadequacy of 

digital 
technology for 

instruction 

Australia  15.5% 17.8% 16.9% 5.8% 11.7% 

Austria 4.4% 13.6% 4.7% 0.6% 17.8% 

Belgium 46.5% 55.6% 33.8% 15.1% 29.0% 

Flemish (Belgium) 34.2% 39.4% 28.0% 5.2% 16.1% 

Brazil 40.4% 59.6% 44.7% 38.1% 59.0% 

Bulgaria  9.4% 17.7% 11.5% 9.2% 25.6% 

CABA (Argentina) 12.7% 18.3% 14.9% 21.5% 38.7% 

Chile 17.8% 26.6% 7.3% 7.6% 13.3% 

Colombia 52.6% 68.0% 50.9% 64.2% 63.9% 

Croatia 8.9% 24.7% 5.3% 8.5% 25.2% 

Czech Republic 18.2% 30.0% 4.9% 3.0% 23.5% 

Denmark 22.4% 33.0% 24.8% 11.8% 12.7% 

England (UK) 37.6% 23.1% 17.3% 13.3% 14.5% 

Estonia 17.7% 47.0% 3.7% 6.8% 11.9% 

Finland 2.1% 14.8% 0.6% 3.7% 20.4% 

France 36.2% 70.5% 13.5% 21.4% 29.8% 

Georgia 12.5% 13.9% 12.9% 15.8% 29.5% 

Hungary 29.2% 35.2% 1.8% 20.2% 36.1% 

Iceland 6.5% 12.9% 15.1% 5.4% 5.4% 

Italy 41.1% 47.5% 29.9% 21.0% 30.9% 

Japan 30.2% 43.6% 17.9% 3.0% 34.0% 

Kazakhstan 26.4% 17.3% 20.8% 20.5% 44.8% 

Korea 11.0% 20.1% 29.4% 10.0% 24.3% 

Latvia 22.9% 26.0% 2.3% 11.3% 41.3% 

Lithuania 11.8% 19.9% 5.5% 10.7% 29.8% 

Malta 18.0% 28.6% 23.1% 3.7% 5.9% 

Mexico 18.5% 34.2% 18.6% 15.5% 44.4% 

Netherlands 20.5% 20.5% 8.5% 4.3% 16.2% 

New Zealand 28.5% 24.5% 20.1% 6.9% 18.0% 

Norway 3.6% 17.7% 2.0% 4.2% 10.7% 

Portugal 32.1% 47.5% 29.9% 16.5% 55.4% 

Romania 32.6% 45.1% 33.4% 41.5% 49.8% 

Russia 18.3% 10.7% 15.8% 3.8% 31.7% 

Saudi Arabia 61.8% 51.5% 46.2% 39.9% 61.0% 

Shanghai (China) 8.9% 19.7% 16.7% 2.8% 9.9% 

Singapore 3.8% 16.9% 6.9% 0.5% 1.6% 

Slovak Republic 8.2% 29.6% 10.8% 44.6% 24.9% 

Slovenia 1.1% 28.2% 1.1% 1.8% 4.2% 

South Africa 21.7% 53.4% 47.8% 44.4% 64.6% 

Spain 5.8% 24.5% 12.2% 11.0% 20.7% 

Sweden 13.4% 30.4%  4.4% 10.3% 

Chinese Taipei 6.9% 4.6% 21.1% 4.8% 11.7% 

Turkey 22.4% 36.8% 14.8% 19.9% 22.0% 

United Arab Emirates 40.8% 41.7% 29.9% 21.5% 30.9% 

United States 23.7% 27.8% 27.4% 8.9% 19.3% 

Viet Nam 85.7% 58.0% 54.7% 67.5% 81.7% 

OECD average 21.0% 32.1% 15.6% 12.9% 24.6% 
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Table 3.32: Impact of shortages of school resources 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting the following shortages of resources 
hinder the school's capacity to provide quality instruction ‘quite a bit’ or ‘a lot’ 

Insufficient 
Internet 
access 

Shortage or 
inadequacy 

of library 
materials 

Shortage 
of support 
personnel 

Shortage or 
inadequacy of 
instructional 

space 

Shortage or 
inadequacy of 

physical 
infrastructure 

Australia  11.6% 7.1% 6.6% 11.1% 14.1% 

Austria 18.5% 8.1% 46.6% 25.8% 23.4% 

Belgium 22.4% 23.7% 43.7% 42.9% 37.0% 

Flemish (Belgium) 8.2% 10.9% 31.1% 35.0% 30.5% 

Brazil 64.0% 50.7% 54.5% 42.0% 53.3% 

Bulgaria  10.1% 14.9% 6.0% 9.7% 15.7% 

CABA (Argentina) 40.7% 21.4% 20.9% 32.1% 30.8% 

Chile 22.1% 12.0% 17.5% 19.2% 21.8% 

Colombia 72.7% 64.8% 68.1% 64.5% 70.0% 

Croatia 11.5% 12.6% 17.7% 29.5% 12.7% 

Czech Republic 6.5% 9.1% 35.8% 26.0% 22.8% 

Denmark 11.0% 8.6% 33.0% 27.2% 24.6% 

England (UK) 8.5% 10.7% 14.8% 16.3% 19.8% 

Estonia 17.1% 4.8% 40.1% 23.9% 20.8% 

Finland 4.2% 8.8% 24.9% 20.0% 16.3% 

France 27.9% 11.9% 45.6% 31.2% 25.4% 

Georgia 17.2% 19.1% 21.1% 19.5% 26.3% 

Hungary 25.0% 21.4% 41.8% 26.2% 33.2% 

Iceland 3.2% 3.3% 3.3% 14.0% 12.9% 

Italy 42.9% 36.2% 71.6% 43.1% 51.8% 

Japan 27.0% 18.6% 46.3% 31.0% 37.0% 

Kazakhstan 38.7% 25.1% 16.1% 33.1% 34.9% 

Korea 15.2% 22.4% 37.0% 28.9% 20.3% 

Latvia 8.7% 5.6% 34.3% 12.3% 11.1% 

Lithuania 6.2% 12.9% 7.2% 27.8% 24.9% 

Malta 7.3% 5.9% 19.0% 24.9% 13.2% 

Mexico 53.4% 37.5% 38.1% 22.6% 33.7% 

Netherlands 6.0% 0.9% 5.1% 12.0% 16.2% 

New Zealand 3.0% 4.0% 21.5% 19.8% 16.6% 

Norway 9.8% 13.1% 10.0% 6.7% 16.1% 

Portugal 37.2% 31.0% 73.2% 31.4% 49.9% 

Romania 36.2% 37.7% 35.7% 44.3% 39.8% 

Russia 22.1% 12.0% 6.3% 20.1% 13.4% 

Saudi Arabia 74.6% 50.7% 63.2% 47.9% 62.7% 

Shanghai (China) 7.3% 3.7% 8.0% 20.9% 17.6% 

Singapore 2.1% 1.6% 6.4% 7.6% 5.9% 

Slovak Republic 12.1% 17.0% 30.1% 18.2% 21.5% 

Slovenia 1.8% 2.9% 9.5% 11.6% 2.8% 

South Africa 62.5% 70.1% 60.3% 40.8% 55.7% 

Spain 19.4% 12.6% 42.0% 17.3% 17.4% 

Sweden 4.6% 4.7% 8.9% 13.8% 15.8% 

Chinese Taipei 3.1% 5.0% 21.6% 11.8% 8.2% 

Turkey 20.3% 29.7% 46.8% 26.2% 26.1% 

United Arab Emirates 28.2% 21.6% 28.7% 29.5% 27.6% 

United States 16.6% 6.7% 22.0% 10.1% 8.2% 

Viet Nam 66.4% 71.6% 72.2% 72.1% 78.9% 

OECD average 19.2% 15.8% 32.6% 25.0% 25.5% 
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Table 3.33: Impact of shortages of school resources 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting the following shortages of resources 
hinder the school's capacity to provide quality instruction ‘quite a bit’ or ‘a lot’ 

Shortage of 
teachers who 

can teach 
students in a 
multicultural 

setting   

Shortage of 
teachers who can 

teach students 
from SES 

disadvantaged 
homes 

Shortage of 
necessary 

materials to 
train 

vocational 
skills   

Shortage or 
inadequacy 
of time for 

instructional 
leadership 

Shortage or 
inadequacy 
of time with 

students 

Australia  6.2% 5.0% 5.9% 27.9% 12.7% 

Austria 13.6% 13.1% 3.5% 39.8% 29.8% 

Belgium 28.6% 26.1% 22.6% 58.3% 44.7% 

Flemish (Belgium) 26.7% 18.3% 15.5% 44.4% 28.4% 

Brazil 54.5% 49.9% 58.1% 49.0% 38.0% 

Bulgaria  9.3% 10.7% 8.3% 9.6% 15.3% 

CABA (Argentina) 9.1% 7.7% 22.7% 27.0% 14.8% 

Chile 22.1% 16.8% 18.9% 22.9% 17.1% 

Colombia 67.8% 52.2% 61.9% 63.1% 44.4% 

Croatia 4.6% 5.4% 8.1% 15.1% 15.3% 

Czech Republic 19.1% 4.6% 18.6% 33.6% 14.1% 

Denmark 14.8% 15.2% 24.4% 40.1% 27.4% 

England (UK) 7.3% 11.1% 12.2% 14.4% 11.7% 

Estonia 14.2% 14.7% 7.5% 13.5% 15.6% 

Finland 5.4% 5.0% 1.2% 42.3% 26.2% 

France 39.9% 62.6% 12.5% 47.1% 45.1% 

Georgia 11.9% 15.4% 30.3% 12.1% 11.3% 

Hungary 15.7% 17.4% 23.8% 37.8% 43.9% 

Iceland 17.2% 7.5% 11.8% 38.7% 11.8% 

Italy 52.2% 38.9% 28.9% 50.5% 37.2% 

Japan 15.8% 18.2% 16.3% 30.9% 49.1% 

Kazakhstan 28.7% 13.6% 22.6% 21.3% 16.6% 

Korea 25.5% 20.6% 32.9% 32.3% 39.0% 

Latvia 11.9% 6.6% 14.1% 21.2% 29.3% 

Lithuania 7.4% 9.2% 11.3% 21.1% 26.6% 

Malta 11.4% 9.2% 9.9% 20.9% 22.7% 

Mexico 14.2% 15.8% 43.3% 9.2% 9.9% 

Netherlands 7.7% 5.1% 7.8% 26.5% 12.8% 

New Zealand 24.2% 13.2% 12.7% 20.2% 16.1% 

Norway 10.3% 2.2% 2.2% 36.0% 18.6% 

Portugal 41.2% 31.8% 31.4% 51.7% 52.1% 

Romania 21.9% 27.0% 36.6% 31.7% 28.9% 

Russia 7.0% 3.0% 12.0% 20.5% 10.9% 

Saudi Arabia 38.5% 37.6% 49.9% 44.2% 33.4% 

Shanghai (China) 35.2% 14.4% 17.9% 15.7% 8.4% 

Singapore 4.3% 4.2% 3.7% 13.9% 9.0% 

Slovak Republic 13.2% 10.1% 24.6% 19.0% 14.6% 

Slovenia 10.2% 3.9% 0.7% 18.8% 12.7% 

South Africa 35.0% 35.5% 51.1% 40.4% 22.9% 

Spain 17.4% 14.4% 19.8% 34.0% 18.3% 

Sweden 14.2% 8.8% 5.6% 28.5% 16.8% 

Chinese Taipei 25.4% 14.2% 18.1% 12.8% 11.2% 

Turkey 25.4% 17.0% 28.9% 24.2% 19.6% 

United Arab Emirates 30.7% 25.8% 25.9% 24.3% 21.4% 

United States 10.2% 11.6% 13.5% 16.0% 5.5% 

Viet Nam 44.3% 42.3% 55.4% 63.1% 63.4% 

OECD average 20.3% 17.2% 18.1% 31.9% 25.1% 
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Table 3.32 shows that the percentages of Maltese head of schools reporting insufficient internet 

access (7.3%), shortage or inadequacy of library materials (5.9%), shortage of support personnel 

(19.0%), shortage or inadequacy of instructional space (24.9%) and shortage or inadequacy of 

physical infrastructure (13.2%) are lower than the OECD averages (19.2%, 15.8%, 32.6%, 25.0% 

and 25.5% respectively). 

 

Table 3.33 shows that the percentages of Maltese heads of school reporting shortage of teachers 

who can teach students in a multicultural setting (11.4%), shortage of teachers who can teach 

students from SES disadvantaged homes (9.2%), shortage of necessary materials to train 

vocational skills (9.9%), shortage or inadequacy of time for instructional leadership (20.9%) and 

shortage or inadequacy of time with students (22.7%) are lower than the OECD averages (20.3%, 

17.2%, 18.1%, 31.9% and 25.1% respectively). 

 

Resources issues differ widely across countries participating in TALIS. Overall, heads of school 

in Brazil, Colombia and Viet Nam expressed the higher level of shortages in most of the proposed 

issues, most likely reflecting severe shortages and financial constraints in lower secondary 

education in those systems. On the other hand, heads of school in Australia, Bulgaria, Chinese 

Taipei, Croatia, England, Finland, Iceland, Lithuania, Malta, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 

Russia, Shanghai, Singapore, Slovenia, Sweden and United States reported the lower level of 

shortages in most of the fifteen issues. 

 

Shortage of support personnel, the top priority identified by heads of school, across OECD 

countries, was mentioned by less than 10% of heads of school in Bulgaria, Iceland, Lithuania, the 

Netherlands, Norway, the Russian Federation, Shanghai (China), Singapore, Slovenia and 

Sweden, despite very different levels of education expenditure across these countries. However, 

more than 50% of heads of school reported this resource shortage in Brazil, Colombia, Italy, 

Portugal, Saudi Arabia, South Africa and Viet Nam. 

 

Shortage of teachers with competence in teaching students with special needs, the second-highest 

resource shortage on average across the OECD, was cited by over 70% of heads of school in 

France, and by 50% to 70% of heads of school in Belgium, Brazil, Colombia, Saudi Arabia, 

South Africa and Viet Nam, but by less than 15% in Austria, Finland, Georgia, Iceland and the 

Russian Federation.  

 

Large differences across countries are also found with respect to the shortage or inadequacy of 

time for instructional leadership. It was cited by over 50% of heads of school in Belgium, 

Colombia, Italy, Portugal and Viet Nam, but less than 15% of heads of school in Bulgaria, 

England, Estonia, Georgia, Mexico and Singapore. 

 

Regarding material resources issues, more than 50% of heads of school reported shortages of 

physical infrastructure (in Brazil, Colombia, Italy, Portugal, Saudi Arabia and Viet Nam); 

shortages in instructional space (in Colombia and Viet Nam); shortages in digital technology for 

instruction (in Brazil, Colombia, Portugal, South Africa and Viet Nam); insufficient internet 

access (in Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, South Africa and Viet Nam). Regarding human resources 

issues, more than 50% of heads of school reported shortages of teachers with competence in 

teaching students with special needs (in Belgium, Brazil, Colombia and Viet Nam), in teaching 

students in a multicultural or multilingual setting (in Brazil, Colombia and Italy), and in teaching 

both students with special needs and students from socio-economically disadvantaged homes 

(in Brazil, Colombia and France). 
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3.5.2  Teachers’ views on priority areas for intervention and expenditure 
 

In order to examine resources issues that hinder the school capacity to provide proper instruction, 

TALIS 2018 asked teachers what they think should be the priority areas for intervention and 

additional spending in education. This is an indirect way to identify the major resources issues. As 

frontline actors of education systems, teachers are particularly well positioned to report on 

resources issues that directly affect their daily work. It is, therefore, important for policy makers 

to rely on the professional voice of teachers to inform policy on resources needs within the 

education sector, and to better understand not only what teachers believe should be priority areas 

for intervention and additional spending, but also what factors shape these beliefs.  

 

TALIS 2018 asked teachers to rate the importance of nine priorities if the education budget were 

increased by 5%, where each priority is rated on a 3-point scale ranging from ‘low importance’ to 

‘high importance’. This makes it possible to get a sense of the most prominent resources issues by 

examining the proportion of teachers in each country that identified each issue as an area of ‘high 

importance’, as well as the top three issues they most often reported as high priorities.  

 

Tables 3.34 and 3.35 show the percentages of Maltese teachers who rated high the importance of 

investing in ICT (38.8%), investing in instructional materials (35.3%), supporting students from 

disadvantaged or migrant backgrounds (40.5%), reducing class sizes by recruiting more staff 

(80.2%), improving school buildings and facilities (59.2%), supporting students with special 

needs (56.4%), improving teacher salaries (87.6%) and reducing teachers’ administration load by 

recruiting more support staff (70.8%).  All these percentages exceed the OECD averages (35.4%, 

31.0%, 32.8%, 65.4%, 48.7%, respectively). However, the percentage of Maltese teachers who 

rated high the importance of offering high-quality professional development for teachers (54.1%) 

is lower than the OECD average (54.8%). 

 

On average, across all OECD countries, the top spending priority reported by teachers was 

reducing class sizes by recruiting more staff (65.4%), followed by improving teacher salaries 

(64.2%), offering high-quality professional development for teachers (55%), and reducing 

teachers’ administration load by recruiting more support staff (54.8%). All of these four priorities 

are rated of high importance by over half of the teaching workforce on average in the OECD. By 

contrast, spending on improving school buildings and facilities (48.7%), supporting students with 

special needs (46.8%), investing in ICT (35.4%), supporting students from disadvantaged or 

migrant backgrounds (32.8%) and investing in instructional materials (31.0%) are rated of high 

importance less often. A similar trend emerges from the responses of Maltese teachers. 

 

The patterns of country-specific spending priorities shed light on issues that, according to 

teachers, require specific attention from policy makers. Indeed, while the top spending priority in 

the bulk of participating countries, according to teachers, is ‘improving teacher salaries’ (in 21 

countries) and ‘reducing class sizes by recruiting more staff’ (in 17 countries), teachers in some 

education systems have selected other issues as their top priority. Country-specific issues of high 

importance to the profession include: ‘offering high-quality professional development for 

teachers in Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico and Slovenia; ‘improving school buildings and 

facilities’ in Italy, Saudi Arabia and Turkey; and ‘reducing teachers’ administration load by 

recruiting more support staff’  in Australia In Italy, teachers’ ratings on the importance of 

‘improving school buildings and facilities’ are consistent with heads of schools’ emphasis on the 

‘shortage or inadequacy of physical infrastructure’.  
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Table 3.34: Spending priorities for lower secondary education 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who reported the following spending 

priorities to be of ‘high importance’ 

Investing 
in ICT 

Investing in 
instructional 

materials 

Supporting students 
from disadvantaged or 
migrant backgrounds 

Reducing 
class sizes 

by recruiting 
more staff   

Improving 
school 

buildings 
and facilities   

Australia 32.3% 14.6% 36.6% 58.3% 37.1% 

Austria 30.3% 22.9% 38.8% 79.5% 49.5% 

Belgium 39.8% 31.8% 38.3% 76.8% 54.0% 

Flemish (Belgium) 47.6% 32.0% 46.5% 80.7% 58.9% 

Brazil 73.2% 68.7% 62.0% 84.1% 85.2% 

CABA (Argentina) 64.2% 47.3% 56.4% 57.9% 73.4% 

Chile 48.0% 44.3% 56.0% 72.4% 61.9% 

Colombia 73.6% 60.2% 65.6% 40.0% 76.8% 

Croatia 48.5% 32.1% 43.6% 56.9% 68.0% 

Cyprus 66.3% 51.9% 58.6% 83.7% 69.5% 

Czech Republic 25.7% 30.5% 9.7% 56.0% 38.9% 

Denmark 15.3% 14.5% 22.2% 45.0% 22.9% 

England 25.7% 26.3% 22.0% 72.9% 42.0% 

Estonia 35.7% 42.9% 24.1% 54.6% 49.6% 

Finland 13.0% 27.2% 23.4% 67.1% 51.2% 

Georgia 51.0% 66.0% 51.0% 35.3% 70.4% 

Hungary 56.3% 40.7% 27.7% 66.8% 72.4% 

Iceland 31.4% 11.4% 53.2% 60.8% 37.4% 

Israel 51.8% 33.9% 59.6% 81.4% 61.0% 

Italy 38.5% 30.4% 45.0% 68.4% 71.4% 

Japan 22.6% 15.4% 19.9% 75.0% 53.4% 

Kazakhstan 25.3% 28.4% 19.9% 14.3% 39.7% 

Korea 22.8% 21.8% 20.4% 75.4% 42.9% 

Latvia 43.7% 45.6% 21.2% 50.4% 44.2% 

Lithuania 44.5% 43.9% 17.2% 66.9% 41.9% 

Malta 38.8% 35.3% 40.5% 80.2% 59.2% 

Mexico 71.0% 59.1% 45.2% 63.9% 79.1% 

Netherlands 28.4% 22.8% 24.4% 83.5% 31.4% 

New Zealand 29.3% 14.4% 38.5% 75.7% 37.2% 

Norway 31.6% 29.4% 30.3% 62.5% 34.5% 

Portugal 38.2% 31.6% 48.6% 92.4% 62.2% 

Romania 39.2% 46.4% 38.0% 55.8% 64.7% 

Russia 49.7% 52.1% 35.1% 39.9% 59.1% 

Saudi Arabia 55.6% 29.0% 57.2% 54.3% 77.3% 

Shanghai (China) 23.3% 23.5% 16.6% 41.5% 30.4% 

Singapore 29.9% 15.5% 34.9% 74.3% 36.3% 

Slovak Republic 34.1% 59.5% 14.4% 40.0% 53.9% 

Slovenia 20.4% 19.6% 24.0% 49.6% 31.5% 

South Africa 67.2% 65.2% 56.5% 84.1% 71.1% 

Spain 37.9% 24.0% 49.5% 85.4% 37.9% 

Sweden 17.6% 17.0% 35.2% 56.6% 37.7% 

Chinese Taipei 28.7% 19.2% 23.4% 59.3% 44.5% 

Turkey 48.1% 48.5% 21.4% 61.8% 73.8% 

United Arab Emirates 56.0% 39.0% 50.7% 65.5% 51.7% 

United States 30.9% 28.9% 28.8% 57.4% 38.1% 

Viet Nam 47.1% 47.2% 31.4% 31.9% 64.9% 

OECD average 35.4% 31.0% 32.8% 65.4% 48.7% 
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Table 3.35: Spending priorities for lower secondary education 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who reported the following spending 

priorities to be of ‘high importance’ 

Supporting 
students 

with special 
needs 

Offering high-
quality professional 

development for 
teachers 

Improving 
teacher 
salaries 

Reducing teachers’ 
administration load by 
recruiting more support 

staff 

Australia 46.8% 55.0% 46.5% 58.7% 

Austria 44.7% 53.6% 33.3% 61.2% 

Belgium 49.6% 38.5% 38.7% 53.6% 

Flemish (Belgium) 59.1% 38.5% 37.2% 67.0% 

Brazil 88.3% 94.7% 93.0% 69.1% 

CABA (Argentina) 68.4% 66.6% 88.0% 32.1% 

Chile 73.0% 89.8% 89.4% 79.8% 

Colombia 76.9% 89.0% 81.6% 44.1% 

Croatia 57.8% 64.4% 77.0% 54.5% 

Cyprus 69.9% 75.2% 58.2% 61.5% 

Czech Republic 19.0% 48.3% 78.0% 57.1% 

Denmark 36.8% 41.2% 20.7% 19.2% 

England 42.0% 46.3% 53.4% 66.1% 

Estonia 55.0% 65.9% 77.3% 57.9% 

Finland 36.2% 32.8% 36.4% 31.7% 

Georgia 61.9% 78.2% 86.7% 29.5% 

Hungary 46.4% 66.3% 80.6% 74.7% 

Iceland 60.9% 51.4% 88.7% 45.6% 

Israel 65.7% 62.6% 84.2% 56.0% 

Italy 56.3% 57.7% 68.2% 45.9% 

Japan 37.6% 19.3% 54.8% 69.4% 

Kazakhstan 29.9% 42.2% 74.0% 34.9% 

Korea 14.1% 45.0% 56.6% 74.3% 

Latvia 43.0% 66.4% 85.6% 52.6% 

Lithuania 27.2% 65.3% 90.3% 45.5% 

Malta 56.4% 54.1% 87.6% 70.8% 

Mexico 75.9% 90.6% 89.9% 55.6% 

Netherlands 43.6% 36.9% 54.3% 53.1% 

New Zealand 46.0% 57.7% 68.5% 61.2% 

Norway 43.7% 45.4% 51.0% 47.5% 

Portugal 58.8% 60.0% 76.5% 74.4% 

Romania 49.8% 56.9% 75.0% 56.5% 

Russia 52.4% 56.2% 82.0% 65.7% 

Saudi Arabia 64.7% 65.4% 75.2% 60.9% 

Shanghai (China) 25.4% 59.1% 82.2% 38.1% 

Singapore 43.2% 45.8% 50.1% 69.0% 

Slovak Republic 29.3% 49.1% 82.8% 50.8% 

Slovenia 24.1% 55.6% 49.6% 51.6% 

South Africa 65.4% 79.8% 85.3% 81.0% 

Spain 63.0% 64.8% 47.3% 62.5% 

Sweden 54.8% 47.8% 66.9% 63.8% 

Chinese Taipei 28.5% 48.1% 48.8% 58.3% 

Turkey 56.0% 71.7% 70.1% 51.3% 

United Arab Emirates 63.2% 66.2% 76.1% 67.2% 

United States 36.6% 39.4% 69.4% 36.0% 

Viet Nam 35.1% 60.3% 85.4% 41.1% 

OECD average 46.8% 54.8% 64.2% 54.6% 
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The spending priority on improving teacher salaries deserves scrutiny. Indeed, this priority was 

rated highly by teachers in a majority of participating countries. However, in Australia, Austria, 

Belgian Flemish community, Denmark, Slovenia and Spain, improving teacher salaries was rated 

of high importance by less than half of the teachers overall, and it does not figure in their top three 

priority areas for additional spending. Interestingly, this group of countries is characterised by 

teacher salaries that are very close to the salaries of other tertiary-educated workers. This could 

explain the lower share of teachers reporting improving salaries as a spending priority of high 

importance. This finding suggests that teachers may consider a range of factors in forming their 

priorities, including how their salary levels compare to those of their peers with similar education. 

 

The examination of teachers’ propensity to prioritise salary increases across different school 

locations confirms that standards of living and purchasing power are likely to be important factors 

in a teacher’s likelihood to report salary increases as an important spending priority. Indeed, in a 

third of the countries with available data, teachers working in cities (where housing prices and the 

cost of living are typically higher than in rural areas) display a higher propensity to report salary 

increases as ‘highly important’ than their peers working in rural areas.  This issue of regional 

disparities in teachers’ standards of living is particularly acute in education systems where 

teachers’ salary levels are set centrally, according to a system-level scale that does not take into 

account regional disparities in living expenses.  

 

School context could be another driver of teachers’ propensity to prioritise improving teacher 

salaries in some countries. In Belgium, Denmark and the United Arab Emirates for instance, 

teachers working in schools with larger concentrations of students with special needs report 

improving salaries as a priority less often than their peers working in schools with fewer such 

students. Likewise, teachers working in schools with larger concentrations of students from socio-

economically disadvantaged homes in Hungary, Sweden and the United Arab Emirates are less 

likely to report improving salaries as a high priority than their peers working in more advantaged 

schools, while the opposite pattern is observed in Australia and the United States.  

 
Table 3.36: Logistic regression model relating improving salary to motivation to become a teacher 

Predictor Odds ratio Std. error 

Teaching offered a steady career path 1.82 0.40 

Teaching provided a reliable income 0.86 0.18 

Teaching was a secure job 1.08 0.36 

The teaching schedule fit with responsibilities in my personal life 1.06 0.23 

Teaching allowed me influence the development of children  2.37 0.94 

Teaching allowed me to benefit the socially disadvantaged 0.87 0.31 

Teaching allowed me to provide a contribution to society 0.87 0.32 

Gender of teacher (Female) 1.32 0.31 

Years of experience of teacher 0.97 0.01 

Working status (Full-time) 1.48 0.39 

 

Motivational aspects could be another driver of teachers’ propensity to prioritise improving 

teacher salaries, whereby teachers whose motivation to join the profession was based on stronger 

social-utility incentives may be less likely to prioritise improving salaries than those whose 

motivation to join the profession was more driven by personal-utility factors. Logistic regression 

analyses were conducted to examine how motivations of Maltese teachers to join the profession 

are related to their propensity to report improving salaries as a high priority. Table 3.36 shows 
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that Maltese teachers who perceive that teaching offers them a steady career path and allows them 

to influence the development of children and young people are more likely to consider salary 

increases as important (Odds ratios are significantly larger than 1). On the other hand, teachers 

with more teaching experience are less likely to consider salary increases as important (Odds ratio 

is significantly less than 1). The other predictors are weakly related to motivation to improve 

salary. 

 

Teachers’ propensity to report ‘reducing class sizes by recruiting more staff’ as a top spending 

priority also deserves close examination. It is noteworthy that, while reducing class sizes is 

reported as teachers’ top priority in 17 participating countries and one of the three top priorities in 

29 education systems, this aspect of school resources – while rated highly by teachers in general – 

is not among the top three issues reported of high importance by teachers in Brazil, CABA 

(Argentina), Chile, Colombia, Croatia, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Mexico, 

Romania, Saudi Arabia, the Slovak Republic, Turkey, the United Arab Emirates and Viet Nam. 

 

Table 3.37: Logistic regression model relating class size reduction as a priority and class characteristics 

Predictor Odds ratio Std. error 

Class size 1.024 0.009 

Share of non-native speaking students 1.001 0.004 

Share of students with special needs 0.991 0.013 

Share of students with behavioural problems 1.010 0.006 

Share of students from socio-economically disadvantaged homes 1.007 0.009 

Share of academically gifted students 0.995 0.005 

Share of students who are refugees 1.012 0.022 

Gender of teacher (Female) 1.783 0.339 

Years of experience of teacher 1.017 0.011 

Working status (Full-time) 2.071 0.561 

 

Teachers’ propensity to consider reducing class sizes as a high spending priority may be related to 

their personal teaching conditions, in particular to the size of the classes they teach. Logistic 

regression analysis was again employed to relate class size reduction as a spending priority to 

class characteristics. Table 3.37 shows that Maltese female teachers who work full-time are more 

likely to report reducing class sizes as a spending priority of high importance. Moreover, Maltese 

teachers who teach larger classes are more likely to prioritize class size reducing (Odds ratios are 

significantly larger than 1). This positive relationship holds true on average across OECD countries 

and also for about three-quarters of all countries participating in TALIS, after controlling for 

classroom composition and teacher characteristics.  Exceptions to this are Australia, CABA 

(Argentina), Colombia, Croatia, Finland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Saudi Arabia, Spain and 

Sweden. The other predictors are weakly related to motivation to reduce class size. 
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4.1 Introduction 
 

Many countries face problems of attracting individuals, particularly highly-skilled and motivated 

candidates, to become teachers and heads of school and training them adequately for their roles. 

Yet, there is evidence that certain features of initial teacher-training systems, such as programme 

duration, do make a difference in teaching quality and student learning. So, it is crucial to 

explore the features of selection (and self-selection) of future teachers and training systems for 

teachers and heads of school to help countries to overcome these difficulties.  

 

This chapter examines how initial training and in-service training for teachers’ and heads of 

school can drive the success of teaching and schooling. This is carried out by analysing the 

prevalence and features of training programmes identified as effective in the research literature 

and the relationship between the features of such programmes and a range of quality indicators, 

including teachers’ sense of preparedness, self-efficacy in teaching and job satisfaction. 

Moreover, this chapter focuses on the mechanisms available to support lifelong learning for 

teachers and heads of school throughout their careers and then adopts a model that considers 

teacher education as a continuum and examines how new teachers are supported in their early 

career years, after initial recruitment, selection and training. The chapter also expands the 

relatively limited knowledge about the prevalence and features of initial training for heads of 

school in a cross-country comparative perspective. 

 

Section 4.2 investigates the process through which in-service teachers were attracted to the 

profession and section 4.3 describes how teachers are prepared for their roles. After analysing the 

prevalence and features of training programmes identified as effective in the research literature, it 

examines the relationship between the features of these programmes and a range of quality 

indicators, including teachers’ sense of preparedness, self-efficacy in teaching and job satisfaction.  

Section 4.4 investigates how heads of school are trained for their work and section 4.5 explores 

the support provided to new teachers in their early career. 

 

 

4.2 Motivators to choose the teaching profession 
 

A recent OECD report explored system-level aspects of teacher policies that are common and, 

in some cases, unique to countries with high performance in the OECD Programme for 

International Student Assessment. The report revealed that high-performing countries often use 

different instruments to select teachers, including competitive examinations for admission, pre-

4 
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service teacher education to start teaching and successful completion of a probation period. The 

same diversity of instruments is found among TALIS participating countries. However, only a 

few countries seem able to attract into teaching students who perform in the upper part of the 

school achievement distribution. In PISA 2015, the typical profile of students who expected to 

work as teachers later in life varies across countries. In many countries, students who expect to 

work as teachers have poorer mathematics and reading skills than those who expected to work 

in other professions that, like teaching, require at least a university degree. While factors that 

shape teenagers’ career expectations greatly determine the overall pool of future candidates to 

enter the teaching profession, PISA results still need to be regarded cautiously, as they are 

based on the expectations and proficiency of 15-year-old students rather than candidate 

teachers. A paper that used available data from international adult skills surveys to examine the 

cognitive skills of teachers found that the literacy and numeracy skills of primary and 

secondary teachers are higher than the average for the overall population and not so different 

from the proficiency of the average tertiary graduate. Other researchers found a strong positive 

association between teachers’ skills and students’ outcomes in PISA. 

 

Beyond the system-level approaches for selecting candidates, TALIS can help to better 

understand the self-selective process through which teachers choose their profession. This step 

can actually be considered prior to actual teacher selection or recruitment. Indeed, individuals 

must be attracted by a job to apply for it, although the information known about the selection 

process may affect an individual’s occupational interests. Exploring individuals’ motivations to 

become teachers helps to shed light on the aspects of teaching that make the profession attractive. 

This can help policy makers to design recruitment campaigns or teacher policies to enhance the 

attractiveness of the profession. However, TALIS data is limited for this purpose, as TALIS 

questionnaires are administered only to in-service teachers. They do not reach candidates who 

fail to enter the profession or those who leave it after some initial experience. 

 

To investigate the factors that motivate teachers to choose the teaching profession, TALIS asks 

teachers to rate seven factors on a 4-point likert scale ranging from ‘not important at all’ to 

‘very important’. Table 4.1 shows the percentage of teachers, participating in TALIS, who rated 

‘moderately important’ or ‘very important’ the seven motivators for becoming a teacher. The most 

important motivations reported by teachers pertain to a certain sense of self-fulfilment through 

public service. On average, 96.3% of Maltese teachers reported that ‘teaching allowed them to 

influence the development of children and young people’. This followed by ‘teaching allowed 

them to provide a contribution to society’ (92.8%), ‘teaching was a secure job’ (87.1%), ‘teaching 

allowed them to benefit the socially disadvantaged’ (84.2%), ‘the teaching schedule fits with 

responsibilities with my personal life’ (84.0%), ‘teaching offered a steady career path’ (82.8%) 

and ‘teaching provided a reliable income’ (70.2%). These percentages exceeded by a large margin 

the OECD averages (92.3%, 88.2%, 70.6%, 74.7%, 65.6%, 61.1% and 67.2% respectively). 

 

There is little variation across countries in the most frequently reported motivating factors to 

join the teaching profession. Influencing the development of children is the most frequently 

reported factor in 37 countries and the second most frequently reported factor in 10 countries. 

But there are some notable exceptions, countries where the economic and working conditions 

of teachers’ jobs weigh particularly heavily in the decision to become a teacher. Job security is 

the most cited factor by teachers in Chinese Taipei (94.4%), Latvia (93.4%), Georgia (93.4%), 

Kazakhstan (90.9%), Saudi Arabia (89.8%) and Korea (88.2%). A steady career path is the 

most cited factor in Viet Nam (97.7%), Chinese Taipei (95.9%), Shanghai (94.6%) and United 

Arab Emirates (92.2%).  
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Table 4.1: Motivations to become a teacher 

Country 

Importance of the motivation for becoming a teacher 
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Australia 79.5% 82.0% 83.1% 66.1% 96.0% 79.8% 92.6% 

Austria 32.2% 57.1% 58.8% 49.0% 95.6% 75.3% 87.1% 

Belgium 66.5% 69.9% 65.1% 61.9% 95.5% 70.3% 86.3% 

Flemish (Belgium) 69.4% 75.1% 62.3% 62.7% 96.7% 77.0% 91.9% 

Brazil 76.5% 69.6% 74.4% 67.1% 95.4% 93.7% 97.2% 

Bulgaria 62.1% 45.9% 74.4% 69.7% 94.5% 64.5% 92.3% 

CABA (Argentina) 40.3% 36.7% 29.5% 36.8% 86.2% 74.6% 91.5% 

Chile 57.1% 45.2% 52.5% 54.3% 96.7% 94.4% 97.8% 

Colombia 74.8% 70.4% 68.7% 61.2% 98.2% 95.8% 98.8% 

Croatia 59.8% 58.1% 61.1% 53.0% 95.3% 79.6% 91.3% 

Czech Republic 55.9% 60.4% 60.4% 71.3% 92.6% 67.9% 89.0% 

Denmark 32.0% 44.7% 43.6% 61.1% 94.2% 64.1% 75.7% 

England (UK) 81.8% 85.9% 86.7% 64.5% 97.2% 81.4% 92.5% 

Estonia 63.0% 79.8% 81.8% 81.7% 87.5% 62.3% 81.8% 

Finland 73.0% 74.8% 71.5% 70.1% 82.7% 59.5% 65.6% 

France 72.4% 70.4% 65.2% 62.1% 92.1% 70.3% 83.1% 

Georgia 86.6% 87.9% 93.6% 91.1% 97.0% 85.4% 96.4% 

Hungary 28.3% 50.1% 64.1% 63.1% 92.7% 69.2% 84.4% 

Iceland 29.2% 36.0% 60.5% 69.7% 78.7% 57.4% 80.2% 

Italy 58.3% 55.2% 54.8% 54.5% 78.5% 85.8% 93.8% 

Japan 49.6% 84.8% 85.6% 54.2% 89.0% 66.3% 81.6% 

Kazakhstan 69.6% 84.1% 90.9% 78.0% 93.9% 78.0% 92.5% 

Korea 74.7% 79.8% 88.2% 84.3% 88.4% 72.7% 79.7% 

Latvia 71.7% 90.3% 93.4% 86.5% 93.2% 80.0% 92.6% 

Lithuania 58.6% 71.8% 81.9% 76.1% 91.4% 71.5% 85.5% 

Malta 82.8% 70.2% 87.1% 84.0% 96.3% 84.2% 92.8% 

Mexico 84.9% 80.8% 79.4% 73.9% 98.8% 93.9% 98.2% 

Netherlands 40.2% 43.4% 39.2% 40.6% 86.1% 41.6% 80.1% 

New Zealand 73.7% 79.6% 81.2% 65.5% 95.8% 80.4% 92.5% 

Norway 52.4% 63.3% 69.3% 65.7% 88.9% 61.2% 79.1% 

Portugal 72.1% 68.5% 69.8% 60.6% 94.0% 90.2% 93.2% 

Romania 88.4% 75.8% 75.5% 82.9% 98.1% 89.0% 96.0% 

Russia 55.8% 73.5% 86.6% 80.1% 88.1% 80.7% 90.9% 

Saudi Arabia 89.5% 91.1% 89.8% 82.5% 94.0% 90.6% 92.9% 

Shanghai (China) 94.6% 88.3% 93.2% 89.7% 93.3% 80.7% 92.8% 

Singapore 82.9% 89.3% 86.8% 76.9% 97.8% 88.4% 95.4% 

Slovak Republic 33.3% 53.6% 72.7% 71.3% 93.2% 61.6% 92.3% 

Slovenia 52.6% 50.7% 56.3% 38.9% 88.8% 60.5% 86.8% 

South Africa 89.7% 77.2% 82.4% 78.2% 98.1% 88.6% 97.1% 

Spain 67.1% 64.5% 58.1% 62.7% 88.6% 79.4% 90.5% 

Sweden 49.8% 65.5% 70.2% 59.7% 93.5% 77.7% 86.8% 

Chinese Taipei 95.9% 96.6% 94.4% 93.0% 94.0% 87.9% 94.2% 

Turkey 65.4% 84.6% 84.5% 83.4% 97.8% 91.1% 98.3% 

United Arab Emirates 92.2% 86.3% 88.6% 85.0% 97.5% 90.5% 97.2% 

United States 83.7% 81.6% 82.7% 77.2% 98.7% 83.8% 96.5% 

Viet Nam 97.7% 85.7% 88.2% 96.6% 98.8% 95.2% 98.7% 

OECD average 61.1% 67.2% 70.6% 65.6% 92.3% 74.7% 88.2% 
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These few exceptions are in countries where the teaching profession is typically highly valued 

in society and teachers’ economic status is better than that of other professions. Interestingly, 

these countries also are among the top-performing systems in PISA. All this suggests that high 

performing systems have developed both an efficient workforce and an economically attractive 

profession, factors that work together to attract quality candidates to the ranks of future 

generations of teachers. The challenge for policy makers is to understand how to initiate this 

positive spiral of change.  

 
Table 4.2: Motivations to become a Maltese teacher, clustered by years of teaching experience 

Motivations to become a teacher 
Less than 5 years 

of  experience 
More than 5 years 

of experience 

Teaching offered a steady career path  82.9% 82.8% 

Teaching provided a reliable income  66.1% 71.7% 

Teaching was a secure job  84.5% 88.0% 

The teaching schedule fit with responsibilities in my personal life 82.7% 84.4% 

Teaching allowed me to influence the development of children  97.3% 95.9% 

Teaching allowed me to benefit the socially disadvantaged    86.1% 83.5% 

Teaching allowed me to provide a contribution to society 93.5% 92.6% 

 

Table 4.2 shows that motivations to become a teacher do not differ greatly between novice 

Maltese teachers, with less than five years of teaching experience, and more experienced teachers 

with more than five years of experience. On average in OECD countries, novice teachers are 

more likely to consider benefitting the socially disadvantaged as a factor of moderate or high 

importance. This holds true in thirteen countries, particularly in European Nordic countries 

(Finland, Iceland, Norway), Estonia and New Zealand, where there is a difference of at least 10 

percentage points between the shares of novice teachers and experienced teachers citing the 

importance of benefitting the socially disadvantaged. Across the OECD, novice teachers are 

less likely to consider job security a factor of moderate or high importance.  

 

These differences between novice and experienced teachers may result from generational effects, 

whereby those who grew up before the years of mass unemployment and mass migration are 

less concerned with benefit to the socially disadvantaged than those who grew up more recently, 

for whom unemployment and diversity have always been part of their experience. Given that 

teachers are asked to respond retrospectively about their initial motivations for joining the 

profession, the gap should not result from any age effect, but it may be the case that older 

people with additional family responsibilities retrospectively value job security more highly. It 

may also result from a period effect, whereby there is less and less job security in the education 

sector. Faced with teacher shortages, some education systems (particularly in developing 

countries) have accepted lower certification and educational requirements, eliminated teacher 

tenure, hired inexperienced teachers on a contract basis and curtailed teacher salaries to fill 

vacant teaching positions. By contrast, some other education systems, such as the Netherlands, 

may have improved contract modalities by offering higher salaries or fixed-term contracts.  

 

TALIS also asked teachers whether teaching was their first choice as a career, defined as having a 

paid job that one regarded as likely to form one life’s work. Table 4.3 shows that 69.4% of 

Maltese teachers did reported that teaching was their first choice as a career, which exceeds the 

OECD average (66.5%). Moreover, there are larger percentages of female teachers (71.9%) than 

males (63.7%), and teachers aged less than 30 years (76.2%) than those aged more than 50 years 

(54.7%), whose first career choice was teaching. 
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Table 4.3: Teaching as a first career choice, clustered by teacher characteristics 

Country 

Percentage of teachers for whom teaching was their first choice as a career 

Total 

Gender Age Teaching experience 

Male Female 
Less than 
30 years 

More than 
50 years 

Less than 
5 years 

More than 
5 years 

Australia 58.1% 50.8% 62.6% 67.8% 58.4% 54.3% 59.4% 

Austria 65.9% 57.4% 69.5% 67.8% 72.4% 54.7% 69.8% 

Belgium 68.3% 61.1% 71.5% 70.8% 70.0% 60.8% 70.3% 

Flemish (Belgium) 73.6% 67.3% 76.2% 76.8% 72.2% 67.4% 75.1% 

Brazil 65.5% 56.2% 69.7% 64.0% 64.9% 54.6% 67.1% 

Bulgaria 71.9% 62.0% 74.5% 71.1% 74.2% 60.0% 74.9% 

CABA (Argentina) 52.7% 43.9% 56.7% 53.5% 55.1% 38.8% 55.7% 

Chile 66.2% 60.9% 69.1% 68.4% 66.0% 65.2% 66.7% 

Colombia 67.3% 60.3% 72.9% 57.3% 70.8% 55.6% 69.6% 

Croatia 66.7% 53.0% 70.6% 66.8% 69.2% 58.1% 68.8% 

Czech Republic 68.0% 62.3% 69.8% 65.5% 73.0% 53.6% 71.3% 

Denmark 61.9% 59.6% 63.4% 74.0% 59.3% 59.0% 62.5% 

England (UK) 58.7% 52.9% 61.9% 73.3% 43.2% 57.4% 59.2% 

Estonia 64.6% 41.5% 69.1% 53.5% 68.7% 42.6% 68.4% 

Finland 59.3% 56.8% 60.3% 73.6% 52.9% 59.9% 59.2% 

France 69.2% 61.8% 73.1% 71.8% 64.1% 54.7% 72.1% 

Georgia 88.5% 83.9% 89.4% 83.1% 88.9% 84.0% 89.2% 

Hungary 78.9% 67.8% 81.8% 74.7% 81.6% 63.8% 80.9% 

Iceland 62.3% 56.0% 64.5% 69.1% 62.8% 60.1% 63.1% 

Italy 65.3% 52.5% 68.9% 78.6% 70.6% 47.4% 69.3% 

Japan 81.5% 83.4% 78.9% 85.8% 79.2% 82.6% 81.2% 

Kazakhstan 75.1% 71.3% 76.2% 71.9% 78.3% 70.9% 76.4% 

Korea 80.1% 76.1% 82.0% 93.6% 83.0% 77.8% 80.8% 

Latvia 73.9% 55.2% 76.1% 53.9% 77.2% 51.9% 77.3% 

Lithuania 79.9% 65.9% 82.4% 69.9% 80.7% 69.5% 80.7% 

Malta 69.4% 63.7% 71.9% 76.2% 54.7% 66.1% 70.4% 

Mexico 60.4% 56.4% 63.5% 56.6% 62.6% 53.8% 62.5% 

Netherlands 53.4% 52.5% 54.2% 63.8% 55.9% 46.4% 54.9% 

New Zealand 54.8% 47.0% 58.9% 67.4% 53.7% 53.7% 55.0% 

Norway 61.1% 59.8% 61.8% 72.8% 61.0% 59.6% 61.5% 

Portugal 84.2% 78.8% 86.1% 0.0% 84.9% 71.4% 84.6% 

Romania 74.6% 64.5% 78.4% 73.2% 70.3% 61.0% 76.8% 

Russia 73.2% 61.5% 75.3% 67.1% 75.3% 65.6% 75.4% 

Saudi Arabia 82.6% 75.6% 89.0% 75.6% 87.9% 81.0% 83.0% 

Shanghai (China) 86.6% 81.9% 88.3% 88.7% 79.4% 88.9% 86.2% 

Singapore 70.8% 65.7% 73.7% 76.3% 70.5% 70.8% 70.7% 

Slovak Republic 63.8% 50.6% 66.6% 60.1% 67.7% 57.5% 65.0% 

Slovenia 81.7% 75.4% 83.4% 90.4% 85.9% 77.0% 82.7% 

South Africa 49.2% 49.5% 49.0% 50.0% 53.6% 41.5% 52.0% 

Spain 61.8% 53.9% 66.7% 67.0% 65.4% 47.8% 64.8% 

Sweden 59.1% 55.6% 60.9% 65.2% 54.6% 46.4% 62.0% 

Chinese Taipei 82.6% 78.2% 84.6% 80.8% 81.4% 78.1% 83.1% 

Turkey 64.7% 61.7% 67.1% 67.1% 60.7% 66.6% 63.8% 

United Arab Emirates 75.2% 75.3% 75.0% 71.4% 78.3% 70.5% 76.2% 

United States 58.8% 54.7% 61.0% 67.0% 60.0% 54.3% 60.3% 

Viet Nam 92.6% 87.8% 95.1% 89.2% 93.9% 89.3% 93.0% 

OECD average 66.5% 59.4% 69.2% 69.6% 66.8% 58.9% 68.1% 
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There are lower percentages of teachers in South Africa (49.2%), CABA) (52.7%), Netherlands 

(53.4%), New Zealand (54.8%), Australia (58.1%), England (58.7%) and United States (58.8%) 

reporting teaching as a first career choice. On the other hand, there are larger percentages of 

teachers, particularly in the eastern part of the globe, including Viet Nam (92.6%), Georgia 

(88.5%), Shanghai (86.6%), Portugal (84.2%), Saudi Arabia (82.6%), Slovenia (81.7%), Japan 

(81.5%) and Korea (80.1%) reporting teaching as a first career choice. These cross-country 

variations may reflect institutional differences in the selection and certification processes of 

teacher candidates, with more selective and lengthy systems leading to higher shares of first 

vocations. They could also result from cultural differences in the way individuals view their 

working life and in national job markets, with possibly more flexibility and mobility across 

sectors in English-speaking and European Nordic countries and more stability in the eastern 

countries. The likelihood of reporting teaching as a first career choice also varies greatly by 

teacher gender. In almost all TALIS countries, there were significantly fewer male teachers 

reporting teaching as their first career choice than their female counterparts. The largest gender 

differences are observed in Eastern European countries, particularly in Estonia (27.6%) and 

Latvia (20.9%). This global gender difference is consistent with that found in professional 

aspirations reported by 15-year-old students in PISA reports. In 2006 and 2015, on average 

across OECD countries, 15-year-old boys were less likely than girls to expect to work as 

teachers when they are 30 years old, suggesting that teaching was more often envisaged by girls 

as a first career choice than by boys.   

 

Table 4.4: Logistic regression model relating teaching as a first career choice to motivation to be a teacher 

Predictor (Motivation to become a teacher) Odds ratio Std. error 

Teaching offered a steady career path 0.62 0.12 

Teaching provided a reliable income 0.97 0.15 

Teaching was a secure job 0.78 0.21 

The teaching schedule fit with responsibilities in my personal life 1.10 0.22 

Teaching allowed me influence the development of children  1.17 0.40 

Teaching allowed me to benefit the socially disadvantaged 1.03 0.18 

Teaching allowed me to provide a contribution to society 0.49 0.12 

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.76 0.12 

Age 1.03 0.01 

 

Logistic regression analyses were conducted to examine how motivations to become a teacher in 

Malta differ depending on whether or not one considered teaching a first career choice. Table 

4.4 shows that Maltese teachers whose first career choice was teaching, are more likely to report 

that teaching ‘influences the development of children’, ‘schedule fit with responsibilities in 

personal life’ and ‘benefits the socially disadvantaged’ as main motivators, after controlling for 

teachers’ gender and age (odds ratios exceed 1).  On the other hand Maltese, whose first career 

choice was not teaching, are more likely to report that teaching offers a ‘steady career path’, ‘a 

reliable income’, a secure job’ and ‘provides a contribution to society’ (odds ratios are less than 1). 

In quite a few countries participating in TALIS, teachers whose main motivation to enter the 

profession is to have a steady career path or a secure job, to influence the development of 

children or to contribute to society, also tend to make teaching their first career choice. On the 

other hand, in around one-third of the countries participating in TALIS, teachers for whom 

teaching was not a first choice tend to be motivated by the work schedule of the profession. 

This suggests that later vocations are perhaps motivated by the possibility of better reconciling 

work life with the responsibilities of personal life. 
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Table 4.5: Regression model relating teachers’ self-efficacy to teaching as a first career choice 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Teaching was a first career choice (Yes) 0.36 0.15 

Teaching was a first career choice (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.31 0.12 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of teaching experience 0.01 0.01 

 

Moreover, a regression model was fitted to relate the self-efficacy scores of Maltese teachers to a 

number of predictors collectively, which included gender and teaching experience of teacher and 

whether teaching was a first career choice. Table 4.5 displays the regression coefficients and their 

corresponding standard error, where a positive coefficient represents a positive relationship and a 

negative coefficient represents a negative relationship. Bold values indicate that the relationships 

are significant. The desire of Maltese teachers to make teaching their chosen profession is 

related to job satisfaction and reported self-efficacy. Regression analysis shows that, after 

controlling for teachers’ gender and teaching experience, those teachers whose first career 

choice was teaching were more likely to be satisfied with their job. The relationship holds in all 

participating countries in TALIS, except Portugal and Czech Republic. 

 

 

4.3 Teachers’ readiness for teaching 
 

Once motivated and selected into the teaching profession, future teachers need to be trained in 

the best possible manner to deliver quality teaching to their future students. Indeed, opportunities 

to learn during teacher education contribute to specific types of teacher knowledge. That 

knowledge has an effect on the teaching strategies adopted by teachers and the quality of their 

instruction which are, in turn, significantly related to student achievement. A closer look at 

teacher education can help understand the outcomes of teacher education and where potential 

starting points for reforms may lie. We can regard opportunities to learn in teacher education as 

deliberately developed by educational policy makers and teacher education institutions to 

achieve the specific goals of an education system. As such, specifications underpinning initial 

teacher education programmes reflect the particular visions of knowledge and skills that a 

country and its teacher education institutions expect teachers to have.  

 
 

4.3.1  Initial teacher education 
 

To investigate the teachers’ highest educational attainment, TALIS 2018 asks teachers about the 

highest level of formal education they have completed, using the 2011 International Standard 

ISCED Classification of Education. Table 4.6 shows a significantly larger percentage of Maltese 

teachers completing a bachelor’s degree (69.4%) as their highest educational level, compared to 

the OECD average (49.3%).  On the other hand, there is a significantly smaller percentage of 

Maltese teachers completing a Master’s degree (24.3%) as their highest educational level, 

compared to the OECD average (49.3%).  The percentages of Maltese teachers who do not have a 

bachelor’s degree (5.4%) and teachers who completed a doctoral degree (0.9%) are comparable 

to the OECD averages (5.1% and 1.3% respectively). The typical level of education attained by 

teachers varies slightly across countries. On average across OECD countries, the majority of 

teachers report that they have completed a bachelor’s degree or higher.  
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Table 4.6: Teachers’ highest educational attainment 

Country 

Percentage of teachers, by highest level of formal education completed 

Below ISCED 5 ISCED 5 ISCED 6 ISCED 7 ISCED 8 

Australia 0.0% 3.3% 75.5% 19.6% 1.6% 

Austria 2.1% 35.2% 19.2% 40.7% 2.8% 

Belgium 6.1% 0.5% 80.7% 12.6% 0.2% 

Flemish (Belgium) 7.1% 0.9% 83.0% 8.9% 0.1% 

Brazil 1.4% 2.6% 89.8% 5.9% 0.3% 

Bulgaria 0.8% 6.7% 17.7% 74.1% 0.6% 

CABA (Argentina) 4.7% 23.5% 55.7% 14.9% 1.1% 

Chile 0.1% 3.8% 80.8% 15.2% 0.2% 

Colombia 1.3% 4.3% 40.9% 53.3% 0.2% 

Croatia 0.0% 5.0% 3.2% 91.0% 0.8% 

Czech Republic 2.1% 0.1% 4.0% 89.7% 4.1% 

Denmark 6.9% 0.7% 83.6% 8.7% 0.1% 

England (UK) 0.6% 0.7% 72.5% 23.8% 2.3% 

Estonia 4.0% 2.0% 22.2% 70.9% 0.8% 

Finland 1.3% 0.8% 5.7% 90.6% 1.5% 

France 1.0% 1.3% 27.7% 65.4% 4.5% 

Georgia 5.0% 2.4% 15.6% 75.3% 1.8% 

Hungary 0.1% 0.0% 64.6% 34.5% 0.7% 

Iceland 5.9% 4.0% 63.8% 26.2% 0.1% 

Italy 3.7% 0.0% 13.3% 78.8% 4.2% 

Japan 0.0% 3.1% 86.1% 10.6% 0.2% 

Kazakhstan 2.2% 4.8% 89.4% 3.5% 0.1% 

Korea 0.0% 0.0% 62.3% 36.6% 1.0% 

Latvia 1.8% 1.3% 36.0% 60.6% 0.3% 

Lithuania 0.3% 0.0% 62.3% 36.7% 0.7% 

Malta 1.8% 3.6% 69.4% 24.3% 0.9% 

Mexico 4.7% 1.5% 69.8% 22.6% 1.5% 

Netherlands 2.9% 0.0% 58.6% 38.0% 0.5% 

New Zealand 1.5% 5.8% 77.9% 13.4% 1.3% 

Norway 0.8% 0.7% 64.3% 34.0% 0.2% 

Portugal 0.9% 0.3% 3.7% 93.4% 1.6% 

Romania 1.1% 1.3% 59.1% 35.8% 2.8% 

Russia 1.9% 5.8% 16.6% 74.8% 0.9% 

Saudi Arabia 2.1% 0.4% 92.8% 4.6% 0.1% 

Shanghai (China) 0.0% 0.9% 86.4% 12.7% 0.0% 

Singapore 1.0% 3.8% 72.0% 22.4% 0.8% 

Slovak Republic 1.0% 0.2% 1.0% 96.2% 1.6% 

Slovenia 0.1% 22.7% 7.4% 69.2% 0.7% 

South Africa 23.8% 55.6% 18.3% 2.2% 0.1% 

Sweden 5.4% 5.0% 23.4% 64.9% 1.3% 

Chinese Taipei 0.1% 0.2% 34.2% 64.8% 0.8% 

Turkey 0.0% 0.7% 92.3% 6.9% 0.2% 

United Arab Emirates 0.9% 2.4% 66.9% 28.5% 1.4% 

United States 0.9% 0.9% 43.1% 53.2% 1.9% 

Viet Nam 0.2% 18.7% 79.4% 1.6% 0.0% 

OECD average 1.9% 3.3% 49.3% 44.2% 1.3% 
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More than 4% of teachers in Czech Republic, France and Italy completed a doctoral degree as 

their highest level of education. More than 75% of teachers in Croatia, the Czech Republic, 

Finland, Georgia, Italy, Portugal and the Slovak Republic completed a master’s degree. More 

than 75% of teachers in Australia, Belgium (including the Flemish Community), Brazil, Chile, 

Denmark, Japan, Kazakhstan, New Zealand, Saudi Arabia, Shanghai (China), Turkey and Viet 

Nam completed a bachelor’s degree. More than 20% of teachers in Austria, Slovenia, South 

Africa and CABA (Argentina) completed a short-cycle tertiary education. Moreover, more than 

20% of teachers in South Africa have not even attained an ISCED level 5 as their highest 

educational level. 

 
Table 4.7: Change in teachers’ educational attainment between the 2008 and 2018 cycles 

Country 

Below ISCED 5 ISCED 5 ISCED 6 or 7 ISCED 8 

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia  0.3% 0.0% 1.0% 3.3% 96.5% 95.1% 2.2% 1.6% 

Austria 3.1% 2.1% 59.3% 35.2% 34.9% 59.9% 2.6% 2.8% 

Brazil 8.6% 1.4% 0.2% 2.6% 91.1% 95.7% 0.1% 0.3% 

Bulgaria  3.7% 0.8% 15.7% 6.7% 80.4% 91.9% 0.2% 0.6% 

Denmark 1.9% 6.9% 0.2% 0.7% 97.8% 92.4% 0.0% 0.1% 

Estonia 7.0% 4.0% 6.5% 2.0% 86.2% 93.2% 0.3% 0.8% 
Flemish (Belgium) 3.4% 7.1%  0.9% 96.5% 91.8% 0.1% 0.1% 

Hungary 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 99.3% 99.2% 0.4% 0.7% 

Iceland 12.1% 5.9% 20.8% 4.0% 66.9% 89.9% 0.2% 0.1% 

Italy 5.3% 3.7%  0.0% 93.7% 92.1% 0.9% 4.2% 

Korea 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 98.7% 98.9% 0.7% 1.0% 

Lithuania 4.1% 0.3% 13.0% 0.0% 82.7% 99.0% 0.1% 0.7% 

Malta 3.7% 1.8% 13.3% 3.6% 82.6% 93.7% 0.4% 0.9% 

Mexico 10.4% 4.7% 3.0% 1.5% 86.3% 92.3% 0.3% 1.5% 

Norway 0.9% 0.8% 0.0% 0.7% 99.0% 98.3% 0.0% 0.2% 

Portugal 0.4% 0.9% 4.3% 0.3% 95.1% 97.2% 0.2% 1.6% 

Slovak Republic 2.5% 1.0% 0.0% 0.2% 96.6% 97.2% 0.8% 1.6% 

Slovenia 3.7% 0.1% 41.9% 22.7% 54.3% 76.5% 0.1% 0.7% 

Turkey 0.0% 0.0% 6.0% 0.7% 93.8% 99.1% 0.2% 0.2% 

 

Table 4.7 shows that throughout the last ten years there was an increase in the percentage of 

Maltese teachers completing a doctoral degree (0.5%) and completing a bachelor’s or Master’s 

degree (11.1%); and a decrease in the percentage of Maltese teachers completing a short-cycle 

tertiary education (9.7%) or have not started tertiary education (1.9%).  

 

Table 4.7 also show that Italy (3.3%), Portugal (1.4%) and Mexico (1.2%) had the largest 

increase in the percentage of teachers completing a doctoral degree; Austria (25.0%), Iceland 

(23.0%), Slovenia (22.2%) and Lithuania (16.3%) had the largest increase in the percentage of 

teachers completing a bachelor’s or Master’s degree. On the other hand, Austria (24.1%), 

Slovenia (19.2%), Iceland (16.8%) and Lithuania (13.0%) had the largest decrease in the 

percentage of teachers completing a short-cycle tertiary education; and Brazil (7.2%), Iceland 

(6.2%), Mexico (5.7%), Lithuania (3.8%) and Slovenia (3.6%) had the largest decrease in the 

percentage of teachers who did start tertiary education. There are likely two factors at play 

behind this decline: more years needed to obtain qualifications for recent entrants combined 

with waves of departures for teachers who took fewer years to obtain their qualifications.  
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In concurrent programmes, academic subjects are studied alongside educational and professional 

studies throughout the duration of the training. This allows a more integrated learning experience, 

as pedagogical and subject-matter (content knowledge) training take place at the same time. 

However, they allow little flexibility in entering the teaching profession, especially for those 

who have studied subject not related to education. Consecutive programmes offer specialised 

courses in pedagogy and in teacher education after completion of another degree in a subject. 

This allows more flexible entry into the teaching profession, coupled with weaker professional 

identity, giving teachers strong expertise in a given subject, but weaker knowledge in learning 

techniques and pedagogy in general. Having both concurrent and consecutive programmes can 

help to attract different profiles of individuals into the teaching profession, but they can also 

trigger extra costs for education systems. 

 
Table 4.8: Type of teacher education or training programme, by year of completion 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who received these types of teacher education or training 
programme 
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Australia  42.6% 46.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.6% 0.0% 

Belgium 80.6% 7.8% 8.9% 0.1% 1.0% 0.6% 1.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 83.6% 6.4% 8.7% 0.0% 0.9% 0.2% 0.3% 

Brazil 73.0% 10.9% 0.0% 12.1% 2.2% 1.1% 0.8% 

CABA (Argentina) 51.9% 27.9% 1.9% 1.4% 13.0% 3.0% 0.9% 

Colombia 23.4% 36.3% 10.7% 9.9% 8.7% 7.7% 3.2% 

Croatia 66.5% 18.4% 7.1% 0.5% 6.3% 0.9% 0.2% 

England  12.1% 75.2% 7.9% 0.6% 1.0% 2.0% 1.2% 

Estonia 61.8% 15.5% 6.9% 3.7% 4.8% 1.7% 5.5% 

Finland 89.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 4.1% 

France 20.5% 44.5% 3.9% 1.2% 19.1% 6.8% 4.0% 

Georgia 28.4% 33.0% 3.9% 2.7% 18.5% 9.0% 4.5% 

Hungary 75.9% 11.7% 0.0% 5.6% 3.7% 2.5% 0.6% 

Iceland 66.4% 20.2% 0.0% 1.8% 6.2% 1.8% 3.6% 

Korea 87.8% 9.5% 0.0% 1.9% 0.7% 0.1% 0.0% 

Latvia 49.6% 17.9% 0.0% 4.1% 21.9% 3.6% 2.8% 

Lithuania 58.9% 19.2% 2.9% 1.7% 16.2% 0.6% 0.7% 

Malta 52.4% 32.2% 4.5% 2.6% 3.8% 1.7% 2.7% 

Mexico 50.0% 9.3% 0.0% 6.0% 13.6% 12.7% 8.3% 

Portugal 63.4% 34.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 1.6% 0.2% 

Romania 50.2% 21.2% 2.3% 2.1% 22.6% 0.9% 0.7% 

Saudi Arabia 44.6% 23.4% 7.5% 3.2% 3.8% 7.7% 9.8% 

Shanghai (China) 90.2% 5.1% 2.2% 0.8% 0.6% 1.0% 0.1% 

Slovak Republic 79.9% 13.9% 0.0% 1.6% 2.7% 1.1% 0.9% 

Slovenia 73.4% 20.3% 1.4% 0.2% 3.2% 0.9% 0.6% 

South Africa 33.8% 39.3% 4.9% 8.7% 9.7% 1.4% 2.1% 

Chinese Taipei 76.4% 21.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 2.0% 

Turkey 79.6% 16.5% 0.0% 0.9% 1.8% 1.0% 0.1% 

UAE 48.2% 17.9% 16.7% 1.9% 9.7% 3.1% 2.5% 

Viet Nam 96.1% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 
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Teacher education programmes can vary greatly from one country to country. TALIS 2018 

asked teachers how they received their first teaching qualification. Table 4.8 shows that 52.4% 

of Maltese teachers completed a regular concurrent teacher education and 32.2% completed a 

training programme.  Most of the teachers in the countries that administered this optional question 

reported having completed a regular concurrent teacher education or training programme that 

grants future teachers a single credential for studies in subject-matter content, pedagogy and 

other courses in education during the first period of post-secondary education. More than 75% 

of teachers completed a concurrent training programme in Belgium (including the Flemish 

Community), Finland, Hungary, Korea, Shanghai, Slovak Republic, Turkey and Viet Nam, 

while fewer than 25% of teachers did so in Colombia, England and France. In these three 

countries, teachers most frequently received their qualification in a regular consecutive teacher 

education or training programme, which requires future teachers to complete two phases of 

post-secondary education: a first phase of university education with the focus on subject matter 

and a second phase with the focus on pedagogy and practicum. These programmes are mostly 

prevalent in England (75.2%), Australia (46.8%) and France (44.5%). 

 

Some systems also offer fast-track or specialised education or training programmes.  These 

refer to pathways into a teaching job that are not regular teaching or training education 

programmes in terms of duration and/or content, but programmes designed for specific groups 

such as high-profile young graduates, second-career candidates, candidates with some teaching 

experience, or graduates with high levels of subject knowledge. Countries, where the share of 

teachers receiving their first qualification from such programmes is largest, including Colombia 

(10.7%) and United Arab Emirates (16.7%). 

 

In most countries participating in TALIS, fewer than 10% of teachers completed subject-

specific education only, with the exception of Romania (22.6%), Latvia (21.9%), France (19.1%), 

Georgia (18.5%), Lithuania (16.2%), Mexico (13.6%) and CABA (Argentina) (13.0%).  Fewer 

than 5% of teachers have not received any formal teacher education or training in all countries, 

with the exception of Saudi Arabia (9.8%), Mexico (8.3%) and Estonia (5.5%).  High shares of 

teachers in the last two categories (subject-specific education only and no formal education) are 

particularly worrying, because these teachers start their jobs without being prepared for the 

profession. Past studies have highlighted the importance of being trained in subject-related 

pedagogical knowledge and in general pedagogy for delivering quality instruction and for 

student learning.  

 

TALIS also asked teachers about the elements included in their formal education or training. 

Subject-content courses deliver the body of deep knowledge that teachers need to create and 

facilitate effective teaching and learning environments for all students and develop their 

competences to present content to learners in a meaningful way and to connect learning topics 

to one another, as well as to each student’s prior knowledge and future learning objectives. 

Table 4.9 shows that 91.2% of Maltese teachers report that they received formal education or 

training included content of some or all the subjects they teach, which is comparable to the 

OECD average (92.2%).  In Iceland (19.1%), Belgium (14.4%), Slovak Republic (11.6%)  and 

Belgian Flemish community (10.5%) and Turkey (10.1%) the teachers did not receive training 

in subject content   

 

Knowing the content only provides a foundation for teaching, where student achievement is 

higher when a strong content background is combined with pedagogical and practical training 

Preparation that links content knowledge to an understanding of how learners acquire knowledge,  
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Table 4.9: Content of teacher education or training programme 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who received formal education or training 

Content of 
some or all 

subjects 
taught 

Pedagogy of 
some or all 

subjects 
taught 

General 
pedagogy 

Classroom 
practice in some 

or all subjects 
taught 

Student 
behaviour and 

classroom 
management 

Australia 91.2% 91.8% 95.6% 93.0% 83.6% 

Austria 95.0% 92.2% 95.6% 94.7% 53.9% 

Belgium 85.6% 89.8% 96.3% 91.5% 73.4% 

Flemish (Belgium) 89.5% 94.3% 97.5% 96.0% 76.9% 

Brazil 93.5% 89.4% 90.7% 94.2% 75.0% 

Bulgaria 95.0% 96.8% 92.1% 93.9% 50.4% 

CABA (Argentina) 96.5% 89.1% 90.3% 87.8% 66.1% 

Chile 92.9% 92.2% 91.4% 91.3% 76.0% 

Colombia 92.4% 92.1% 93.6% 90.5% 83.9% 

Croatia 96.1% 91.1% 94.2% 90.9% 54.5% 

Czech Republic 92.3% 91.1% 97.0% 66.9% 53.9% 

Denmark 96.0% 95.1% 98.8% 91.7% 62.8% 

England (UK) 90.6% 94.2% 97.4% 97.1% 93.5% 

Estonia 91.5% 90.9% 95.9% 87.5% 78.7% 

Finland 93.1% 93.1% 97.3% 98.1% 71.3% 

France 93.7% 77.1% 67.4% 73.3% 55.1% 

Georgia 97.1% 90.9% 88.7% 85.7% 80.3% 

Hungary 94.7% 91.2% 96.9% 93.6% 75.8% 

Iceland 80.9% 79.8% 94.7% 78.7% 57.8% 

Italy 91.7% 68.9% 72.0% 84.8% 57.5% 

Japan 93.6% 91.1% 88.8% 88.9% 81.2% 

Kazakhstan 95.3% 93.0% 96.5% 92.3% 88.2% 

Korea 96.1% 93.6% 95.1% 94.2% 65.9% 

Latvia 94.5% 92.8% 97.0% 90.5% 80.6% 

Lithuania 93.7% 90.5% 98.3% 89.1% 70.5% 

Malta 91.2% 90.6% 94.0% 91.3% 82.6% 

Mexico 93.7% 89.4% 83.8% 88.8% 83.9% 

Netherlands 92.5% 97.1% 90.6% 94.7% 85.4% 

New Zealand 95.2% 93.8% 96.7% 96.1% 89.9% 

Norway 94.0% 93.5% 96.9% 79.6% 74.3% 

Portugal 92.5% 88.7% 93.1% 82.7% 62.2% 

Romania 97.0% 95.2% 95.8% 94.8% 84.9% 

Russia 96.7% 96.0% 96.7% 93.6% 82.2% 

Saudi Arabia 90.8% 85.7% 92.5% 83.6% 87.0% 

Shanghai (China) 96.6% 95.5% 97.8% 92.2% 89.4% 

Singapore 95.0% 94.9% 97.6% 95.1% 91.4% 

Slovak Republic 88.4% 89.9% 93.9% 85.7% 62.2% 

Slovenia 93.3% 91.2% 97.5% 90.9% 36.9% 

South Africa 93.3% 86.4% 89.0% 93.2% 92.7% 

Spain 90.7% 59.4% 60.8% 67.3% 40.0% 

Sweden 96.3% 91.4% 94.0% 86.9% 70.4% 

Chinese Taipei 88.3% 90.1% 98.1% 85.2% 92.5% 

Turkey 89.9% 88.1% 94.7% 83.8% 91.7% 

United Arab Emirates 94.6% 92.0% 89.5% 91.2% 92.2% 

United States 93.9% 92.4% 93.4% 90.1% 85.3% 

Viet Nam 99.8% 99.8% 99.6% 98.9% 99.2% 

OECD average 92.2% 89.1% 92.0% 87.8% 71.6% 
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how to teach students who are diverse with respect to achievement, motivation, socio-economic 

background or language background, and how to use a wide array of instructional strategies 

was found to be effective. Pedagogy refers to the art and science of teaching, and thus 

pedagogical competence refers to knowing how to teach, rather than knowing the content one is 

expected to teach. General pedagogical competence is what teachers need as basic knowledge 

of how to teach, and is the competence needed more often in primary school. Specific 

pedagogical competence refers to the knowledge on how to teach a particular subject or a 

particular group of students. Pedagogical content knowledge links general pedagogical 

knowledge and content knowledge. Table 4.9 shows the first five elements of the ten elements 

listed in the questionnaire related to formal education and training. 94.0% of Maltese teachers 

received training in general pedagogy and 90.6% received training in pedagogy of the subjects 

they teach, which both exceed OECD averages (92.0% and 89.1% respectively). In France, 

Italy and Spain, fewer than 75% of teachers reported that they received general and content-

specific pedagogy training.  

 

The teaching methods that future teachers experience during initial teacher education may also 

shape the way they will teach. In particular, research highlights the importance of having 

opportunities to engage in a teaching practicum that requires planning lessons or analysing 

student work, rather than just listening to lectures and a number of countries have recently 

reformed their initial teacher education systems to make the teaching practicum a mandatory 

element. Table 4.9 shows that classroom practice in some or all subjects taught by teachers was 

included in the formal education and training of 91.3% of Maltese teachers, which is higher 

than the OECD average (87.8%). More than 95% of teachers in England, Finland, the Flemish 

Community of Belgium, New Zealand, Singapore and Viet Nam completed such a teaching 

practicum, while fewer than 75% of teachers did so in the Czech Republic, France, and Spain. 

Table 4.9 shows 82.6% of Maltese teachers reported that they received formal education and 

training in student behaviour and classroom management, which is significantly higher than the 

OECD average (71.6%).  In England, Singapore, South Africa, Chinese Taipei, Turkey, United 

Arab Emirates and Viet Nam, more than 90% of teachers reported that they received training in 

student behaviour and classroom management. 

 

Table 4.10 shows the next five elements of the ten elements listed in the questionnaire related to 

formal education and training.  The percentage of Maltese teachers reporting that they received 

training in teaching cross-curricular skills (69.6%), use of ICT for teaching skills (70.4%), 

teaching in a mixed-ability setting (64.3%), monitoring students’ development and learning 

(79.3%) and teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting (38.3%) all exceed the OECD 

averages (65.1%, 56.0%, 61.9%, 69.5% and 34.8% respectively). In comparison, teaching in 

a multicultural or multilingual setting is more rarely included as an element of teachers’ formal 

education or training. However, one should point out that the phenomenon of globalisation of 

societies has emerged over the past few decades and was only included recently in teacher 

training. The lowest shares are observed in Europe, especially in Croatia (24.6%), Lithuania 

(23.0%), Portugal (20.6%), Hungary (18.5%), the Czech Republic (16.4%), France (12.0%) 

and Slovenia (11.9%), including in countries with high rates of students with a migrant 

background, such as France (12.0%) and Portugal (20.6%). However, training in teaching in a 

multicultural or multilingual setting is common in countries with English as the main national 

language and those with several official languages and/or a tradition of multiculturalism, 

including Australia (58.7%), England (68.3%), New Zealand (78.1%), Shanghai (63.4%), South 

Africa (74.7%), Singapore (72.3%), the United Arab Emirates (75.9%) and the United States 

(69.6%).  
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Table 4.10: Content of teacher education or training programme 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who received formal education or training 

Teaching in a 
multicultural 

or multilingual 
setting 

Teaching 
cross-

curricular 
skills 

Use of ICT for 
teaching 

Teaching in a 
mixed-ability 

setting 

Monitoring 
students’ 

development 
and learning 

Australia 58.7% 66.3% 64.7% 74.3% 76.8% 

Austria 30.8% 49.6% 40.5% 51.9% 61.7% 

Belgium 31.4% 60.9% 51.1% 66.3% 45.2% 

Flemish (Belgium) 34.0% 63.5% 56.5% 69.9% 34.8% 

Brazil 41.7% 84.6% 64.4% 72.6% 80.5% 

Bulgaria 26.5% 78.6% 57.6% 42.5% 45.7% 

CABA (Argentina) 34.8% 82.0% 52.9% 56.5% 75.7% 

Chile 42.1% 90.7% 77.3% 76.3% 86.1% 

Colombia 47.4% 87.6% 74.7% 70.0% 87.1% 

Croatia 24.6% 62.7% 47.3% 46.6% 63.0% 

Czech Republic 16.4% 47.1% 44.5% 33.9% 54.6% 

Denmark 36.8% 66.4% 46.7% 66.6% 67.3% 

England (UK) 68.3% 71.1% 74.7% 89.9% 85.6% 

Estonia 27.8% 73.4% 53.9% 51.4% 80.5% 

Finland 28.9% 51.9% 55.6% 72.6% 68.8% 

France 12.0% 38.6% 50.9% 49.1% 44.7% 

Georgia 30.1% 71.5% 44.8% 34.8% 68.0% 

Hungary 18.5% 61.6% 51.4% 71.3% 64.3% 

Iceland 27.1% 64.8% 46.1% 54.9% 65.8% 

Italy 26.3% 61.6% 52.2% 56.8% 67.2% 

Japan 27.3% 53.7% 60.2% 63.9% 79.9% 

Kazakhstan 47.7% 73.4% 75.1% 75.6% 84.8% 

Korea 28.8% 66.4% 59.0% 64.3% 67.2% 

Latvia 33.0% 72.6% 54.6% 49.8% 78.3% 

Lithuania 23.0% 60.9% 45.3% 45.3% 73.0% 

Malta 38.3% 69.6% 70.4% 64.3% 79.3% 

Mexico 27.5% 87.6% 77.3% 70.9% 81.1% 

Netherlands 30.3% 57.9% 49.2% 44.2% 58.1% 

New Zealand 78.1% 68.0% 58.8% 83.1% 82.1% 

Norway 29.3% 52.0% 45.9% 60.5% 65.9% 

Portugal 20.6% 73.0% 46.9% 44.5% 69.7% 

Romania 37.0% 72.6% 69.6% 79.6% 81.2% 

Russia 30.8% 70.9% 68.7% 73.0% 69.6% 

Saudi Arabia 35.7% 78.5% 73.4% 77.4% 82.6% 

Shanghai (China) 63.4% 74.5% 79.1% 80.3% 82.5% 

Singapore 72.3% 76.2% 88.2% 79.1% 82.7% 

Slovak Republic 25.9% 65.3% 62.1% 56.7% 62.1% 

Slovenia 11.9% 44.6% 53.0% 46.4% 43.5% 

South Africa 74.7% 90.1% 62.2% 76.1% 91.8% 

Spain 29.5% 50.7% 38.0% 35.3% 49.8% 

Sweden 40.6% 61.0% 36.7% 73.0% 69.1% 

Chinese Taipei 43.3% 66.9% 59.2% 67.1% 87.9% 

Turkey 32.7% 82.6% 74.4% 66.0% 86.0% 

United Arab Emirates 75.9% 90.1% 86.5% 87.2% 90.5% 

United States 69.6% 82.6% 62.7% 80.7% 85.2% 

Viet Nam 43.9% 97.6% 96.6% 88.0% 98.8% 

OECD average 34.8% 65.1% 56.0% 61.9% 69.5% 
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An important consideration for examining the quality of teachers’ credentials is to look at the 

comprehensiveness of teacher education and training programmes. To this end, two indicators are 

considered: the percentage of teachers trained in all three core elements of a quality teaching 

preparation (content, pedagogy and classroom practice of some or all subjects teachers teach) and 

the average number of elements included in teachers’ formal education or training. 81.9% of 

Maltese teachers reported that they were trained in all three core elements (content, pedagogy and 

classroom practice of some or all subjects they teach), which exceeds the OECD average 

(79.3%). However, this share amounts to only 48% in Spain and remains below 70% in the 

Czech Republic, France, Iceland and Italy. Maltese teachers reported that, on average, they were 

trained in 7.7 of the ten elements listed in the questionnaire, which is also higher than the OECD 

average (7.2). French and Spanish teachers reported training in fewer aspects (between five and 

six) than other countries. Figure 4.1 shows that across all countries participating in TALIS 2018, 

the two variables are positively related.   

 
 

 
Figure 4.1: Scatter plot displaying the relationship between the two variables 

 

Regression analysis was used to investigate the relationship between self-efficacy of Maltese 

teachers and their formal education and training on student behaviour and classroom management. 

Table 4.11 shows a positive relationship between the two variables, after controlling for teachers’ 

gender and teaching experience. This implies that Maltese teachers who had training in student 

behaviour and classroom management as part of their formal education tend to feel more efficient 

in their classroom management; however this positive relationship is not significant.  

 
Table 4.11: Regression model relating teachers’ self-efficacy to training in classroom management 

Predictor Coefficient St. error 

Teacher had training in student behaviour and class management  (Yes) 0.02 0.13 

Teacher had training in student behaviour and class management  (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.21 0.12 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of teaching experience 0.02 0.01 
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Regression analysis was used to investigate the relationship between self-efficacy of Maltese 

teachers and their formal training to teach in a multicultural/multilingual environment. Table 4.12 

shows a significant positive relationship between the two variables, after controlling for teachers’ 

gender and teaching experience. This implies that Maltese teachers who had training in a diverse 

classroom environment tended to report higher self-efficacy in dealing with such a teaching 

environment. 

 

Table 4.12: Regression model relating teachers’ self-efficacy to training in teaching in a diverse class 

Predictor Coefficient St. error 

Teacher had training in student behaviour and class management  (Yes) 0.63 0.12 

Teacher had training in student behaviour and class management  (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.20 0.16 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of teaching experience 0.01 0.01 

 

Regression analysis was used to investigate the relationship between self-efficacy of Maltese 

teachers and whether they took part in any induction activities (formal or informal) at school. 

Table 4.13 shows a significant positive relationship between the two variables, after controlling for 

teachers’ gender and teaching experience. This implies that Maltese teachers who participate in 

induction activities are more likely to report higher levels of self-efficacy; however this positive 

relationship is not significant. 

 

Table 4.13: Regression model relating teachers’ self-efficacy to participation in any induction activities 

Predictor Coefficient St. error 

Took part in any induction activities at current school (Yes) 0.20 0.12 

Took part in any induction activities at current school (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.32 0.12 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of teaching experience 0.01 0.01 

 

Logistic regression analysis was used to investigate the relationship between the uses of ICT for 

teaching and formal teaching and training received by Maltese teachers in the use of ICT for 

teaching. Table 4.14 shows that Maltese teachers who were trained in the use of ICT were more 

likely to report that they let students use ICT for projects or classwork, after controlling for 

teachers’ gender and teaching experience.  Moreover, the odds ratio (5.26) is significantly larger 

than 1.  

 

Table 4.14: Logistic regression model relating use of ICT in class and formal training in ICT for teaching 

Predictor (Motivation to become a teacher) Odds ratio Std. error 

Formal teaching and training in the use of ICT for teaching (Yes) 5.26 0.14 

Formal teaching and training in the use of ICT for teaching (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.12 0.12 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of teaching experience 0.01 0.01 
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4.3.2  Teachers’ sense of preparedness for teaching 
 

Another way to gauge the quality of initial teacher education and training consists of learning 

from teachers how well-prepared they felt for various aspects of their job by the time they 

completed their education or training. Past research has shown that the different elements of 

initial teacher preparation are, very often, related to self-perceived preparedness. To investigate 

how much teachers felt prepared for various elements of teaching, TALIS asked teachers to rate 

the same ten elements as those potentially included in their formal education and training on a 4-

point likert scale ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘very well’. Table 4.15 and Table 4.16 show larger 

percentages of Maltese teachers who are well-prepared or very well-prepared in pedagogy of 

some or all subjects taught (75.1%), general pedagogy (76.7%), classroom practice in some or all 

subjects taught (73.4%), use of ICT for teaching (49.1%) and monitoring students’ development 

and learning (57.7%) compared to OECD averages (71.3%, 70.1%, 71.0%, 42.8% and 52.9% 

respectively).  On the other hand, there are lower percentages of Maltese teachers who are well-

prepared or very well-prepared incontent of some or all subjects taught (74.1%), student 

behaviour and classroom management (49.5%), teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting 

(22.8%), teaching cross-curricular skills (44.8%) and teaching in a mixed-ability setting (36.5%) 

compared to OECD averages (80.1%, 53.1%, 25.5%, 49.2% and 44.1% respectively). Across all 

countries participating in TALIS 2018, the teachers’ reported sense of preparedness for each of 

these elements aligns well with the prevalence of each element in teacher formal education and 

training. Yet, for all aspects, there are consistently more teachers who received training than 

teachers who felt well prepared or very well prepared in relation to them.  

 

Among the core components of initial teacher education – subject content, subject pedagogy and 

classroom practice – more teachers reported having a strong command of subject content (80.1% 

of teachers in the OECD felt well or very well prepared for this) than reported having a strong 

command of subject pedagogy and classroom practice of that subject (71.3% felt well or very well 

prepare. In some countries – the Czech Republic, France, Iceland, Italy and Japan – more than 

50% of teachers felt underprepared for subject pedagogy or classroom practice. However, newly 

trained teachers report slightly higher levels of preparedness in one or both elements than the rest 

of the teacher workforce in some of these countries – in the Czech Republic, France and Iceland. 

 

The aspect of teaching that shows the largest variation between the training received and teachers’ 

sense of preparedness is teaching in a mixed-ability setting.  Moreover, there are important cross-

country variations in the share of teachers who felt prepared for this element: it ranges from less 

than 25% of teachers in the Czech Republic and Estonia to more than 75% in Hungary and 

Romania and even more than 85% in the United Arab Emirates. In 25 countries participating in 

TALIS, more than 50% of teachers felt underprepared for teaching in a mixed-ability setting by 

the time they completed their teacher education or training. The same patterns and results 

emerged in 21 out of 41 countries with available data when the analysis was restricted to those 

teachers who completed their teacher education or training in the five years prior to the TALIS 

survey. 

 

All this suggests that some teachers feel that the training they received was not completely 

successful in preparing them for some aspects of their job. This can point to room for improvement 

in the training provided, but it can also be a way for teachers to acknowledge the importance of 

acquiring some teaching experience over a substantial period of time to feel very well prepared. 

This suggests that more can be done to improve training in this aspect and that actual practice is 

crucial for developing these skills.  



Attracting and Effectively Preparing Candidates 

 

116 

 

Table 4.15: Content of teacher education or training programme 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who received formal education or training 

Content of 
some or all 

subjects 
taught 

Pedagogy of 
some or all 

subjects 
taught 

General 
pedagogy 

Classroom 
practice in some 

or all subjects 
taught 

Student 
behaviour and 

classroom 
management 

Australia 68.4% 62.9% 65.4% 65.2% 45.2% 

Austria 65.3% 49.8% 46.8% 77.4% 21.1% 

Belgium 78.7% 74.4% 74.1% 72.2% 37.4% 

Flemish (Belgium) 86.6% 81.6% 77.8% 80.2% 42.7% 

Brazil 94.6% 88.7% 87.3% 92.1% 83.1% 

Bulgaria 86.9% 88.1% 79.2% 86.6% 46.3% 

CABA (Argentina) 94.6% 86.0% 85.5% 82.9% 65.2% 

Chile 91.4% 89.4% 88.0% 86.1% 65.5% 

Colombia 89.5% 83.9% 83.0% 80.3% 77.3% 

Croatia 86.3% 73.3% 73.4% 65.9% 38.2% 

Czech Republic 77.7% 60.5% 65.2% 44.7% 30.0% 

Denmark 91.0% 84.2% 86.3% 74.3% 52.7% 

England (UK) 76.1% 75.3% 75.4% 81.9% 68.0% 

Estonia 80.8% 69.8% 70.8% 58.6% 44.3% 

Finland 66.4% 62.2% 49.1% 72.0% 29.3% 

France 82.9% 51.9% 36.5% 43.9% 22.3% 

Georgia 92.2% 87.6% 83.0% 82.0% 80.2% 

Hungary 95.7% 91.7% 90.4% 92.2% 80.8% 

Iceland 59.7% 54.7% 65.4% 49.3% 27.8% 

Italy 77.8% 46.6% 41.4% 64.6% 47.9% 

Japan 45.4% 43.8% 38.7% 49.0% 39.0% 

Kazakhstan 88.7% 84.0% 86.0% 82.8% 83.7% 

Korea 72.4% 69.8% 63.8% 69.6% 56.4% 

Latvia 90.4% 86.8% 87.3% 81.7% 66.9% 

Lithuania 93.1% 87.9% 89.4% 81.9% 72.1% 

Malta 74.1% 75.1% 76.7% 73.4% 49.5% 

Mexico 95.9% 93.3% 86.2% 92.6% 90.0% 

Netherlands 83.4% 74.8% 61.1% 79.4% 56.6% 

New Zealand 71.5% 65.1% 69.4% 72.3% 57.2% 

Norway 77.8% 70.0% 73.6% 56.4% 49.6% 

Portugal 82.5% 70.9% 64.7% 69.2% 46.7% 

Romania 96.8% 89.5% 88.3% 88.9% 82.1% 

Russia 95.7% 92.3% 91.0% 90.0% 81.7% 

Saudi Arabia 80.9% 77.8% 80.6% 74.7% 80.7% 

Shanghai (China) 87.1% 85.2% 85.6% 79.5% 75.5% 

Singapore 83.6% 76.3% 79.8% 75.6% 65.2% 

Slovak Republic 80.1% 77.3% 80.2% 68.8% 45.5% 

Slovenia 94.1% 85.9% 82.0% 80.6% 61.8% 

South Africa 88.7% 81.2% 82.3% 86.5% 82.4% 

Spain 83.4% 50.4% 46.2% 51.8% 35.2% 

Sweden 89.9% 72.5% 75.0% 74.2% 55.2% 

Chinese Taipei 80.3% 76.7% 70.2% 73.9% 74.8% 

Turkey 88.4% 85.6% 88.6% 82.2% 87.6% 

United Arab Emirates 94.7% 92.2% 90.8% 93.2% 92.0% 

United States 80.9% 71.6% 76.7% 75.5% 61.2% 

Viet Nam 98.3% 97.8% 95.9% 91.5% 95.0% 

OECD average 80.1% 71.3% 70.1% 71.0% 53.1% 



Attracting and Effectively Preparing Candidates 
 

117 

 

Table 4.16: Content of teacher education or training programme 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who received formal education or training 

Teaching in a 
multicultural 

or multilingual 
setting 

Teaching 
cross-

curricular 
skills 

Use of ICT for 
teaching 

Teaching in a 
mixed-ability 

setting 

Monitoring 
students’ 

development 
and learning 

Australia 27.1% 37.2% 39.3% 38.3% 41.9% 

Austria 15.1% 28.6% 19.9% 26.8% 29.3% 

Belgium 15.7% 35.5% 27.9% 37.3% 24.8% 

Flemish (Belgium) 17.0% 38.5% 34.5% 40.8% 19.5% 

Brazil 43.9% 84.7% 64.2% 70.7% 86.0% 

Bulgaria 25.8% 69.8% 49.8% 37.3% 42.4% 

CABA (Argentina) 33.6% 74.9% 49.8% 51.0% 74.1% 

Chile 37.5% 81.2% 67.5% 68.4% 75.2% 

Colombia 29.8% 71.7% 58.6% 53.5% 78.3% 

Croatia 19.9% 45.4% 36.2% 28.3% 45.0% 

Czech Republic 9.7% 27.5% 27.7% 18.4% 35.8% 

Denmark 26.3% 52.2% 39.5% 44.9% 56.1% 

England (UK) 42.7% 47.3% 50.7% 68.8% 57.1% 

Estonia 15.7% 41.9% 29.7% 24.4% 46.4% 

Finland 13.9% 24.7% 21.5% 34.8% 31.6% 

France 8.2% 24.2% 28.7% 25.3% 25.8% 

Georgia 33.4% 68.7% 47.1% 39.0% 70.0% 

Hungary 27.6% 74.3% 65.7% 76.0% 77.2% 

Iceland 13.3% 35.3% 25.5% 25.6% 33.9% 

Italy 18.7% 43.4% 35.6% 36.7% 50.6% 

Japan 10.9% 19.6% 28.0% 26.0% 36.4% 

Kazakhstan 42.7% 63.5% 68.8% 66.9% 78.2% 

Korea 24.4% 48.9% 48.0% 49.6% 52.8% 

Latvia 32.0% 64.2% 48.0% 42.1% 67.1% 

Lithuania 34.7% 66.2% 56.5% 52.1% 70.7% 

Malta 22.8% 44.8% 49.1% 36.5% 57.7% 

Mexico 26.4% 84.9% 79.7% 71.7% 86.2% 

Netherlands 16.9% 35.4% 29.3% 26.7% 37.1% 

New Zealand 44.6% 40.8% 33.9% 48.9% 49.5% 

Norway 15.3% 36.0% 35.8% 25.4% 43.9% 

Portugal 18.9% 53.7% 40.2% 39.3% 57.6% 

Romania 42.6% 73.1% 69.5% 76.6% 81.3% 

Russia 31.7% 69.2% 71.5% 72.3% 72.7% 

Saudi Arabia 43.2% 72.2% 71.8% 70.3% 73.8% 

Shanghai (China) 51.7% 58.2% 62.6% 69.3% 69.7% 

Singapore 60.9% 53.1% 60.5% 53.9% 63.7% 

Slovak Republic 20.8% 48.6% 44.7% 36.3% 47.1% 

Slovenia 27.2% 60.3% 67.0% 57.1% 63.0% 

South Africa 66.9% 83.2% 53.7% 67.4% 83.4% 

Spain 26.5% 42.6% 36.2% 28.0% 43.5% 

Sweden 31.8% 49.0% 37.0% 61.3% 56.7% 

Chinese Taipei 36.9% 53.9% 47.5% 55.6% 75.4% 

Turkey 39.4% 78.7% 71.3% 64.5% 85.6% 

United Arab Emirates 79.9% 89.3% 86.1% 87.8% 91.7% 

United States 47.8% 62.1% 44.8% 55.8% 65.7% 

Viet Nam 31.5% 84.1% 80.0% 72.1% 94.9% 

OECD average 25.5% 49.2% 42.8% 44.1% 52.9% 
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4.3.3  Teachers studying abroad 
 

Besides professional knowledge in a number of areas, and practical experience in the classroom, 

teachers also need a diverse skill set, including transversal skills such as communication, in order 

to satisfy the complex expectations they are facing. While spending time abroad as part of their 

teacher study, student teachers expose themselves to different ways of teaching and this can 

broaden their pedagogical repertoire as well as their understanding of other cultures. Such 

experience can assist in-service teachers to cope with the challenges of teaching students from 

multicultural backgrounds. A report on the impact of study abroad for traditional college students 

found that those who study abroad exhibit greater change in intercultural communication skills 

after a semester abroad than students who stay on their home campus and that exposure is the 

greatest predictor of intercultural communication skills, cultural adaptability and sensitivity.  

 
Table 4.17: Content of teacher education or training programme 

Country 

Percentage of 
teachers who 

studied abroad 
as a student, as 

part of their 
teacher 

education 

Percentage of 
teachers who 

have been 
abroad only as a 
student, as part 
of their teacher 

education 

Percentage of teachers who have been 
abroad for the following durations: 

Fewer than 
3 months 

3 to 12 
months 

More than 
one year 

Bulgaria  12.7% 6.4% 80.8% 10.5% 8.7% 

Colombia 7.5% 3.6% 56.8% 18.6% 24.7% 

Croatia 16.7% 6.7% 73.2% 17.3% 9.5% 

Czech Republic 21.5% 7.3% 59.7% 33.8% 6.5% 

Denmark 34.7% 13.5% 81.5% 14.7% 3.9% 

England (UK) 10.2% 3.6% 35.0% 33.7% 31.3% 

Estonia 14.8% 3.3% 61.6% 18.5% 19.9% 

Finland 21.4% 6.7% 56.6% 37.6% 5.8% 

France 16.8% 5.2% 28.5% 48.3% 23.2% 

Georgia 5.9% 2.2% 53.1% 14.8% 32.1% 

Hungary 18.0% 7.8% 57.3% 38.2% 4.5% 

Italy 28.6% 14.0% 51.5% 37.6% 10.9% 

Kazakhstan 5.8% 2.7% 80.2% 6.0% 13.9% 

Latvia 9.9% 1.9% 54.7% 42.7% 2.6% 

Malta 13.6% 5.4% 75.4% 18.0% 6.6% 

Mexico 6.6% 2.9% 49.5% 32.9% 17.5% 

Netherlands 36.6% 12.0% 74.2% 25.2% 0.5% 

Portugal 8.9% 2.7% 52.6% 38.7% 8.7% 

Romania 8.9% 3.3% 66.3% 28.4% 5.3% 

Russia 2.6% 1.1% 72.7% 27.3% 0.0% 

Shanghai  6.1% 1.9% 82.5% 12.4% 5.1% 

Slovak Republic 16.7% 7.9% 53.3% 39.1% 7.6% 

Slovenia 16.1% 4.0% 77.4% 15.9% 6.7% 

Spain 28.8% 9.1% 49.0% 32.9% 18.1% 

Sweden 22.5% 9.8% 68.4% 21.8% 9.8% 

Chinese Taipei 12.4% 3.0% 88.7% 6.2% 5.1% 

Turkey 2.8% 0.9% 49.3% 38.9% 11.7% 

United Arab Emirates 17.2% 3.6% 51.5% 15.2% 33.3% 

 

To investigate this issue, TALIS 2018 administered a number of optional questions about 

teachers’ mobility abroad, including during their initial education. More specifically, TALIS 

asked teachers whether they have been abroad as a student as part of their teacher education or 
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training. Table 4.17 shows the percentages of teachers having been abroad as part of their teacher 

education or training across countries participating in TALIS 2018.  These percentages range 

from 2.6% in Russia to 36.6% in the Netherlands, where Malta’s share is 13.6%. EU countries 

present the highest shares, mainly due to the Erasmus exchange opportunities offered to teachers 

to study or teach abroad. In interpreting TALIS results, one needs to keep in mind that being 

abroad as a teacher-student can actually refer to a wide range of activities, ranging from short-

term excursions in a foreign school to studying in another country’s teacher education programme. 

 

Past research about the duration of study abroad has concluded that the longer students study 

abroad, the more significant are the benefit accrued in academic, cultural-development and 

personal-growth. One study suggests that studying abroad for a full year had a greater impact 

on students in the areas of continued language use, academic attainment measures, intercultural 

and personal development and career choices than a short summer programme or a semester. 

While this study was not specific to student teachers, these outcomes relate to factors associated 

with quality teaching, as discussed in other parts of this report.  

 

TALIS provides some partial information about the duration of teacher-student stays abroad.  

Teachers were asked about the total duration (less than 3 months; 3-12 months, more than 1 

year) they stayed abroad as students, as part of their teacher education. In almost all countries, 

including Malta, the most frequent duration of teachers’ stay abroad as part of their teacher 

education is less than three months. In France, the most frequent duration of teacher studies 

abroad is three to twelve months. These findings suggest that teacher-students’ stays abroad are 

relatively short, on average, and possibly too short to have a substantiated influence on the 

development of foreign language skills and other intercultural skills.  

 

 

4.4 Training of heads of school for this role 
 

A study on school leadership noted that it is possible to create pre-service programmes that help 

heads of school develop the skills to effectively engage in many of the practices associated with 

school success: cultivating a shared vision and shared practices; leading; instructional 

improvement; developing organisational capacity; and managing change. Indeed, heads of school 

play a vital role in setting the direction for successful schools, but knowledge on how best to 

prepare and develop highly qualified candidates is still sparse. This section examines the 

preparation of heads of school for their role as heads of school, in a cross-country comparison.  

 

TALIS asked heads of school about the highest level of formal education they have attained. 

Table 4.18 shows that most heads of school hold a master’s degree, while Table 4.6 shows that 

most teachers have a bachelor’s degree. Moreover, the percentage of Maltese heads of school 

holding a master’s degree (75.9%) or a doctoral degree (3.6%) exceed the OECD averages 

(62.8% and 3.5% respectively).  On the other hand, the percentage of Maltese heads of school 

holding a bachelor’s degree (18.7%), completed a short-cycle tertiary education programme 

(1.8%) or who did not start a university course (0.0%) are less than the OECD averages (30.8%, 

2.5% and 0.4% respectively). On average across OECD countries, heads of school are also more 

than twice as likely as teachers to hold a doctoral degree. At least 10% of heads of school hold 

doctoral degrees in the Czech Republic, Italy, Korea, Mexico and the United Arab Emirates, 

while there are virtually no doctorate holders among heads of school in Brazil, CABA 

(Argentina), Iceland, Japan, Norway and Viet Nam.  
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Table 4.18: Heads of schools’ highest educational attainment 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school, by highest level of formal education completed 

Below ISCED 5 ISCED 5 ISCED 6 ISCED 7 ISCED 8 

Australia 0.0% 3.8% 48.3% 47.1% 0.7% 

Austria 0.3% 48.5% 17.1% 30.0% 4.2% 

Belgium 1.7% 0.4% 42.7% 54.5% 0.7% 

Flemish (Belgium) 2.3% 0.7% 49.4% 46.9% 0.7% 

Brazil 0.0% 2.7% 93.8% 3.5% 0.0% 

Bulgaria 0.0% 0.0% 6.5% 92.9% 0.5% 

CABA (Argentina) 0.0% 11.6% 53.6% 34.8% 0.0% 

Chile 0.0% 2.1% 41.5% 54.6% 1.8% 

Colombia 0.0% 0.0% 11.7% 87.1% 1.2% 

Croatia 0.0% 1.5% 0.5% 92.6% 5.3% 

Czech Republic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 87.8% 12.2% 

Denmark 0.5% 0.0% 83.2% 15.8% 0.5% 

England (UK) 0.5% 0.5% 50.4% 44.0% 4.6% 

Estonia 0.0% 0.0% 4.6% 93.4% 2.0% 

Finland 0.5% 0.0% 3.3% 93.0% 3.2% 

France 6.7% 3.5% 22.3% 61.0% 6.4% 

Georgia 0.3% 0.8% 7.4% 87.4% 4.1% 

Hungary 0.0% 0.9% 58.5% 39.3% 1.3% 

Iceland 1.1% 0.0% 43.8% 55.1% 0.0% 

Italy 0.0% 0.0% 3.5% 86.7% 9.8% 

Japan 0.0% 1.2% 87.1% 11.7% 0.0% 

Kazakhstan 1.5% 0.0% 91.5% 6.2% 0.7% 

Korea 0.0% 0.0% 13.4% 76.8% 9.8% 

Latvia 0.0% 0.0% 10.4% 86.6% 3.0% 

Lithuania 0.0% 0.0% 38.6% 61.2% 0.3% 

Malta 0.0% 1.8% 18.7% 75.9% 3.6% 

Mexico 0.0% 0.8% 50.3% 37.1% 11.7% 

Netherlands 0.0% 0.0% 17.6% 81.6% 0.8% 

New Zealand 0.1% 4.6% 70.5% 22.8% 2.0% 

Norway 0.0% 0.0% 47.9% 52.1% 0.0% 

Portugal 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 94.2% 3.1% 

Romania 0.0% 1.1% 43.0% 52.0% 3.8% 

Russia 2.5% 0.9% 5.0% 87.9% 3.8% 

Saudi Arabia 2.5% 0.4% 88.5% 8.3% 0.4% 

Shanghai (China) 0.0% 0.9% 81.0% 17.8% 0.3% 

Singapore 0.0% 0.0% 39.4% 56.2% 4.4% 

Slovak Republic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 97.2% 2.8% 

Slovenia 0.0% 1.0% 4.4% 93.9% 0.7% 

South Africa 9.8% 33.4% 42.0% 14.8% 0.1% 

Sweden 0.0% 3.4% 39.6% 55.4% 1.6% 

Chinese Taipei 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 81.5% 13.4% 

Turkey 0.0% 4.0% 78.0% 17.7% 0.3% 

United Arab Emirates 0.0% 0.6% 50.4% 39.0% 10.1% 

United States 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 89.4% 9.2% 

Viet Nam 0.1% 6.6% 89.3% 4.0% 0.0% 

OECD average 0.4% 2.5% 30.8% 62.8% 3.5% 
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More than 90% of heads of school in Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Portugal, the Slovak 

Republic and Slovenia; and less than 20% of heads of school in Brazil, Denmark, Japan, 

Kazakhstan, Saudi Arabia, Shanghai, South Africa, Turkey and Viet Nam hold a master’s degree. 

More than 75% of heads of school in Brazil, Denmark, Japan, Kazakhstan, Saudi Arabia, South 

Africa, Shanghai, Turkey and Viet Nam; and less than 10% of heads of school in Bulgaria, 

Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Italy, Portugal, Russia, Slovak Republic, 

Slovenia, Chinese Taipei and United States hold a bachelor’s degree. Austria stands out with 

48.5% of its heads of school having completed only a short-cycle education programme, 

followed by South Africa (33.4%) and CABA Argentina (11.6%).   

 
Table 4.19: Change in heads of schools’ educational attainment between the 2008 and 2018 cycles 

Country 

Below ISCED 5 ISCED 5 ISCED 6 or 7 ISCED 8 

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia  5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 3.8% 90.1% 95.4% 4.4% 0.7% 

Austria 9.4% 0.3% 62.3% 48.5% 23.0% 47.0% 5.3% 4.2% 

Brazil 5.0% 0.0% 0.5% 2.7% 94.4% 97.3% 0.2% 0.0% 

Bulgaria  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 99.0% 99.5% 1.0% 0.5% 

Denmark 1.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 97.3% 99.0% 1.3% 0.5% 

Estonia 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 97.6% 98.0% 1.2% 2.0% 

Flemish (Belgium) 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.7% 96.9% 96.4% 3.1% 0.7% 

Hungary 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 97.8% 97.8% 2.2% 1.3% 

Iceland 0.0% 1.1% 15.0% 0.0% 85.0% 98.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

Italy 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 99.7% 90.2% 0.3% 9.8% 

Korea 3.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 94.9% 90.2% 1.7% 9.8% 

Lithuania 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 0.0% 87.6% 99.7% 0.0% 0.3% 

Malta 5.2% 0.0% 31.0% 1.8% 58.6% 94.6% 5.2% 3.6% 

Mexico 0.3% 0.0% 1.1% 0.8% 96.9% 87.4% 1.8% 11.7% 

Norway 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 98.8% 100.0% 1.2% 0.0% 

Portugal 0.0% 0.0% 7.3% 0.0% 92.3% 96.9% 0.3% 3.1% 

Slovak Republic 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 99.4% 97.2% 0.6% 2.8% 

Slovenia 0.5% 0.0% 7.5% 1.0% 92.0% 98.3% 0.0% 0.7% 

Turkey 0.0% 0.0% 17.8% 4.0% 82.2% 95.7% 0.0% 0.3% 

 

Table 4.19 shows that Mexico (9.9%), Italy (9.5%) and Korea (8.1%) registered the largest rise 

in the percentage of heads of school holding a doctoral degree between 2008 and 2018. Malta 

(36.0%) and Austria (24.0%) registered the largest rise in the percentage of heads of school 

holding a master’s or a bachelor’s degree.  On the other hand, Malta (29.2%), Iceland (15.0%), 

Turkey (13.8%) and Austria (13.8%) registered the largest drop in the percentage of heads of 

school completing a short-cycle education programme. Austria (9.7%), Australia (5.6%), Malta 

(5.2%) and Brazil (5.0%) registered the largest drop in the percentage of heads of school that 

did not start a university course.  

 

Table 4.20 shows a larger percentage of Maltese heads of school completing a teacher training, an 

education programme or course (93.9%) before taking up their position as heads of school, and a 

smaller percentage who never received this training (4.0%), compared to OECD averages (85.3% 

and 9.3% respectively). In Italy, Lithuania and Saudi Arabia more than 15% of heads of school 

report never having been trained for teaching at the time of survey completion, as do more than 

25% in Croatia, the Czech Republic, Mexico and Portugal. This may be the result of a deliberate 

country policy of recruiting heads of school from a different track than that of teachers and of 

viewing their role more as managers, but it may also be a sign of recruitment challenges in these 

countries. 
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Table 4.20: Formal training received by heads of school, if any, before or after taking their role 

Country 

School administration or 
training programme/course 

Teacher training/education 
programme or course  

Instructional leadership 
training or course 

Before After Never Before After Never Before After Never 

Australia 29.7% 39.8% 30.6% 95.0% 2.4% 2.5% 42.8% 26.8% 30.4% 

Belgium 45.9% 43.7% 10.4% 91.2% 4.8% 3.9% 48.9% 33.8% 17.3% 

Flemish (Belgium) 28.5% 54.9% 16.6% 95.5% 2.2% 2.3% 32.3% 43.9% 23.8% 

Brazil 55.6% 31.3% 13.2% 81.6% 11.9% 6.6% 53.7% 29.4% 16.9% 

Bulgaria 32.1% 54.3% 13.7% 70.2% 17.0% 12.8% 20.3% 51.1% 28.7% 

CABA (Argentina) 52.7% 26.8% 20.5% 95.0% 2.5% 2.5% 48.0% 18.0% 34.1% 

Chile 69.6% 16.4% 14.0% 86.5% 4.6% 8.9% 64.3% 23.9% 11.8% 

Colombia 44.9% 39.6% 15.5% 83.5% 13.3% 3.2% 61.3% 26.6% 12.2% 

Croatia 4.7% 37.2% 58.1% 65.1% 5.1% 29.8% 10.8% 41.0% 48.1% 

Czech Republic 40.4% 55.1% 4.5% 52.2% 6.5% 41.3% 31.9% 30.7% 37.4% 

Denmark 46.0% 27.6% 26.3% 94.9% 1.1% 4.0% 55.0% 33.9% 11.1% 

England (UK) 63.5% 13.1% 23.3% 91.5% 0.0% 8.5% 56.5% 5.1% 38.4% 

Estonia 59.1% 37.3% 3.6% 90.1% 6.3% 3.6% 60.1% 32.0% 7.9% 

Finland 88.0% 12.0% 0.0% 98.9% 0.6% 0.5% 48.1% 34.4% 17.5% 

France 66.1% 31.3% 2.6% 77.1% 11.9% 11.0%    

Georgia 28.3% 66.9% 4.8% 78.6% 19.3% 2.1% 54.7% 42.0% 3.2% 

Hungary 69.6% 25.0% 5.4% 97.3% 1.4% 1.3% 80.5% 16.6% 2.9% 

Iceland 45.4% 29.9% 24.7% 94.8% 0.0% 5.2% 63.4% 20.4% 16.1% 

Italy 60.5% 26.4% 13.1% 67.7% 11.2% 21.1% 43.4% 22.4% 34.3% 

Japan 53.8% 44.0% 2.2% 72.3% 23.2% 4.5% 71.3% 24.0% 4.7% 

Kazakhstan 24.9% 67.4% 7.7% 69.4% 27.8% 2.8% 24.7% 57.5% 17.8% 

Korea 82.0% 16.5% 1.5% 89.4% 5.4% 5.2% 94.4% 3.3% 2.3% 

Latvia 36.3% 53.1% 10.6% 97.6% 2.4% 0.0% 45.3% 47.3% 7.4% 

Lithuania 27.0% 36.5% 36.5% 76.5% 5.7% 17.8% 19.7% 47.4% 32.9% 

Malta 75.2% 7.9% 16.9% 93.9% 2.2% 4.0% 79.1% 13.7% 7.2% 

Mexico 36.4% 50.4% 13.2% 69.4% 4.4% 26.2% 44.0% 45.6% 10.4% 

Netherlands 57.6% 37.6% 4.8% 91.2% 1.6% 7.2% 49.6% 38.4% 12.0% 

New Zealand 41.9% 40.5% 17.6% 84.8% 2.7% 12.4% 44.3% 34.9% 20.8% 

Norway 47.2% 38.2% 14.5% 93.6% 0.5% 5.9% 59.4% 26.3% 14.3% 

Portugal 58.3% 28.7% 13.0% 65.1% 9.1% 25.8% 44.8% 32.2% 23.0% 

Romania 72.5% 25.6% 2.0% 93.6% 5.6% 0.7% 73.9% 17.1% 9.0% 

Russia 45.5% 50.5% 4.0% 77.3% 14.9% 7.8% 60.1% 29.2% 10.7% 

Saudi Arabia 27.1% 51.3% 21.6% 55.4% 26.7% 17.9% 30.6% 51.8% 17.7% 

Shanghai (China) 66.9% 31.7% 1.5% 92.9% 6.8% 0.4% 66.7% 32.1% 1.2% 

Singapore 88.8% 5.7% 5.5% 99.5% 0.0% 0.5% 91.0% 6.4% 2.6% 

Slovak Republic 36.4% 58.4% 5.3% 84.0% 9.9% 6.1% 35.3% 48.5% 16.2% 

Slovenia 56.2% 37.1% 6.7% 89.9% 4.1% 6.0% 59.5% 33.2% 7.3% 

South Africa 52.4% 37.8% 9.8% 92.4% 5.4% 2.3% 54.2% 39.5% 6.2% 

Spain 52.2% 32.8% 15.0% 88.5% 6.3% 5.2% 46.1% 27.7% 26.2% 

Sweden 44.1% 50.3% 5.6% 91.0% 1.2% 7.8% 53.7% 27.5% 18.7% 

Chinese Taipei 89.4% 6.9% 3.7% 94.7% 3.3% 2.0% 77.7% 18.5% 3.8% 

Turkey 30.0% 37.7% 32.3% 76.5% 12.8% 10.7% 35.6% 41.7% 22.7% 

United Arab Emirates 71.8% 21.7% 6.5% 85.5% 12.0% 2.5% 68.0% 28.1% 3.9% 

United States 82.2% 4.9% 12.9% 89.0% 1.9% 9.1% 89.8% 5.9% 4.3% 

Viet Nam 68.7% 31.1% 0.2% 96.9% 3.1% 0.0% 57.1% 42.6% 0.3% 

OECD average 53.9% 33.0% 13.0% 85.3% 5.4% 9.3% 53.7% 28.8% 17.5% 
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An emerging issue across many countries is the growing challenge of recruiting people willing 

to work as head of schools and properly training them for this role. Studies from the United 

States about the effects of leadership preparation programmes reveal that head of schools who 

were trained more thoroughly in instructional and organisational leadership more often engaged 

in these leadership practices in their schools. These leadership practices are, in turn, associated 

with more teacher collaboration, higher qualifications of teams of teachers in the school and 

school improvement progress. To investigate this issue, TALIS asked heads of school whether 

they received formal education in the form of a school administration training programme. 

Table 4.20 shows a larger percentage of Maltese heads of school completing an administration 

training (75.2%) before taking up their position as heads of school, but also a larger percentage 

who never received this training (16.9%), compared to OECD averages (53.9% and 13.0% 

respectively). There are large cross-country variations in the extent to which heads of school 

were trained in this domain before becoming heads of school. In Korea, Malta, Singapore and 

United States these percentages exceed 75%, while in Bulgaria, Croatia, Kazakhstan, Lithuania, 

Belgian Flemish community and Saudi Arabia these percentages are below 35%. In Croatia, 

Australia, Lithuania and Turkey more than 30% of heads of school never received this training. 
 

Table 4.20 shows a larger percentage of Maltese heads of school completing an instructional 

leadership training programme (79.1%) before taking up their position as heads of school, and a 

smaller percentage who never received this training (7.2%), compared to OECD averages (53.7% 

and 17.5% respectively). There are large cross-country variations in the extent to which heads of 

school were trained in this domain before becoming heads of school. In Hungary, Singapore, 

Korea and United States these percentages exceed 80%, while in Bulgaria, Croatia, Kazakhstan 

and Lithuania these percentages are below 35%.  In Australia, CABA (Argentina), Croatia, Czech 

Republic, Italy and Lithuania more than 30% of heads of school never received this training. 

 

 

4.5 Support to novice teachers at the start of their career 
 

Along with initial teacher training and certification, teachers’ work experience helps shape their 

skills and competencies. Years of experience might be particularly important early in a teacher’s 

career. Some evidence shows that each additional year of experience is related to higher student 

achievement, with gains being especially large during the first five years in the profession. Most 

importantly, the working conditions, support and early professional development that novice 

teachers experience in their first years are important elements for them to confirm their career 

choice and remain in the teaching profession.  There is empirical evidence which shows that 

support and assistance for beginning teachers have a positive influence on outcomes such as 

commitment and retention of teachers, classroom teaching practices and student achievement. 

This is only possible if novice teachers feel successful at delivering quality instruction and 

pursue their career in the profession. Education systems and their schools therefore need to 

provide strong support to teachers in their first years of experience. 
 

Table 4.21 shows that the percentage of Maltese novice teachers, with less than five years of 

teaching experience (26.5%) exceeds the OECD average (19.3%).  The percentage of novice 

teachers in Turkey exceeds 30% but is less than 10% in Viet Nam, Portugal and Lithuania. 

Percentagewise, there are more Maltese novice teachers teaching in private schools (36.3%) than 

public schools (20.8%).  Moreover, Maltese novice teachers tend to work in more challenging 

schools, teaching classes with more than 10% of students with special needs (30.9%) than teachers 

teaching classes with fewer students with these special needs (23.2%).  
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Table 4.21: Novice teachers, clustered country and school characteristics 

Country 
Total 

By school type By students with special needs 

Public Private Less than 10% More than 10% 

Australia 24.1% 28.5% 18.4% 25.4% 21.1% 

Austria 26.1% 25.7% 29.0% 25.0% 32.6% 

Belgium 21.3% 22.2% 20.4% 20.7% 21.6% 

Flemish (Belgium) 20.1% 23.4% 18.8% 20.1% 20.3% 

Brazil 14.2% 13.6% 17.0% 14.4% 13.5% 

Bulgaria 20.1% 19.8%  20.0% 22.1% 

CABA (Argentina) 17.8% 16.2% 18.4% 18.0%  

Chile 29.2% 30.8% 27.5% 28.3% 30.5% 

Colombia 16.6% 12.3% 34.0% 16.9% 15.1% 

Croatia 19.7% 18.8% 0.0% 18.9% 26.1% 

Czech Republic 18.7% 18.3% 24.5% 18.6% 19.3% 

Denmark 18.3% 19.4% 15.1% 16.6% 21.2% 

England (UK) 23.3% 23.9% 23.0% 22.7% 24.0% 

Estonia 14.8% 14.6% 18.4% 13.0% 19.2% 

Finland 17.0% 17.0% 17.5% 17.7% 15.6% 

France 16.4% 16.5% 15.3% 14.9% 18.1% 

Georgia 14.1% 13.3% 20.2% 14.0%  

Hungary 12.2% 11.4% 16.7% 12.3% 12.3% 

Iceland 20.0% 19.8%  20.1% 18.6% 

Italy 17.8% 17.0% 40.1% 17.6% 18.3% 

Japan 21.0% 21.3% 19.1% 21.2% 18.9% 

Kazakhstan 24.2% 24.3% 18.9% 24.2%  

Korea 21.6% 22.9% 15.7% 21.3%  

Latvia 13.6% 13.5%  13.1% 15.7% 

Lithuania 7.3% 6.8%  7.0% 6.2% 

Malta 26.5% 20.8% 36.3% 23.2% 30.9% 

Mexico 23.4% 22.2% 28.6% 23.5% 22.9% 

Netherlands 17.3% 17.8% 15.7% 17.1% 16.6% 

New Zealand 21.2% 21.9% 11.3% 20.2% 24.8% 

Norway 22.5% 22.8% 27.5% 23.8% 22.5% 

Portugal 3.2% 2.0% 12.4% 3.7% 2.1% 

Romania 14.0% 13.6%  13.7%  

Russia 21.8% 22.0%  21.8%  

Saudi Arabia 19.9% 20.2%  19.7%  

Shanghai (China) 16.3% 16.3% 17.3% 16.2%  

Singapore 29.3% 31.5% 10.5% 30.3% 21.7% 

Slovak Republic 15.8% 15.1% 20.6% 15.5% 17.4% 

Slovenia 18.1% 18.3%  17.6% 19.3% 

South Africa 27.5% 26.8% 25.5% 27.9% 20.5% 

Spain 16.9% 16.3% 17.9% 16.3% 18.4% 

Sweden 18.0% 16.5% 24.9% 16.9% 19.1% 

Chinese Taipei 10.6% 9.3% 22.8% 10.2% 14.9% 

Turkey 31.3% 31.0% 38.8% 31.7% 27.5% 

United Arab Emirates 16.8% 9.8% 21.6% 16.4% 14.1% 

United States 24.4% 25.1% 20.7% 24.5% 24.6% 

Viet Nam 9.2% 8.9% 24.4% 9.3%  

OECD average 19.3% 19.1% 22.1% 19.0% 19.7% 
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The unequal access of disadvantaged students to experienced teachers is a real concern. A recent 

OECD report concluded that gaps in student performance related to socio-economic status are 

wider in countries where socio-economically disadvantaged schools employed fewer qualified 

and experienced teachers than advantaged schools. This tendency might result from different 

teacher retention rates across schools or mobility schemes through which teachers with more 

years of service have more chances to move to their preferred school through job mobility. 

 

 

4.5.1  Induction programmes 
 

No matter how good initial teacher education is, it cannot be expected to prepare teachers for all 

the challenges they face during their first regular employment as a teacher. Among the three 

aspects that stand out as common to all high-performing and equitable education systems, the 

recent OECD report on effective teacher policies identified a mandatory and extended period of 

classroom practice as part of pre-service teacher education or of the induction period. Indeed, 

teacher candidates in high-performing countries typically receive extended clinical training to 

help them bridge theory and practice at the beginning of their teaching career; where the 

practicum included in initial teacher-preparation programmes is short, novice teachers benefit 

from intensive induction or mentoring programmes to support beginning teachers.  

 

Results from the last two cycles of TALIS showed that, in a small number of countries, provision 

of induction activities for teachers at the system or local school level (or both) was either absent 

or very limited. However, the positive impact of induction activities for teachers on teaching 

quality and student learning has been shown in various studies. In particular, empirical evidence 

shows that students taught by teachers who receive comprehensive induction support demonstrate 

learning gains larger than those experienced by students taught by teachers who do not receive 

such support. 

 

The definition of induction in TALIS 2018 is a refinement of the definition used in TALIS 2013. 

The new definition considers that induction activities are designed not only to support new 

teachers’ introduction into the teaching profession but also to support experienced teachers who 

are new to a school. Induction activities might be presented in formal structured programmes 

(for example, regular supervision by the head of school, a reduced teaching load or formal 

mentoring by experienced teachers), or they might be informally arranged as separate activities 

available to support new teachers (for example, informal peer work with other new teachers or a 

welcome handbook for new teachers).  

 

Table 4.22 shows the percentages of heads of school reporting access to induction activities in 

their schools. Contrary to most countries participating in TALIS 2018, access to formal induction 

activities in Maltese school is more common than access to informal activities. Maltese heads of 

school report that 80.9% of new teachers have access to formal induction activities and 76.4% of 

heads of school report that they have access to informal induction activities, which are both 

higher than the OECD averages (53.6% and 73.7% respectively).  Only 1.9% of Maltese heads of 

school reported that their schools do not offer teachers access to any kind of induction, which is 

significantly lower than the OECD average. This share ranges from less than 1% of schools in 

England (United Kingdom), the Belgian Flemish community, Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Shanghai and Singapore, to more than 30% of schools in CABA (Argentina), Chile, Hungary, 

Lithuania, Mexico and Spain, and to more than 40% of schools in Brazil, Georgia and Hungary.    
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Table 4.22: Access to induction activities, clustered by country 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting that new teachers at school have access to 

Formal induction 
activities 

Formal induction 
activities, only 

for teachers new 
to teaching 

Informal 
induction 
activities 

No induction 
activities 

Australia 92.9% 4.6% 92.2% 0.1% 

Austria 38.1% 13.5% 76.1% 18.9% 

Belgium 73.7% 6.6% 93.2% 1.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 81.4% 1.2% 93.8% 0.0% 

Brazil 24.4% 4.2% 55.1% 40.9% 

Bulgaria 65.7% 22.2% 85.0% 8.6% 

CABA (Argentina) 12.7% 0.6% 63.3% 34.6% 

Chile 21.0% 1.5% 58.9% 36.8% 

Colombia 52.3% 3.0% 73.0% 15.7% 

Croatia 76.3% 53.9% 67.0% 5.3% 

Czech Republic 34.9% 10.0% 82.3% 9.8% 

Denmark 56.6% 5.0% 78.6% 8.7% 

England (UK) 96.5% 9.2% 88.4% 0.0% 

Estonia 34.5% 6.2% 77.7% 16.5% 

Finland 57.1% 0.0% 93.6% 1.4% 

France 72.0% 60.4% 47.4% 17.4% 

Georgia 39.9% 19.6% 47.1% 44.4% 

Hungary 23.8% 14.1% 46.0% 42.5% 

Iceland 27.8% 14.1% 89.1% 3.4% 

Italy 51.9% 42.4% 77.3% 10.6% 

Japan 89.4% 77.9% 47.3% 7.3% 

Kazakhstan 82.9% 29.4% 60.6% 7.3% 

Korea 58.8% 30.0% 76.1% 16.7% 

Latvia 31.0% 12.9% 72.8% 11.2% 

Lithuania 15.7% 6.3% 63.7% 31.5% 

Malta 80.9% 47.9% 76.4% 1.9% 

Mexico 32.9% 12.8% 57.2% 32.8% 

Netherlands 92.4% 5.0% 87.2% 0.9% 

New Zealand 76.7% 12.0% 87.6% 0.0% 

Norway 42.3% 23.5% 64.6% 14.0% 

Portugal 20.4% 1.4% 80.9% 18.5% 

Romania 60.5% 35.2% 80.5% 16.7% 

Russia 27.9% 12.1% 74.6% 12.3% 

Saudi Arabia 63.8% 17.6% 41.4% 26.1% 

Shanghai (China) 95.5% 24.3% 69.6% 0.6% 

Singapore 96.6% 2.6% 96.8% 0.0% 

Slovak Republic 78.7% 49.6% 77.7% 3.7% 

Slovenia 37.4% 18.7% 88.7% 6.3% 

South Africa 58.9% 13.0% 84.8% 4.3% 

Spain 33.4% 7.6% 56.7% 32.3% 

Sweden 65.6% 12.6% 76.3% 5.2% 

Chinese Taipei 55.7% 5.9% 84.8% 8.5% 

Turkey 82.7% 61.2% 49.3% 6.0% 

United Arab Emirates 88.0% 7.5% 78.1% 2.7% 

United States 75.7% 22.2% 82.9% 9.9% 

Viet Nam 58.0% 18.8% 63.7% 17.7% 

OECD average 53.6% 20.2% 73.7% 12.9% 
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Table 4.23: Participation in induction activities in first employment, clustered by teaching experience 

Country 

Formal induction Informal induction No induction activities 

Total 
 Less than 

5 years 
More than 

5 years Total 
 Less than 

5 years 
 More than 

5 years Total 
 Less than 

5 years 
 More than 

5 years 

Australia 51.0% 50.3% 51.2% 45.2% 43.0% 46.0% 40.4% 44.7% 39.0% 

Austria 31.3% 33.5% 30.6% 20.0% 22.5% 19.1% 67.9% 63.4% 69.5% 

Belgium 21.9% 30.8% 19.5% 18.2% 24.4% 16.6% 74.1% 64.9% 76.5% 

Flemish (Belgium) 28.6% 40.5% 25.6% 22.7% 31.2% 20.6% 67.6% 55.4% 70.5% 

Brazil 17.3% 13.9% 17.9% 17.1% 15.3% 17.2% 78.4% 83.3% 77.7% 

Bulgaria 24.5% 25.9% 24.2% 22.6% 22.8% 22.6% 70.1% 71.3% 69.7% 

CABA (Argentina) 13.2% 12.5% 13.2% 15.0% 10.4% 16.0% 81.5% 84.1% 81.1% 

Chile 16.4% 16.6% 16.2% 16.2% 18.0% 15.5% 77.3% 76.4% 77.6% 

Colombia 42.2% 41.5% 42.3% 29.0% 27.3% 29.3% 51.8% 52.7% 51.6% 

Croatia 29.6% 29.1% 29.8% 26.8% 24.0% 27.6% 65.5% 66.0% 65.2% 

Czech Republic 31.1% 20.3% 33.6% 29.7% 21.6% 31.6% 61.5% 74.4% 58.5% 

Denmark 18.6% 17.5% 18.9% 18.7% 17.2% 19.0% 73.2% 76.3% 72.6% 

England (UK) 68.5% 64.0% 69.8% 48.7% 43.0% 50.3% 29.3% 37.5% 27.0% 

Estonia 13.6% 10.2% 14.1% 15.6% 14.2% 15.8% 80.5% 83.5% 80.0% 

Finland 17.5% 16.3% 17.7% 23.4% 22.1% 23.7% 70.4% 72.8% 69.9% 

France 45.7% 41.0% 46.7% 24.2% 22.6% 24.4% 48.7% 53.0% 47.9% 

Georgia 9.0% 11.9% 8.4% 5.5% 9.1% 5.0% 91.4% 88.2% 91.8% 

Hungary 15.1% 9.0% 16.0% 16.6% 10.6% 17.4% 79.7% 87.8% 78.5% 

Iceland 18.5% 9.8% 20.7% 13.9% 11.4% 14.6% 76.4% 84.3% 74.4% 

Italy 46.1% 16.9% 52.4% 10.5% 6.7% 11.5% 56.9% 84.6% 50.2% 

Japan 75.8% 54.2% 81.5% 16.6% 13.3% 17.4% 23.6% 44.3% 18.0% 

Kazakhstan 28.9% 22.2% 31.1% 20.6% 16.1% 22.1% 67.7% 75.7% 65.1% 

Korea 41.0% 44.1% 40.3% 27.2% 27.0% 27.4% 56.3% 54.2% 56.7% 

Latvia 17.3% 9.0% 18.5% 17.0% 13.7% 17.5% 78.7% 87.2% 77.4% 

Lithuania 18.3% 14.8% 18.6% 18.9% 15.7% 19.1% 79.4% 82.1% 79.1% 

Malta 42.4% 56.0% 37.7% 27.3% 34.5% 24.8% 56.5% 42.8% 61.3% 

Mexico 20.6% 18.7% 21.3% 18.0% 17.1% 18.3% 72.0% 72.6% 71.7% 

Netherlands 26.3% 24.2% 26.8% 23.1% 15.0% 24.7% 69.1% 73.9% 68.1% 

New Zealand 60.4% 62.3% 59.7% 47.4% 45.5% 47.9% 32.2% 34.6% 31.5% 

Norway 14.0% 24.5% 11.0% 18.1% 22.1% 16.9% 77.6% 70.6% 79.6% 

Portugal 13.3% 12.8% 13.3% 18.6% 15.7% 18.8% 77.8% 79.1% 77.7% 

Romania 41.7% 28.6% 43.8% 40.6% 31.8% 42.0% 51.1% 62.3% 49.4% 

Russia 29.4% 21.9% 31.5% 26.6% 21.1% 28.1% 67.3% 76.8% 64.7% 

Saudi Arabia 49.1% 56.0% 47.8% 20.8% 21.6% 20.6% 49.5% 41.8% 51.0% 

Shanghai (China) 83.1% 88.2% 82.0% 31.4% 33.3% 30.9% 17.8% 11.8% 19.1% 

Singapore 63.4% 67.4% 61.8% 44.1% 46.1% 43.4% 33.8% 32.2% 34.4% 

Slovak Republic 34.8% 24.1% 36.8% 25.9% 17.4% 27.4% 60.7% 72.6% 58.5% 

Slovenia 24.8% 26.1% 24.5% 20.8% 22.8% 20.3% 71.0% 68.2% 71.6% 

South Africa 45.3% 43.5% 46.1% 33.0% 32.8% 33.0% 48.3% 48.5% 48.2% 

Spain 23.3% 14.7% 25.0% 16.2% 14.9% 16.5% 73.8% 79.9% 72.4% 

Sweden 16.9% 19.6% 16.2% 22.5% 19.0% 23.3% 71.8% 74.4% 71.2% 

Chinese Taipei 49.3% 50.3% 49.1% 29.1% 31.4% 28.8% 48.6% 47.5% 48.7% 

Turkey 67.1% 60.7% 70.1% 15.1% 13.5% 15.9% 35.4% 41.3% 32.6% 

United Arab Emirates 55.3% 51.0% 56.2% 40.3% 39.4% 40.5% 41.4% 45.8% 40.4% 

United States 53.8% 47.7% 55.7% 40.8% 39.2% 41.2% 41.4% 49.6% 38.8% 

Viet Nam 29.6% 26.3% 30.0% 17.3% 17.0% 17.3% 66.7% 69.6% 66.3% 

OECD average 33.5% 30.6% 34.1% 23.7% 21.7% 24.1% 61.6% 65.5% 60.7% 
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Table 4.24: Participation in induction activities at current school, clustered by teaching experience 

Country 

Formal induction Informal induction No induction activities 

Total 
 Less than 

5 years 
More than 

5 years Total 
 Less than 

5 years 
 More than 

5 years Total 
 Less than 

5 years 
 More than 

5 years 

Australia 54.6% 60.9% 52.6% 61.8% 68.1% 59.9% 28.3% 23.5% 29.8% 

Austria 16.8% 27.9% 12.8% 17.9% 28.1% 14.3% 76.6% 61.5% 82.1% 

Belgium 32.5% 46.7% 28.7% 36.3% 49.5% 32.8% 56.9% 40.8% 61.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 37.0% 61.2% 31.0% 40.3% 62.1% 34.9% 52.1% 27.1% 58.3% 

Brazil 30.0% 24.6% 31.0% 32.8% 25.0% 33.9% 61.0% 70.5% 59.4% 

Bulgaria 27.5% 40.6% 24.3% 36.2% 44.5% 34.2% 61.7% 51.7% 64.1% 

CABA (Argentina) 14.4% 12.0% 14.7% 19.6% 13.5% 20.9% 76.0% 80.1% 75.2% 

Chile 24.4% 23.4% 24.6% 24.6% 25.5% 24.2% 66.3% 66.0% 66.5% 

Colombia 42.8% 49.2% 41.6% 38.4% 41.4% 37.7% 46.2% 38.5% 47.6% 

Croatia 40.7% 31.2% 43.1% 50.2% 44.5% 51.6% 44.9% 52.7% 43.0% 

Czech Republic 40.2% 44.3% 39.2% 52.1% 56.4% 51.1% 42.5% 35.2% 44.3% 

Denmark 17.9% 20.1% 17.4% 32.1% 38.8% 30.7% 63.0% 56.3% 64.5% 

England (UK) 65.5% 81.1% 60.7% 63.6% 66.5% 62.8% 22.6% 14.8% 25.0% 

Estonia 17.4% 20.8% 16.9% 28.4% 43.4% 25.7% 69.0% 52.3% 71.9% 

Finland 26.0% 27.4% 25.8% 52.7% 51.9% 52.9% 42.6% 42.4% 42.5% 

France 7.6% 13.8% 6.3% 14.7% 21.4% 13.4% 82.7% 73.3% 84.6% 

Georgia 14.7% 20.8% 13.3% 10.2% 14.5% 9.3% 84.7% 79.2% 85.8% 

Hungary 22.4% 23.3% 22.2% 27.1% 24.6% 27.4% 70.1% 73.0% 69.8% 

Iceland 15.9% 17.7% 15.5% 29.1% 38.2% 26.8% 66.2% 57.1% 68.5% 

Italy 18.8% 10.6% 20.5% 17.3% 11.4% 18.8% 74.7% 84.8% 72.2% 

Japan 14.1% 32.2% 9.4% 9.3% 17.0% 7.2% 80.6% 60.1% 86.1% 

Kazakhstan 61.1% 58.4% 62.0% 51.6% 47.2% 53.0% 32.7% 37.1% 31.3% 

Korea 16.3% 20.8% 15.0% 21.8% 22.7% 21.5% 74.0% 70.9% 74.9% 

Latvia 33.1% 30.5% 33.5% 40.0% 42.8% 39.6% 55.6% 51.8% 56.2% 

Lithuania 15.9% 22.6% 15.4% 21.2% 33.3% 20.2% 78.7% 65.6% 79.7% 

Malta 39.3% 51.9% 34.9% 43.8% 53.6% 40.4% 49.5% 33.3% 55.3% 

Mexico 27.7% 31.6% 26.5% 29.9% 30.0% 29.9% 59.7% 56.6% 60.6% 

Netherlands 52.8% 67.0% 49.8% 55.7% 59.1% 55.0% 34.9% 26.8% 36.6% 

New Zealand 56.6% 76.4% 51.5% 62.7% 75.9% 59.0% 25.7% 12.1% 29.5% 

Norway 19.1% 35.8% 14.1% 32.2% 46.2% 28.3% 64.6% 46.0% 69.9% 

Portugal 14.3% 14.8% 14.2% 41.2% 37.5% 41.4% 60.3% 63.0% 60.2% 

Romania 27.0% 21.4% 27.9% 34.6% 33.7% 34.7% 62.7% 66.2% 62.2% 

Russia 28.2% 31.2% 27.4% 32.4% 36.0% 31.5% 64.5% 64.1% 64.6% 

Saudi Arabia 30.3% 27.3% 30.8% 21.5% 22.8% 21.2% 63.1% 65.8% 62.5% 

Shanghai (China) 38.8% 56.2% 35.4% 28.5% 33.0% 27.4% 50.1% 33.6% 53.5% 

Singapore 77.0% 86.6% 73.0% 63.7% 71.8% 60.3% 15.0% 8.4% 17.8% 

Slovak Republic 49.4% 57.2% 48.0% 47.6% 45.4% 48.0% 39.7% 35.4% 40.5% 

Slovenia 41.3% 31.8% 43.4% 44.7% 35.0% 46.7% 47.6% 57.7% 45.5% 

South Africa 50.7% 47.6% 51.8% 59.9% 55.8% 61.4% 30.9% 34.8% 29.5% 

Spain 20.4% 18.3% 20.8% 19.0% 17.5% 19.4% 74.2% 75.3% 73.9% 

Sweden 15.1% 25.8% 12.8% 27.2% 39.6% 24.6% 69.6% 55.7% 72.5% 

Chinese Taipei 35.5% 33.0% 35.8% 36.3% 34.8% 36.5% 52.8% 56.8% 52.3% 

Turkey 22.9% 30.1% 19.7% 8.5% 8.6% 8.5% 75.8% 69.4% 78.6% 

United Arab Emirates 58.7% 64.5% 57.5% 51.8% 58.0% 50.7% 32.1% 27.6% 32.9% 

United States 47.8% 61.5% 43.5% 50.8% 59.4% 48.1% 39.5% 31.5% 42.0% 

Viet Nam 35.1% 34.6% 35.2% 32.9% 30.5% 33.1% 54.8% 56.4% 54.6% 

OECD average 29.4% 35.8% 27.6% 34.7% 38.9% 33.6% 58.1% 51.4% 59.9% 
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TALIS also asked all teachers whether they took part in induction activities during their first 

employment.  Table 4.23 shows that 56.5% of Maltese teachers reported that they did not 

participate in any induction activities, formal or informal, during their first employment, which 

is lower than the OECD average (61.6%).  In contrast to most countries participating in TALIS 

2018, this share is lower among Maltese novice teachers (42.8%) than among teachers with more 

than five years’ experience (61.3%), suggesting a upward trend in induction activity participation. 

Moreover, there are more Maltese novice teacher participating in formal induction (56.0%) and 

informal induction activities (34.5%), compared to Maltese teachers with more than five years’ 

experience (37.7% and 24.8% respectively). 

 

TALIS also asked all teachers whether they took part in induction activities at their current 

school.  Table 4.24 shows that 49.5% of Maltese teachers reported that they did not participate 

in any induction activities, formal or informal, at their current school, which is lower than the 

OECD average (58.1%).  In contrast to most countries participating in TALIS 2018, this share 

is lower among Maltese novice teachers (33.3%) than among teachers with more than five years’ 

experience (55.3%), suggesting a upward trend in induction activity participation. Moreover, 

there are more Maltese novice teacher participating in formal induction (51.9%) and informal 

induction activities (53.6%), compared to Maltese teachers with more than five years’ experience 

(34.9% and 40.4 % respectively). There is an apparent mismatch between the availability of 

induction programmes, as reported by heads of school (Table 4.23), and the actual participation 

of teachers in these programmes, as reported by teachers (Table 4.24). This mismatch could 

result from several factors. It can first stem from different timescales for teachers and heads of 

schools’ responses. Heads of school are describing current provision at the school, while 

teachers are describing what happened when they started at the school. Also, not all provisions 

are necessarily available to all teachers new to a school. For example, a reduced teaching load 

could be standard for novice teachers in their first years, but not for other teachers. 

 

TALIS also asked teachers who participated in induction at their current school which of the ten 

provisions are included. Table 4.25 shows that according to Maltese teachers, induction typically 

includes: planned meetings with their heads of school and/or with experienced teachers (88.3%); 

supervision by the head of school and/or with experienced teachers (74.1%); and courses or 

seminars attended in person by the teacher (76.2%). These percentages are significantly larger 

than the OECD averages (78.9%, 71.2% and 63.8% respectively). In general, very few Maltese 

teachers have taken part in induction that includes online courses and seminars (13.0%) or online 

activities (14.1%), which are lower than the OECD averages (23.4% and 19.9% respectively). 

Online induction is quite common in the Eastern part of the globe, including in Kazakhstan, 

Korea, Russian Federation, Shanghai, Turkey, United Arab Emirates and Viet Nam.  

 

Table 4.26 shows that 68.8% of Maltese teachers engage in networking or collaborating with 

other new teachers, 58.2% had a general or administrative introduction, and 40.0% engage in 

the use of portfolios, diaries or journals. The respective OECD averages are 61.0%, 63.3% and 

36.3%. Moreover, 41.0% of Maltese teachers participate in team teaching with experienced 

teachers, which is lower than the OECD average (44.8%). Team teaching with experienced 

teachers during teacher induction is particularly rare in Europe, including in Belgian Flemish 

community, England, Finland, France, Netherlands and Sweden. Finally, only 6.6% of Maltese 

teachers reported that induction at their current school includes a reduced teaching load, which is 

lower than the OECD average (21.0%). In New Zealand, Saudi Arabia and Singapore this 

percentage exceeds 50%.  
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Table 4.25: Type of induction activities 

Country 

Seminars or 
courses attended 

in person   

Online 
courses or 
seminars   

Online 
activities 

Planned meetings with 
heads of school or 

experienced teachers 

Supervision by heads 
of school or 

experienced teachers  

Australia 57.1% 28.7% 20.4% 79.3% 55.0% 

Austria 80.7% 11.1% 14.0% 86.3% 54.5% 

Belgium 53.2% 6.4% 12.9% 78.8% 74.6% 

Flem. (Belgium) 71.5% 9.3% 16.6% 86.4% 82.3% 

Brazil 76.6% 45.6% 45.1% 84.0% 76.1% 

Bulgaria 58.9% 22.3% 12.4% 76.2% 85.5% 

CABA  58.0% 25.8% 34.1% 87.8% 82.2% 

Chile 57.5% 29.7% 28.8% 79.3% 72.7% 

Colombia 57.0% 34.9% 38.2% 85.8% 73.0% 

Croatia 63.4% 23.0% 13.1% 76.9% 78.3% 

Czech Republic 73.6% 26.4% 13.4% 82.0% 79.7% 

Denmark 54.1% 1.8% 4.7% 71.8% 52.4% 

England (UK) 67.7% 28.5% 16.1% 83.3% 69.3% 

Estonia 57.7% 25.1% 26.4% 77.7% 77.1% 

Finland 10.5% 1.6% 3.1% 61.4% 20.7% 

France 52.4% 5.6% 14.8% 74.7% 45.7% 

Georgia 82.3% 32.0% 21.8% 80.5% 79.1% 

Hungary 75.4% 22.2% 16.8% 88.2% 92.6% 

Iceland 30.3% 3.9% 8.0% 56.6% 76.5% 

Italy 77.2% 40.0% 37.2% 77.9% 70.4% 

Japan 68.9% 9.7% 4.1% 80.5% 77.3% 

Kazakhstan 90.9% 60.7% 45.7% 91.7% 91.0% 

Korea 74.8% 51.7% 39.5% 84.7% 78.9% 

Latvia 75.3% 24.9% 12.2% 87.7% 80.1% 

Lithuania 81.4% 40.5% 33.3% 87.7% 81.8% 

Malta 76.2% 13.0% 14.1% 88.3% 74.1% 

Mexico 72.6% 37.6% 32.8% 83.9% 76.5% 

Netherlands 75.1% 6.0% 6.7% 80.5% 80.3% 

New Zealand 60.3% 12.0% 14.3% 84.9% 70.5% 

Norway 55.8% 10.2% 6.7% 47.6% 68.3% 

Portugal 36.8% 9.4% 12.2% 77.9% 40.4% 

Romania 59.3% 37.0% 33.4% 85.5% 84.2% 

Russia 89.5% 51.1% 31.5% 89.2% 86.3% 

Saudi Arabia 87.0% 27.4% 27.5% 86.7% 86.0% 

Shanghai  94.1% 74.4% 61.6% 91.1% 94.3% 

Singapore 77.2% 37.2% 27.4% 89.3% 82.7% 

Slovak Republic 64.4% 20.2% 14.6% 80.9% 80.4% 

Slovenia 85.4% 39.7% 32.5% 78.1% 82.3% 

South Africa 72.4% 13.1% 13.7% 88.7% 90.4% 

Spain 67.8% 31.4% 30.7% 71.4% 60.9% 

Sweden 34.4% 10.1% 7.9% 68.4% 62.6% 

Chinese Taipei 76.9% 56.3% 46.4% 73.5% 66.0% 

Turkey 92.4% 58.4% 34.4% 90.1% 84.0% 

UAE 88.0% 44.0% 53.2% 92.7% 88.6% 

United States 77.1% 34.8% 30.6% 88.8% 85.3% 

Viet Nam 81.5% 44.3% 49.6% 93.2% 92.4% 

OECD average 63.8% 23.4% 19.9% 78.9% 71.2% 
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Table 4.26: Type of induction activities 

Country 

Networking or 
collaboration with 

other new teachers  

Team teaching 
with experienced 

teachers   

Portfolios or 
diaries or 
journals   

Reduced 
teaching 

load   

General or 
administrative 
introduction   

Australia 71.4% 33.2% 34.5% 27.3% 79.6% 

Austria 71.5% 57.6% 26.7% 42.8% 67.7% 

Belgium 60.9% 21.2% 17.7% 3.7% 69.8% 

Flem. (Belgium) 70.8% 16.7% 12.3% 3.7% 68.2% 

Brazil 43.2% 66.7% 50.9% 20.9% 36.2% 

Bulgaria 36.3% 41.8%  4.5% 65.0% 

CABA  60.1% 57.9% 40.1% 9.7% 35.4% 

Chile 53.1% 51.9% 55.7% 25.2% 68.1% 

Colombia 63.9% 59.7% 58.9% 29.9% 75.3% 

Croatia 50.2% 43.2% 51.5% 11.8% 74.1% 

Czech Republic 80.2% 35.2% 27.3% 9.5% 75.9% 

Denmark 43.9% 33.5% 5.6% 33.7% 47.0% 

England (UK) 69.7% 28.9% 34.4% 42.2% 76.5% 

Estonia 53.7% 43.4% 45.2% 17.2% 72.3% 

Finland 56.1% 12.2% 4.3% 2.4% 79.2% 

France 47.4% 25.1% 23.4% 8.0% 62.6% 

Georgia 85.1% 85.0% 81.3% 28.9% 51.9% 

Hungary 86.9% 30.3% 58.9% 17.2% 70.8% 

Iceland 38.0% 45.7% 8.5% 34.7% 73.3% 

Italy 47.3% 49.0% 49.9% 3.2% 25.9% 

Japan 83.8% 47.0% 56.0% 39.7% 76.9% 

Kazakhstan 93.4% 84.4% 95.4% 28.6% 77.2% 

Korea 73.9% 51.5% 48.0% 20.3% 68.1% 

Latvia 75.5% 61.4% 66.7% 21.0% 81.0% 

Lithuania 60.7% 54.5% 66.3% 18.9% 56.6% 

Malta 68.8% 41.0% 40.0% 6.6% 58.2% 

Mexico 45.7% 62.2% 66.1% 20.9% 47.1% 

Netherlands 70.6% 21.8% 24.3% 38.8% 49.4% 

New Zealand 72.8% 30.3% 56.6% 54.0% 84.4% 

Norway 62.2% 65.9% 3.1% 16.5% 38.6% 

Portugal 17.9% 56.1% 24.7% 9.7% 43.8% 

Romania 89.0% 50.2% 87.7% 10.7% 46.4% 

Russia 89.5% 64.5% 78.9% 20.9% 66.8% 

Saudi Arabia 80.3% 67.2% 54.5% 51.6% 53.3% 

Shanghai  73.6% 92.6% 89.8% 30.8% 66.7% 

Singapore 73.6% 58.7% 42.9% 53.9% 87.8% 

Slovak Republic 84.7% 47.1% 50.7% 9.8% 71.0% 

Slovenia 55.6% 57.8% 44.3% 16.4% 46.9% 

South Africa 81.4% 77.4% 71.0% 26.6% 77.8% 

Spain 40.3% 50.2% 28.1% 9.4% 36.5% 

Sweden 29.1% 27.1% 9.8% 7.2% 61.6% 

Chinese Taipei 69.6% 66.9% 78.1% 55.1% 75.9% 

Turkey 85.7% 61.3% 44.7% 34.4% 69.1% 

UAE 85.3% 73.7% 70.5% 37.1% 75.5% 

United States 74.8% 42.7% 29.7% 9.9% 79.5% 

Viet Nam 88.7% 93.3% 84.2% 39.6% 63.4% 

OECD average 61.0% 44.8% 36.3% 21.0% 63.3% 
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4.5.2  Teachers’ job satisfaction  
 

To investigate teachers’ job satisfaction with their work environment, TALIS asked teachers to 

rate on a 4-point likert scale, ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ the extent they  

agree with ten statements related to their satisfaction with their work environment and their 

profession. Using CFA, a job satisfaction scale score was generated for each participating teacher, 

where the larger the score the higher is the teachers’ fulfilment of their teaching career. Figure 4.2 

shows that the job satisfaction score distribution of Maltese teachers is left skewed with mean 

12.13 and standard deviation 2.085. Figure 4.3 shows that the mean job satisfaction scores of 

teachers in independent (12.87) and church (12.61) schools are significantly larger than the mean 

score of teachers in state schools (11.82). 

 

 
Figure 4.2: Job satisfaction score distribution of Maltese teachers 
 

 

Figure 4.3: Mean job satisfaction scores of Maltese teachers, clustered by school type 
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Table 4.27: Teachers’ job satisfaction with their work environment, by teachers’ teaching experience 

Country 

I would like to 
change the 

school if that 
were possible 

I enjoy working 
at this school 

I would 
recommend this 
school as a good 

place to work  

I am satisfied 
with my 

performance in 
this school 

All in all, I am 
satisfied with my 

job 
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Australia 24.8% 25.6% 92.0% 91.3% 84.4% 84.0% 91.0% 95.6% 88.3% 90.5% 

Austria 15.6% 8.4% 93.4% 93.2% 90.5% 87.1% 97.1% 97.8% 96.6% 96.4% 

Belgium 13.4% 14.7% 94.9% 90.7% 87.5% 81.6% 88.5% 90.6% 90.9% 88.7% 

Flem. Belgium 10.8% 14.7% 96.3% 90.7% 92.1% 83.3% 94.8% 92.8% 96.3% 92.1% 

Brazil 15.9% 12.0% 90.7% 92.4% 88.7% 89.7% 90.5% 92.7% 82.7% 88.1% 

Bulgaria 16.7% 19.0% 92.9% 91.0% 91.5% 88.3% 94.2% 93.5% 95.0% 91.7% 

CABA  11.6% 12.1% 95.7% 94.2% 92.8% 90.2% 94.3% 97.3% 94.7% 96.4% 

Chile 27.9% 23.8% 90.2% 88.4% 81.6% 82.9% 93.4% 95.0% 92.4% 94.4% 

Colombia 25.0% 24.5% 93.9% 93.6% 89.6% 91.4% 95.8% 97.3% 94.3% 96.0% 

Croatia 17.0% 16.0% 83.5% 82.2% 84.3% 84.1% 92.5% 93.3% 89.8% 90.8% 

Czech Republic 13.5% 9.7% 91.6% 91.1% 84.8% 87.0% 92.0% 96.8% 89.0% 89.8% 

Denmark 10.3% 9.3% 95.9% 95.2% 88.7% 87.9% 93.5% 97.5% 92.1% 88.6% 

England (UK) 24.9% 22.4% 88.0% 87.9% 82.0% 82.0% 90.7% 91.8% 77.3% 77.5% 

Estonia 15.4% 13.1% 84.7% 85.6% 81.4% 82.3% 87.5% 92.7% 91.2% 94.7% 

Finland 23.8% 19.7% 89.7% 86.9% 83.6% 82.1% 92.0% 94.7% 87.7% 88.0% 

France 32.6% 24.8% 89.4% 90.7% 78.8% 80.8% 85.9% 88.7% 86.5% 84.4% 

Georgia 11.3% 10.9% 90.0% 91.0% 92.7% 93.0% 91.5% 93.1% 95.0% 93.6% 

Hungary 17.2% 15.7% 91.0% 89.3% 81.9% 80.4% 88.7% 93.5% 83.2% 88.8% 

Iceland 15.7% 15.0% 95.9% 93.7% 89.1% 90.9% 97.1% 97.1% 92.4% 92.7% 

Italy 22.1% 17.6% 90.7% 91.1% 86.5% 86.8% 93.0% 94.8% 94.4% 96.3% 

Japan 30.3% 31.1% 83.9% 77.0% 62.2% 61.5% 33.9% 53.0% 78.7% 82.6% 

Kazakhstan 19.3% 14.6% 89.8% 91.9% 86.1% 88.0% 88.9% 91.6% 88.6% 92.3% 

Korea 43.0% 33.0% 76.8% 73.4% 62.7% 66.7% 77.5% 82.6% 90.5% 88.8% 

Latvia 20.0% 12.9% 95.2% 93.6% 90.8% 87.1% 90.8% 94.9% 86.1% 91.2% 

Lithuania 18.9% 15.0% 90.1% 89.6% 81.3% 81.4% 86.7% 91.5% 81.6% 82.8% 

Malta 14.5% 13.0% 94.8% 91.2% 87.7% 87.0% 96.2% 96.4% 89.0% 83.0% 

Mexico 33.1% 25.9% 92.3% 93.9% 85.2% 88.6% 97.0% 97.5% 97.2% 98.1% 

Netherlands 14.0% 17.0% 96.7% 94.2% 91.4% 82.2% 96.6% 96.8% 94.0% 93.9% 

New Zealand 23.7% 24.2% 91.5% 91.2% 85.9% 82.5% 90.7% 94.5% 87.4% 85.8% 

Norway 12.5% 12.9% 96.9% 94.7% 93.2% 89.9% 92.8% 96.1% 94.0% 92.6% 

Portugal 26.3% 28.3% 95.4% 88.8% 87.4% 84.2% 96.8% 96.1% 95.1% 91.9% 

Romania 18.0% 12.5% 87.3% 92.4% 85.5% 88.8% 95.7% 97.2% 90.4% 94.2% 

Russia 13.9% 11.8% 89.1% 90.5% 86.7% 85.4% 88.5% 90.2% 89.2% 91.0% 

Saudi Arabia 58.8% 44.5% 76.4% 79.1% 73.4% 75.0% 90.1% 93.2% 88.9% 86.6% 

Shanghai  26.8% 29.2% 81.9% 73.7% 75.5% 69.5% 91.6% 94.8% 90.9% 90.4% 

Singapore 40.3% 38.7% 86.7% 84.3% 68.2% 71.0% 84.4% 88.7% 86.3% 89.8% 

Slovak Republic 9.8% 14.9% 93.7% 89.3% 88.0% 81.4% 91.6% 95.3% 90.7% 88.1% 

Slovenia 24.0% 16.9% 88.8% 87.0% 87.8% 82.4% 91.4% 96.2% 86.8% 90.5% 

South Africa 47.5% 43.6% 75.0% 76.6% 75.1% 72.7% 78.6% 83.3% 79.5% 77.3% 

Spain 18.3% 20.2% 93.2% 89.6% 90.0% 86.4% 96.3% 96.0% 97.3% 95.4% 

Sweden 19.1% 17.8% 93.0% 91.4% 86.9% 83.2% 93.4% 96.8% 92.3% 89.9% 

Chinese Taipei 48.5% 32.0% 81.5% 84.1% 73.7% 74.3% 82.8% 90.1% 83.6% 87.7% 

Turkey 45.8% 32.9% 74.5% 81.2% 65.2% 77.2% 92.2% 92.7% 91.2% 88.3% 

UAE 45.0% 36.5% 83.9% 85.3% 77.4% 82.2% 95.0% 95.4% 86.8% 89.0% 

United States 20.0% 17.8% 91.9% 93.5% 84.2% 88.7% 86.9% 95.5% 89.0% 89.8% 

Viet Nam 20.7% 17.9% 93.7% 94.3% 95.4% 95.1% 95.0% 97.4% 96.0% 96.4% 

OECD average 22.2% 19.4% 90.9% 89.7% 84.1% 83.3% 89.9% 93.3% 89.9% 90.4% 
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Table 4.28: Teachers’ job satisfaction with their profession, by teachers’ teaching experience 

Country 

The advantages 
of being a teacher 
clearly outweigh 

the disadvantages 

If I could decide 
again, I would 

choose to work 
as a teacher 

I regret that I 
decided to 
become a 
teacher 

 I wonder if it 
would better to 
choose another 

profession 

I think that the 
teaching 

profession is 
valued in society 
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Australia 86.4% 88.2% 85.2% 82.1% 6.4% 6.1% 32.8% 33.1% 47.4% 43.9% 

Austria 87.7% 84.1% 91.0% 81.9% 2.0% 5.0% 10.4% 12.2% 19.0% 15.1% 

Belgium 68.0% 60.8% 85.7% 77.0% 5.9% 8.8% 27.0% 29.8% 17.3% 16.0% 

Flem. Belgium 77.3% 68.3% 87.6% 78.9% 4.8% 6.1% 29.1% 30.2% 26.2% 25.7% 

Brazil 60.3% 65.6% 75.1% 75.8% 10.0% 11.9% 31.2% 28.2% 12.3% 11.0% 

Bulgaria 65.9% 54.7% 74.9% 64.6% 10.2% 17.9% 34.2% 43.8% 28.2% 15.0% 

CABA  77.8% 80.0% 92.6% 91.5% 3.0% 3.5% 14.1% 15.3% 9.9% 8.3% 

Chile 66.6% 68.9% 81.0% 80.7% 8.5% 9.4% 29.4% 30.2% 13.8% 14.9% 

Colombia 80.0% 85.3% 91.8% 91.1% 5.0% 4.5% 19.4% 14.4% 42.6% 39.7% 

Croatia 70.2% 70.1% 73.3% 75.3% 8.9% 7.1% 40.9% 37.1% 15.4% 7.6% 

  Czech Republic 65.0% 56.7% 77.3% 73.3% 6.0% 7.2% 23.4% 27.5% 21.4% 14.8% 

Denmark 81.5% 78.0% 78.4% 68.5% 6.1% 8.5% 40.4% 43.1% 18.7% 18.4% 

England  72.6% 71.4% 77.2% 66.0% 10.3% 13.3% 48.2% 52.9% 33.8% 27.5% 

Estonia 76.8% 80.0% 76.7% 73.6% 6.1% 6.0% 29.0% 30.5% 39.1% 24.1% 

Finland 92.9% 92.0% 83.2% 78.0% 5.3% 6.7% 33.1% 34.5% 63.2% 57.2% 

France 66.4% 53.1% 83.5% 72.6% 6.0% 8.6% 20.3% 26.8% 12.6% 5.5% 

Georgia 82.2% 84.2% 88.3% 85.0% 5.8% 9.9% 33.8% 39.3% 46.6% 39.6% 

Hungary 68.1% 60.4% 77.3% 71.3% 9.2% 9.5% 42.2% 46.8% 19.8% 10.7% 

Iceland 87.4% 85.4% 74.1% 59.7% 8.7% 14.0% 44.4% 52.3% 11.0% 9.8% 

Italy 76.8% 70.0% 88.9% 86.6% 4.5% 6.7% 14.5% 14.5% 17.6% 10.9% 

Japan 73.2% 74.0% 58.7% 53.8% 8.6% 8.0% 31.8% 30.2% 37.6% 33.6% 

Kazakhstan 69.7% 70.7% 64.0% 68.4% 20.1% 16.4% 38.0% 31.5% 66.4% 62.5% 

Korea 88.1% 85.1% 77.6% 64.2% 16.0% 20.0% 33.0% 40.3% 72.6% 65.5% 

Latvia 59.8% 56.0% 71.0% 64.5% 11.3% 11.3% 40.3% 37.9% 29.7% 22.3% 

Lithuania 72.5% 76.1% 70.8% 63.9% 16.3% 16.4% 56.3% 58.7% 20.3% 13.7% 

Malta 62.4% 54.5% 73.0% 63.7% 13.0% 19.6% 52.9% 59.7% 13.5% 14.8% 

Mexico 72.4% 73.2% 92.8% 92.0% 2.2% 4.0% 13.4% 13.3% 43.8% 41.1% 

Netherlands 89.0% 82.2% 82.1% 79.6% 3.9% 5.9% 23.2% 21.0% 36.3% 29.5% 

New Zealand 82.1% 78.9% 81.8% 71.5% 6.9% 7.7% 36.0% 42.9% 38.0% 32.5% 

Norway 88.2% 87.1% 79.5% 73.7% 7.1% 8.5% 33.6% 36.2% 40.7% 33.1% 

Portugal 84.4% 62.5% 79.2% 64.3% 14.6% 22.2% 31.1% 48.6% 13.0% 8.9% 

Romania 68.7% 69.8% 82.0% 80.4% 10.8% 7.6% 26.4% 21.9% 54.1% 38.7% 

Russia 64.8% 65.3% 74.5% 74.7% 11.1% 10.0% 25.2% 22.2% 52.8% 40.5% 

Saudi Arabia 63.5% 65.7% 67.7% 64.1% 26.2% 26.2% 53.8% 51.8% 53.9% 51.3% 

Shanghai  82.5% 75.5% 85.7% 75.0% 7.0% 14.2% 32.6% 38.6% 66.4% 58.1% 

Singapore 82.5% 86.3% 81.4% 82.4% 9.8% 7.6% 54.8% 45.6% 69.5% 72.9% 

Slovak Republic 77.7% 64.8% 82.0% 75.3% 7.4% 9.4% 40.1% 43.2% 6.5% 4.1% 

Slovenia 80.7% 80.6% 79.5% 77.5% 6.8% 6.7% 29.9% 26.6% 5.1% 5.7% 

South Africa 71.2% 72.1% 67.3% 63.2% 16.2% 18.5% 49.0% 51.1% 59.5% 61.7% 

Spain 88.5% 85.1% 94.6% 88.3% 2.9% 4.7% 15.3% 18.7% 20.8% 12.8% 

Sweden 83.8% 77.5% 77.4% 60.0% 6.4% 12.9% 36.4% 42.4% 20.3% 8.7% 

Chinese Taipei 84.5% 76.3% 82.2% 77.7% 12.3% 12.9% 67.9% 59.7% 64.8% 54.2% 

Turkey 79.2% 71.5% 80.7% 71.7% 14.1% 17.0% 44.5% 49.5% 27.3% 25.4% 

UAE 79.9% 78.6% 78.2% 76.0% 16.1% 15.5% 42.7% 40.7% 74.2% 71.1% 

United States 85.2% 84.2% 85.2% 77.8% 4.7% 9.5% 32.2% 39.2% 40.8% 34.9% 

Viet Nam 91.9% 92.7% 84.9% 87.7% 5.0% 4.5% 30.8% 26.4% 93.2% 92.2% 

OECD average 78.8% 75.4% 81.0% 74.4% 7.6% 9.5% 31.8% 34.2% 29.9% 24.9% 
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For each participating country, Tables 4.27 and 4.28 display the percentages of teachers who 

‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with each statement, clustered by teacher’s teaching experience (less 

than 5 years, more than 5 years). Results show that Maltese novice teachers are generally slightly 

more satisfied with their career choice and with the teaching profession than more experienced 

teachers. Similar patterns apply to other countries, participating in TALIS 2018, where on 

average across OECD countries, there is a larger percentage of novice teachers who would like to 

change to another school (22.2%) compared to more experienced teachers (19.4%). A significant 

percentage gap is found in favour of novice teachers is found in 14 countries, including Austria, 

France, Korea, Latvia, Mexico, Saudi Arabia, Slovenia, Turkey and the United Arab Emirates. 

This might be related to novice teachers having limited choices regarding which school they work 

in and the fact that they often work in more challenging schools than more experienced teachers. 
 

To investigate the relationship between the comprehensiveness of induction programmes and 

teaching quality of teachers, a regression model was fitted relating self-efficacy to participation in 

induction activities, adjusting for gender and years of teaching experience. The regression 

coefficients displayed in Table 4.29 show that Maltese teachers who took part in some kind of 

induction activity, formal or informal, tend to report higher self-efficacy, however the relationship 

is not significant at the 0.05 level of significance. 
 

Table 4.29: Regression model relating self-efficacy to participation in induction activities 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Took part in formal/informal induction activities (Yes) 0.20 0.12 

Took part in formal/informal induction activities (No)   

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.32 0.12 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher 0.01 0.01 

  R-square = 0.01 
 

To investigate the relationship between the comprehensiveness of induction programmes and 

teachers’ teaching fulfilment, a regression model was fitted relating job satisfaction to participation 

in induction activities, adjusting for gender and years of teaching experience. The regression 

coefficients displayed in Table 4.30 show that Maltese teachers who took part in some kind of 

induction activity, formal or informal, tend to report higher job satisfaction and the relationship is 

significant.  
 

Table 4.30: Regression model relating job satisfaction to participation in induction activities 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Took part in formal/informal induction activities (Yes) 0.31 0.10 

Took part in formal/informal induction activities (No)   

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.09 0.19 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher 0.01 0.01 

  R-square = 0.01 
 

To investigate the relationship between team teaching with experienced teachers and teaching 

quality of teachers, a regression model was fitted relating self-efficacy to participation in team 

teaching, adjusting for gender and years of teaching experience. The regression coefficients 

displayed in Table 4.31 show that Maltese teachers who participated in team teaching with 

experienced teachers tend to report higher self-efficacy and the relationship is significant. 
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Table 4.31: Regression model relating self-efficacy to team teaching with experienced teachers 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Took part in team teaching with experienced teacher (Yes) 0.41 0.16 

Took part in team teaching with experienced teacher (No)   

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.29 0.17 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher 0.01 0.01 

  R-square = 0.01 

 

To investigate the relationship between team teaching with experienced teachers and teachers’ 

teaching fulfilment, a regression model was fitted relating job satisfaction to participation in team 

teaching, adjusting for gender and years of teaching experience. The regression coefficients 

displayed in Table 4.32 show that Maltese teachers who participated in team teaching with 

experienced teachers tend to report higher job satisfaction, however the relationship is not 

significant. 

 

Table 4.32: Regression model relating job satisfaction to team teaching with experienced teachers 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Took part in formal/informal induction activities (Yes) 0.22 0.19 

Took part in formal/informal induction activities (No)   

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.22 0.26 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher -0.01 0.01 

  R-square = 0.01 

 

To investigate the relationship between reduced teaching load and teaching quality of teachers, a 

regression model was fitted relating self-efficacy to the provision of a reduced teaching load, 

adjusting for gender and years of teaching experience. The regression coefficients displayed in 

Table 4.33 show that Maltese teachers who were provided with a reduced teaching load tend to 

report higher self-efficacy; however the relationship is not significant. 

 

Table 4.33: Regression model relating self-efficacy to the provision of a reduced teaching load 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Had a reduced teaching load (Yes) 0.11 0.29 

Had a reduced teaching load (No)   

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.27 0.17 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher 0.02 0.01 

  R-square = 0.01 

 

To investigate the relationship between reduced teaching load and teachers’ teaching fulfilment, 

a regression model was fitted relating job satisfaction to the provision of a reduced teaching load, 

adjusting for gender and years of teaching experience. The regression coefficients displayed in 

Table 4.34 show that Maltese teachers who were provided a reduced teaching load tend to 

report higher job satisfaction, however the relationship is not significant. 
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Table 4.34: Regression model relating job satisfaction to the provision of a reduced teaching load 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Had a reduced teaching load (Yes) 0.50 0.31 

Had a reduced teaching load (No)   

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.23 0.27 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Years of experience of teacher -0.01 0.01 

  R-square = 0.01 

 

These findings are very much aligned with those highlighted by past studies. The majority of 

these studies showed that novice teachers who participated in some kind of induction performed 

better at various aspects of teaching, including keeping students on task, developing workable 

lesson plans, using effective student questioning practices, adjusting classroom activities to meet 

students’ interests, maintaining a positive classroom atmosphere and demonstrating successful 

classroom management. In addition, almost all of the studies showed that students of novice 

teachers who participated in some kind of induction had higher scores or gains on academic 

achievement tests. 

 

 

4.5.3  Reduced workload  
 

A reduced workload can help novice teachers to cope with their duties, irrespective whether it is a 

formal provision of teacher induction or not. The novice teachers can use this spare time for more 

planning and preparing their lessons or analysing their students’ work, resulting in better teaching. 

Table 4.35 shows that Maltese novice teachers work on average 0.7 hours per week more than 

teachers with more than five years of experience. However, across OECD countries, novice 

teachers work on average 0.9 hours per week less than teachers with more experience.  Indeed, 

the OECD average hides various patterns across countries. In 12 countries novice teachers work 

fewer hours than more experienced teachers. In CABA (Argentina), Kazakhstan and Romania, 

novice teachers work about 4 hours less a week than more experienced teachers, and almost 7 

hours less in Portugal. By contrast, in 9 other countries, novice teachers work one hour or more a 

week than experienced teachers. In the United States, novice teachers work 5 hours more a week 

than experienced teachers. 

 

Table 4.35 shows that Maltese novice teachers teach on average 1.2 hours per week more than 

teachers with more experience. However, across OECD countries, novice teachers teach on 

average 0.1 hours per week less than teachers with more than five years of experience. There are 

also important cross-country variations in this regard, where novice teachers report spending 

fewer teaching hours a week in 18 countries. In Brazil, CABA (Argentina), Estonia, Latvia, 

Mexico and Portugal, novice teachers teach two or more hours less a week that their more senior 

colleagues. In another 10 countries, the opposite pattern is observed. For instance, in Australia, 

England and Turkey, novice teachers teach two or more hours more a week than experienced 

teachers. A reduced teaching workload usually results in reduced total working hours, but there is 

an exception to this, Singapore, where novice teachers teach about an hour less a week but work 

almost two hours more a week in total. Additional analyses indicate that, in Singapore, novice 

teachers spend more time than experienced teachers on marking and correcting student work and 

engaging in extracurricular activities.  
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Table 4.35: Average number of hours that teachers spent on working in total and teaching last week 

Country 

Total working hours in a week Total teaching hours in a week 

Total 
Novice 
teacher 

Experienced 
teacher Total 

Novice 
teacher 

Experienced 
teacher 

Chile 38.1 37.7 38.2 28.5 27.3 28.9 

United States 46.2 49.7 45.1 28.1 29.3 27.7 

Colombia 40.5 40.5 40.5 26.8 27.1 26.7 

South Africa 35.0 33.0 35.8 25.7 26.1 25.6 

Turkey 31.6 32.7 31.1 24.5 26.0 23.9 

Russia 42.6 38.9 43.6 24.1 23.6 24.3 

United Arab Emirates 39.7 38.5 40.0 23.7 24.3 23.6 

Mexico 35.6 34.7 35.9 22.4 20.6 22.9 

Brazil 29.8 28.0 30.2 22.3 19.9 22.7 

Shanghai (China) 45.3 47.9 44.9 21.8 21.2 22.0 

Hungary 39.1 36.9 39.4 21.2 20.9 21.3 

Latvia 35.1 31.1 35.7 21.0 18.9 21.3 

Estonia 35.7 32.7 36.2 20.9 19.1 21.3 

Finland 33.3 34.3 33.1 20.7 20.0 20.8 

Saudi Arabia 28.7 29.1 28.8 20.7 21.6 20.3 

New Zealand 45.5 44.5 45.8 20.3 20.0 20.4 

England (UK) 46.9 47.4 46.8 20.1 22.1 19.6 

Slovak Republic 36.4 35.9 36.5 20.1 20.0 20.1 

Portugal 39.6 29.6 39.9 20.1 17.4 20.2 

Australia 44.8 45.3 44.7 19.9 21.5 19.4 

Bulgaria 38.5 37.3 38.7 19.9 20.2 19.8 

Iceland 38.8 38.4 38.9 19.8 20.6 19.6 

Croatia 39.4 37.0 40.0 19.7 18.1 20.0 

Spain 36.7 35.5 36.9 19.6 18.7 19.7 

Slovenia 39.5 39.0 39.6 19.5 20.1 19.4 

Denmark 38.9 38.5 39.0 19.4 19.6 19.4 

Austria 37.2 36.6 37.4 19.2 18.5 19.5 

Czech Republic 38.5 36.7 38.9 19.1 19.4 19.0 

Lithuania 35.4 31.8 35.7 18.7 18.2 18.8 

Malta 36.7 37.3 36.6 18.6 19.5 18.3 

Sweden 42.3 41.7 42.4 18.6 18.8 18.5 

Belgium 35.1 35.4 35.0 18.5 18.8 18.5 

Flemish (Belgium) 37.1 38.1 36.8 18.5 19.2 18.3 

France 37.3 34.1 37.9 18.3 16.9 18.6 

Georgia 25.3 22.7 25.8 18.3 17.0 18.4 

Viet Nam 46.0 46.3 46.0 18.1 18.0 18.1 

Korea 34.0 35.3 33.7 18.1 18.6 18.0 

Japan 56.0 56.8 55.8 18.0 17.6 18.1 

Singapore 45.7 46.9 45.2 17.9 17.1 18.3 

Netherlands 36.4 35.2 36.7 17.4 18.3 17.2 

Romania 33.5 28.6 34.4 17.0 15.4 17.2 

CABA (Argentina) 29.0 25.1 29.6 16.8 13.3 17.4 

Italy 30.0 27.1 30.6 16.8 15.6 17.0 

Norway 39.9 40.1 39.8 15.8 16.4 15.6 

Kazakhstan 48.8 45.0 50.0 15.1 13.9 15.4 

OECD average 38.8 38.0 38.9 20.6 20.5 20.6 
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4.5.4  Mentoring novice teachers 
 

Teachers new to teaching can be supported in their early career by having a mentor assigned to 

them. TALIS defines mentoring as a support structure in schools where more experienced 

teachers support less experienced teachers. This structure might involve all teachers in the 

school or only novice teachers. It is often considered an integral part of teaching. Evidence 

shows strong relationships between measures of mentoring quality and teachers' assessment of 

the impact of mentors on their success in the classroom and a moderate association between the 

number of mentoring hours by the teacher and student achievement. This supports the notion 

that time spent working with a mentor does improve teaching skills. Table 4.36 shows that 

72.8% of Maltese schools provide a mentoring programme (either to all of their teachers or to 

teachers who are new to the school or who are new to teaching only), which is significantly 

larger than the OECD average (64.0%). There are important cross-country variations in the 

prevalence of mentoring. Fewer than 10% of heads of school report that there is no access to a 

mentoring programme for teachers in their school in Croatia, England, Kazakhstan, Russian 

Federation, Netherlands, Shanghai, Singapore and the United States, while more than 60% of 

heads of school so report in Austria, CABA (Argentina), Chile, Finland, Latvia and Saudi 

Arabia.  

 

TALIS asked heads of school whose school offers mentoring about the general importance of 

mentoring for teachers and schools, asking them to rate four options on a four-point scale 

ranging from ‘not important at all’ to ‘high importance’. Table 4.37 shows that more than half 

of Maltese heads of school whose school offers mentoring think that mentoring is of high 

importance to support less-experienced teachers in their teaching (74.9%), to improve teachers’ 

pedagogical competence (69.3%), to improve teachers’ collaboration with colleagues (79.9%), to 

strengthen teachers’ professional identity (69.3%) and to improve students’ general performance 

(55.3%).  The OECD averages are 77.0%, 67.3%, 65.3%, 55.7% and 54.4% respectively. In 

addition, only 28.3% of Maltese heads of school report that mentoring activities that expand 

teachers’ main subject knowledge are of high importance, which is significantly lower than the 

OECD average (46.2%). 

 

While most heads of school consider mentoring to be highly important for teachers’ work and 

students’ performance, Table 4.38 shows that only 23.5% of Maltese novice teachers have an 

assigned mentor. This percentage is marginally higher than the OECD average (21.9%).  

However, there are substantial cross-country variations in the prevalence of mentoring 

programmes for novice teachers. In CABA (Argentina), Chile, Finland, Italy, Lithuania and 

Slovenia less than 10% of novice teachers have an assigned mentor, while in Kazakhstan, New 

Zealand, Shanghai and Singapore more than 50% of novice teachers have an assigned mentor.  

 

Evidence shows that the characteristics of a teacher’s mentor matter for the quality of 

mentoring. There is strong evidence that retention within a particular school is higher when a 

mentor has previous experience working in that school, suggesting that an important part of 

mentoring may be the provision of school-specific knowledge. TALIS asked teachers if they 

are an assigned mentor for at least one teacher at the time of the survey. Table 4.38 shows that 

only 8.5% of Maltese teachers with more than five years of experience and 1.9% of novice 

teachers act as mentors for at least one teacher, which are both significantly lower than the 

OECD averages (12.6% and 5.8% respectively). In Malta, experienced teachers are, therefore, 

about four times more likely to be an assigned mentor than novice teachers.  
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Table 4.36: Access to mentoring programmes 

Country 

Heads of school reporting that teachers have access to mentoring programmes 

Only teachers 
who are new to 
teaching have 

access 

All teachers who 
are new to the 
school have 

access 

All teachers 
at the school 
have access 

There is no access to a 
mentoring programme 

for teachers in the 
school 

Australia 29.5% 38.6% 27.9% 4.1% 

Austria 17.9% 11.3% 3.6% 67.2% 

Belgium 9.6% 43.5% 10.6% 36.3% 

Flemish (Belgium) 7.8% 53.2% 14.8% 24.3% 

Brazil 3.2% 6.9% 40.1% 49.8% 

Bulgaria 19.9% 30.3% 35.8% 14.1% 

CABA (Argentina) 1.7% 9.5% 4.3% 84.5% 

Chile 4.7% 5.5% 7.3% 82.5% 

Colombia 4.4% 11.4% 28.0% 56.2% 

Croatia 61.3% 8.1% 24.1% 6.5% 

Czech Republic 5.4% 16.1% 19.3% 59.2% 

Denmark 20.3% 52.4% 5.6% 21.8% 

England (UK) 37.4% 29.8% 30.2% 2.7% 

Estonia 12.5% 36.0% 6.3% 45.2% 

Finland 2.5% 18.4% 5.5% 73.5% 

France 69.6% 4.2% 2.8% 23.4% 

Georgia 2.3% 5.7% 38.2% 53.9% 

Hungary 63.0% 12.1% 3.2% 21.7% 

Iceland 28.0% 17.2% 33.3% 21.5% 

Italy 62.4% 4.6% 2.7% 30.2% 

Japan 41.6% 10.3% 19.5% 28.6% 

Kazakhstan 22.4% 17.9% 57.1% 2.7% 

Korea 35.8% 25.9% 23.0% 15.3% 

Latvia 9.5% 15.5% 6.4% 68.5% 

Lithuania 24.4% 16.8% 11.8% 47.0% 

Malta 43.9% 21.6% 7.3% 27.2% 

Mexico 17.9% 11.7% 17.6% 52.9% 

Netherlands 1.7% 28.6% 62.2% 7.6% 

New Zealand 40.1% 15.3% 31.6% 13.0% 

Norway 39.6% 15.8% 3.1% 41.5% 

Portugal 7.2% 6.4% 26.5% 59.9% 

Romania 14.2% 11.0% 37.6% 37.2% 

Russia 44.1% 32.0% 15.9% 8.0% 

Saudi Arabia 8.8% 10.5% 12.3% 68.4% 

Shanghai (China) 24.7% 47.6% 27.7% 0.0% 

Singapore 33.2% 31.8% 30.5% 4.4% 

Slovak Republic 26.5% 17.1% 25.4% 30.9% 

Slovenia 35.5% 15.5% 10.5% 38.5% 

South Africa 23.5% 28.1% 26.9% 21.6% 

Spain 15.9% 11.6% 13.7% 58.8% 

Sweden 27.7% 48.7% 5.0% 18.6% 

Chinese Taipei 10.6% 20.0% 38.8% 30.6% 

Turkey 34.5% 10.8% 28.7% 26.0% 

United Arab Emirates 8.1% 21.6% 59.7% 10.6% 

United States 40.1% 27.7% 28.2% 3.9% 

Viet Nam 15.2% 10.5% 42.3% 32.1% 

OECD average 26.5% 19.1% 18.5% 36.0% 
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Table 4.37: Importance of mentoring 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting these mentoring outcomes important 

To improve 
teachers' 

pedagogical 
competence 

To 
strengthen 
teachers' 

professiona
l identity 

To improve 
teachers' 

collaboration 
with 

colleagues 

To support 
less 

experienced 
teachers in 

their teaching 

To expand 
teachers' 

main 
subject(s) 
knowledge 

To improve 
students' 
general 

performance 

Australia 74.0% 62.0% 71.9% 88.1% 46.2% 69.0% 

Austria 64.2% 61.8% 58.2% 77.3% 31.1% 42.1% 

Belgium 68.6% 63.4% 74.3% 82.2% 29.1% 45.0% 

Flemish (Belgium) 81.4% 77.1% 79.2% 87.2% 36.4% 54.8% 

Brazil 93.3% 85.6% 81.0% 89.3% 82.9% 93.2% 

Bulgaria 33.7% 50.2% 41.0% 52.0% 37.5% 50.4% 

CABA (Argentina) 45.6% 40.0% 75.2% 78.6% 37.2% 50.0% 

Chile 76.7% 77.7% 70.4% 84.4% 80.0% 74.0% 

Colombia 93.5% 72.2% 84.1% 92.4% 84.4% 92.8% 

Croatia 79.6% 75.1% 55.6% 68.0% 45.5% 51.0% 

Czech Republic 60.8% 35.8% 64.8% 79.4% 18.3% 32.1% 

Denmark 22.5% 20.3% 51.0% 54.5% 25.1% 15.7% 

England (UK) 71.5% 52.4% 63.5% 87.9% 36.5% 68.4% 

Estonia 58.1% 61.1% 71.6% 79.7% 34.7% 37.9% 

Finland 27.1% 37.7% 58.2% 66.0% 13.0% 4.4% 

France 78.3% 46.9% 66.5% 89.0% 33.8% 51.5% 

Georgia 72.3% 65.6% 68.8% 77.1% 63.6% 67.4% 

Hungary 83.2% 58.5% 75.4% 76.7% 43.2% 52.0% 

Iceland 64.4% 62.5% 58.9% 75.3% 50.7% 65.8% 

Italy 50.7% 54.4% 61.8% 72.4% 29.1% 46.5% 

Japan 77.8% 53.5% 53.9% 62.9% 51.0% 47.3% 

Kazakhstan 61.5% 53.2% 60.1% 66.6% 61.2% 69.7% 

Korea 59.9% 57.4% 69.2% 62.7% 48.8% 50.6% 

Latvia 83.2% 53.8% 77.1% 78.5% 57.1% 57.7% 

Lithuania 60.3% 47.8% 60.9% 75.3% 33.2% 43.6% 

Malta 69.3% 69.3% 79.9% 74.9% 28.3% 55.3% 

Mexico 85.4% 73.8% 80.1% 79.7% 79.1% 85.1% 

Netherlands 82.7% 54.5% 53.6% 73.6% 20.9% 57.3% 

New Zealand 82.3% 62.4% 69.7% 84.8% 50.4% 77.4% 

Norway 59.7% 61.0% 60.4% 77.2% 31.3% 46.3% 

Portugal 73.6% 49.9% 74.2% 80.3% 41.6% 76.0% 

Romania 62.7% 47.0% 51.6% 70.6% 61.4% 71.7% 

Russia 87.8% 68.4% 75.8% 88.2% 58.3% 69.6% 

Saudi Arabia 71.2% 60.4% 66.5% 72.9% 62.2% 73.0% 

Shanghai (China) 96.4% 75.7% 86.7% 95.7% 69.0% 68.2% 

Singapore 89.4% 65.5% 58.9% 88.9% 55.0% 58.9% 

Slovak Republic 75.1% 63.1% 60.9% 83.9% 49.0% 67.8% 

Slovenia 84.4% 63.5% 72.1% 85.6% 39.0% 53.9% 

South Africa 82.8% 75.1% 66.5% 85.7% 78.8% 88.5% 

Spain 73.4% 56.3% 58.6% 73.4% 26.8% 52.7% 

Sweden 38.5% 38.2% 46.9% 61.5% 9.9% 42.0% 

Chinese Taipei 61.8% 62.9% 64.5% 73.3% 51.5% 58.0% 

Turkey 79.6% 78.9% 69.3% 71.8% 52.1% 62.8% 

UAE 86.9% 76.4% 77.4% 87.4% 72.5% 86.8% 

United States 41.7% 34.4% 61.1% 71.4% 43.5% 57.3% 

Viet Nam 95.8% 87.2% 83.2% 93.2% 86.8% 92.1% 

OECD average 67.3% 55.7% 65.3% 77.0% 42.1% 54.4% 
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Table 4.38: Peer mentoring, by teachers’ teaching experience 

Country 

Have an assigned mentor Is an assigned mentor 

Total 
Novice 
teacher 

Experienced 
teacher Total 

Novice 
teacher 

Experienced 
teacher 

Australia 17.6% 36.7% 11.8% 24.4% 10.2% 28.8% 

Austria 3.6% 10.8% 1.0% 7.0% 1.1% 9.1% 

Belgium 6.9% 24.9% 2.0% 6.9% 4.0% 7.7% 

Flemish (Belgium) 10.2% 40.5% 2.6% 7.7% 4.6% 8.5% 

Brazil 26.5% 32.6% 25.4% 7.7% 4.7% 8.1% 

Bulgaria 6.0% 17.8% 2.9% 7.4% 4.1% 8.2% 

CABA (Argentina) 4.3% 6.3% 3.7% 6.4% 1.9% 7.2% 

Chile 4.9% 7.4% 3.8% 4.1% 2.1% 4.8% 

Colombia 13.0% 21.6% 11.2% 9.4% 9.5% 9.3% 

Croatia 2.9% 13.4% 0.3% 8.8% 3.5% 10.0% 

Czech Republic 7.1% 25.9% 2.8% 11.8% 5.7% 13.1% 

Denmark 4.4% 15.0% 2.1% 9.5% 5.9% 10.4% 

England (UK) 13.5% 37.2% 6.3% 24.8% 16.1% 27.3% 

Estonia 3.9% 17.4% 1.6% 7.5% 2.0% 8.4% 

Finland 3.7% 9.7% 2.5% 5.2% 3.6% 5.6% 

France 3.9% 16.6% 1.4% 6.2% 1.4% 7.2% 

Georgia 10.0% 15.2% 8.8% 9.3% 8.9% 9.3% 

Hungary 5.0% 27.3% 1.8% 7.2% 2.2% 7.9% 

Iceland 6.8% 17.5% 4.0% 11.0% 7.8% 11.9% 

Italy 2.5% 5.1% 2.0% 5.5% 0.6% 6.6% 

Japan 22.4% 39.9% 17.6% 14.7% 2.7% 17.8% 

Kazakhstan 37.1% 59.5% 29.9% 37.5% 12.9% 45.4% 

Korea 9.2% 16.3% 7.2% 10.0% 6.4% 11.0% 

Latvia 4.0% 16.0% 2.3% 9.0% 4.8% 9.6% 

Lithuania 2.2% 9.0% 1.7% 5.9% 6.7% 5.9% 

Malta 8.8% 23.5% 3.6% 6.7% 1.9% 8.5% 

Mexico 10.0% 17.2% 7.8% 6.2% 5.1% 6.6% 

Netherlands 13.0% 40.8% 7.1% 22.2% 11.2% 24.6% 

New Zealand 26.4% 56.4% 18.4% 25.9% 12.3% 29.6% 

Norway 4.6% 17.7% 0.8% 6.5% 3.0% 7.4% 

Portugal 6.9% 14.1% 6.6% 7.3% 2.8% 7.5% 

Romania 5.9% 22.1% 3.3% 8.8% 3.6% 9.7% 

Russia 11.4% 27.0% 7.0% 18.1% 10.3% 20.1% 

Saudi Arabia 14.4% 18.7% 12.8% 24.1% 23.2% 23.9% 

Shanghai (China) 22.8% 67.3% 14.0% 27.1% 32.3% 26.1% 

Singapore 28.7% 54.5% 18.1% 23.8% 10.2% 29.3% 

Slovak Republic 5.3% 21.8% 2.3% 9.1% 2.6% 10.4% 

Slovenia 1.5% 5.4% 0.7% 6.8% 8.3% 6.5% 

South Africa 38.2% 49.6% 33.7% 36.2% 25.5% 39.9% 

Spain 2.9% 10.2% 1.4% 5.8% 1.6% 6.6% 

Sweden 5.0% 16.8% 2.5% 14.1% 7.3% 15.5% 

Chinese Taipei 8.3% 20.3% 6.7% 5.9% 5.4% 5.9% 

Turkey 5.8% 15.0% 1.7% 7.1% 9.0% 6.2% 

UAE 42.2% 43.3% 42.0% 33.1% 22.5% 35.2% 

United States 16.0% 39.2% 8.4% 15.5% 5.5% 18.7% 

Viet Nam 13.5% 29.6% 11.9% 22.5% 7.1% 24.1% 

OECD average 8.5% 21.9% 5.1% 11.2% 5.8% 12.6% 
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As experienced teachers represent more than 80% of the teacher population across the OECD 

countries participating in TALIS, this implies that most mentors are experienced teachers. Yet, 

it may be also a deliberate and reasonable choice by education systems, by schools or by 

teachers themselves to assign relatively new teachers to mentor novice teachers, so they can share 

their recent experience in coping with the challenges of early career years. 
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5.1 Introduction 
 

One of the pressing demands of education systems is to ensure that students acquire the skills 

and competences they need to succeed in today’s society. This challenging task is becoming 

more cumbersome in our rapidly changing world, where migration, demographic transformation, 

labour instability and the globalised economy are constantly redefining the needs and demands 

of society.  In the face of these changes, teachers must continuously validate and update their 

skills to help students become competent, competitive and socially integrated adults. Education 

systems have sought to support their teachers by designing, implementing and promoting diverse 

forms of continuous professional development (CPD).  

 

A broad definition of professional development includes activities ‘that develop an individual’s 

skills, knowledge, expertise and other characteristics as a teacher or head of school’. This 

definition encompasses all the stages of training for teachers and heads of school, ranging from 

initial education to in-service training opportunities. This chapter examines CPD understood to 

be activities in the form of in-service training activities beyond initial education and induction 

programmes. Concepts underlying the idea of effective CPD are based on the assumption that 

teachers and heads of school are lifelong learners, with different professional needs through 

their careers. It is the task of stakeholders and responsible authorities acting within education 

systems to accurately identify these needs and secure access to relevant training. Therefore, it is 

crucial to identify the type of training that has the greatest impact on teachers’ and heads of 

schools’ practices, the areas where teachers and heads of school feel the greatest need for training, 

and the barriers to access.   

 

CPD activities allow teachers to develop skills that will be beneficial for their learning, their 

teaching practices and their students’ development. Indeed, effective CPD programmes can 

have an impact on teachers’ skills and dispositions, their classroom practices and their beliefs, and 

they can help build professional learning communities. It has even been found that professional 

development is an effective tool to prevent burnout among teachers. Teachers’ participation in 

CPD can also have a modest but direct positive impact on boosting student achievement and 

reducing the performance gap among students. CPD in the school has been found crucial to 

create a culture of improvement and to develop a shared vision of learning across the teaching 

and management staff. Heads of school must not only provide opportunities for CPD training 

but also participate in these activities, to reinforce their managerial and leadership skills. 

Furthermore, CPD activities are a fundamental element for the success of any major educational 

reform in OECD countries. CPD helps teachers acquire the necessary skills to be informed and 

critical receptors of such policy efforts. Recent policy reviews have, in fact, identified CPD 

strategies as a key attribute of high-achieving education systems.  

5 
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To investigate the relevance of CPD, section 5.2 examines the participation rates in in-service 

training for teachers and heads of school and discusses the different types of development 

opportunities available to them. Section 5.3 explores the characteristics of CPD activities and 

the impact this training on both classroom, and school practices. Section 5.4 reviews the content 

of CPD activities attended by both teachers and heads of school and describes their needs for 

further training. Section 5.5 examines the barriers to and overall support for teachers’ and heads 

of schools’ participation in CPD activities.  

 

 

5.2 Providing learning opportunities to the school academic staff 
 

In-service training, through CPD activities, is an integral part of the professionalisation of the 

teaching workforce, as it provides teachers with opportunities for further learning and 

improvement throughout their careers. The inclusion of participation in CPD as an indicator for 

the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) is evidence of the increasing 

relevance that continuous training has on the development of teachers. More specifically, 

UNESCO has defined participation in CPD activities as a way to monitor the supply of qualified 

teachers, including through international co-operation for teacher training in developing countries, 

especially least developed countries and small island developing states. The TALIS indicator of 

participation in CPD activities aligns well with the SDG indicator.  The subsequent sub-sections 

review the overall participation in CPD training for both teachers and heads of school and 

examine the type of CPD training available to them.  

 

 

5.2.1  Participation in CPD activities 
 

An indicator for total participation in CPD was constructed from teachers and heads of school 

who attended at least one of the ten possible types of CPD training, which included education 

conferences; courses/seminars about subject matter, teaching methods or pedagogical topics; 

courses/seminars about leadership; courses/seminars attended in person; reading professional 

literature; peer and/or self-observation and coaching as part of a formal arrangement; formal 

qualification programme; online courses/seminars; participation in a network of heads of 

school, and other types of professional development activities. 

 

Table 5.1 shows that 91.3% of Maltese teachers participated in, on average, three types of CPD 

activities in the last year prior to the survey, which is lower than the OECD average (94.5%). 

TALIS countries with 99% of teachers participating in CPD include Australia, Austria, Latvia, 

Lithuania and Shanghai. Even countries with comparatively lower shares of teachers participating 

in CPD, such as France and Saudi Arabia, still show quite high levels of participation. 

 

Table 5.1 shows that all Maltese heads of school participated in, on average, six types of CPD 

activities, which is higher than the OECD average (99.0%).  Other countries where 100% of heads 

of school report that they have participated in at least in one professional development activity in 

the past 12 months include Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, 

Kazakhstan, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands, New Zealand, Russian Federation, Singapore, 

Shanghai, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, the United States and Viet Nam. These results reflect the fact 

that professional development has become a crucial step in the career paths of both heads of school 

and teachers.  
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Table 5.1: Teachers’ and heads of schools’ participation in CPD activities 

Country 

Average number of CPD activities in 
which school academics participated 

Percentage of school academics who 
participated in CPD activities 

Teachers Heads of school Teachers Heads of school 

Australia 5.2 6.8 99.3% 99.9% 

Austria 3.9 5.9 98.7% 99.6% 

Belgium 3.1 5.5 94.2% 99.2% 

Flemish (Belgium) 3.6 6.1 97.1% 100.0% 

Brazil 3.7 5.0 87.1% 94.5% 

Bulgaria 3.9 6.1 95.9% 100.0% 

CABA (Argentina) 3.5 5.1 92.4% 99.2% 

Chile 2.8 5.5 86.9% 99.0% 

Colombia 4.0 5.9 90.8% 96.3% 

Croatia 4.7 6.7 98.1% 100.0% 

Czech Republic 3.8 5.6 97.3% 100.0% 

Denmark 3.2 5.6 92.4% 98.4% 

England (UK) 4.0 6.1 96.5% 99.5% 

Estonia 5.0 6.5 97.7% 100.0% 

Finland 3.4 5.3 92.7% 98.8% 

France 2.4 4.3 82.6% 93.8% 

Georgia 4.2 5.4 93.5% 99.3% 

Hungary 4.0 5.8 94.5% 100.0% 

Iceland 4.6 6.1 95.5% 98.0% 

Italy 3.3 5.9 93.2% 100.0% 

Japan 3.6 4.8 89.2% 98.5% 

Kazakhstan 6.3 7.7 98.2% 100.0% 

Korea 5.7 7.6 97.8% 99.3% 

Latvia 5.2 6.8 98.6% 100.0% 

Lithuania 6.1 6.2 99.4% 100.0% 

Malta 3.1 5.9 91.3% 100.0% 

Mexico 3.6 6.0 89.4% 99.2% 

Netherlands 4.3 5.8 98.2% 100.0% 

New Zealand 4.8 6.5 98.5% 99.7% 

Norway 3.4 6.2 93.8% 99.4% 

Portugal 2.9 5.2 88.0% 97.5% 

Romania 4.2 5.6 89.0% 97.0% 

Russia 6.2 7.1 98.2% 100.0% 

Saudi Arabia 4.2 5.2 86.1% 95.2% 

Shanghai (China) 6.5 7.4 99.3% 100.0% 

Singapore 5.0 6.9 98.5% 100.0% 

Slovak Republic 3.4 5.5 92.2% 98.8% 

Slovenia 4.7 6.6 98.3% 100.0% 

South Africa 4.3 5.2 90.6% 96.3% 

Spain 3.3 5.2 91.8% 99.8% 

Sweden 3.9 5.0 95.4% 100.0% 

Chinese Taipei 5.3 6.9 96.7% 99.3% 

Turkey 4.3 5.1 93.6% 96.3% 

United Arab Emirates 5.8 7.0 97.7% 99.4% 

United States 4.5 6.4 98.1% 100.0% 

Viet Nam 5.4 6.8 96.4% 99.7% 

OECD average 4.0 5.8 94.5% 99.0% 
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5.2.2  Participation in CPD activities, by teacher and school characteristics 
 

Given that participation in CPD activities is almost universal in most countries participating in 

TALIS, the next question is whether there is any difference in CPD participation based on the 

type of school where teachers are currently working. Regardless of the type of school where 

they are enrolled, all students should have equal access to well-qualified teachers in order to 

ensure the quality of the education system as a whole. Equitable distribution of CPD opportunities 

across schools is an important consideration for ensuring equitable provision of quality instruction 

throughout the education system. Providing learning opportunities to teachers across a wide range 

of schools ensures that students from different backgrounds benefit from their training. The 

percentage of Maltese teachers who partake in at least one CPD activity is larger in private 

schools (93.3%) than public schools (90.0%). Moreover, Maltese teachers who teach classes 

comprising more than 10% of students with special needs are more likely to participate in these 

CPD activities (91.6%) than their counterparts teaching fewer students with special needs 

(90.9%). However, these differences are not significant at the 0.05 level of significance. Regarding 

differences in participation based on school characteristics, it is reassuring to observe from TALIS 

results that, in the vast majority of countries, there are no significant differences in teachers’ CPD 

participation across school types and concentrations of students with special needs. These 

results may reflect that, for the most part, the characteristics of the school where teachers work 

do not translate into barriers to participation. 

 

It is also important to investigate how participation in CPD activities is affected by teachers’ 

socio-demographic profile, particularly age, teaching experience and gender. It is relevant to 

determine if a similar distribution of characteristics can be observed for teachers participating in 

CPD training. Table 5.2 shows that participation of Maltese teachers in CPD activities is more 

prevalent with females (91.5%) than males (90.8%); more common with novice teachers (92.9%) 

than experienced teachers (90.7%); and more prevalent with young teachers aged less than 30 

years (93.8%) than older teachers aged more than 50 years (88.4%), however, percentage 

difference is significant for teacher age only. On average across OECD countries, female 

teachers participate more frequently in in-service training than their male colleagues and more 

experienced teachers participate more often than novice teachers, these differences (around 1%) 

are not significant at the 0.05 level of significance. 

 

Another key teacher characteristic acting as a driver for teachers’ participation in CPD training is 

their level and type of motivation for their work. Educational systems have usually made use of 

career progression incentives, such as promotion, salary increases, bonuses, to promote 

participation in CPD training. Although these incentives have shown a degree of success, they run 

the risk of transforming CPD training into just a means to ensure work stability. Moreover, 

external intervention to improve performance, such as financial incentives, can actually decrease 

participation, since they could be perceived as controlling programmes that are disruptive to 

teachers’ work. Empirical research has found that a heavy reliance on external rewards, such as 

monetary incentives, can actually affect the intrinsic motivation of employees, specifically their 

need for relatedness, competence and autonomy. 

 

Participation in CPD is driven not only by this “utilitarian” view, but also by a genuine desire 

among teachers to get better skills to help and support their students. Public service motivation, 

aimed at assisting others, can improve individual performance in the workplace, as it increases 

teachers’ commitment and engagement with their tasks. People showing high levels of public 

service motivation are willing to make extra efforts to improve the quality of their work, as they  
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Table 5.2: Percentage of teachers partaking in recent CPD activities, by teacher and school characteristics 

Country 

School type 
Students with 
special needs Gender Age 

Teaching 
experience 
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Australia 99.2% 99.4% 99.4% 99.1% 99.2% 99.3% 99.0% 99.0% 99.3% 99.3% 

Austria 98.7% 99.1% 98.7% 98.8% 98.8% 98.7% 98.0% 98.8% 98.1% 99.0% 

Belgium 93.1% 94.8% 93.8% 94.1% 93.8% 94.3% 93.1% 93.6% 92.9% 94.5% 

Flem. Belgium 97.6% 96.9% 97.6% 96.3% 97.3% 97.0% 97.9% 96.7% 97.7% 97.0% 

Brazil 85.8% 91.7% 86.6% 91.5% 88.4% 86.4% 89.4% 84.3% 88.5% 86.8% 

Bulgaria 95.9%  95.7% 99.5% 94.2% 96.3% 91.8% 95.4% 94.2% 96.3% 

CABA  90.4% 93.3% 92.9%  86.3% 95.2% 91.1% 92.9% 88.9% 93.1% 

Chile 90.6% 83.6% 84.7% 88.9% 88.0% 86.4% 85.9% 87.3% 86.0% 87.2% 

Colombia 89.3% 95.5% 90.3% 93.6% 91.0% 90.7% 94.9% 89.8% 90.1% 90.9% 

Croatia 98.1%  98.0% 99.3% 98.2% 98.1% 98.4% 97.9% 96.0% 98.7% 

Czech Republic 97.4% 96.1% 97.3% 97.3% 96.5% 97.6% 96.7% 96.5% 96.9% 97.4% 

Denmark 92.3% 93.5% 92.2% 93.6% 92.3% 92.4% 92.1% 91.8% 88.8% 93.3% 

England (UK) 97.6% 95.9% 96.2% 96.8% 96.7% 96.4% 97.1% 95.5% 97.6% 96.2% 

Estonia 97.8% 95.7% 97.9% 97.6% 96.4% 98.0% 97.4% 97.8% 98.0% 97.7% 

Finland 92.4% 97.0% 92.3% 93.4% 89.3% 94.1% 86.0% 90.9% 90.5% 93.1% 

France 84.7% 75.4% 81.9% 83.0% 83.5% 82.1% 85.1% 77.6% 81.1% 82.8% 

Georgia 93.6% 96.1% 93.9%  83.0% 95.6% 89.0% 92.9% 92.6% 93.7% 

Hungary 94.7% 95.3% 94.7% 95.4% 93.7% 94.7% 94.9% 93.7% 95.2% 94.4% 

Iceland 95.3%  95.2% 94.8% 94.2% 96.0% 90.7% 95.4% 91.2% 96.6% 

Italy 93.2% 94.7% 93.7% 92.5% 90.6% 94.0% 90.9% 93.3% 87.4% 94.5% 

Japan 90.3% 79.9% 89.0% 91.0% 88.6% 90.1% 89.9% 85.6% 88.6% 89.3% 

Kazakhstan 98.2% 97.9% 98.2%  97.1% 98.6% 96.0% 98.9% 96.1% 99.0% 

Korea 98.4% 95.2% 97.9%  96.0% 98.7% 98.3% 97.7% 97.0% 98.1% 

Latvia 98.5%  98.7% 97.2% 97.6% 98.7% 97.1% 99.1% 98.8% 98.5% 

Lithuania 99.4%  99.5% 99.2% 99.8% 99.3% 96.6% 99.3% 98.7% 99.5% 

Malta 90.0% 93.3% 90.9% 91.6% 90.8% 91.5% 93.8% 88.4% 92.9% 90.7% 

Mexico 88.2% 95.1% 89.6% 86.3% 88.6% 90.1% 93.4% 84.6% 90.5% 89.1% 

Netherlands 98.7% 97.5% 98.8% 97.4% 98.8% 97.7% 96.6% 98.6% 97.2% 98.4% 

New Zealand 98.4% 98.8% 98.3% 99.7% 97.4% 99.0% 97.7% 98.2% 98.3% 98.6% 

Norway 93.3% 96.7% 94.4% 92.4% 92.7% 94.4% 93.8% 93.3% 94.1% 93.7% 

Portugal 87.7% 90.4% 86.8% 90.4% 88.2% 87.9%  87.5% 83.4% 88.2% 

Romania 88.9%  89.2%  86.4% 90.0% 81.3% 87.8% 82.6% 90.1% 

Russia 98.1%  98.1%  96.7% 98.4% 96.3% 98.3% 97.0% 98.5% 

Saudi Arabia 86.2%  86.2%  82.8% 89.2% 85.5% 88.6% 83.5% 87.1% 

Shanghai  99.5% 97.8% 99.3%  99.2% 99.3% 99.9% 97.6% 99.9% 99.2% 

Singapore 98.7% 97.2% 98.3% 99.8% 98.9% 98.2% 97.5% 97.0% 98.1% 98.6% 

Slovak Republic 91.8% 94.5% 92.2% 91.8% 90.1% 92.6% 91.5% 91.2% 90.5% 92.4% 

Slovenia 98.6%  99.0% 97.5% 98.0% 98.4% 96.6% 97.6% 97.7% 98.5% 

South Africa 89.6% 96.6% 90.3% 90.0% 88.0% 92.3% 92.4% 93.5% 92.1% 89.9% 

Spain 90.8% 95.0% 91.7% 92.5% 91.6% 91.9% 94.7% 90.6% 91.9% 91.7% 

Sweden 96.0% 93.4% 96.7% 94.5% 95.2% 95.5% 92.9% 95.1% 91.2% 96.3% 

Chinese Taipei 96.5% 98.1% 96.6% 96.7% 96.0% 97.0% 97.7% 95.3% 97.6% 96.5% 

Turkey 93.9% 90.6% 93.6% 95.2% 93.4% 93.8% 94.6% 90.7% 93.9% 93.6% 

UAE 98.3% 97.3% 97.6% 98.8% 97.7% 97.7% 95.0% 98.8% 95.2% 98.2% 

United States 98.3% 97.2% 97.9% 98.3% 96.3% 99.0% 97.8% 98.0% 98.9% 97.8% 

Viet Nam 96.4% 97.7% 96.4%  96.5% 96.4% 97.0% 94.8% 97.4% 96.4% 

OECD average 94.6% 93.6% 94.4% 94.6% 93.9% 94.7% 94.2% 93.6% 93.5% 94.7% 



Providing Opportunities for CPD 

 

150 

 

perceive that the outcomes have implications for the improvement of others and of society as a 

whole. Under the frame of CPD participation, these extra efforts related to work could be 

interpreted as participation in in-service training.  

 

To investigate the relationship between teachers’ motivation to become educators and their 

participation in a number of different CPD activities, TALIS asked teachers about their main 

motivations for becoming a teacher. Using CFA, two indices were generated from teachers’ 

responses, which included the personal utility value index and the social utility value index.  

 

 
Figure 5.1: Personal utility score distribution of Maltese teachers 

 

 
Figure 5.2: Mean personal utility scores of Maltese teachers, clustered by school type 
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The personal utility value index includes motivations for being a teacher such as ‘teaching offered 

a steady career path’ and ‘teaching provided a reliable income’. Figure 5.1 shows that the personal 

utility score distribution of Maltese teachers is left skewed with mean 10.81 and standard deviation 

1.681. Figure 5.2 shows that the mean personal utility score of teachers in state schools (10.97) is 

significantly larger than the mean score for church schools (10.61), which in turn is significantly 

larger the mean score for independent schools (10.14).  

 

 
Figure 5.3: Social utility score distribution of Maltese teachers 

 

 
Figure 5.4: Mean social utility scores of Maltese teachers, clustered by school type 
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The social utility value index, aligns with the public service motivation concept, as it includes 

motivations such as ‘teaching allowed me to influence the development of children and young 

people’ and ‘teaching allowed me to benefit the socially disadvantage’. Figure 5.3 shows that the 

social utility score distribution of Maltese teachers is left skewed with mean 12.24 and standard 

deviation 1.858.  Figure 5.4 shows that the mean social utility score of teachers in state (12.22) 

church (12.27) and independent schools (12.30) are similar and do not vary significantly from each 

other at the 0.05 level of significance. 

 

To investigate the relationship between teachers’ participation in a number of different CPD 

activities and their personal utility score, a regression model was fitted adjusting for gender, 

working status and years of teaching experience. The regression coefficients displayed in Table 

5.3 show that there is no relationship between participation of Maltese teachers in CPD activities 

and their personal utility score since the regression coefficient is almost 0. In a quarter of TALIS 

countries the relationship between the two variables was found to be significant, however, no 

clear pattern can be identified within this group since, in six of these countries, teachers with 

higher values in the personal utility index are more likely to participate in more CPD activities 

while, for the seven other countries, teachers with higher values in the personal utility index 

report participating in fewer CPD activities. 
 

Table 5.3: Regression model relating participation in CPD activities and personal utility scores 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Index of personal utility value 0.009 0.028 

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.089 0.148 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Working status (Full-time) -0.443 0.210 

Working status (Full-time) 0  

Years of teaching experience -0.005 0.007 

  R-square = 0.01 

 

To investigate the relationship between teachers’ participation in CPD activities and their social 

utility score, another regression model was fitted adjusting for gender, working status and years 

of teaching experience. The regression coefficients displayed in Table 5.4 show that there is a 

significant positive relationship between participation of Maltese teachers in CPD activities and 

their social utility score since the regression coefficient is more than twice the corresponding 

standard error. On average across the OECD, individuals with higher values in the social utility 

index (teachers who were motivated to become teachers because of the social contribution 

teaching represented) tend to participate in more CPD activities. This holds true for all 

countries participating in TALIS except Saudi Arabia and South Africa. 

 
Table 5.4: Regression model relating participation in CPD activities and social utility scores 

Predictor Regression Coefficient Standard error 

Index of personal utility value 0.093 0.028 

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.089 0.144 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Working status (Full-time) -0.463 0.207 

Working status (Full-time) 0  

Years of teaching experience -0.004 0.007 

  R-square = 0.01 
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These results stress the importance of societal motivation for teachers to participate in further 

training. Even more, teachers’ social utility motivation can be affected and encouraged by 

management staff. As such, school and management staff should have the responsibility to 

nourish this intrinsic motivation, while governments and institutions providing CPD training 

should take into account these motivational aspects when seeking to promote participation 

across teachers and designing corresponding incentives. 

 

 

5.2.3  Types of continuous professional development training 
 

The breakdown of the TALIS indicator for CPD participation presents relevant information about 

the format of this training. These formats range from formally structured activities (e.g. 

conferences, workshops, participating in a formal qualification programme) to informal activities 

(e.g. networking, within-school peer collaboration, reading professional literature). The literature 

indicates that training is potentially more effective when teachers are able to participate in a 

wide range of formats. Some formats, such as participation in courses or seminars or reading 

professional literature, may develop knowledge-based skills, while others, like participation in 

professional networks or coaching, foster collaborative and social skills. These characteristics 

help to build a more rounded profile of teachers and heads of school.  

 

Table 5.1 shows that on average Maltese teachers attended about three different types of CPD 

activities in the last prior to the survey, which is lower than the OECD average (4.0). There are 

important cross-country variations across TALIS countries regarding the number of activities in 

which teachers participate. On average, teachers attend six different CPD activities in 

Kazakhstan, Lithuania, the Russian Federation and Shanghai, but less than three activities in 

Chile, France and Portugal. Participation in multiple forms of CPD is higher for heads of school. 

On average, Maltese heads of school participated in about six different forms of CPD training in 

the 12 months prior to the survey, which is comparable to the OECD average (5.8). On average 

among TALIS countries, heads of school in Kazakhstan, Korea, Russian Federation and 

Shanghai attended more than seven different types of training, while heads of school in France 

and Japan attended less than five activities. 

 

Table 5.5 shows that the most popular forms of professional development, according to Maltese 

teachers, are: ‘courses/seminars attended in person’ (83.8%); ‘reading professional literature’ 

(43.9%); and ‘education conferences where teachers, heads of school and/or researchers present 

their research or discuss educational issues’ (42.5%), which vary considerably from the OECD 

averages (75.6%, 72.3% and 48.8% respectively).  

 

Participation in these forms of CPD activities varies noticeably across participating countries. In 

Australia, Austria, Lithuania, Latvia, Singapore and Slovenia, over 90% of teachers participate in 

‘courses/seminars attended in person’, while less than or equal to 50% of teachers do so in 

France, Japan and Romania. In Croatia, Latvia, Russian Federation and Shanghai more than 70% 

of teachers participate in ‘education conferences where teachers and/or researchers present their 

research or discuss educational issues’, while less than 30% of teachers do so in the Czech 

Republic, Georgia, Saudi Arabia and the Slovak Republic. Finally, in Croatia, Estonia, Lithuania, 

the Russian Federation, Shanghai, Slovenia and Viet Nam, 90% or more of teachers engage in 

‘reading professional literature’, but less than 50% do so in Chile, France, Italy, Malta, Saudi 

Arabia and Spain. 
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Table 5.5: Types of professional development in which teachers participated during the last year 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who participated in the following CPD activities 

Courses or 
seminars attended 

in person 

Reading 
professional 

literature 
Education 

conferences 

Peer or self-
observation 

and coaching 

Participation 
in a network 
of teachers 

Australia 92.8% 84.1% 63.2% 69.7% 61.2% 

Austria 92.3% 88.4% 49.7% 30.7% 22.3% 

Belgium 64.4% 62.7% 50.7% 25.4% 41.0% 

Flemish (Belgium) 88.0% 81.2% 37.6% 34.4% 32.7% 

Brazil 65.2% 52.5% 45.4% 26.0% 26.4% 

Bulgaria 84.5% 79.0% 39.1% 45.7% 32.2% 

CABA (Argentina) 65.7% 67.4% 51.2% 33.6% 22.4% 

Chile 57.3% 42.2% 36.2% 37.6% 20.2% 

Colombia 58.5% 73.1% 54.1% 37.3% 30.2% 

Croatia 87.3% 91.5% 72.7% 32.5% 46.7% 

Czech Republic 83.7% 86.4% 27.5% 44.8% 23.6% 

Denmark 72.8% 64.1% 40.9% 31.4% 35.7% 

England (UK) 73.7% 63.7% 34.2% 71.1% 44.8% 

Estonia 89.6% 90.0% 53.2% 51.8% 58.5% 

Finland 68.0% 74.5% 34.6% 14.2% 33.9% 

France 50.0% 48.2% 37.3% 19.9% 26.5% 

Georgia 78.1% 83.8% 22.7% 68.9% 51.0% 

Hungary 61.4% 89.2% 33.5% 51.4% 29.5% 

Iceland 84.9% 73.1% 62.4% 23.4% 55.7% 

Italy 81.2% 24.6% 53.6% 24.7% 31.8% 

Japan 37.3% 67.5% 60.6% 55.2% 30.6% 

Kazakhstan 89.0% 77.3% 64.8% 94.0% 77.7% 

Korea 75.5% 81.4% 44.2% 75.7% 68.2% 

Latvia 94.9% 80.9% 70.5% 61.1% 37.8% 

Lithuania 97.0% 94.0% 60.9% 69.1% 55.5% 

Malta 83.8% 43.9% 42.5% 28.5% 38.1% 

Mexico 57.0% 64.2% 44.7% 41.1% 33.6% 

Netherlands 88.5% 88.2% 45.0% 49.6% 38.4% 

New Zealand 86.2% 87.4% 49.5% 77.7% 57.8% 

Norway 73.4% 74.4% 37.0% 24.6% 40.2% 

Portugal 67.1% 55.7% 48.9% 29.4% 13.9% 

Romania 47.7% 59.6% 42.3% 62.3% 43.3% 

Russia 85.1% 91.2% 69.9% 75.8% 65.5% 

Saudi Arabia 72.7% 43.3% 25.3% 54.2% 43.1% 

Shanghai (China) 73.6% 93.3% 84.8% 90.3% 58.9% 

Singapore 93.6% 57.2% 58.8% 77.0% 66.0% 

Slovak Republic 62.7% 80.0% 26.3% 52.5% 23.2% 

Slovenia 92.8% 92.5% 61.3% 58.9% 42.7% 

South Africa 70.7% 58.2% 55.9% 67.1% 61.0% 

Spain 71.9% 46.3% 44.7% 18.6% 24.1% 

Sweden 73.5% 76.2% 45.7% 46.8% 46.6% 

Chinese Taipei 75.4% 61.9% 69.7% 62.8% 65.3% 

Turkey 86.0% 69.2% 51.8% 21.5% 43.1% 

United Arab Emirates 87.6% 74.5% 62.0% 85.6% 69.7% 

United States 81.8% 71.0% 55.2% 55.4% 51.0% 

Viet Nam 69.4% 94.1% 47.3% 58.9% 76.3% 

OECD average 75.6% 72.3% 48.8% 43.9% 39.9% 
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Table 5.6: Types of professional development in which teachers participated during the last year 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who participated in the following CPD activities 

Online courses 
or seminars 

Other types of 
professional 
development 

activities 

Observation 
visits to other 

schools 

Observation 
visits to 

business 
premises 

Formal 
qualification 
programme 

Australia 70.8% 31.3% 18.3% 15.8% 12.3% 

Austria 18.2% 48.8% 10.2% 14.2% 14.7% 

Belgium 9.9% 23.1% 13.1% 8.3% 13.9% 

Flemish (Belgium) 14.5% 29.5% 18.5% 11.4% 12.8% 

Brazil 43.0% 33.9% 25.7% 25.9% 26.2% 

Bulgaria 36.2% 29.2% 25.8% 10.9% 21.0% 

CABA (Argentina) 36.9% 28.5% 13.2% 14.9% 23.6% 

Chile 27.7% 24.1% 11.9% 13.1% 11.8% 

Colombia 44.9% 28.7% 23.6% 22.7% 28.3% 

Croatia 46.7% 55.6% 16.3% 12.9% 6.5% 

Czech Republic 24.4% 35.2% 19.1% 24.2% 15.7% 

Denmark 12.4% 21.9% 5.7% 22.2% 15.0% 

England (UK) 52.1% 21.9% 25.2% 6.4% 9.7% 

Estonia 39.3% 44.0% 40.1% 22.1% 11.3% 

Finland 22.0% 28.6% 31.4% 25.3% 10.7% 

France 17.2% 21.5% 10.6% 5.0% 7.7% 

Georgia 21.6% 51.5% 28.2% 10.4% 13.8% 

Hungary 34.2% 42.6% 27.7% 15.2% 14.2% 

Iceland 34.4% 34.3% 61.2% 26.4% 11.5% 

Italy 49.4% 28.8% 16.6% 9.0% 12.8% 

Japan 9.4% 18.4% 65.1% 9.1% 6.2% 

Kazakhstan 60.8% 54.8% 62.6% 16.0% 36.0% 

Korea 90.6% 47.2% 51.7% 24.4% 13.7% 

Latvia 29.5% 38.8% 58.1% 30.9% 17.6% 

Lithuania 46.9% 69.5% 63.2% 36.1% 19.1% 

Malta 13.4% 21.5% 10.3% 15.9% 13.4% 

Mexico 54.9% 26.2% 23.0% 10.8% 19.3% 

Netherlands 14.5% 34.6% 31.7% 18.8% 18.4% 

New Zealand 32.7% 38.4% 29.3% 15.8% 12.1% 

Norway 22.7% 27.3% 9.3% 7.0% 24.1% 

Portugal 22.1% 25.4% 11.0% 16.8% 5.1% 

Romania 24.5% 40.9% 40.3% 19.4% 43.9% 

Russia 69.3% 58.0% 71.1% 26.1% 10.5% 

Saudi Arabia 23.1% 28.6% 45.1% 20.5% 67.8% 

Shanghai (China) 95.4% 56.5% 60.9% 15.2% 18.0% 

Singapore 60.2% 23.3% 26.9% 29.7% 10.7% 

Slovak Republic 16.5% 33.4% 7.3% 30.3% 9.6% 

Slovenia 32.8% 47.0% 13.3% 27.1% 8.9% 

South Africa 19.6% 34.6% 27.2% 25.4% 30.3% 

Spain 46.4% 38.0% 13.7% 14.2% 16.6% 

Sweden 34.4% 29.9% 19.0% 13.4% 5.1% 

Chinese Taipei 53.5% 35.8% 48.8% 36.1% 19.7% 

Turkey 46.3% 37.2% 25.6% 19.0% 33.4% 

United Arab Emirates 50.8% 52.0% 41.4% 36.8% 21.9% 

United States 55.0% 32.5% 19.2% 10.4% 17.4% 

Viet Nam 34.2% 53.9% 55.1% 18.6% 33.8% 

OECD average 35.7% 33.3% 25.9% 17.4% 14.5% 
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Attendance at courses and seminars has often been criticised as a traditional approach to teachers’ 

development, since such programmes tend to view teachers as passive recipients of knowledge 

rather than co-constructors of their own development. Although these types of programmes are 

necessary and have been found to be effective in providing teachers with the content and subject 

knowledge required to improve their skills, they are usually disconnected from the context of the 

schools where teachers work and from the daily reality of their classrooms. Instead, critics have 

proposed a school-embedded approach to CPD activities. School-embedded professional 

development is able to incorporate the teaching experience, the school context and teachers’ 

collegiality to improve teachers’ instruction. CPD training is more likely to affect teaching 

practices if teachers can relate the content of their training to their everyday work in their schools 

and classrooms. Furthermore, since school-embedded professional development relies on 

capacities and know-how within schools (e.g. school climate, networking, quality relationships), 

it can be a cost-efficient way to support teachers and heads of school. 

 

Table 5.5 shows that participation of Maltese teachers in ‘peer and/or self-observation and 

coaching as part of a formal school arrangement’ (28.5%) is significantly lower than the OECD 

average (43.9%). ‘Peer/self-observation and coaching’ is an effective form of collaboration 

among teachers that is embedded in the school culture. It can be part of regular school tasks 

requiring the involvement of all members of the school community. Indeed, evidence has 

shown that teachers who engage in collaboration at their work are more receptive of further 

CPD activities. Like the other types of CPD described, ‘peer/self-observation and coaching’ 

shows a great degree of cross-country variation in participation, ranging from more than 85% 

of teachers in Kazakhstan, Shanghai and the United Arab Emirates to less than 20% of teachers 

in Finland, France and Spain. 

 

Like school-embedded professional development, participation in professional networks has also 

been identified as an innovative and effective form of professional development. This type of 

training creates a collegial environment, where teachers and heads of school are encouraged to 

collaborate and share ideas. Networking opportunities allow for co-construction of knowledge, 

provide support that better fits the actual needs of teachers and encourage pedagogical innovation. 

Table 5.5 shows that 38.1% of Maltese teachers participated ‘in a network of teachers formed 

specifically for the professional development of teachers’, which is marginally lower than the 

OECD average (39.9%). Among TALIS countries, at least 65% of teachers participate in 

networks in Kazakhstan, Korea, the Russian Federation, Singapore, United Arab Emirates and 

Viet Nam, while less than 25% do so in Austria, CABA (Argentina), Chile, the Czech Republic, 

Portugal, Slovak Republic and Spain.  

 

Table 5.6 shows that teacher participation in other forms of CPD activities is less prevalent. The 

least popular forms of professional development, according to Maltese teachers, are: ‘observation 

visits to other schools’ (10.3%), ‘online courses or seminars’ (13.4%), ‘formal qualification 

programme’ (13.4%), ‘observation visits to business premises, public organisations or non-

governmental organisations (15.9%), and ‘other types of professional development activities’ 

(21.5%). These percentages are significantly lower than the OECD averages (25.9%, 35.7%, 

14.5%, 17.4% and 33.3% respectively). 

 

Table 5.7 shows that among Maltese heads of school, the most frequent types of CPD activities 

are: ‘reading professional literature’ (92.5%); ‘courses and/or seminars attended in person’ 

(92.5%); and ‘courses or seminars about leadership’ (82.7%), which all exceed the OECD 

averages (86.8%, 77.4% and 72.7% respectively).  
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Table 5.7: Types of professional development in which heads of school participated during the last year 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school who participated in the following CPD activities 

Reading 
professional 

literature 

Courses or 
seminars 

attended in 
person 

Courses or 
seminars 

about 
leadership 

Courses/seminars 
about subject matter, 
teaching methods or 
pedagogical topics 

Education 
conferences 

Australia 97.4% 94.7% 87.0% 79.7% 86.3% 

Austria 94.8% 87.4% 72.2% 82.7% 70.1% 

Belgium 84.4% 77.1% 65.8% 78.9% 78.7% 

Flemish (Belgium) 92.8% 96.7% 85.2% 85.8% 77.2% 

Brazil 66.0% 65.7% 58.2% 79.3% 55.2% 

Bulgaria 86.8% 85.5% 82.3% 82.2% 63.5% 

CABA (Argentina) 87.3% 67.1% 39.9% 73.7% 73.9% 

Chile 77.6% 72.6% 75.1% 76.0% 68.5% 

Colombia 82.0% 64.9% 74.5% 81.6% 70.8% 

Croatia 91.1% 92.9% 94.4% 69.8% 80.1% 

Czech Republic 93.0% 86.0% 87.7% 69.9% 54.7% 

Denmark 93.2% 50.4% 87.1% 71.7% 83.5% 

England (UK) 97.0% 88.4% 75.3% 65.1% 78.6% 

Estonia 96.9% 89.2% 83.4% 74.4% 89.2% 

Finland 89.1% 73.1% 78.5% 62.3% 59.1% 

France 67.7% 60.4% 58.5% 43.1% 67.6% 

Georgia 83.8% 86.9% 92.2% 81.1% 38.5% 

Hungary 96.4% 71.0% 65.5% 44.9% 67.6% 

Iceland 84.7% 83.5% 79.6% 77.3% 89.8% 

Italy 56.6% 95.9% 48.3% 83.4% 74.6% 

Japan 90.3% 17.8% 71.2% 52.8% 92.4% 

Kazakhstan 92.1% 83.9% 74.8% 92.8% 80.7% 

Korea 82.7% 86.4% 96.3% 85.9% 65.0% 

Latvia 92.6% 90.4% 53.8% 94.2% 94.2% 

Lithuania 98.2% 84.8% 82.3% 91.3% 84.9% 

Malta 92.5% 92.5% 82.7% 73.4% 73.7% 

Mexico 85.7% 68.1% 73.4% 73.1% 65.5% 

Netherlands 99.2% 92.0% 85.5% 57.3% 85.6% 

New Zealand 91.5% 85.3% 82.1% 77.2% 81.7% 

Norway 93.7% 81.0% 88.3% 91.9% 87.5% 

Portugal 84.7% 80.6% 62.7% 77.9% 80.5% 

Romania 53.9% 63.8% 70.8% 64.4% 60.5% 

Russia 97.1% 83.6% 35.3% 82.0% 82.2% 

Saudi Arabia 55.6% 77.6% 70.1% 46.6% 28.7% 

Shanghai (China) 98.2% 69.4% 88.2% 89.1% 94.7% 

Singapore 97.9% 99.5% 96.2% 90.2% 88.1% 

Slovak Republic 90.2% 71.0% 67.1% 57.1% 53.9% 

Slovenia 98.3% 90.9% 86.7% 80.2% 85.7% 

South Africa 64.1% 63.1% 74.9% 66.1% 54.3% 

Spain 60.9% 83.3% 46.5% 74.4% 67.6% 

Sweden 94.2% 59.4% 66.0% 28.3% 66.9% 

Chinese Taipei 81.0% 79.5% 84.8% 92.6% 89.5% 

Turkey 71.6% 83.8% 46.3% 46.9% 42.4% 

United Arab Emirates 89.7% 93.7% 87.1% 70.0% 81.1% 

United States 91.1% 88.2% 79.9% 73.7% 72.4% 

Viet Nam 99.1% 76.3% 76.2% 87.9% 73.6% 

OECD average 86.8% 77.4% 72.7% 70.5% 74.6% 
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Table 5.8: Types of professional development in which heads of school participated during the last year 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school who participated in the following CPD activities 

Formal 
qualification 
programme 

Peer or self-
observation and 
coaching as a 

formal arrangement 

Participation in 
a network of 

heads of school 

Online 
courses or 
seminars 

Other types of 
professional 
development 

activities 

Australia 10.4% 55.8% 87.4% 53.4% 31.9% 

Austria 18.2% 37.0% 56.2% 22.4% 51.0% 

Belgium 25.5% 34.4% 70.6% 9.0% 32.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 25.2% 25.0% 78.7% 10.2% 34.9% 

Brazil 32.1% 21.3% 32.7% 44.9% 47.3% 

Bulgaria 18.5% 79.3% 46.3% 46.5% 32.9% 

CABA (Argentina) 12.9% 54.2% 34.4% 31.9% 44.2% 

Chile 37.7% 40.9% 51.5% 25.1% 30.5% 

Colombia 25.5% 47.8% 55.0% 44.3% 42.8% 

Croatia 3.4% 29.9% 91.1% 50.7% 63.4% 

Czech Republic 13.6% 43.8% 42.8% 19.2% 45.9% 

Denmark 21.8% 42.1% 67.6% 12.6% 31.0% 

England (UK) 4.7% 49.2% 70.8% 49.2% 32.0% 

Estonia 5.7% 56.0% 74.8% 30.5% 56.3% 

Finland 7.3% 31.3% 56.4% 45.4% 29.6% 

France 4.3% 24.5% 52.9% 31.6% 17.4% 

Georgia 8.7% 20.7% 48.7% 19.1% 62.2% 

Hungary 13.0% 88.7% 54.0% 39.4% 43.0% 

Iceland 8.2% 44.9% 73.5% 39.8% 38.6% 

Italy 14.6% 35.6% 77.7% 68.4% 38.0% 

Japan 0.2% 54.2% 68.9% 15.9% 23.4% 

Kazakhstan 29.9% 97.2% 83.8% 68.7% 66.6% 

Korea 21.0% 81.7% 81.2% 87.9% 76.5% 

Latvia 11.8% 71.3% 55.2% 53.5% 58.7% 

Lithuania 13.6% 43.9% 13.3% 38.5% 77.2% 

Malta 24.1% 20.5% 68.0% 23.0% 38.0% 

Mexico 38.2% 65.9% 45.3% 55.2% 39.6% 

Netherlands 11.3% 29.8% 80.8% 8.0% 36.0% 

New Zealand 11.2% 50.7% 74.9% 36.5% 60.9% 

Norway 23.9% 15.8% 76.6% 25.3% 41.2% 

Portugal 9.2% 29.1% 32.4% 18.9% 41.6% 

Romania 63.5% 38.5% 41.5% 35.4% 63.9% 

Russia 8.0% 96.0% 80.8% 75.4% 67.0% 

Saudi Arabia 18.3% 76.9% 70.0% 30.7% 43.4% 

Shanghai (China) 10.4% 61.7% 67.4% 88.0% 78.9% 

Singapore 5.5% 47.7% 82.7% 36.5% 47.4% 

Slovak Republic 6.8% 78.6% 53.8% 23.4% 48.0% 

Slovenia 7.7% 48.2% 80.0% 34.3% 53.5% 

South Africa 30.6% 59.9% 60.8% 16.8% 45.0% 

Spain 9.6% 38.7% 45.2% 43.9% 52.2% 

Sweden 28.2% 31.2% 48.1% 36.9% 45.1% 

Chinese Taipei 20.0% 65.0% 72.9% 50.3% 53.4% 

Turkey 15.7% 44.1% 54.1% 50.0% 57.4% 

United Arab Emirates 24.1% 77.0% 76.8% 42.3% 62.1% 

United States 30.1% 50.3% 63.0% 54.7% 34.2% 

Viet Nam 45.5% 64.7% 55.2% 43.2% 62.4% 

OECD average 15.7% 47.2% 61.0% 35.9% 43.4% 
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Comparing the participation of teachers and heads of school in each type of training reveals that 

teachers participate less than heads of school in every form of CPD. It is interesting to observe 

that, for some types of training, the share of heads of schools’ participation is quite high 

compared to that of teachers. That is the case of participation in ‘education conferences’ (74.6% 

of heads of school compared to 48.8% of teacher) and ‘participation in a network formed 

specifically for their professional development’ (61.0% of heads of school compared to 39.9% 

of teachers). For professional development networks, the difference could be because heads of 

school have more years of experience than teachers and have thus accumulated more 

professional contacts to network with. In Croatia, Israel, Kazakhstan, Korea, the Netherlands, the 

Russian Federation, Singapore and Slovenia, at least 80% of heads of school have participated in 

professional networks. Participation of heads of school in ‘peer/self-observation and coaching’ is 

lower (47%). However, in Hungary, Kazakhstan, Korea and the Russian Federation, more than 

80% of heads of school have participated in coaching.  

 

Overall, it seems that heads of school are given more opportunities than teachers for in-service 

training or take greater advantage of it. This can be observed through wide gaps of participation 

in certain types of activities (participation in networks and education conferences), the fact that 

heads of school participate in more CPD activities than teachers (on average, four activities for 

teachers compared to six activities for heads of school) and that overall participation in CPD is 

higher for heads of school (95% of teachers compared to 99% of heads of school). 

 

 

5.3 Exploring impactful forms of professional development 
 

Around the world, education systems strive to find the most cost-effective mechanisms to deliver 

professional training. As a result, there is high policy interest in assessing whether participation in 

CPD is affecting teaching practices and student achievement and whether some types of activities 

are more effective than others. TALIS provides evidence of the impact of CPD activities by 

giving teachers the opportunity to voice their opinions on their training. This section starts by 

describing the share of teachers who report a positive impact of their training activities and the 

extent to which this perceived impact is associated with three professional outcomes of teachers: 

self-efficacy, job satisfaction and cognitive activation practices. It then discusses the characteristics 

that made the training effective.  

 
 

5.3.1  Impact of CPD activities 
 

To investigate the impact of professional development training, teachers were asked whether any 

of the CPD activities they took in the year prior to the survey had an impact on their teaching 

practices and whether their training mattered for CPD activities to be effective. Figure 5.5 shows 

that on average, 70.9% of Maltese teachers reported a positive impact on their teaching practices 

from their participation in CPD activities.  This percentage is significantly lower than the OECD 

average (81.3%).  However, there are important cross-country variations among participating 

TALIS countries. More than 90% of teachers report that their training had a positive impact on 

their teaching practices in CABA (Argentina), Japan Australia, and Singapore. Conversely, less 

than 75% of teachers report a positive impact in Belgium, Bulgaria, Denmark, France, Hungary, 

Malta, Saudi Arabia, Sweden and Turkey. 
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Figure 5.5: Percentage teachers reporting a positive impact from their participation in CPD activities 
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Previous OECD research has shown that CPD activities not only provide teachers with necessary 

skills, but also improve their sense of confidence and satisfaction. Regression analysis was used to 

investigate the relationship between job satisfactions of Maltese teachers to a number of predictors, 

including impact of CPD training on teaching practices, teachers’ gender, wording status and years 

of experience, percentages of low achievers and students with behavioural problems in class, and 

class size.  Table 5.9 shows that teachers who state that their training in the year prior to the survey 

had an impact on their teaching practices have higher levels of job satisfaction than those teachers 

reporting that their training had no impact on their teaching practices.  Moreover, job satisfaction 

decreases with an increase in class size and an increase in the number of problematic students. 

 

Table 5.9: Regression model relating Maltese teachers’ job satisfaction and impact of CPD activities 

Predictor Coefficient St. error 

CPD training has a positive impact on teaching practices (Yes) 0.766 0.120 

CPD training has a positive impact on teaching practices (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.269 0.184 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Working status (Full-time) -0.193 0.262 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

Years of experience of teacher -0.011 0.007 

Percentage of low achievers in class -0.006 0.004 

Percentage of students with behavioural problems in class -0.023 0.006 

Class size -0.014 0.005 

  R-square = 0.09 
 

Regression analysis was used to investigate the relationship between self-efficacy of Maltese 

teachers to the same predictors described in the preceding regression model. Table 5.10 shows 

that teachers who state that their training in the year prior to the survey had an impact on their 

teaching practices have higher levels of self-efficacy than those teachers reporting that their 

training had no impact on their teaching practices.  Moreover, Maltese female teachers have 

higher self-efficacy than male teachers, and self-efficacy decreases with an increase in the number 

of low achievers. So by boosting self-efficacy and job satisfaction, CPD activities can also be 

effective mechanisms for retention of teachers. This association is particularly strong in England 

(United Kingdom), Korea, Singapore, United Arab Emirates, United States, Russian Federation, 

Shanghai (China) and South Africa. 

 

Table 5.10: Regression model relating Maltese teachers’ self-efficacy and impact of CPD activities 

Predictor Coefficient St. error 

CPD training has a positive impact on teaching practices (Yes) 0.281 0.106 

CPD training has a positive impact on teaching practices (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.365 0.121 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Working status (Full-time) 0.255 0.338 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

Years of experience of teacher 0.010 0.008 

Percentage of low achievers in class -0.010 0.004 

Percentage of students with behavioural problems in class 0.005 0.004 

Class size 0.006 0.009 

  R-square = 0.02 
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Although caution against causal arguments is recommended, these results may hint that teachers 

who report a positive impact from their training also tend to be more content with their work, 

have stronger confidence in conducting their classroom instruction and more frequently 

implement effective practices. These results add evidence of the importance of professional 

development for increasing teachers’ level of satisfaction with their work and boosting their self-

confidence.  

 

 

5.3.2  Characteristics of impactful CPD activities 
 

Identifying the characteristics or combinations of characteristics that define effective CPD 

activities is one of the major policy challenges in ensuring continuous quality training. Policy 

reviews often tend to highlight the limited effects of professional development programmes on 

teacher practices by criticising flaws of design or adequacy. TALIS makes it possible to ask 

teachers who participate in this training about the characteristics of the programme that had the 

largest positive impact on their teaching. Teachers were asked to select the relevant characteristics 

from a list of twelve elements, described in Table 5.11, which are key attributes of effective 

training. These characteristics were classified into four comprehensive and distinctive groups; 

‘content quality’, ‘active learning and collaboration’, ‘sustained length’ and ‘school-embedded 

approach’ Only teachers who reported that their training had a positive impact were asked to rate 

these characteristics.  
 

Table 5.11: Characteristics of effective professional development according to Maltese teachers 

Theme 

Percentage of teachers agreeing with the following characteristics 

Characteristics of effective CPD 
Maltese 
teachers 

All OECD 
teachers 

Content focus It built on the teacher's prior knowledge 96.5% 90.7% 

It adapted to the teacher's personal development 
needs 

75.6% 78.0% 

It had a coherent structure 68.4% 76.4% 

It appropriately focused on content needed to teach 
the teacher's subjects 

60.7% 71.8% 

Length of learning It provided follow-up activities 44.6% 50.9% 

It took place over an extended period of time 30.5% 40.3% 

Active learning It provided opportunities to practise/apply new ideas 
and knowledge in the teacher's own classroom 

82.3% 85.9% 

It provided opportunities for active learning 79.0% 77.9% 

It provided opportunities for collaborative learning 72.2% 74.1% 

It focused on innovation in the teacher's teaching 65.3% 64.6% 

School-embedded 

training 
It took place at the teacher's school 58.0% 46.8% 

It involved most colleagues from the teacher's school 57.4% 39.3% 

 

Among teachers reporting that their training had a positive impact, one of the most frequent 

characteristics mentioned relates to the content of the training. The specialised literature agrees 

that effective CPD programmes should be content-driven, with strong subject- and curriculum-

based components that help teachers have a better grasp of their subject. These programmes 

should also take into account the experience and be consistent with the previous knowledge and  
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Table 5.12: Characteristics of content focus and length of learning 

Country 

Percentage of teachers agreeing with the following characteristics  
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Australia 97.5% 72.1% 83.7% 73.6% 40.3% 52.0% 

Austria 91.1% 93.4% 84.9% 66.1% 20.9% 60.0% 

Belgium 80.6% 82.8% 69.1% 60.1% 22.0% 25.7% 

Flemish (Belgium) 91.6% 82.4% 56.7% 66.6% 25.8% 23.0% 

Brazil 88.7% 71.1% 88.8% 82.8% 49.4% 59.4% 

Bulgaria 61.3% 71.3% 58.1% 72.2% 15.6% 45.4% 

CABA (Argentina) 92.7% 84.3% 89.0% 78.3% 53.9% 45.3% 

Chile 88.8% 90.7% 90.4% 84.0% 49.3% 59.1% 

Colombia 93.4% 85.9% 94.0% 82.6% 65.4% 76.6% 

Croatia 95.7% 85.1% 81.5% 87.8% 17.5% 42.7% 

Czech Republic 86.8% 63.7% 85.4% 73.8% 23.4% 67.7% 

Denmark 95.2% 69.9% 66.6% 74.7% 37.7% 34.0% 

England (UK) 92.8% 63.6% 70.4% 65.2% 40.5% 50.7% 

Estonia 93.0% 90.9% 89.5% 79.0% 40.4% 69.9% 

Finland 94.8% 89.7% 77.5% 65.9% 18.2% 42.8% 

France 71.1% 82.8% 84.9% 64.1% 16.5% 27.2% 

Georgia 94.1% 95.3% 86.1% 79.6% 58.4% 78.4% 

Hungary 89.3% 77.4% 89.3% 68.5% 24.1% 31.2% 

Iceland 96.6% 49.4% 80.9% 63.6% 44.0% 25.9% 

Italy 94.3% 81.4% 77.1% 60.4% 62.1% 35.1% 

Japan 93.0% 69.9% 48.5% 69.1% 15.1% 25.4% 

Kazakhstan 92.8% 81.5% 88.1% 89.5% 59.2% 68.6% 

Korea 85.4% 88.7% 61.4% 84.6% 46.5% 45.3% 

Latvia 97.5% 72.6% 61.9% 72.2% 28.0% 42.3% 

Lithuania 96.7% 91.2% 61.5% 66.0% 18.3% 61.7% 

Malta 96.5% 75.6% 68.4% 60.7% 30.5% 44.6% 

Mexico 85.5% 88.4% 87.4% 81.1% 52.2% 72.0% 

Netherlands 95.5% 90.6% 55.1% 66.7% 53.3% 41.0% 

New Zealand 96.2% 58.2% 78.7% 70.8% 49.0% 51.7% 

Norway 92.7% 65.1% 70.8% 77.2% 54.5% 33.2% 

Portugal 80.8% 92.9% 91.5% 83.0% 42.5% 27.6% 

Romania 86.9% 84.6% 76.2% 71.6% 47.9% 60.7% 

Russia 95.0% 77.5% 71.1% 76.6% 30.2% 82.8% 

Saudi Arabia 96.7% 88.4% 81.3% 83.5% 36.9% 71.7% 

Shanghai (China) 95.7% 95.4% 85.9% 93.8% 67.1% 73.0% 

Singapore 96.3% 85.4% 80.9% 80.7% 47.1% 65.2% 

Slovak Republic 87.5% 66.5% 61.3% 76.2% 34.2% 70.0% 

Slovenia 94.5% 69.0% 58.3% 65.2% 23.9% 76.8% 

South Africa 98.2% 88.2% 86.9% 91.8% 48.7% 82.6% 

Spain 78.4% 81.9% 88.4% 66.5% 60.4% 49.4% 

Sweden 91.8% 61.4% 70.7% 70.6% 59.3% 54.3% 

Chinese Taipei 94.7% 88.8% 76.2% 84.6% 35.0% 63.5% 

Turkey 90.8% 84.7% 85.9% 73.1% 49.7% 79.8% 

United Arab Emirates 94.8% 89.9% 82.6% 81.4% 61.0% 76.0% 

United States 96.5% 74.6% 77.9% 71.9% 42.3% 56.5% 

Viet Nam 96.9% 85.2% 92.0% 97.8% 70.2% 90.9% 

OECD average 90.7% 78.0% 76.4% 71.8% 40.3% 50.9% 
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Table 5.13: Characteristics of active learning and school-embedded training 

Country 

Percentage of teachers agreeing with the following characteristics 
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Australia 88.2% 83.5% 85.7% 67.4% 53.2% 47.1% 

Austria 78.5% 74.2% 66.8% 68.0% 24.9% 19.7% 

Belgium 82.3% 73.6% 58.5% 64.9% 37.9% 26.9% 

Flemish (Belgium) 88.2% 73.2% 50.8% 69.0% 42.3% 26.6% 

Brazil 92.0% 89.6% 88.6% 78.0% 47.2% 46.1% 

Bulgaria 86.1% 60.2% 60.2% 71.8% 39.9% 50.5% 

CABA (Argentina) 87.4% 79.4% 75.3% 71.1% 32.1% 23.4% 

Chile 87.4% 88.3% 86.6% 80.7% 55.5% 43.1% 

Colombia 95.7% 91.7% 90.7% 87.5% 66.4% 47.9% 

Croatia 90.6% 84.5% 77.1% 74.6% 25.1% 22.2% 

Czech Republic 73.0% 71.0% 29.9% 61.1% 39.5% 28.4% 

Denmark 83.4% 64.1% 67.4% 28.4% 36.5% 30.4% 

England (UK) 82.6% 65.9% 70.2% 53.5% 64.5% 54.9% 

Estonia 93.7% 81.6% 78.2% 76.8% 51.6% 50.0% 

Finland 83.7% 74.9% 74.4% 39.4% 29.6% 28.5% 

France 74.9% 67.1% 70.3% 52.6% 26.3% 25.4% 

Georgia 88.3% 88.4% 89.9% 79.4% 47.3% 63.0% 

Hungary 87.0% 76.0% 74.3% 60.1% 27.4% 24.4% 

Iceland 80.2% 58.4% 61.8% 44.4% 46.2% 42.5% 

Italy 86.3% 79.9% 79.0% 74.4% 47.4% 34.8% 

Japan 73.5% 68.8% 57.5% 46.8% 42.7% 34.5% 

Kazakhstan 90.2% 90.9% 89.3% 85.3% 60.5% 71.9% 

Korea 90.5% 87.7% 81.0% 65.7% 69.6% 48.4% 

Latvia 84.0% 80.3% 74.1% 74.0% 39.0% 44.0% 

Lithuania 95.3% 69.1% 83.1% 47.5% 60.2% 60.2% 

Malta 82.3% 79.0% 72.2% 65.3% 58.0% 57.4% 

Mexico 93.6% 88.8% 86.8% 87.6% 47.0% 33.3% 

Netherlands 88.5% 73.1% 63.1% 68.9% 54.1% 29.1% 

New Zealand 88.3% 81.7% 81.7% 67.7% 56.6% 49.0% 

Norway 86.5% 76.3% 69.3% 46.2% 44.4% 39.2% 

Portugal 88.3% 85.3% 83.0% 76.8% 40.7% 17.6% 

Romania 83.9% 80.4% 77.0% 67.5% 67.0% 47.5% 

Russia 92.1% 83.7% 80.0% 55.7% 37.5% 36.4% 

Saudi Arabia 90.0% 90.9% 90.9% 75.8% 50.1% 57.5% 

Shanghai (China) 95.0% 93.9% 88.6% 78.6% 54.4% 56.1% 

Singapore 93.1% 88.0% 83.5% 70.3% 58.4% 46.7% 

Slovak Republic 85.3% 75.8% 58.9% 77.4% 33.3% 27.4% 

Slovenia 89.9% 81.6% 77.4% 58.4% 41.5% 37.7% 

South Africa 94.0% 93.2% 88.9% 88.3% 51.7% 57.6% 

Spain 87.5% 84.0% 77.7% 73.2% 48.8% 30.1% 

Sweden 89.6% 76.9% 79.8% 68.5% 59.5% 54.8% 

Chinese Taipei 93.6% 88.3% 82.8% 76.2% 71.2% 53.8% 

Turkey 82.0% 76.6% 74.7% 76.8% 49.6% 72.1% 

United Arab Emirates 93.8% 92.0% 93.6% 84.3% 77.9% 80.2% 

United States 87.3% 85.3% 84.6% 65.8% 56.2% 49.8% 

Viet Nam 95.6% 96.4% 95.7% 98.3% 81.2% 77.5% 

OECD average 85.9% 77.9% 74.1% 64.6% 46.8% 39.3% 
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learning experiences of teachers, along with their specific needs for training. Furthermore, it is 

important that the training have a coherent structure connecting the previous experience of 

teachers with classroom practices and measurable outcomes. Table 5.11 shows that among 

Maltese teachers who found their training impactful, such characteristics correspond to four 

elements: ‘built on the teacher's prior knowledge’ (96.5%); ‘adapted to the teacher's personal 

development needs’ (75.6%); ‘had a coherent structure’ (68.4%); and ‘appropriately focused on 

content needed to teach the teacher's subjects’ (60.7%).  The corresponding OECD averages are 

90.7%, 78.0%, 76.4% and 71.8%.  Table 5.12 shows that the TALIS countries displaying the 

highest share of teachers reporting these four content-related characteristics as part of their 

impactful training are Shanghai (China), South Africa and Viet Nam, while Bulgaria and Japan 

have the lowest share of teachers reporting these characteristics as part of their training. 

 

Another set of characteristics mentioned by teachers who found their training impactful relates to 

active learning and collaboration. Active learning refers to pedagogical approaches that put 

learners at the centre of instruction. Policy reviews and research literature have recommended 

incorporating this approach into CPD training, as it envisions teachers as co-constructors of their 

own learning and provides interactive strategies to contextualise teaching instruction to their local 

settings. In addition, a crucial component of active-learning approaches is collaboration between 

peers. Collaboration incentivises peer learning and coaching modalities that allow for a more 

flexible and efficient learning experience for teachers. Collaboration is often considered a more 

cost-effective approach to professional development than other initiatives, such as courses or 

seminars, since it allows for teachers’ learning to be based on informal networking within schools. 

 
Table 5.11 shows that among Maltese teachers who reported that their training was impactful, the 

characteristics of this dimension were that the training: ‘provided opportunities to practise/apply 

new ideas and knowledge in their own classroom’ (82.3%); ‘provided opportunities for active 

learning’ (79.0%); ‘provided opportunities for collaborative learning” (72.2%); and ‘focused on 

innovation in their teaching’ (65.3%). The corresponding OECD averages are 85.9%, 77.9%, 

74.1% and 64.6%. Table 5.13 shows that the TALIS countries displaying the highest concentration 

of teachers reporting on average these four characteristics of active learning and collaboration as 

part of their impact their impactful training are Colombia, South Africa, the United Arab Emirates 

and Viet Nam. The countries with the lowest share of teachers reporting these characteristics as 

part of their impactful training were the Czech Republic, Denmark, Japan and Iceland.  

 

Sustained length of professional development has been identified as one of the main 

characteristics of CPD programmes that have been able to affect teaching practices. Table 5.11 

shows that among Maltese teachers who reported impactful training, only 30.5% reported that their 

CPD ‘took place over an extended period of time’. Moreover, only 44.6% of teachers reported 

that ‘it provided follow-up activities’. The corresponding OECD averages are 40.3% and 50.9%. 

Table 5.12 shows that the TALIS countries displaying the highest share of teachers reporting 

characteristics of sustained length as elements of their impactful training are Israel and Viet Nam, 

while Belgium, France and Japan are among the systems with the lowest share of teachers 

reporting these elements as part of their training.  

 

As discussed in the previous section, offering CPD activities in the teacher’s school is another key 

attribute of effective CPD. Since school context and teacher background characteristics shape 

classroom practices, they should be ingrained in the content of effective CPD.  Table 5.11 shows 

that among Maltese teachers who reported impactful training, 58.0% reported that their training 

‘took place at the teachers’ school’ and 57.4% stated that ‘it involved most colleagues from the 
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teacher's school’. The corresponding OECD averages are 46.8% and 39.3%. Table 5.13 shows 

that the TALIS countries with an exceptionally high share of teachers reporting school-embedded 

characteristics as part of their impactful training are, the United Arab Emirates and Viet Nam, 

while Austria, Croatia, France and Hungary are among the countries with the lowest share of 

teachers reporting these characteristics. 

 

It is interesting to observe the relatively low reporting of characteristics related to sustained length 

and school-embedded professional development. It may be that these characteristics were not 

present at all in their training or that teachers did not consider these attributes as impactful training. 

Yet, what these results show clearly is that teachers more frequently mention characteristics linked 

to content, active learning and collaboration than those linked to sustained duration or school-

embedded approaches as the main attributes of training that had the most impact for them.   

 

 

5.4 Exploring the content of CPD and the need for it 
 

Collecting information about the content of the CPD activities attended by teachers and heads of 

school can provide policy makers with valuable information on issues teachers face in their 

schools and classrooms. In addition, identification of needs is a crucial prerequisite for 

implementation of effective professional development, as it allows for the design of training 

opportunities aligned to teachers’ requests. This section provides information on both of these 

areas. After describing the content of training and the specific needs for further development, it 

assesses whether participation in training on certain topics or the need for it are related to 

differences among teachers and school characteristics. This is followed by an analysis of changes 

over time in CPD content and needs and an examination of how participation in specific CPD 

content is associated with self-efficacy and practice implementation.   

 

 

5.4.1  Content of teachers’ training and need for it 
 

TALIS asked all teachers who participated in at least one training activity to select from a list of 

fourteen items the topics that were covered in their CPD activities. For each of the items, teachers 

were also asked to rate their level of need for training on a 4-point likert scale ranging from ‘no 

need’ to ‘high level of need’. On average across OECD countries, teachers tend to take part in 

subject- or content-oriented CPD activities that focus on specific subject areas, pedagogy of the 

subject and general pedagogic topics. Participation is less frequent for CPD programmes focusing 

on practical skills and tools to address concrete situations in their classrooms.  

 

Table 5.14 and Table 5.15 show that Maltese teachers report more frequent involvement in CPD 

activities consisting of ‘knowledge and understanding of my subject field(s)’ (70.2%) and 

‘pedagogical competencies in teaching my subject field(s)’ (70.1%).  The corresponding OECD 

averages are 76.0% and 72.8%. More than 90% of teachers report participating in training on each 

of these topics in Latvia, Shanghai (China) and Viet Nam. A possible explanation for the 

popularity of these programmes is that CPD training is often linked with large-scale educational 

reforms that have put forward changes in subject and pedagogical content.  Maltese teachers also 

report more frequent participation in CPD activities consisting of ‘student assessment practices’ 

(74.0%) and ‘knowledge of the curriculum’ (71.6%). The corresponding OECD averages are 65.2% 

and 64.7%. 
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Table 5.14: Content of professional development 

Country 

Percentage of teachers whose CPD included the following topics 

K
n

o
w

le
d
g

e
 a

n
d

 

u
n

d
e

rs
ta

n
d

in
g

 o
f 

m
y
 s

u
b
je

c
t 

fi
e
ld

(s
) 

 

P
e

d
a

g
o
g

ic
a

l 

c
o

m
p

e
te

n
c
ie

s
 i
n

 

te
a

c
h

in
g
 m

y
 

s
u

b
je

c
t 
fi
e
ld

(s
) 

 

K
n

o
w

le
d
g

e
 o

f 
th

e
 

c
u

rr
ic

u
lu

m
 

 

S
tu

d
e

n
t 

a
s
s
e

s
s
m

e
n

t 

p
ra

c
ti
c
e
s
 

 

IC
T

 s
k
ill

s
 f

o
r 

te
a

c
h

in
g
 

 

S
tu

d
e

n
t 
b

e
h
a

v
io

u
r 

a
n

d
 c

la
s
s
ro

o
m

 

m
a

n
a
g

e
m

e
n

t 
  

 

S
c
h

o
o
l 

m
a

n
a
g

e
m

e
n

t 
a

n
d

 

a
d

m
in

is
tr

a
ti
o

n
  
 

 

Australia 81.7% 74.4% 82.6% 76.7% 67.1% 44.1% 45.3% 

Austria 78.6% 76.3% 50.6% 49.6% 46.4% 36.2% 16.5% 

Belgium 62.6% 67.7% 52.0% 49.6% 39.7% 39.7% 16.2% 

Flemish (Belgium) 78.4% 76.1% 61.4% 60.3% 44.8% 45.6% 23.1% 

Brazil 85.6% 81.7% 80.1% 82.5% 51.8% 63.8% 29.9% 

Bulgaria 71.4% 73.9% 70.2% 60.2% 63.3% 56.9% 20.5% 

CABA (Argentina) 61.4% 71.8% 44.9% 49.2% 61.3% 39.9% 14.3% 

Chile 75.8% 74.1% 71.8% 64.6% 51.5% 52.3% 21.3% 

Colombia 83.8% 86.1% 83.4% 80.2% 78.2% 70.5% 27.9% 

Croatia 92.6% 88.2% 81.6% 86.2% 73.1% 54.3% 23.3% 

Czech Republic 71.0% 59.7% 35.4% 45.5% 41.1% 45.0% 11.0% 

Denmark 71.8% 68.8% 51.3% 45.8% 47.1% 32.5% 8.1% 

England (UK) 65.3% 58.3% 70.1% 72.5% 40.3% 46.9% 39.6% 

Estonia 77.2% 71.9% 67.7% 72.2% 74.1% 59.1% 11.6% 

Finland 85.7% 65.4% 78.5% 75.6% 74.4% 30.4% 8.6% 

France 58.5% 69.4% 59.4% 63.2% 50.2% 23.7% 5.9% 

Georgia 87.6% 87.0% 90.9% 89.8% 66.6% 84.0% 32.5% 

Hungary 80.3% 79.9% 67.4% 53.4% 69.3% 59.0% 51.1% 

Iceland 60.7% 53.6% 61.5% 72.3% 63.2% 36.5% 4.3% 

Italy 84.6% 78.5% 66.6% 72.0% 68.1% 64.7% 16.4% 

Japan 89.2% 86.9% 52.7% 57.1% 52.7% 48.1% 24.5% 

Kazakhstan 91.9% 89.5% 95.5% 96.7% 89.5% 82.9% 41.0% 

Korea 91.8% 89.7% 80.1% 77.6% 60.8% 75.7% 37.1% 

Latvia 90.7% 91.0% 82.9% 86.0% 77.3% 66.0% 20.5% 

Lithuania 84.5% 80.4% 67.9% 87.0% 69.3% 68.8% 14.6% 

Malta 70.2% 70.1% 71.6% 74.0% 47.7% 46.3% 26.0% 

Mexico 84.1% 83.7% 87.0% 75.2% 63.9% 62.1% 30.3% 

Netherlands 78.2% 81.3% 61.2% 52.9% 60.8% 57.9% 18.0% 

New Zealand 77.4% 71.6% 66.2% 67.7% 72.5% 46.7% 41.4% 

Norway 78.2% 64.3% 58.4% 70.6% 57.8% 52.1% 15.3% 

Portugal 72.0% 74.9% 53.0% 55.6% 47.0% 41.8% 8.0% 

Romania 71.1% 72.9% 66.3% 73.9% 51.8% 61.3% 19.4% 

Russia 89.0% 88.8% 83.0% 82.9% 75.5% 76.7% 27.5% 

Saudi Arabia 81.6% 83.0% 78.8% 77.1% 76.1% 73.8% 41.9% 

Shanghai (China) 98.3% 98.3% 96.1% 85.2% 76.9% 79.9% 35.9% 

Singapore 86.0% 87.7% 80.8% 85.4% 74.6% 53.7% 41.2% 

Slovak Republic 67.1% 64.7% 40.0% 43.4% 60.0% 33.2% 19.4% 

Slovenia 75.8% 72.2% 48.9% 60.9% 59.2% 45.9% 17.8% 

South Africa 92.4% 83.7% 92.7% 91.5% 52.9% 78.7% 63.2% 

Spain 63.0% 72.0% 57.1% 54.1% 68.1% 47.8% 17.3% 

Sweden 59.3% 50.6% 52.4% 53.0% 66.6% 41.2% 9.7% 

Chinese Taipei 94.0% 95.9% 91.5% 80.1% 59.6% 79.5% 45.5% 

Turkey 63.9% 62.5% 85.9% 65.7% 60.8% 60.5% 34.9% 

United Arab Emirates 84.0% 84.1% 85.6% 89.0% 84.7% 80.0% 55.6% 

United States 77.8% 67.6% 75.1% 72.3% 60.1% 55.6% 31.0% 

Viet Nam 99.0% 98.5% 98.9% 97.0% 92.9% 94.4% 27.5% 

OECD average 76.0% 72.8% 64.7% 65.2% 60.4% 49.8% 22.1% 
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Table 5.15: Content of professional development 

Country 

Percentage of teachers whose CPD included the following topics 
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Australia 64.8% 57.6% 22.7% 56.2% 67.8% 26.9% 18.8% 

Austria 50.4% 22.6% 17.6% 34.8% 21.2% 29.1% 15.5% 

Belgium 29.2% 35.1% 13.4% 31.8% 31.2% 14.0% 10.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 26.5% 37.5% 17.6% 35.8% 41.0% 19.0% 12.8% 

Brazil 58.2% 39.7% 26.8% 62.5% 74.5% 66.1% 25.2% 

Bulgaria 34.0% 38.7% 31.4% 49.1% 54.8% 54.9% 26.6% 

CABA (Argentina) 36.6% 22.8% 19.4% 56.5% 44.3% 36.3% 15.3% 

Chile 41.3% 54.9% 21.2% 56.3% 55.0% 54.5% 27.7% 

Colombia 50.4% 41.7% 29.3% 72.7% 70.4% 67.5% 28.9% 

Croatia 65.3% 67.2% 18.7% 56.3% 70.0% 40.7% 22.6% 

Czech Republic 39.2% 52.6% 14.2% 36.4% 29.3% 36.7% 14.6% 

Denmark 20.8% 28.7% 14.4% 21.0% 25.6% 15.3% 10.5% 

England (UK) 55.7% 57.2% 19.3% 40.6% 63.3% 24.6% 12.4% 

Estonia 42.4% 57.2% 24.9% 61.3% 52.6% 39.5% 23.9% 

Finland 41.5% 30.4% 19.9% 34.5% 32.4% 21.8% 16.1% 

France 41.5% 30.0% 6.3% 27.8% 28.0% 9.7% 6.9% 

Georgia 77.6% 51.4% 35.3% 74.1% 85.8% 72.9% 36.4% 

Hungary 29.6% 45.1% 14.8% 58.3% 44.9% 52.5% 19.4% 

Iceland 31.7% 30.5% 23.0% 30.3% 23.2% 22.9% 18.7% 

Italy 62.6% 74.1% 28.1% 63.4% 47.5% 46.9% 32.6% 

Japan 53.5% 55.7% 12.9% 40.9% 43.4% 33.4% 14.2% 

Kazakhstan 76.1% 31.9% 36.8% 76.6% 89.4% 77.6% 30.6% 

Korea 57.5% 24.5% 31.4% 66.7% 67.4% 47.1% 22.1% 

Latvia 75.6% 50.1% 28.4% 72.6% 74.7% 53.4% 31.0% 

Lithuania 66.6% 53.0% 18.1% 68.6% 75.4% 59.0% 24.9% 

Malta 46.0% 31.3% 26.9% 42.2% 53.7% 23.1% 21.5% 

Mexico 43.1% 28.2% 15.8% 64.5% 65.8% 54.0% 13.4% 

Netherlands 52.8% 42.3% 9.7% 44.2% 27.7% 29.4% 10.2% 

New Zealand 56.6% 32.0% 46.5% 51.3% 58.2% 29.2% 29.4% 

Norway 24.2% 30.8% 15.0% 29.8% 40.5% 24.0% 12.3% 

Portugal 29.8% 30.5% 14.0% 42.4% 33.5% 27.2% 17.7% 

Romania 51.9% 33.2% 22.3% 52.0% 59.1% 53.7% 28.0% 

Russia 71.2% 54.6% 24.4% 76.4% 80.6% 67.9% 25.4% 

Saudi Arabia 61.8% 26.3% 39.9% 74.9% 63.0% 64.8% 25.0% 

Shanghai (China) 80.5% 46.4% 42.6% 55.9% 64.4% 62.8% 22.0% 

Singapore 48.0% 34.5% 24.6% 51.1% 68.8% 34.4% 20.3% 

Slovak Republic 29.3% 36.7% 14.2% 41.3% 28.9% 23.2% 14.4% 

Slovenia 50.0% 54.1% 17.6% 44.8% 47.8% 40.4% 18.5% 

South Africa 59.7% 34.1% 54.1% 74.5% 83.5% 73.4% 49.0% 

Spain 39.5% 36.6% 32.5% 54.4% 45.0% 33.2% 22.6% 

Sweden 42.1% 46.4% 23.9% 25.4% 31.3% 13.2% 11.9% 

Chinese Taipei 67.5% 52.5% 43.0% 67.7% 67.0% 60.9% 29.7% 

Turkey 52.6% 52.0% 27.0% 48.0% 47.0% 56.2% 23.0% 

United Arab Emirates 83.1% 69.5% 64.8% 85.7% 86.1% 73.8% 61.9% 

United States 64.4% 55.9% 41.9% 58.7% 60.0% 32.4% 29.3% 

Viet Nam 79.4% 49.9% 40.5% 94.8% 92.3% 91.9% 32.0% 

OECD average 46.6% 42.8% 21.9% 48.5% 46.8% 35.1% 19.3% 



Providing Opportunities for CPD 
 

169 

 

At the low end of participation rates of Maltese teachers are CPD activities covering ‘teaching in 

a multicultural or multilingual setting’ (26.9%), ‘communicating with people from different 

cultures or countries’ (21.5%). The corresponding OECD averages are 21.9% and 19.3%. These 

results may reflect the struggle of education systems to tackle increased diversity related to the 

expansion of educational coverage and migration fluxes.  In fact, countries with a longer tradition 

of tackling instruction in diverse settings have comparatively higher rates of participation in 

multicultural or multilingual training. That is the case in New Zealand, Shanghai (China), South 

Africa, United Arab Emirates, United States and Viet Nam, where more than 40% of teachers 

participate in these activities. Teachers in the United Arab Emirates show exceptionally high 

participation, with 65% reporting participating in multicultural or multilingual training. Maltese 

teachers also report less frequent participation in CPD activities consisting of ‘teacher-parent 

cooperation’ (23.1%), which is significantly lower than the OECD average (35.1%). 

 

It is particularly relevant to explore the high need for CPD, because it provides access to first-

hand knowledge of the training requests of teachers. Table 5.17 shows that, on average, the two 

areas where large shares of Maltese teachers report a high need are: ‘teaching students with 

special needs’ (20.4%), and ‘teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting’ (20.4%). The 

corresponding OECD averages are 22.2% and 15.0%. These results on ‘teaching students with 

special needs’ and training to ‘teach in a multicultural or multilingual setting’ could reflect the 

pressure and the demands on teachers to teach in increasingly diverse classrooms. In particular, 

the recent migration crisis has affected the school composition of several European OECD 

countries. A few of them, like Italy, Malta and Spain, which were traditionally countries from 

which immigrants originated, have become destination countries for immigrants. 

 

The need for training for ‘teaching special needs students’ seems to be particularly urgent in Latin 

American countries, since all of the five TALIS participants from that region show exceptionally 

elevated shares of teachers reporting high needs: Brazil (58.4%); Colombia (54.8%); Mexico 

(53.2%); Chile (38.3%); and CABA (Argentina) (36.0%). High values can also be observed for 

Japan (45.7%) and South Africa (38.6%), as well as Croatia (36.3%), Romania (35.1%) and 

France (33.7%). Almost the same group of Latin American countries, with the exception of 

CABA (Argentina), also exhibit the highest values for needs in ‘teaching in multicultural and 

multilingual settings’. There may be two explanations for the high priority of needs in these areas 

in Latin American. First, in recent decades there has been a proliferation in the region of inclusive 

school programmes targeted at building more diverse classrooms, which have translated into an 

increasing need for teachers to get training on managing diverse classrooms. Second, countries in 

Latin America have recently seen a notable increase in the cultural diversity of their classrooms, 

due to the recent influx of migrants. 

 

Incorporation of information and communication technologies (ICT) into the classroom is 

another of the major challenges currently facing education systems.  OECD results have shown 

that being exposed to technology will not improve student learning without the mediation and 

training of teachers. Table 5.16 shows that training in this area seems to be a major request for 

Viet Nam (55.5%); Japan (39.0%); Colombia (33.8%); Georgia (32.8%); South Africa (31.5%); 

Shanghai (China) (30.2%) and Kazakhstan (30.2%). Maltese teachers report a lower need for 

training in ICT (14.0%), which is lower than the OECD average (17.7%). 

 

The contrast between shares of participation and shares of high need for CPD activities allows for 

further insights. Topics with high shares of participation also display lower shares of high need, 

such as: training in ‘knowledge and understanding of my subject field(s)’ (only 3.7% of Maltese  
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Table 5.16: Teachers’ needs for professional development 

Country 

Percentage of teachers reporting high needs for CPD in the these topics  
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Australia 3.9% 3.2% 5.4% 6.0% 11.4% 5.4% 5.4% 

Austria 3.9% 5.7% 2.9% 11.3% 15.5% 16.8% 4.4% 

Belgium 3.9% 4.5% 5.3% 11.2% 17.6% 9.7% 4.0% 

Flemish (Belgium) 3.0% 3.3% 2.9% 10.3% 9.4% 8.0% 2.9% 

Brazil 9.6% 9.2% 7.9% 10.1% 27.0% 18.6% 21.5% 

Bulgaria 18.8% 17.3% 19.5% 16.8% 22.6% 21.8% 10.6% 

CABA (Argentina) 3.2% 4.3% 4.1% 5.9% 19.6% 9.1% 10.6% 

Chile 6.8% 8.8% 8.6% 15.0% 16.7% 16.9% 16.0% 

Colombia 14.1% 18.7% 16.0% 19.9% 33.8% 20.5% 27.2% 

Croatia 7.4% 11.7% 6.1% 16.1% 26.2% 22.9% 6.4% 

Czech Republic 10.8% 7.2% 3.3% 6.5% 13.0% 16.7% 4.3% 

Denmark 10.5% 7.9% 3.3% 7.0% 11.2% 5.6% 3.0% 

England (UK) 2.8% 1.9% 3.5% 4.2% 5.3% 2.9% 4.0% 

Estonia 10.1% 9.4% 7.7% 11.0% 19.2% 16.7% 4.3% 

Finland 4.1% 3.5% 7.7% 14.0% 19.0% 8.6% 2.3% 

France 4.7% 9.1% 4.0% 15.1% 22.9% 12.7% 4.7% 

Georgia 21.1% 21.9% 25.2% 25.3% 32.8% 21.4% 10.7% 

Hungary 6.5% 8.2% 5.4% 6.8% 20.5% 13.1% 4.4% 

Iceland 10.7% 9.4% 10.2% 18.8% 21.1% 18.9% 4.2% 

Italy 7.2% 10.7% 4.4% 9.0% 16.6% 15.8% 5.4% 

Japan 59.2% 63.5% 27.7% 43.2% 39.0% 43.4% 16.7% 

Kazakhstan 21.8% 21.6% 26.0% 27.9% 30.2% 21.4% 11.2% 

Korea 19.6% 26.0% 16.8% 24.8% 21.0% 27.8% 13.0% 

Latvia 12.9% 12.0% 18.3% 16.6% 22.6% 19.7% 6.1% 

Lithuania 15.3% 15.2% 11.6% 20.1% 23.6% 20.9% 6.2% 

Malta 3.7% 3.9% 6.9% 14.9% 14.0% 11.4% 9.1% 

Mexico 7.2% 10.3% 11.7% 9.9% 16.5% 12.1% 15.1% 

Netherlands 9.0% 5.8% 3.3% 9.9% 16.0% 8.8% 4.4% 

New Zealand 3.9% 4.1% 2.7% 5.5% 14.0% 5.1% 4.6% 

Norway 7.5% 8.8% 8.3% 12.0% 22.2% 10.5% 3.8% 

Portugal 5.5% 6.2% 2.9% 8.5% 12.0% 17.8% 9.9% 

Romania 8.7% 10.1% 10.5% 13.4% 21.2% 17.2% 14.3% 

Russia 15.3% 15.5% 14.5% 14.2% 14.6% 13.6% 6.9% 

Saudi Arabia 13.9% 13.7% 14.3% 16.0% 27.9% 16.3% 14.7% 

Shanghai (China) 30.3% 34.4% 29.8% 32.0% 30.2% 30.9% 16.5% 

Singapore 5.7% 9.7% 6.2% 13.5% 14.0% 9.0% 6.4% 

Slovak Republic 11.1% 10.7% 10.9% 11.3% 16.6% 19.1% 8.2% 

Slovenia 4.2% 4.3% 2.5% 7.2% 8.5% 15.8% 3.6% 

South Africa 11.0% 12.6% 12.3% 10.2% 31.5% 15.9% 18.9% 

Spain 3.7% 8.0% 4.1% 8.9% 15.0% 13.5% 10.8% 

Sweden 7.4% 5.9% 4.3% 9.1% 22.2% 7.6% 4.0% 

Chinese Taipei 15.5% 20.6% 14.6% 13.7% 24.2% 20.7% 8.6% 

Turkey 4.2% 4.1% 4.6% 5.0% 7.5% 6.2% 9.8% 

United Arab Emirates 5.0% 5.7% 6.2% 7.2% 9.6% 7.6% 9.9% 

United States 2.0% 2.8% 3.1% 4.6% 10.2% 5.3% 4.2% 

Viet Nam 80.5% 79.4% 72.2% 66.1% 55.5% 68.4% 21.6% 

OECD average 9.4% 10.2% 7.6% 12.1% 17.7% 14.2% 7.5% 
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Table 5.17: Teachers’ needs for professional development 

Country 

Percentage of teachers reporting high needs for CPD in the these topics 
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Australia 7.5% 11.5% 7.2% 8.9% 7.2% 3.1% 3.7% 

Austria 14.4% 16.0% 13.8% 11.3% 7.7% 6.9% 9.4% 

Belgium 12.5% 18.3% 9.3% 7.1% 8.8% 5.5% 5.5% 

Flemish (Belgium) 9.6% 12.9% 8.4% 5.1% 8.5% 2.5% 3.8% 

Brazil 15.2% 58.4% 44.0% 17.4% 12.5% 30.5% 40.9% 

Bulgaria 15.2% 27.2% 21.2% 12.2% 14.0% 20.2% 18.5% 

CABA (Argentina) 10.3% 36.0% 24.9% 8.9% 6.8% 9.0% 14.8% 

Chile 18.1% 38.3% 33.8% 21.2% 17.1% 17.3% 26.4% 

Colombia 22.9% 54.8% 45.4% 26.3% 21.2% 20.6% 40.1% 

Croatia 26.7% 36.3% 14.3% 23.4% 17.9% 14.3% 15.1% 

Czech Republic 10.0% 14.6% 6.5% 9.3% 7.1% 9.0% 6.1% 

Denmark 6.9% 18.7% 10.7% 9.0% 5.5% 2.6% 5.2% 

England (UK) 2.5% 5.9% 4.9% 3.4% 3.6% 1.4% 2.9% 

Estonia 10.6% 26.5% 10.5% 17.2% 10.2% 12.5% 8.4% 

Finland 7.3% 12.4% 6.9% 6.0% 6.6% 1.9% 4.4% 

France 23.7% 33.7% 16.7% 13.6% 12.3% 7.1% 12.0% 

Georgia 21.5% 22.0% 12.4% 20.1% 25.7% 23.3% 17.3% 

Hungary 11.1% 22.0% 12.6% 13.6% 8.3% 8.5% 9.8% 

Iceland 12.0% 17.4% 19.4% 10.1% 9.0% 5.7% 9.5% 

Italy 9.6% 14.9% 14.4% 12.9% 6.5% 8.0% 11.9% 

Japan 45.6% 45.7% 14.9% 31.8% 33.1% 32.1% 15.9% 

Kazakhstan 15.4% 13.6% 12.7% 18.4% 17.1% 20.7% 11.8% 

Korea 22.4% 13.5% 14.5% 26.2% 23.7% 18.2% 13.8% 

Latvia 20.8% 19.6% 11.1% 17.4% 16.3% 13.0% 10.6% 

Lithuania 18.5% 20.8% 9.5% 18.7% 18.9% 13.1% 10.1% 

Malta 10.2% 20.4% 20.4% 15.2% 13.3% 7.0% 12.2% 

Mexico 14.6% 53.2% 45.9% 13.6% 10.0% 21.9% 31.9% 

Netherlands 18.7% 11.7% 3.6% 12.4% 4.4% 3.2% 2.6% 

New Zealand 9.7% 14.9% 7.3% 11.7% 5.8% 4.0% 4.0% 

Norway 6.7% 17.7% 12.6% 12.8% 8.9% 4.1% 6.4% 

Portugal 11.3% 27.0% 21.6% 11.3% 8.2% 6.1% 11.5% 

Romania 21.5% 35.1% 27.1% 22.8% 14.4% 17.4% 27.4% 

Russia 11.5% 14.6% 12.7% 15.1% 13.2% 10.2% 13.7% 

Saudi Arabia 16.1% 28.5% 26.0% 25.7% 19.3% 22.1% 30.3% 

Shanghai (China) 35.4% 24.7% 22.0% 30.0% 27.6% 28.2% 19.2% 

Singapore 12.1% 19.9% 5.4% 15.2% 13.1% 4.9% 4.1% 

Slovak Republic 14.5% 26.5% 9.3% 16.3% 10.2% 11.0% 8.2% 

Slovenia 8.6% 23.2% 14.3% 10.6% 6.9% 8.7% 7.8% 

South Africa 16.4% 38.6% 19.9% 15.2% 12.8% 18.6% 21.2% 

Spain 13.1% 28.2% 17.6% 15.6% 10.2% 9.4% 11.2% 

Sweden 11.3% 18.0% 14.8% 8.0% 6.6% 3.8% 7.1% 

Chinese Taipei 16.0% 13.8% 12.4% 26.1% 16.7% 13.2% 9.9% 

Turkey 9.3% 16.0% 22.2% 7.4% 6.2% 7.3% 24.6% 

United Arab Emirates 7.9% 18.1% 10.1% 9.5% 8.2% 6.9% 9.8% 

United States 7.3% 9.2% 6.1% 6.2% 5.1% 4.0% 4.7% 

Viet Nam 41.2% 25.6% 19.1% 66.2% 63.3% 61.5% 19.0% 

OECD average 13.6% 22.2% 15.0% 13.6% 10.7% 9.3% 11.1% 
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teachers reported a high need, while 70.2% reported having participated in this training); and 

‘pedagogical competencies in teaching my subject field(s)’ (only 3.9% reported a high need, 

while 70.1% reported having participated in this training). Conversely, topics such as ‘teaching 

students with special needs’ display low levels of participation but comparatively high levels of 

need (20.4% of Maltese teachers reported a high level of need in this area while only 31.3% 

reported participated in training); and ‘teaching in a multicultural and multilingual setting’ (20.4% 

of teachers reported a high level of need in this area while only 26.9% reported participated in 

training). A possible explanation is that topics with the highest levels of participation are also 

those with lower levels of need, as participation in a single session of CPD could satisfy the need, 

and no more demand for it would be observed. 

 

For Maltese teachers, one group of topics shows relatively high levels of participation (above 

40%) and high levels of need (above 14%). These include ‘ICT skills for teaching’; ‘teaching 

cross-curricular skills’; and ‘student assessment practices’. High participation and high need for a 

given topic may be explained by a desire for further development, even if teachers have already 

participated in training on that topic. Such a high need for training on a specific topic should not 

be interpreted solely as a lack of participation in training on that topic. Teachers may want more 

training on a topic they have already explored because they were dissatisfied with the quality of 

their original training or they want to invest more time in it. 

 

In order to further explore the relation between in-service training participation and needs, TALIS 

explored for the three areas with highest needs (‘teaching students with special needs’, ‘teaching 

in a multicultural or multilingual setting’ and ‘ICT skills for teaching’) whether the need for them 

are equally prevalent between teachers that have participated in the respective in-service training 

and in teachers that have not participated. On average across the OECD, it is possible to observe 

that, in the three areas explored, there are no significant differences between the percentages of 

participating teachers that still report have a high need and the percentage of those that have not 

participated and have a high need. These results seem to suggest that needs of teachers are 

persistent regardless of whether they have previously participated in training in that area or not. 

The need for training may emerge not only from previous access to training, but also as a response 

to concrete school and classroom demands and/or policy requirements. 

 

There are important cross-country variations that are relevant to acknowledge. For example, in 

most of the Asian countries participating in TALIS 2018, the percentage of teachers who 

participated in ‘teaching students with special needs’ in-service training and still have a high need 

for it is significantly greater than that of those that have not participated and report a high need. 

Table 5.18 shows that for Japan (57.4% of participating teachers report a high need against 35.5% 

of non-participating teachers with a high need), Shanghai (China) (32.3% of participating 

teachers report a high need against 17.9% of non-participating teachers with a high need) and 

Viet Nam (40.3% of participating teachers report a high need against 11.0% of non-participating 

teaches with a high need). Conversely, in most of the Latin American countries, the proportion of 

teachers that have not participated in ‘teaching students with special needs’ and have a high need 

is greater than the percentages that have participated and still have the need. This is the case for 

Brazil (45.4% of participating teachers report a high need against 66.0% of non-participating 

teaches with a high need), Colombia (45.8% of participating teachers report a high need against 

61.2% of non-participating teaches with a high need), and Mexico (38.3% of participating 

teachers report a high need against 60.2% of non-participating teaches with high need). A similar 

pattern is observed for ‘teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting’ and ‘ICT skills for 

teaching’. 
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Table 5.18: Characteristics of active learning and school-embedded training 

Country 

Participated in this CPD activity and reported a high need for it 

No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Teaching students with 
special needs 

Teaching a multicultural 
or multilingual setting 

ICT skills for 

teaching 

Australia 13.0% 10.4% 7.3% 7.1% 12.1% 11.0% 

Austria 14.6% 21.1% 12.6% 19.9% 16.8% 14.3% 

Belgium 16.3% 21.9% 8.6% 13.9% 17.5% 17.5% 

Flemish (Belgium) 10.7% 16.6% 7.5% 13.0% 8.2% 11.1% 

Brazil 66.0% 45.4% 50.0% 27.2% 36.6% 18.0% 

Bulgaria 26.8% 28.8% 20.4% 24.7% 19.6% 24.3% 

CABA (Argentina) 39.6% 27.8% 27.2% 15.9% 30.8% 13.1% 

Chile 46.5% 32.5% 38.2% 22.0% 18.9% 13.8% 

Colombia 61.2% 45.8% 51.7% 30.2% 45.2% 30.2% 

Croatia 42.0% 33.6% 13.3% 18.5% 29.0% 25.2% 

Czech Republic 11.8% 17.7% 5.6% 11.7% 11.8% 15.1% 

Denmark 19.6% 14.4% 9.8% 14.0% 10.7% 10.8% 

England (UK) 8.2% 4.4% 5.1% 4.3% 5.6% 5.1% 

Estonia 22.4% 30.0% 8.7% 16.6% 17.6% 20.2% 

Finland 12.3% 12.4% 5.9% 11.0% 19.9% 18.8% 

France 33.8% 34.4% 15.8% 20.5% 27.2% 18.6% 

Georgia 19.5% 24.5% 9.5% 17.1% 34.9% 31.2% 

Hungary 23.0% 21.7% 12.9% 10.8% 24.2% 20.0% 

Iceland 17.2% 17.6% 16.4% 29.2% 17.6% 23.7% 

Italy 14.8% 15.4% 14.0% 16.3% 19.1% 15.7% 

Japan 35.5% 57.4% 11.8% 37.6% 32.3% 47.1% 

Kazakhstan 12.2% 16.8% 11.0% 15.8% 20.5% 31.4% 

Korea 11.3% 20.1% 13.4% 17.5% 21.2% 21.3% 

Latvia 16.3% 22.6% 9.4% 15.7% 21.8% 22.9% 

Lithuania 17.1% 24.1% 8.2% 15.9% 18.9% 25.8% 

Malta 22.8% 15.3% 22.5% 16.0% 14.4% 14.7% 

Mexico 60.2% 38.3% 50.1% 26.0% 23.7% 12.0% 

Netherlands 10.7% 13.4% 3.0% 10.8% 12.5% 18.7% 

New Zealand 15.9% 12.2% 8.6% 5.5% 15.0% 13.3% 

Norway 17.7% 18.3% 11.6% 17.7% 24.4% 21.7% 

Portugal 28.2% 25.0% 22.4% 19.4% 11.6% 13.1% 

Romania 38.1% 30.9% 29.4% 24.0% 21.0% 22.0% 

Russia 13.5% 15.2% 12.3% 13.7% 15.6% 14.0% 

Saudi Arabia 29.9% 26.7% 27.2% 26.2% 38.4% 25.5% 

Shanghai (China) 17.9% 32.3% 15.7% 30.5% 23.0% 32.3% 

Singapore 21.2% 17.3% 5.5% 5.2% 14.2% 13.8% 

Slovak Republic 26.6% 28.1% 8.8% 11.6% 15.4% 18.2% 

Slovenia 23.9% 23.2% 13.3% 20.3% 8.3% 8.8% 

South Africa 41.4% 28.2% 29.4% 12.4% 39.2% 22.4% 

Spain 30.9% 25.7% 19.0% 15.4% 18.9% 13.3% 

Sweden 20.0% 16.5% 15.3% 14.5% 22.9% 22.4% 

Chinese Taipei 9.3% 18.1% 9.0% 17.4% 21.4% 26.4% 

Turkey 20.5% 11.8% 27.2% 10.5% 10.0% 6.3% 

United Arab Emirates 26.0% 14.6% 13.6% 8.2% 12.3% 9.1% 

United States 8.4% 9.7% 7.0% 5.0% 12.9% 8.7% 

Viet Nam 11.0% 40.3% 6.7% 37.4% 29.8% 57.8% 

OECD average 22.5% 21.9% 15.0% 16.1% 18.4% 17.6% 
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A possible explanation in the case of the Asian countries is that the design and implementation of 

in-service training actually engrains in teachers the desire to get further and additional training. In 

the case of the Latin American countries, it is interesting to observe that, despite the gap, the 

percentage of teachers reporting a high need is quite elevated, both in participating and non-

participating teachers. This suggests that the issues of teaching special needs students, teaching in 

multicultural or multilingual classrooms and using ICT skills are quite present across the system. 

Yet, the fact that the need is so drastically high for Latin American teachers that have not 

participated indicates that greater effort should be put into providing access to and the promotion 

of training in these areas.   

 

The percentage of Maltese teachers who have high needs in ‘teaching students with special 

needs’ and ‘teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting’ and have not participated in these 

activities (22.8% and 22.5% respectively) are larger than the percentages that have participated 

and still have the need (15.3% and 16.0% respectively).  For ‘ICT skills for teaching’ there is no 

significant difference between the percentages of participating teachers that still report have a high 

need (14.7%) and the percentage of those that have not participated and have a high need (14.4%). 

 

Table 5.19 shows that 82.7% of Maltese heads of school participated in ‘courses/seminars about 

leadership’, which is significantly larger than the OECD average (72.7%).  The share of heads of 

school who have participated in that type of training is particularly high in Korea (96.3%), 

Singapore (96.2%), Croatia (94.4%) and Georgia (92.2%), while CABA (Argentina) (39.9%) and 

the Russian Federation (35.3%) have the lowest percentage of heads of school participating in this 

type of training. This result could reflect the value that heads of school allocate to training to help 

them be better school leaders, as well as the training offered by institutions and educational 

systems. 

 

Table 5.19 shows that 73.4% of Maltese heads of school participated in ‘courses/seminars about 

subject matter, teaching methods or pedagogical topics’, which is higher than the OECD average 

(70.5%). The profile of instructional leaders (heads of school who spend time improving the 

instructional quality of their teachers) is expanding across education systems. Kazakhstan (92.8%), 

Latvia (94.2%), Lithuania (91.3%) and Norway (91.9%) are the countries with the highest share 

of heads of school accessing this type of training.  Conversely, only 28.3% of Swedish heads of 

school report engaging in this type of training. Other TALIS countries showing comparatively 

low participation rates of heads of school in this type of training are France (43.1%), Hungary 

(44.9%), Saudi Arabia (46.6%) and Turkey (46.9%). 

 

Table 5.19 and Table 5.20 show that the percentages of Maltese heads of school participating in 

six CPD activities ‘courses/ seminars about subject matter, teaching methods or pedagogical 

topics’ (73.4%), ‘courses/seminars about leadership’ (82.7%), ‘courses/seminars attended in 

person’ (92.5%), ‘formal qualification programme’ (24.1%), ‘participation in a network of heads 

of school’ (68.0%), and ‘reading professional literature’ (92.5%) exceed the OECD averages 

(70.5%, 72.7%, 77.4%, 15.7%, 61.0% and 86.8%respectively).  However, the percentages of 

Maltese heads of school participating in four CPD activities ‘online courses or seminars’ (23.0%), 

‘education conferences’ (73.7%), ‘peer and/or self-observation and coaching as part of a formal 

arrangement’ (20.5%) and ‘other types of CPD activities’ (38.0%) are less than the OECD 

averages (35.9%, 74.6%, 47.2% and 43.4%respectively). Figure 5.6 shows that the number of 

CPD activities in which heads of school participated during the last year from a total of ten 

activities. The average for Malta (5.9) is marginally higher than the OECD average (5.8). 

Kazakhstan (7.7), Korea (7.6), Shanghai (7.4), Russia (7.0) and United Arab Emirates top the list. 



Providing Opportunities for CPD 
 

175 

 

Table 5.19: Type of professional development undertaken by heads of school 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school who participated in these CPD activities 

Courses or seminars 
about subject matter, 
teaching methods or 
pedagogical topics  

Courses or 
seminars 

about 
leadership   

Courses or 
seminars 

attended in 
person  

Online 
courses 

or 
seminars   

Education 
conferences 

Australia 79.7% 87.0% 94.7% 53.4% 86.3% 

Austria 82.7% 72.2% 87.4% 22.4% 70.1% 

Belgium 78.9% 65.8% 77.1% 9.0% 78.7% 

Flemish (Belgium) 85.8% 85.2% 96.7% 10.2% 77.2% 

Brazil 79.3% 58.2% 65.7% 44.9% 55.2% 

Bulgaria 82.2% 82.3% 85.5% 46.5% 63.5% 

CABA (Argentina) 73.7% 39.9% 67.1% 31.9% 73.9% 

Chile 76.0% 75.1% 72.6% 25.1% 68.5% 

Colombia 81.6% 74.5% 64.9% 44.3% 70.8% 

Croatia 69.8% 94.4% 92.9% 50.7% 80.1% 

Czech Republic 69.9% 87.7% 86.0% 19.2% 54.7% 

Denmark 71.7% 87.1% 50.4% 12.6% 83.5% 

England (UK) 65.1% 75.3% 88.4% 49.2% 78.6% 

Estonia 74.4% 83.4% 89.2% 30.5% 89.2% 

Finland 62.3% 78.5% 73.1% 45.4% 59.1% 

France 43.1% 58.5% 60.4% 31.6% 67.6% 

Georgia 81.1% 92.2% 86.9% 19.1% 38.5% 

Hungary 44.9% 65.5% 71.0% 39.4% 67.6% 

Iceland 77.3% 79.6% 83.5% 39.8% 89.8% 

Italy 83.4% 48.3% 95.9% 68.4% 74.6% 

Japan 52.8% 71.2% 17.8% 15.9% 92.4% 

Kazakhstan 92.8% 74.8% 83.9% 68.7% 80.7% 

Korea 85.9% 96.3% 86.4% 87.9% 65.0% 

Latvia 94.2% 53.8% 90.4% 53.5% 94.2% 

Lithuania 91.3% 82.3% 84.8% 38.5% 84.9% 

Malta 73.4% 82.7% 92.5% 23.0% 73.7% 

Mexico 73.1% 73.4% 68.1% 55.2% 65.5% 

Netherlands 57.3% 85.5% 92.0% 8.0% 85.6% 

New Zealand 77.2% 82.1% 85.3% 36.5% 81.7% 

Norway 91.9% 88.3% 81.0% 25.3% 87.5% 

Portugal 77.9% 62.7% 80.6% 18.9% 80.5% 

Romania 64.4% 70.8% 63.8% 35.4% 60.5% 

Russia 82.0% 35.3% 83.6% 75.4% 82.2% 

Saudi Arabia 46.6% 70.1% 77.6% 30.7% 28.7% 

Shanghai (China) 89.1% 88.2% 69.4% 88.0% 94.7% 

Singapore 90.2% 96.2% 99.5% 36.5% 88.1% 

Slovak Republic 57.1% 67.1% 71.0% 23.4% 53.9% 

Slovenia 80.2% 86.7% 90.9% 34.3% 85.7% 

South Africa 66.1% 74.9% 63.1% 16.8% 54.3% 

Spain 74.4% 46.5% 83.3% 43.9% 67.6% 

Sweden 28.3% 66.0% 59.4% 36.9% 66.9% 

Chinese Taipei 92.6% 84.8% 79.5% 50.3% 89.5% 

Turkey 46.9% 46.3% 83.8% 50.0% 42.4% 

United Arab Emirates 70.0% 87.1% 93.7% 42.3% 81.1% 

United States 73.7% 79.9% 88.2% 54.7% 72.4% 

Viet Nam 87.9% 76.2% 76.3% 43.2% 73.6% 

OECD average 70.5% 72.7% 77.4% 35.9% 74.6% 
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Table 5.20: Type of professional development undertaken by heads of school 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school who participated in these CPD activities 

Formal 
qualification 
programme 

Peer and/or self-
observation and 

coaching as part of a 
formal arrangement   

Participation in 
a network of 

heads of school 

Reading 
professional 

literature   

Other 
types of 

CPD 
activities 

Australia 10.4% 55.8% 87.4% 97.4% 31.9% 

Austria 18.2% 37.0% 56.2% 94.8% 51.0% 

Belgium 25.5% 34.4% 70.6% 84.4% 32.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 25.2% 25.0% 78.7% 92.8% 34.9% 

Brazil 32.1% 21.3% 32.7% 66.0% 47.3% 

Bulgaria 18.5% 79.3% 46.3% 86.8% 32.9% 

CABA (Argentina) 12.9% 54.2% 34.4% 87.3% 44.2% 

Chile 37.7% 40.9% 51.5% 77.6% 30.5% 

Colombia 25.5% 47.8% 55.0% 82.0% 42.8% 

Croatia 3.4% 29.9% 91.1% 91.1% 63.4% 

Czech Republic 13.6% 43.8% 42.8% 93.0% 45.9% 

Denmark 21.8% 42.1% 67.6% 93.2% 31.0% 

England (UK) 4.7% 49.2% 70.8% 97.0% 32.0% 

Estonia 5.7% 56.0% 74.8% 96.9% 56.3% 

Finland 7.3% 31.3% 56.4% 89.1% 29.6% 

France 4.3% 24.5% 52.9% 67.7% 17.4% 

Georgia 8.7% 20.7% 48.7% 83.8% 62.2% 

Hungary 13.0% 88.7% 54.0% 96.4% 43.0% 

Iceland 8.2% 44.9% 73.5% 84.7% 38.6% 

Italy 14.6% 35.6% 77.7% 56.6% 38.0% 

Japan 0.2% 54.2% 68.9% 90.3% 23.4% 

Kazakhstan 29.9% 97.2% 83.8% 92.1% 66.6% 

Korea 21.0% 81.7% 81.2% 82.7% 76.5% 

Latvia 11.8% 71.3% 55.2% 92.6% 58.7% 

Lithuania 13.6% 43.9% 13.3% 98.2% 77.2% 

Malta 24.1% 20.5% 68.0% 92.5% 38.0% 

Mexico 38.2% 65.9% 45.3% 85.7% 39.6% 

Netherlands 11.3% 29.8% 80.8% 99.2% 36.0% 

New Zealand 11.2% 50.7% 74.9% 91.5% 60.9% 

Norway 23.9% 15.8% 76.6% 93.7% 41.2% 

Portugal 9.2% 29.1% 32.4% 84.7% 41.6% 

Romania 63.5% 38.5% 41.5% 53.9% 63.9% 

Russia 8.0% 96.0% 80.8% 97.1% 67.0% 

Saudi Arabia 18.3% 76.9% 70.0% 55.6% 43.4% 

Shanghai (China) 10.4% 61.7% 67.4% 98.2% 78.9% 

Singapore 5.5% 47.7% 82.7% 97.9% 47.4% 

Slovak Republic 6.8% 78.6% 53.8% 90.2% 48.0% 

Slovenia 7.7% 48.2% 80.0% 98.3% 53.5% 

South Africa 30.6% 59.9% 60.8% 64.1% 45.0% 

Spain 9.6% 38.7% 45.2% 60.9% 52.2% 

Sweden 28.2% 31.2% 48.1% 94.2% 45.1% 

Chinese Taipei 20.0% 65.0% 72.9% 81.0% 53.4% 

Turkey 15.7% 44.1% 54.1% 71.6% 57.4% 

United Arab Emirates 24.1% 77.0% 76.8% 89.7% 62.1% 

United States 30.1% 50.3% 63.0% 91.1% 34.2% 

Viet Nam 45.5% 64.7% 55.2% 99.1% 62.4% 

OECD average 15.7% 47.2% 61.0% 86.8% 43.4% 
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Figure 5.6: Average number of CPD activities in which heads of school participated in the last year 
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Table 5.21: Needs of heads of school for professional development 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting high needs for CPD in these areas 

Knowledge of new 
developments in 

leadership research 
and theory 

Knowledge of 
current national 

policies on 
education 

Using data for 
improving the 
quality of the 

school 

Designing 
the school 
curriculum 

Designing 
professional 
development 
with teachers 

Australia 1.7% 2.1% 14.9% 5.7% 6.6% 

Austria 8.1% 20.9% 10.4% 9.6% 16.5% 

Belgium 11.0% 17.5% 40.2% 16.6% 22.8% 

Flemish (Belgium) 8.9% 21.7% 42.2% 23.4% 25.4% 

Brazil 25.8% 24.8% 41.2% 25.1% 33.4% 

Bulgaria 36.8% 32.6% 34.0% 21.1% 22.2% 

CABA (Argentina) 7.0% 16.1% 18.1% 11.7% 14.5% 

Chile 16.9% 14.6% 13.2% 7.3% 24.2% 

Colombia 37.5% 28.1% 46.8% 47.2% 37.9% 

Croatia 21.6% 18.7% 35.1% 42.7% 21.8% 

Czech Republic 7.1% 16.0% 20.7% 9.6% 27.5% 

Denmark 6.6% 3.5% 12.2% 1.5% 3.4% 

England (UK) 1.7% 2.1% 2.3% 2.8% 2.0% 

Estonia 13.8% 19.5% 23.6% 16.4% 25.6% 

Finland 3.7% 3.0% 5.0% 4.4% 17.7% 

France 8.6% 5.9% 14.0% 5.6% 21.4% 

Georgia 17.5% 12.1% 35.2% 23.3% 29.4% 

Hungary 13.1% 22.0% 30.6% 18.6% 17.8% 

Iceland 4.2% 6.4% 10.6% 5.4% 13.7% 

Italy 9.1% 10.2% 26.2% 21.9% 30.9% 

Japan 47.8% 48.1% 46.8% 55.6% 35.8% 

Kazakhstan 19.5% 18.0% 25.9% 26.1% 23.4% 

Korea 38.0% 30.7% 39.1% 37.3% 41.3% 

Latvia 14.5% 25.0% 30.2% 18.4% 16.9% 

Lithuania 22.4% 25.9% 45.9% 24.9% 21.0% 

Malta 5.5% 11.4% 9.1% 6.0% 13.2% 

Mexico 18.0% 25.5% 24.1% 16.0% 22.0% 

Netherlands 10.4% 14.4% 25.6% 26.4% 37.1% 

New Zealand 14.5% 15.1% 18.7% 9.0% 14.5% 

Norway 7.7% 11.1% 11.6% 21.6% 11.4% 

Portugal 15.8% 21.6% 33.5% 24.9% 14.9% 

Romania 26.5% 21.5% 36.8% 28.3% 31.9% 

Russia 17.4% 21.5% 25.5% 19.1% 22.7% 

Saudi Arabia 20.7% 17.4% 24.7% 24.4% 38.8% 

Shanghai (China) 60.6% 65.8% 84.1% 82.1% 84.1% 

Singapore 6.9% 5.9% 12.8% 7.5% 5.3% 

Slovak Republic 20.9% 16.9% 41.1% 22.9% 10.6% 

Slovenia 16.9% 6.2% 29.9% 17.6% 22.7% 

South Africa 42.1% 28.4% 39.9% 32.4% 38.5% 

Spain 15.7% 19.0% 26.1% 14.3% 22.7% 

Sweden 5.2% 4.0% 11.2%  7.6% 

Chinese Taipei 23.9% 27.0% 47.0% 50.8% 45.4% 

Turkey 10.6% 11.8% 10.3% 11.8% 13.8% 

United Arab Emirates 17.7% 19.8% 29.1% 17.1% 19.0% 

United States 1.1% 13.8% 21.6% 15.8% 20.2% 

Viet Nam 56.7% 61.0% 66.0% 62.3% 50.9% 

OECD average 14.3% 16.0% 23.9% 17.7% 20.4% 
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Table 5.22: Needs of heads of school for professional development 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting high needs for CPD in these areas 

Observing 
classroom 
instruction 

Providing 
effective 
feedback 

Promoting 
equity and 
diversity 

Developing 
collaboration 

among 
teachers 

Human 
resource 

management 
Financial   

management 

Australia 3.2% 6.9% 2.0% 5.3% 9.8% 8.8% 

Austria 8.8% 16.0% 9.2% 22.1% 10.5% 7.6% 

Belgium 11.9% 20.9% 16.4% 42.0% 23.9% 12.0% 

Flemish (Belgium) 15.0% 26.8% 20.0% 40.4% 20.1% 11.4% 

Brazil 20.5% 24.8% 21.2% 31.4% 27.9% 34.8% 

Bulgaria 18.7% 24.4%  33.0% 32.1% 38.9% 

CABA (Argentina) 13.1% 14.8% 7.5% 15.2% 8.5% 17.3% 

Chile 16.9% 17.7% 14.6% 14.7% 13.4% 20.9% 

Colombia 23.3% 26.5% 31.5% 42.1% 34.1% 46.9% 

Croatia 20.6% 29.6% 28.8% 43.1% 47.5% 40.5% 

Czech Republic 26.7% 37.4% 10.2% 47.7% 42.0% 41.0% 

Denmark 5.1% 7.2% 0.6% 8.5% 7.3% 8.1% 

England (UK) 1.6% 0.5% 2.9% 2.1% 5.7% 9.3% 

Estonia 4.7% 28.2% 9.7% 36.5% 26.2% 26.1% 

Finland 5.4% 11.0% 4.8% 27.7% 17.3% 19.0% 

France 6.2% 6.3% 9.6% 31.7% 23.8% 23.0% 

Georgia 26.4% 25.2% 19.0% 26.2% 25.7% 32.1% 

Hungary 14.4% 26.0% 17.0% 34.0% 27.1% 17.2% 

Iceland 25.5% 28.7% 11.6% 20.4% 18.9% 18.9% 

Italy 22.5% 24.1% 21.8% 28.8% 32.6% 27.4% 

Japan 52.7% 34.1% 28.5% 51.9% 50.5% 17.5% 

Kazakhstan 24.3% 25.2% 11.9% 34.9% 32.1% 25.9% 

Korea 27.0% 31.3% 33.5% 42.4% 44.8% 49.7% 

Latvia 22.6% 35.1% 15.8% 39.3% 23.6% 17.3% 

Lithuania 16.2% 34.1% 13.4% 24.9% 26.9% 33.8% 

Malta 1.8% 1.8% 3.7% 9.6% 5.9% 11.4% 

Mexico 13.8% 18.4% 12.4% 23.5% 13.2% 25.1% 

Netherlands 7.2% 16.0% 11.2% 28.8% 15.2% 8.8% 

New Zealand 12.6% 6.3% 7.5% 12.7% 4.9% 21.6% 

Norway 18.8% 17.1% 5.3% 18.8% 7.5% 14.2% 

Portugal 9.4% 14.4% 13.7% 38.3% 24.4% 45.9% 

Romania 17.5% 23.0% 27.0% 31.6% 41.1% 55.0% 

Russia 15.8% 28.1% 18.2% 25.2% 30.3% 42.9% 

Saudi Arabia 19.0% 27.4% 18.7% 22.7% 27.2% 24.5% 

Shanghai (China) 69.1% 74.3% 63.3% 75.3% 65.3% 56.4% 

Singapore 2.1% 3.7% 3.1% 3.7% 7.1% 9.8% 

Slovak Republic 18.7% 34.6% 14.9% 36.1% 35.1% 39.4% 

Slovenia 17.0% 21.3% 9.9% 22.8% 17.3% 28.0% 

South Africa 16.3% 18.5% 24.1% 29.0% 26.5% 43.2% 

Spain 11.3% 11.8% 17.8% 27.8% 27.0% 19.8% 

Sweden 8.6% 11.3% 4.0% 7.1% 7.7% 18.0% 

Chinese Taipei 25.9% 28.3% 9.3% 48.0% 23.6% 11.0% 

Turkey 15.3% 12.5% 11.7% 13.7% 16.5% 19.5% 

United Arab Emirates 13.8% 13.8% 9.9% 12.0% 13.3% 14.1% 

United States 2.5% 1.6% 1.5% 2.3% 5.9% 11.4% 

Viet Nam 60.9% 59.5% 62.2% 77.5% 73.3% 74.8% 

OECD average 15.1% 19.4% 12.6% 26.0% 20.9% 22.7% 
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Heads of school were asked to rate their level of need on a 4-point liker scale ranging from ‘no 

need’ to; ‘high level of need’ on eleven CPD topics. The results may be reflecting the fact that 

heads of school are required to be proficient in multiple roles, ranging from keeping their school 

financially secure to being pedagogical leaders. The main area highlighted for development 

concerns the promotion of collaborative work. The percentage of Maltese heads of school 

reporting high needs in ‘knowledge of new developments in leadership research and theory’ 

(5.5%), ‘knowledge of current national policies on education’ (11.4%), ‘using data for improving 

the quality of the school’ (9.1%), ‘designing the school curriculum’ (6.0%), ‘designing 

professional development with teachers’ (13.2%), ‘observing classroom instruction’ (1.8%), 

‘providing effective feedback’ (1.8%), ‘promoting equity and diversity’ (3.7%), ‘developing 

collaboration among teachers’ (9.6%), ‘human resource management’ (5.9%) and ‘financial 

management’ (11.4%) are all significantly less than the OECD averages (14.3%, 16.0%, 23.9%, 

17.7%, 20.4%, 15.1%, 19.4%, 12.6%, 26.0%, 20.9% and 22.7% respectively) 
 

Across OECD countries 26.0% of heads of school report a high need for instruction on how to 

develop collaboration among teachers. In Japan, Shanghai (China) and Viet Nam, more than 50% 

of heads of school reported a high level of need for training to develop collaboration among 

teachers. Training programmes based on collaborative work have been found to be a key 

component for instructional leadership. Indeed, CPD programmes that train heads of school to 

build trust in their schools and promote teacher learning have been considered crucial steps to 

create schools as learning organisations and help build professional learning communities. 

Results also reveal that, across OECD countries, 23.9% of heads of school reported a high need 

for training in using data to improve the quality of the school and 22.7% of heads of school 

reported a high need for training in financial management.  

 

 

5.4.2  Content of CPD and need for it, by teacher characteristics 
 

TALIS results show interesting differences in the content of CPD attended by teachers, based on 

their socio-demographic characteristics, particularly their level of experience. Table 5.23 shows 

that the topics in which participation rates are larger for Maltese novice teachers than experienced 

teachers include ‘ICT skills for teaching’, ‘student behaviour and classroom management’, 

‘school management and administration’, ‘teaching students with special needs’, ‘teaching in a 

multicultural or multilingual setting’, ‘teaching cross-curricular skills’, ‘analysis and use of 

student assessments’, ‘teacher-parent/guardian co-operation’ and ‘communicating with people 

from different cultures/countries’. The percentage differences are 4.8%, 9.4%, 8.5%, 2.0%, 4.5%, 

6.5%, 8.6%, 8.1% and 8.6% respectively. The topics in which participation rates are larger for 

Maltese experienced teachers than novice teachers include ‘knowledge and understanding of my 

subject field(s)’, ‘pedagogical competencies in teaching my subject field(s)’, ‘knowledge of the 

curriculum’, ‘student assessment practices’ and ‘approaches to individualised learning’. The 

percentage differences are 6.7%, 3.5%, 7.0%, 1.2% and 0.9% respectively.    
 

It is evident that less experienced teachers are getting training in handling their classroom in 

greater shares than more experienced teachers. As studies have shown, teachers with less 

experience are usually allocated to more challenging schools in terms of the student socio-

demographic composition, which can translate in higher participation of novice teachers in 

classroom management training than of their more experienced peers. Given the time that they 

have spent in classrooms, more experienced teachers may already have developed these classroom 

management skills. 
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Table 5.23: Content of professional development, by teachers’ teaching experience 

Percentage of teachers for whom the following topics were 
included in their CPD activities, grouped by teaching experience 

Less than 5 years More than 5 years 

Malta OECD Malta OECD 

Knowledge and understanding of my subject field(s)   65.3% 74.3% 72.0% 76.4% 

Pedagogical competencies in teaching my subject field(s)   67.6% 73.0% 71.1% 72.7% 

Knowledge of the curriculum   66.4% 63.5% 73.4% 65.0% 

Student assessment practices   73.1% 63.9% 74.3% 65.5% 

ICT skills for teaching   51.3% 58.3% 46.5% 60.8% 

Student behaviour and classroom management   53.0% 54.6% 43.6% 48.6% 

School management and administration   32.9% 23.2% 23.5% 21.8% 

Approaches to individualised learning   45.3% 46.6% 46.2% 46.5% 

Teaching students with special needs 32.8% 44.1% 30.8% 42.5% 

Teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting   30.3% 24.8% 25.8% 21.3% 

Teaching cross-curricular skills 47.1% 48.7% 40.6% 48.4% 

Analysis and use of student assessments   60.1% 45.1% 51.5% 47.0% 

Teacher-parent/guardian co-operation   29.1% 36.2% 21.0% 34.7% 

Communicating with people from different cultures/countries   27.8% 20.5% 19.2% 19.0% 

 

‘Teaching students with special needs’ was one of the CPD topics where teachers expressed high 

levels of need.  Moreover, the percentage of teachers requesting training in this topic varied 

considerably between three socio-demographic variables, including teachers’ gender, age and 

years of teaching experience. Table 5.24 shows a higher share of Maltese teachers expressing a 

high need for training in ‘teaching students with special needs’ among male (21.8%) than female 

(19.8%) teachers.  This is in contrast with OECD averages where a higher percentage of female 

(23.6%) than male (18.7%) teachers report a high level of training need in this topic. There are 

significant differences in the training needs of female teachers on this topic compared to those of 

male teachers in twenty-seven countries, with Croatia, France and Japan showing a gap of 14%. 

Table 5.24 shows a higher percentage of Maltese teachers aged less than 30 years (26.9%) who 

expressed a high need for training in ‘teaching students with special needs’ than teachers aged 

more than 50 years (13.4%). This is in agreement with OECD averages where a higher percentage 

of teachers under 30 years (27.9%) report a high level of training need in this topic compared to 

teachers over 50 years (18.9%).  The share of younger teachers reporting a high level of need on 

this topic is significantly higher that the share of older teachers for thirty-two countries, with 

Hungary, Italy and Spain showing a gap of at least 20%.  Table 5.24 shows a larger percentage of 

Maltese teachers with less than 5 years of teaching experience (23.6%) who expressed a high need 

for training in ‘teaching students with special needs’ than teachers with more than 5 years of 

teaching experience (19.2%).  This is also in agreement with OECD averages where a higher 

percentage of novice teachers (26.9%) report a high level of training need in this topic compared to 

more experienced teachers (21.0%).  Percentage differences are particularly high in Norway, 

Iceland and New Zealand showing a gap of at least 11%.   

 

In eight countries, the share of teachers reporting a need for   training on ‘teaching students with 

special needs’ is significantly higher among teachers in schools with a relatively high 

concentration (over 10%) of students with special needs than among teachers in schools with a 

lower concentration of special needs students. The percentage differences are particularly high in 

Austria and Japan showing a gap of at least 9%. 
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Table 5.24: Teachers needs for CPD training in teaching students with needs, by teacher characteristics 

Country 

Percentage of teachers reporting high needs in teaching students with needs 

Gender of teacher Age of teacher Teaching Experience 

Male Female 
Less than 
30 years 

More than 
50 years 

Less than 
5 years 

More than 

5 years 

Australia 9.6% 12.6% 17.2% 8.8% 19.6% 9.0% 

Austria 11.8% 17.7% 24.2% 12.4% 22.2% 13.8% 

Belgium 13.4% 20.4% 20.4% 15.2% 22.2% 17.3% 

Flemish (Belgium) 8.7% 14.7% 15.6% 9.7% 17.3% 11.8% 

Brazil 57.7% 58.7% 58.8% 56.0% 50.6% 59.5% 

Bulgaria 23.1% 28.2% 27.2% 24.9% 26.9% 27.5% 

CABA (Argentina) 30.3% 38.7% 36.7% 32.2% 37.2% 35.9% 

Chile 38.2% 38.4% 39.1% 35.9% 38.9% 38.2% 

Colombia 54.9% 54.6% 46.0% 51.5% 51.4% 55.4% 

Croatia 25.4% 39.3% 42.4% 30.4% 40.6% 35.2% 

Czech Republic 9.0% 16.4% 20.3% 10.8% 19.9% 13.5% 

Denmark 15.5% 20.7% 13.3% 17.0% 22.2% 17.8% 

England (UK) 5.0% 6.4% 9.4% 3.6% 8.8% 5.0% 

Estonia 18.4% 28.0% 30.5% 21.5% 28.2% 26.1% 

Finland 7.2% 14.6% 20.9% 10.3% 19.2% 11.0% 

France 24.7% 38.3% 39.5% 26.9% 37.1% 32.9% 

Georgia 18.6% 22.6% 28.9% 19.8% 20.1% 22.2% 

Hungary 18.6% 22.9% 40.2% 18.5% 31.1% 20.8% 

Iceland 12.8% 19.0% 22.2% 14.9% 26.7% 15.1% 

Italy 12.9% 15.5% 31.3% 11.4% 22.4% 13.3% 

Japan 39.7% 53.9% 52.1% 39.7% 51.8% 43.9% 

Kazakhstan 14.2% 13.5% 16.5% 9.4% 16.1% 12.9% 

Korea 14.6% 12.9% 27.9% 12.0% 21.2% 11.2% 

Latvia 12.0% 20.5% 27.6% 20.2% 19.3% 19.6% 

Lithuania 12.9% 22.2% 27.8% 18.5% 22.4% 20.7% 

Malta 21.8% 19.8% 26.9% 13.4% 23.6% 19.2% 

Mexico 53.2% 53.3% 52.2% 51.3% 54.1% 52.9% 

Netherlands 10.6% 12.7% 18.9% 9.7% 19.3% 10.2% 

New Zealand 12.0% 16.4% 23.4% 11.4% 23.5% 12.4% 

Norway 12.3% 20.8% 28.0% 10.8% 27.6% 14.9% 

Portugal 23.3% 28.3%  26.0% 33.4% 26.8% 

Romania 26.6% 38.2% 39.8% 23.2% 38.7% 34.6% 

Russia 15.7% 14.4% 18.9% 12.4% 20.0% 13.1% 

Saudi Arabia 29.6% 27.5% 35.7% 17.9% 32.2% 27.5% 

Shanghai (China) 24.8% 24.6% 29.6% 18.6% 30.0% 23.6% 

Singapore 17.8% 21.1% 26.9% 16.6% 25.4% 17.6% 

Slovak Republic 17.1% 28.5% 30.9% 21.6% 30.2% 25.9% 

Slovenia 18.5% 24.5% 26.8% 22.0% 24.6% 23.0% 

South Africa 39.7% 37.9% 39.0% 40.9% 34.5% 40.1% 

Spain 25.6% 29.8% 41.5% 21.9% 36.7% 26.5% 

Sweden 15.4% 19.3% 23.5% 16.4% 24.7% 16.6% 

Chinese Taipei 14.0% 13.7% 30.5% 10.4% 23.8% 12.6% 

Turkey 14.4% 17.3% 19.7% 11.3% 17.0% 15.5% 

United Arab Emirates 17.0% 18.8% 19.2% 14.3% 22.8% 17.3% 

United States 8.9% 9.4% 12.2% 8.8% 11.9% 8.4% 

Viet Nam 24.1% 26.4% 25.9% 23.9% 27.0% 25.5% 

OECD average 18.7% 23.6% 27.9% 18.9% 26.9% 21.0% 
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5.4.3  Content of CPD and need for it, in trend perspective 
 

Given the rapid pace of education policy reforms some changes over time can be expected in both 

the participation in certain topics of CPD and the high needs for it. TALIS data makes it possible 

to compare the changes in participation between 2008 and 2018 for five of the fourteen topics, 

which include ‘student assessment practices’, ‘school management and administration’, ‘ICT skills 

for teaching’, ‘teaching students with special needs’ and ‘teaching in multicultural or multilingual 

setting’.  
 

Table 5.25: Change in teachers’ needs for professional development from 2008 to 2018 

Country 

Student 
assessment 

practices 

ICT skills for 
teaching 

School 
management and 

administration 

Teaching students 
with special needs 

Teaching in 
multicultural or 

multilingual setting 

2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 2008 2018 

Australia 7.5% 6.0% 17.8% 11.4% 5.9% 5.4% 15.1% 11.5% 4.0% 7.2% 

Austria 12.2% 11.3% 23.8% 15.5% 3.9% 4.4% 30.3% 16.0% 10.0% 13.8% 

Brazil 21.1% 10.1% 35.6% 27.0% 20.0% 21.5% 63.2% 58.4% 33.2% 44.0% 

Bulgaria 16.1% 16.8% 26.9% 22.6% 8.5% 10.6% 24.4% 27.2% 15.5% 21.2% 

Denmark 13.6% 7.0% 20.1% 11.2% 3.9% 3.0% 24.6% 18.7% 7.1% 10.7% 

Estonia 10.4% 11.0% 27.9% 19.2% 4.6% 4.3% 28.1% 26.5% 9.7% 10.5% 

Flem. (Bel.)  15.6% 10.3% 14.8% 9.4% 2.4% 2.9% 12.8% 12.9% 3.7% 8.4% 

Hungary 5.9% 6.8% 23.0% 20.5% 3.4% 4.4% 42.0% 22.0% 10.7% 12.6% 

Iceland 14.3% 18.8% 17.3% 21.1% 7.9% 4.2% 23.2% 17.4% 14.0% 19.4% 

Italy 24.0% 9.0% 25.8% 16.6% 8.6% 5.4% 35.3% 14.9% 25.3% 14.4% 

Korea 21.5% 24.8% 17.7% 21.0% 10.8% 13.0% 25.6% 13.5% 10.4% 14.5% 

Lithuania 37.3% 20.1% 36.1% 23.6% 9.8% 6.2% 25.4% 20.8% 9.8% 9.5% 

Malta 7.2% 14.9% 22.8% 14.0% 12.9% 9.1% 34.4% 20.4% 14.0% 20.4% 

Mexico 15.0% 9.9% 24.9% 16.5% 11.9% 15.1% 38.8% 53.2% 18.2% 45.9% 

Norway 21.9% 12.0% 28.1% 22.2% 5.8% 3.8% 29.2% 17.7% 8.3% 12.6% 

Portugal 6.9% 8.5% 24.2% 12.0% 18.2% 9.9% 50.0% 27.0% 17.0% 21.6% 

Slovak Rep. 9.0% 11.3% 14.8% 16.6% 4.8% 8.2% 20.1% 26.5% 4.6% 9.3% 

Slovenia 22.3% 7.2% 25.1% 8.5% 7.0% 3.6% 40.4% 23.2% 9.9% 14.3% 

Spain 5.8% 8.9% 26.2% 15.0% 14.2% 10.8% 35.8% 28.2% 17.5% 17.6% 

Turkey 9.2% 5.0% 14.2% 7.5% 9.3% 9.8% 27.8% 16.0% 14.5% 22.2% 

 

Table 5.25 shows that between 2008 and 2018, high need requests made by Maltese teachers 

increased for the CPD topics ‘student assessment practices’ (7.7%) and ‘teaching in multicultural 

or multilingual setting’ (6.4%). However, high need requests made by Maltese teachers decreased 

for the CPD topics ‘ICT skills for teaching’ (8.8%), ‘school management and administration’ 

(3.8%), and ‘teaching students with special needs’ (14.0%). Across the 20 countries participating 

in both TALIS 2008 and 2018, high need requests made by teachers increased in ‘teaching in 

multicultural or multilingual setting’ (4.6%), but decreased in ‘student assessment practices’ 

(3.4%), ‘ICT skills for teaching’ (6.8%), ‘school management and administration’ (0.9%), and 

‘teaching students with special needs’ (7.7%).  In most of these 20 countries participation in CPD 

on ‘teaching in multicultural or multilingual setting’ has also increased, indicating that although 

availability of this CPD topic has increased, the demand for training is still quite high. Countries 

exhibiting an increase in participation in training but not a significant increase in need, such as 

Spain, have experienced a significant decrease of teachers teaching in schools with more than 10% 

of students whose first language is different from the language(s) of instruction. 
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5.4.4  Content of CPD, self-efficacy and effective classroom practices 
 

In addition to describing the content of CPD attended by teachers, it is relevant to assess whether 

the related training is associated with implementation of pedagogical practices. To investigate this 

association a scale was generated which measures teachers’ use of teaching practices in their 

classrooms. 

 

 
Figure 5.7: Use of teaching practices in class score distribution of Maltese teachers 

 

 
Figure 5.8: Mean score for use of teaching practices in class, clustered by school type 
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Figure 5.7 shows that the score distribution for the use of teaching practices in class by Maltese 

teachers is fairly symmetric with mean 11.49 and standard deviation 2.131. Figure 5.8 shows that 

the mean score for the use of teaching practices in class in state schools (11.33) is significantly 

lower than the mean scores for church schools (11.73) and independent schools (11.74). 

 

The goal of CPD activities is to provide training opportunities for teachers with the expectation 

that the training will have an impact on their teaching practices and influence student 

achievement. This section seeks to explore these relationships by examining the association of 

teachers’ participation in specific CPD content areas with teachers’ levels of self-efficacy and 

practices in these areas. In particular, regression models will be fitted to examine the relationships 

between participation in CPD training on pedagogical practices and the implementation of 

effective practices in the classroom; participation in CPD training on classroom management and 

teachers’ level of self-efficacy in classroom management; and participation in CPD training in 

teaching in multicultural/multilingual settings and teachers’ levels of self-efficacy to teach in 

multicultural environments.   

 

The first relationship examined is the association between participation in at least one of the three 

CPD training activities focusing on pedagogical practices (‘pedagogical competencies in teaching 

my subject’, ‘approaches to individualised learning’ and ‘teaching cross-curricular skills’) and the 

implementation of effective practices in the classroom (based on the teaching practices scale 

encompassing items of effective practices in clarity of instruction, cognitive activation and 

classroom management).  Table 5.26 shows that Maltese teachers who have participated in at 

least one of the training activities in pedagogical practices are more likely to have higher levels of 

implementation of effective practices than teachers who did not participate in this type of training. 

This positive relationship applies to almost all TALIS countries, particularly in Colombia, 

Kazakhstan, Korea, South Africa and the Russian Federation. Moreover, Maltese teachers with 

fewer low achievers, fewer students with problematic behaviour and fewer years of experience 

have higher levels of implementation of effective teaching practices. 

 
Table 5.26: Regression model relating use of teaching practices and participation in CPD activities 

Predictor Coefficient St. error 

Teaching practices as a topic included in CPD activities (Yes) 0.381 0.150 

Teaching practices as a topic included in CPD activities (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.151 0.137 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Working status (Full-time) 0.031 0.264 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

Years of experience of teacher -0.029 0.008 

Percentage of low achievers in class -0.012 0.005 

Percentage of students with behavioural problems in class -0.024 0.007 

Class size 0.008 0.009 

  R-square = 0.06 

 

The second relationship consists of the association between teachers’ participation in CPD training 

in “student behaviour and classroom management” and the scale of teachers’ self-efficacy in 

classroom management. Table 5.27 shows that Maltese teachers who have participated in CPD 

focusing on student behaviour and classroom management are more likely to report higher levels 

of self-efficacy in classroom management than teachers who have not participated in this type of 

training. This holds true for teachers in 60% of the countries participating in TALIS 2018. The 
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association between training in classroom management and self-efficacy in this area is especially 

strong in Georgia, Israel, Kazakhstan, Shanghai (China), South Africa and United Arab Emirates.  

Moreover, more experience Maltese teachers have higher levels of self-efficacy in classroom 

management than novice teachers. 
 

Table 5.27: Regression model relating self-efficacy in class management and participation in CPD activities 

Predictor Coefficient St. error 

Student behaviour and class management included in CPD activities (Yes) 0.396 0.124 

Student behaviour and class management included in CPD activities (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.210 0.129 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Working status (Full-time) 0.537 0.299 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

Years of experience of teacher 0.023 0.008 

Percentage of low achievers in class -0.005 0.005 

Percentage of students with behavioural problems in class -0.002 0.005 

Class size 0.011 0.007 

  R-square = 0.03 
 

The third relationship explored is the association between participation in at least one of the two 

training activities focusing on multiculturalism (‘teaching in a multicultural or multilingual 

setting’ and ‘communicating with people from different cultures or countries’) and the scale of 

teachers’ self-efficacy in multicultural environments. Table 5.28 shows that Maltese teachers who 

have participated in at least one of the training activities on multicultural teaching report higher 

levels of self-efficacy in this area than teachers who did not participate in either of these two 

training activities. This relationship is particularly strong in Korea and Shanghai (China), while 

the only countries where this association is not significant are Chile, Iceland, Netherlands, Saudi 

Arabia and Slovak Republic.  
 

Table 5.28: Model relating self-efficacy in multicultural environments and participation in CPD activities 

Predictor Coefficient St. error 

Diversity included as a topic in CPD activities (Yes) 0.332 0.150 

Diversity included as a topic in CPD activities (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) 0.197 0.158 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Working status (Full-time) -0.253 0.380 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

Years of experience of teacher -0.009 0.007 

Percentage of students whose first language isn’t the language of instruction 0.002 0.003 

Percentage of students who are immigrants or with migrant background 0.005 0.006 

Percentage of students who are refugees 0.004 0.011 

  R-square = 0.02 
 

These findings suggest that, for teachers in most countries, participation in CPD is associated with 

implementation of effective practices and building confidence to do their work. Although caution 

must be exercised in drawing a causal link, these results mirror previous findings on the relation 

between training, self-efficacy and teaching practices. The relationship between training and self-

efficacy should not be neglected, since affecting the beliefs of teachers regarding their practices is a 

first step towards improving their classroom instruction. 
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5.5 Supporting CPD for teachers and heads of school 
 

A big part of the success of CPD activities relies on design and implementation. Content should 

be linked with the curriculum, take teachers’ experience into account and be aligned with their 

needs. But no professional development programme can be successful if teachers and heads of 

school do not participate in it. Thus, policy makers must take into consideration the possible 

barriers to teachers’ participation in these training opportunities and identify support mechanisms 

to facilitate their participation. Indeed, participation in CPD programmes should not be viewed as 

a responsibility solely borne by teachers and heads of school. High-achieving education systems 

provide guidance and support to teachers and heads of school to help them select and participate 

in the most pertinent training for them. This section describes the main barriers to accessing 

training, as report by teachers and heads of school. It then examines the level of support received 

by teachers and how that relates to actual participation in training programmes. 

 

 

5.5.1  Barriers to participation in CPD activities 
 

TALIS presented teachers and heads of school with a list of seven possible impediments to 

participation in CPD training and asked them to rate these barriers on a 4-point likert scale 

ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Table 5.29 and Table 5.30 show that most 

Maltese teachers (52.0%) and heads of school (63.1%) agree that ‘professional development 

conflicts with work schedule’ was a barrier. The OECD averages are respectively 53.8% and 

47.9%. The percentage of teachers reporting a ‘conflict with the work schedule’ varies 

considerably across TALIS countries, from particularly high values in Korea (88.1%) and Japan 

(87.0%) to a very low percentage in Georgia (20.3%).  For heads of school, Japan is again at the 

top of the scale, with 81.8% of heads of school reporting schedule conflicts as a barrier, while in 

Croatia only 7.5% of heads of school report this barrier. These results should not come as a 

surprise, since time allocated for training has been identified as one the major challenges for 

implementation of effective CPD. Systems should strive to allocate some hours for teachers and 

heads of school to participate in training within their regular work schedules, whether through 

formal channels (such as participation in courses or seminars) or informal channels (such as 

collaborating with colleagues). 

 

Another highly reported barrier for both Maltese teachers (60.7%) and heads of school (41.8%) is 

that ‘there are no incentives for participating in professional development’. The OECD averages 

are 46.7% and 34.5% respectively. The cross-country variation regarding teacher reporting of 

‘lack of incentives’ as a barrier to participation in CPD activities is high in Portugal (84.6%) and 

Saudi Arabia (84.6%), and low in Estonia (14.7%) and Kazakhstan (14.6%).  In the case of heads 

of school, ‘lack of incentives’ as a barrier to participation in CPD activities is high in Saudi 

Arabia (84.1%) and low in Singapore (4.2%). 

 

Another highly reported barrier for both Maltese teachers (56.7%) and heads of school (41.8%) is 

that ‘do not have time because of family responsibilities’. The OECD averages are 37.1% and 

17.7% respectively. The cross-country variation regarding teacher reporting ‘lack of time because 

of family responsibilities’ as a barrier to participation in CPD activities is high in Japan (84.6%) 

and Korea (64.5%), and low in Viet Nam (18.5%) and Georgia (18.8%).  In the case of heads of 

school, ‘family responsibilities’ as a barrier to participation in CPD activities is high in Spain 

(43.0%) and low in Shanghai (4.3%) and Viet Nam (4.7%).   
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Table 5.29: Barriers to teachers’ participation in professional development 

Country 

Percentage of teachers reporting these barriers to their CPD participation 
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Australia 6.4% 43.7% 23.3% 60.1% 31.5% 21.8% 35.2% 

Austria 5.9% 14.1% 13.3% 43.2% 28.2% 52.0% 39.0% 

Belgium 14.0% 29.0% 19.0% 50.0% 40.3% 37.5% 39.5% 

Flemish (Belgium) 8.3% 26.6% 17.1% 45.6% 33.1% 29.5% 25.7% 

Brazil 6.8% 58.1% 65.5% 48.8% 27.8% 41.1% 57.5% 

Bulgaria 10.7% 58.9% 13.0% 52.9% 23.3% 38.5% 62.9% 

CABA (Argentina) 13.8% 45.6% 36.6% 75.2% 55.9% 44.3% 59.7% 

Chile 15.5% 77.4% 61.0% 68.8% 48.3% 60.4% 73.6% 

Colombia 15.7% 77.3% 65.2% 49.4% 24.8% 42.2% 67.9% 

Croatia 4.5% 37.7% 19.7% 29.6% 30.1% 36.6% 40.1% 

Czech Republic 8.0% 29.8% 15.1% 50.8% 34.8% 22.0% 30.5% 

Denmark 5.9% 51.2% 20.1% 49.9% 24.1% 38.3% 38.9% 

England (UK) 8.4% 56.5% 28.2% 64.5% 31.9% 27.1% 44.3% 

Estonia 7.7% 32.1% 12.2% 37.6% 25.2% 30.2% 14.7% 

Finland 5.8% 37.2% 26.6% 52.0% 37.6% 41.3% 51.9% 

France 12.9% 25.9% 17.8% 45.5% 44.8% 39.7% 46.9% 

Georgia 9.7% 27.7% 12.5% 20.3% 18.8% 23.7% 35.7% 

Hungary 4.8% 59.6% 19.3% 35.7% 30.2% 31.4% 17.3% 

Iceland 5.6% 39.0% 14.4% 61.9% 45.4% 40.9% 44.0% 

Italy 15.4% 53.6% 34.1% 55.3% 36.8% 41.0% 70.2% 

Japan 30.7% 60.7% 57.3% 87.0% 67.1% 38.1% 46.3% 

Kazakhstan 18.2% 33.7% 33.0% 32.9% 38.5% 18.5% 14.6% 

Korea 40.4% 57.3% 71.3% 88.1% 64.5% 39.5% 65.9% 

Latvia 6.6% 37.5% 11.7% 32.3% 22.7% 21.4% 20.5% 

Lithuania 2.9% 53.8% 23.2% 46.9% 16.2% 43.0% 30.7% 

Malta 9.6% 29.4% 29.8% 52.0% 56.7% 32.7% 60.7% 

Mexico 29.2% 58.2% 68.0% 53.3% 30.3% 54.3% 72.1% 

Netherlands 4.9% 22.5% 23.9% 44.0% 25.0% 33.3% 22.3% 

New Zealand 7.7% 44.2% 23.6% 55.8% 31.3% 35.4% 42.3% 

Norway 7.8% 43.4% 28.4% 49.1% 31.5% 17.8% 33.3% 

Portugal 12.1% 65.9% 89.1% 77.2% 53.4% 61.9% 84.6% 

Romania 11.2% 69.6% 23.4% 43.3% 36.3% 23.7% 62.4% 

Russia 14.5% 36.9% 23.8% 38.1% 41.4% 21.1% 28.6% 

Saudi Arabia 29.1% 49.3% 71.0% 67.6% 54.4% 64.7% 84.6% 

Shanghai (China) 20.5% 25.0% 24.9% 54.9% 38.5% 25.4% 46.2% 

Singapore 13.3% 20.8% 19.8% 64.4% 40.5% 22.0% 38.1% 

Slovak Republic 9.5% 42.9% 12.6% 30.4% 38.2% 40.3% 42.8% 

Slovenia 4.1% 47.2% 19.3% 58.2% 32.6% 33.4% 48.0% 

South Africa 19.6% 42.4% 50.6% 47.3% 25.1% 32.8% 57.5% 

Spain 9.6% 41.6% 28.9% 58.6% 58.1% 53.7% 76.3% 

Sweden 8.7% 52.5% 32.0% 56.5% 20.1% 41.4% 32.1% 

Chinese Taipei 14.1% 30.3% 25.7% 71.8% 58.0% 38.9% 55.2% 

Turkey 7.9% 41.0% 55.2% 55.9% 39.1% 51.3% 68.7% 

United Arab Emirates 7.9% 42.4% 33.8% 43.4% 32.1% 32.0% 55.2% 

United States 8.3% 38.2% 18.8% 48.5% 42.3% 27.3% 46.9% 

Viet Nam 19.9% 33.7% 41.8% 38.8% 18.5% 23.6% 35.7% 

OECD average 10.8% 45.1% 31.4% 53.8% 37.1% 37.9% 46.7% 
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Table 5.30: Barriers to heads of schools’ participation in professional development 

Country 

Percentage of heads of school reporting barriers to their CPD participation 

D
o

 n
o

t 
h
a

v
e

 t
h

e
 

p
re

re
q

u
is

it
e
s
 

P
ro

fe
s
s
io

n
a

l 

d
e

v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t 

is
 t

o
o
 

e
x
p

e
n

s
iv

e
 

T
h

e
re

 i
s
 a

 l
a
c
k
 o

f 

e
m

p
lo

y
e
r 

s
u
p

p
o

rt
 

P
ro

fe
s
s
io

n
a

l 

d
e

v
e
lo

p
m

e
n
t 

c
o

n
fl
ic

ts
 w

it
h

 

w
o

rk
in

g
 s

c
h

e
d

u
le

 

D
o

 n
o

t 
h
a

v
e

 t
im

e
 

b
e

c
a
u

s
e
 o

f 
fa

m
ily

 

re
s
p

o
n

s
ib

ili
ti
e

s
 

T
h

e
re

 i
s
 n

o
 

re
le

v
a

n
t 

C
P

D
 

o
ff

e
re

d
 

T
h
e
re

 a
re

 n
o
 

in
ce

n
tiv

e
s 

fo
r 

p
a
rt
ic

ip
a
tin

g
 in

 

C
P

D
 a

c
tiv

iti
e
s
 

Australia 1.4% 18.5% 5.3% 62.9% 18.0% 3.5% 21.2% 

Austria 4.1% 11.0% 9.6% 50.8% 11.4% 42.4% 32.5% 

Belgium 2.6% 20.5% 5.6% 69.4% 17.2% 13.8% 30.1% 

Flemish (Belgium) 1.4% 24.0% 6.0% 58.4% 13.0% 8.5% 19.0% 

Brazil 7.0% 44.9% 38.9% 35.8% 17.3% 25.4% 34.9% 

Bulgaria 9.6% 46.2% 7.0% 58.2% 11.3% 21.4% 59.5% 

CABA (Argentina) 8.3% 50.2% 29.7% 69.7% 51.2% 36.5% 51.5% 

Chile 5.1% 59.5% 29.3% 50.0% 23.5% 38.1% 49.5% 

Colombia 11.5% 68.2% 52.7% 43.8% 18.0% 42.2% 59.4% 

Croatia 2.0% 52.4% 17.6% 7.5% 5.6% 31.9% 37.8% 

Czech Republic 4.7% 32.0% 8.6% 55.9% 9.7% 13.6% 16.0% 

Denmark 3.8% 28.3% 4.7% 29.8% 13.5% 16.3% 11.0% 

England (UK) 0.0% 49.2% 5.5% 58.1% 22.9% 8.2% 24.6% 

Estonia 6.8% 18.1% 12.9% 13.9% 7.2% 19.3% 12.3% 

Finland 3.1% 21.5% 14.5% 59.5% 27.0% 33.6% 36.8% 

France 7.9% 24.4% 21.2% 68.1% 17.4% 27.9% 39.8% 

Georgia 3.4% 13.0% 7.3% 27.2% 10.2% 14.3% 23.7% 

Hungary 1.5% 42.0% 11.0% 23.3% 9.9% 23.3% 13.3% 

Iceland 0.0% 21.9% 10.3% 66.0% 26.8% 29.9% 38.1% 

Italy 3.6% 24.4% 49.1% 65.6% 9.5% 44.7% 67.4% 

Japan 21.1% 61.1% 54.4% 81.8% 33.4% 33.7% 40.1% 

Kazakhstan 9.7% 12.7% 25.4% 23.2% 14.8% 5.6% 9.9% 

Korea 27.3% 43.1% 48.6% 67.4% 21.9% 21.9% 56.3% 

Latvia 0.0% 30.0% 4.3% 21.4% 5.2% 13.6% 6.9% 

Lithuania 3.2% 40.9% 21.2% 20.2% 5.8% 32.4% 13.0% 

Malta 5.6% 28.4% 16.8% 63.1% 41.8% 17.2% 41.8% 

Mexico 18.2% 39.0% 45.2% 35.9% 16.2% 44.4% 50.6% 

Netherlands 1.6% 18.5% 4.0% 25.0% 5.6% 13.7% 10.5% 

New Zealand 0.3% 47.8% 6.5% 45.3% 19.6% 23.1% 20.5% 

Norway 0.3% 30.3% 8.5% 61.9% 19.4% 2.2% 13.7% 

Portugal 9.8% 57.8% 58.1% 35.7% 16.2% 54.7% 68.2% 

Romania 9.9% 57.8% 8.3% 32.5% 10.3% 14.2% 43.7% 

Russia 12.4% 18.2% 21.6% 26.5% 9.9% 14.8% 10.1% 

Saudi Arabia 12.3% 45.4% 67.8% 57.7% 41.2% 56.4% 84.1% 

Shanghai (China) 12.0% 9.7% 10.7% 33.5% 4.3% 8.1% 18.7% 

Singapore 2.7% 7.7% 3.8% 33.0% 10.8% 3.1% 4.2% 

Slovak Republic 3.4% 29.1% 5.8% 37.5% 9.7% 47.2% 41.3% 

Slovenia 5.9% 37.0% 3.1% 40.4% 13.7% 18.5% 25.0% 

South Africa 6.2% 43.8% 51.5% 51.6% 16.9% 28.3% 61.1% 

Spain 7.4% 36.3% 26.0% 56.9% 43.0% 46.6% 71.9% 

Sweden 5.9% 33.3% 15.5% 54.0% 17.6% 8.6% 15.3% 

Chinese Taipei 7.3% 10.6% 15.1% 62.6% 22.2% 27.6% 40.9% 

Turkey 14.9% 38.3% 57.1% 49.1% 13.0% 44.4% 61.6% 
United Arab Emirates 4.2% 38.3% 24.3% 33.1% 14.4% 24.5% 43.3% 

United States 13.5% 26.7% 7.2% 52.1% 23.0% 23.6% 27.0% 

Viet Nam 12.7% 14.7% 39.6% 32.9% 4.7% 19.7% 27.1% 

OECD average 6.5% 34.6% 20.7% 47.9% 17.7% 27.2% 34.5% 



Providing Opportunities for CPD 

 

190 

 

The percentages of Maltese teachers reporting the remaining four barriers ‘do not have the 

prerequisites’ (9.6%), ‘ professional development is too expensive’ (29.4%), ‘there is a lack of 

employer support’ (29.8%) and ‘there is no relevant professional development offered’ (32.7%) 

are all lower than the OECD averages (10.8%, 45.1%,31.4% and 37.9% respectively). The 

corresponding percentages of Maltese heads of school reporting these four barriers (5.6%, 28.4%, 

16.8% and 17.2% respectively) are also all less than the OECD averages (6.5%, 34.6%, 20.7% and 

27.2% respectively). 

 

The issue of incentives for participating in CPD is linked to the question of what motivates 

teachers and heads of school to engage in further training. An important aspect of participation in 

CPD training is career advancement since, more often than not, participation in CPD translates 

into an accumulation of credits that count for career promotion. However, CPD training should 

not be understood solely as a mechanism for career advancement; it should also be considered a 

means for learning and improvement. Many teachers and heads of school are attracted to CPD 

because it offers the opportunity to tackle situations or issues that they face in their daily lives.  

The increase in reports signalling ‘lack of incentives’ and ‘conflicts with work schedule’ as barriers 

across years could be partially explained by the budget cuts incurred by many countries. A lack of 

financial resources could translate into a lack of human resources, augmenting the workload of 

current staff and presenting a barrier to professional development. Also, the lack of funds limits the 

possibility of establishing concrete rewards for teachers and heads of school to engage in 

professional development activities.  
 

 

5.5.2  Available support for teachers’ participation in CPD activities 
 

Once the barriers to CPD have been identified, it is important to provide support to teachers to 

overcome them. These support efforts encompass every part of education systems, from central 

administration to management staff in local schools. Results from previous TALIS cycles have 

shown the importance of monetary support for participation in professional development but 

relevant support can also be provided through allocation of time for training or guidance on 

further training.  

 

Table 5.31 shows that the majority of TALIS countries, including Malta, also participated in an 

optional question related to mechanisms to support participation in CPD. Teachers were asked to 

select the support mechanisms they receive for their CPD training from a list of eight options. 

Among Maltese teachers, the option most frequently highlighted was ‘release from teaching duties 

for activities during regular working hours’ (48.1%).  This is followed by ‘material needed for 

activities’ (32.8%), ‘increase of salary’ (18.5%), ‘reimbursement or payment of costs’ (17.7%), 

‘non-monetary rewards’ (16.0%), ‘non-monetary support for activities outside working hours’ 

(12.4%), ‘non-monetary professional benefits’ (12.0%) and ‘monetary supplements for activities 

outside working hours’ (11.9%). 

 

A summary indicator was developed to indicate if the teacher listed at least one of the eight 

possible options for support. Figure 5.9 shows that 76.5% of Maltese teachers reported receiving 

at least one type of support to participate in professional development activities during the months 

preceding the survey. The top countries in providing to CPD activities are Czech Republic 

(93.1%), Estonia (92.8%), Latvia (92.7%), Viet Nam (91.2%) and Australia (91.2%). Countries 

with a comparatively lower share of teachers reporting any form of support are Spain (58.6%), 

Italy (54.4%), Mexico (46.7%) and Portugal (44.0%). 
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Table 5.31: Support provided to teachers participating in professional development 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who received support for participating in CPD activities 
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Australia 78.2% 19.3% 47.3% 41.9% 8.5% 16.5% 49.1% 4.2% 

Austria 64.2% 11.2% 37.3% 34.8% 4.9% 6.9% 15.3% 1.1% 

Brazil 26.2% 11.1% 7.1% 40.9% 8.1% 9.2% 16.0% 15.7% 

Bulgaria 35.7% 11.4% 48.4% 45.1% 15.3% 26.6% 18.8% 50.1% 

Chile 34.8% 22.2% 17.7% 46.0% 9.8% 17.2% 15.1% 13.2% 

Colombia 59.2% 19.8% 10.3% 39.1% 10.0% 18.7% 17.6% 27.9% 

Croatia 33.8% 7.7% 48.5% 38.7% 4.3% 12.7% 44.3% 2.9% 

Czech Republic 64.2% 40.0% 58.1% 47.7% 53.5% 30.1% 12.5% 39.9% 

Denmark 62.9% 21.8% 36.8% 33.3% 13.0% 5.0% 9.3% 4.0% 

England (UK) 56.3% 11.6% 36.5% 33.0% 6.7% 9.9% 29.7% 8.5% 

Estonia 66.8% 35.3% 56.5% 63.9% 22.6% 24.9% 13.5% 36.5% 

Finland 64.4% 8.1% 34.1% 29.8% 6.1% 4.2% 24.2% 1.5% 

France 40.8% 12.8% 27.4% 12.8% 11.6% 6.3% 6.0% 4.2% 

Georgia 17.1% 14.5% 8.5% 48.7% 7.0% 18.9% 24.1% 10.3% 

Hungary 31.5% 8.6% 27.3% 40.3% 6.5% 16.2% 14.8% 9.0% 

Iceland 59.7% 20.1% 48.0% 28.4% 4.4% 10.2% 20.6% 2.6% 

Italy 15.5% 5.1% 9.7% 24.9% 18.9% 13.4% 4.5% 2.6% 

Kazakhstan 68.7% 30.9% 26.7% 49.5% 8.4% 22.9% 26.8% 12.8% 

Korea 42.1% 16.9% 50.3% 56.6% 47.1% 52.5% 25.5% 11.3% 

Latvia 73.7% 23.9% 37.3% 68.9% 13.6% 22.4% 37.5% 9.3% 

Lithuania 37.0% 20.5% 53.7% 31.1% 17.7% 12.7% 23.9% 5.6% 

Malta 48.1% 12.4% 17.7% 32.8% 11.9% 16.0% 12.0% 18.5% 

Mexico 5.8% 7.3% 5.2% 26.2% 3.5% 6.6% 16.5% 7.9% 

Netherlands 53.8% 31.2% 55.7% 41.7% 4.9% 9.6% 6.9% 2.7% 

New Zealand 70.1% 18.3% 50.6% 39.6% 10.5% 16.0% 33.9% 7.3% 

Norway 59.0% 21.5% 32.6% 38.5% 8.8% 4.4% 12.5% 9.0% 

Portugal 8.6% 3.2% 6.4% 20.3% 1.9% 9.3% 20.5% 1.1% 

Romania 16.1% 8.9% 17.6% 40.2% 2.9% 14.4% 42.3% 9.0% 

Russia 57.4% 26.7% 29.3% 47.7% 35.7% 16.8% 29.9% 25.5% 

Saudi Arabia 58.3% 11.1% 8.8% 26.6% 6.8% 21.8% 21.6% 8.0% 

Shanghai (China) 28.5% 14.1% 18.3% 39.8% 23.4% 32.5% 24.1% 15.3% 

Singapore 59.8% 16.1% 40.6% 57.5% 10.7% 23.3% 29.7% 12.9% 

Slovak Republic 65.4% 15.1% 30.2% 27.6% 9.8% 14.0% 21.4% 20.4% 

Slovenia 42.2% 12.8% 65.0% 68.3% 9.9% 15.1% 40.9% 2.6% 

South Africa 50.7% 28.7% 35.6% 50.7% 24.6% 33.3% 31.2% 43.4% 

Spain 19.9% 7.9% 12.7% 35.5% 4.3% 11.0% 22.7% 2.8% 

Sweden 33.3% 26.8% 21.3% 26.3% 4.3% 4.2% 4.4% 5.8% 

Chinese Taipei 45.0% 38.9% 16.2% 41.2% 14.3% 22.1% 32.1% 5.3% 

Turkey 46.6% 27.2% 19.9% 33.7% 15.7% 14.9% 19.6% 8.4% 

UAE 37.2% 19.3% 31.6% 58.7% 12.9% 28.3% 42.6% 15.4% 

Viet Nam 42.0% 42.3% 58.2% 77.7% 48.7% 37.0% 41.1% 40.3% 
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Figure 5.9: Level of support received for participating in professional development 
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Table 5.32: Supporting teachers in participating in CPD activities, grouped by school characteristics 

Country 

Percentage of teachers who received support for participating in CPD activities 

School Type Concentration of students with needs 

Public schools Private schools Less than 10% More than 10% 

Australia 89.1% 93.0% 90.2% 92.0% 

Austria 80.8% 78.7% 81.1% 76.6% 

Brazil 62.4% 67.4% 63.4% 62.4% 

Bulgaria 85.0%  84.6% 90.6% 

Chile 69.3% 68.2% 68.9% 69.1% 

Colombia 76.3% 83.3% 77.5% 81.0% 

Croatia 80.4%  80.5% 77.2% 

Czech Republic 93.2% 91.2% 92.6% 94.1% 

Denmark 75.8% 81.3% 77.0% 77.8% 

England (UK) 76.4% 76.0% 74.7% 76.9% 

Estonia 92.7% 94.9% 92.3% 93.7% 

Finland 77.3% 86.6% 77.1% 79.5% 

France 68.3% 61.6% 66.3% 67.9% 

Georgia 64.4% 74.3% 65.6%  

Hungary 62.6% 74.3% 64.9% 63.3% 

Iceland 79.6%  77.5% 80.7% 

Italy 54.5% 51.8% 56.1% 51.8% 

Kazakhstan 85.8% 81.8% 85.7%  

Korea 86.8% 78.0% 85.4%  

Latvia 93.0%  93.1% 89.1% 

Lithuania 82.2%  82.7% 80.6% 

Malta 78.4% 72.9% 77.8% 74.3% 

Mexico 41.6% 67.9% 46.6% 48.6% 

Netherlands 84.9% 80.4% 83.6% 82.2% 

New Zealand 86.9% 88.4% 87.6% 86.0% 

Norway 74.1% 84.6% 73.6% 76.7% 

Portugal 42.9% 52.0% 42.9% 46.1% 

Romania 69.5%  69.9%  

Russia 85.5%  85.4%  

Saudi Arabia 71.8%  71.8%  

Shanghai (China) 66.8% 70.8% 66.9%  

Singapore 85.1% 91.7% 85.3% 89.1% 

Slovak Republic 80.4% 83.8% 80.8% 81.2% 

Slovenia 89.2%  88.9% 90.4% 

South Africa 88.1% 88.6% 88.8% 84.5% 

Spain 55.2% 67.1% 59.0% 55.2% 

Sweden 61.6% 64.4% 61.2% 63.0% 

Chinese Taipei 77.3% 69.5% 76.1% 81.8% 

Turkey 67.9% 85.3% 69.5% 61.2% 

UAE 75.5% 84.1% 80.7% 79.1% 

Viet Nam 91.2% 96.2% 91.2%  

 

Table 5.32 shows that the support received by Maltese teachers to participate in CPD activities is 

higher in public schools (78.4%) than private schools (72.9%). Furthermore, for twelve countries, 

teachers from privately managed schools report more frequently receiving some type of support to 

participate in CPD training than teachers in publically managed schools. The gap is particularly 

pronounced in Mexico (26.3%), Turkey (17.4%), Spain (11.9%), Hungary (1.7%) and Norway 

(10.5%). Moreover the percentage Maltese teachers receiving support to participate in CPD 
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activities is larger when classrooms have fewer than 10% of students with special needs (77.8%) 

than when classrooms have more than 10% of students with needs (74.3%).  In most of TALIS 

participating countries, teachers who teach in classrooms with higher concentrations of students 

with special needs tend to receive more support in CPD activity participation than their 

counterparts who teach in classrooms with lower concentrations. 

 

 
Figure 5.10: Participation in professional development and level of support received 
 

This section started with the premise that support is important for teachers’ participation in CPD. 

Figure 5.10 explores this association by looking at the country-level association between 

participation in a number of different CPD activities and the support received for this 

participation. Results show a positive correlation between support received by teachers and 

overall participation in CPD activities (Pearson correlation coefficient is r = 0.59 among OECD 

countries).  Teachers in countries above the regression line are participating more than expected 

in CPD activities given the support they are receiving in these CPD activities.  Malta is located 

below the regression line indicating that Maltese teachers are participating less than expected in 

CPD activities given the support they are receiving in these CPD activities.   

 

The eight types of support, displayed in Table 5.31, can be grouped into two distinct groups as 

monetary support and non-monetary support. Further analyses at the teacher level allow for a 

more nuanced understanding of how these different types of support relate to participation in 

different types of professional development. Table 5.33 shows that Maltese teachers who report 

receiving at least one type of non-monetary support tend to participate in more professional 

development activities.  The positive relationship between monetary support and participation in 

CPD activities is not significant at the 0.05 level of significance.  In the vast majority of countries 

participating in TALIS, teachers who report having received non-monetary support tend to 

participate in more professional development activities. Likewise, countries teachers who report 
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receiving at least one type of monetary support also tend to participate in more professional 

development activities. The evidence shows the importance of both types of support in promoting 

participation of teachers in CPD activities. Indeed, the results suggest that teachers benefit from 

monetary and non-monetary support. As such, systems should not only be mindful of monetary 

incentives to increase participation, such as increased salary for participation, but also of other 

non-monetary factors, such as providing flexible schedules for participation or providing the 

materials necessary for the activities. 

 

Table 5.33: Regression model relating participation in CPD activities and support received for participation 

Predictor Coefficient St. error 

Non-monetary support for participating in CPD activities (Yes) 0.601 0.115 

Non-monetary support for participating in CPD activities (No) 0  

Monetary support for participating in CPD activities (Yes) 0.156 0.091 

Monetary support for participating in CPD activities (No) 0  

Gender of teacher (Female) -0.109 0.123 

Gender of teacher (Male) 0  

Working status (Full-time) -0.269 0.227 

Working status (Part-time) 0  

Years of experience of teacher 0.005 0.006 

Percentage of low achievers in class -0.006 0.003 

Percentage of students with behavioural problems in class 0.006 0.004 

Class size -0.001 0.005 

  R-square = 0.04 
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6.1 Introduction 
 

Professional knowledge and skills are defined as the set of knowledge and skills that is used by 

a profession and acknowledged through qualifications and membership. Teachers require 

advanced or graduate-level education and specialised knowledge of subject matter, pedagogy 

and classroom management that is typically acquired through participation in initial teacher-

training programmes and continuous in-service teacher professional development. Their 

knowledge and skills are manifested in the planning and implementation of teaching practices 

in the classroom, along with other professional tasks in the school. As a result, the development 

of knowledge and skills takes place across diverse stages of teachers’ and heads of schools’ 

professional pathway. 

 

Chapters 2 and 3 portray how teachers and heads of school continuously adjust their practices 

to changing times and how they best support students in the development up-to-date cognitive 

and socio-emotional skills in our changing world. Chapters 4 and 5 examine how initial training 

and continuous professional development could enhance the knowledge base dimension of 

teachers’ and heads of schools’ professionalism to drive the success of teaching and learning. 

Chapter 6 presents the main findings and provide the main policy pointers concerning the four 

steps on the professional pathway. The recommendations for attracting and retaining quality 

teachers and heads of school are presented in Section 6.2. The recommendations for supporting 

new teachers entering the workforce are presented in Section 6.3.  The recommendations for 

supporting the continuous professional growth of teachers and heads of school throughout their 

careers are presented in Section 6.4, and the recommendations for promoting quality teaching to 

every student are presented in Section 6.5.  

 

 

6.2 Attracting and retaining quality teachers and heads of school 
 

Education systems have the challenge of not only attracting and selecting those displaying an 

adequate mastery of the knowledge and skills needed for the teaching profession, but also of 

retaining the teachers and heads of school that have been able to further expand this knowledge, 

given their experience and/or training. Exploring individuals’ motivations to become teachers 

helps to shed light on the aspects of the job that make the teaching profession attractive. One of 

the questions in TALIS 2018 asks teachers how important certain factors were in their motivation 

to become a teacher. The most important motivations reported by teachers pertain to a certain 

sense of self-fulfilment through public service.  The percentage of Maltese teachers highlighting 

6 
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the opportunity to influence children’s development (96.3%) and contribute to society (92.8%) as 

key motivators to join the profession exceed the OECD averages (92.3% and 88.2% respectively). 

Moreover, 69.4% of Maltese teachers and 66.5% of teachers across OECD countries reported that 

teaching was their first choice as a career. On the other hand, the factors pertaining to the 

economic characteristics and working conditions of the profession were reported less often. The 

percentage of Maltese teachers reporting the importance of a reliable income (70.2%), steady 

career path (82.8%) and secure job (87.1%) exceed the OECD averages (67.2%, 61.1% and 70.6% 

respectively).   

 

Interestingly, the share of teachers reporting that the financial package and working conditions of 

the teaching profession were important motivations to them is higher in countries where teachers 

are highly valued in society and their economic status is better than that of other professions. One 

possible explanation for this pattern could be that in systems where the profession is highly 

valued, the economic characteristics and working conditions of teachers are objectively better – 

making these aspects of the job more attractive to prospective candidates. However, another 

explanation could be that when teachers perceive their profession as undervalued by society, they 

are more apologetic and less likely to report personal utility motivations. Whichever explanation, 

this pattern suggests that strengthening professionalism may initiate a virtuous cycle whereby 

enhanced professionalism translates into better student outcomes, thereby raising the societal 

value of the profession and the economic rewards of the job, which in turn act as a magnet to 

attract the next generation of quality candidates to the profession.  

 

Teacher policy reviews have shown that working conditions are crucial for the attractiveness of 

the teaching profession and also for retaining quality teachers. Moreover, the issue of working 

conditions is likely to become more important once teachers have been teaching for a while. 

With this in mind, TALIS wants to learn directly from teachers how their working conditions 

and the teaching-learning link could be improved. More specifically TALIS 2018 asks teachers 

what they think should be the priority areas for intervention and additional spending in 

education, if the education budget were to increase. As frontline actors of education systems, 

teachers are, indeed, particularly well positioned to report on resources issues that directly affect 

their daily work. Two of the top four priorities identified by teachers are related to recruiting 

more teachers and support staff.  The percentage of Maltese teachers requesting a reduction of 

class size by recruiting more teachers (80.2%) and a decrease of administration load by recruiting 

more support staff (70.8%) exceed the OECD averages (65.4% and 54.6% respectively).  The 

views of heads of school are consistent with those of teachers regarding the two main resource 

shortage issues hindering the delivery of quality instruction in their schools. The percentage of 

Maltese heads of school highlighting a shortage of support personnel (19.0%) and a shortage of 

teachers with competence in teaching students with special needs (28.6%) are lower than the 

OECD averages (32.6% and 32.1%). 

 

With respect to the economic characteristics and financial package of the job, according spending 

priority to ‘improving teacher salaries’ is also rated highly by teachers in the majority of 

participating countries. Regression results also support the notion that, in a number of countries, 

teachers who valued the economic characteristics and the working conditions of the job when 

they became teachers are also logically more prone to seek salary increases. Thus, TALIS 

findings suggest that teachers’ demands for salary increases display fairly rational behavioural 

patterns, and that teachers likely consider a range of factors in forming their priorities. Teachers 

seem more likely to prioritise salary increases when their standard of living is lower compared to 

international standards. 
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Policy Pointer 1: 

 

The first recommendation is to build on the high level of commitment of the profession and 

engage in a dialogue and a process of resource reallocation in partnership with the profession to 

improve the financial package and working conditions of the teaching profession over time, in 

line with progress in professionalism. The high percentage of teachers with a social utility 

motivation to enter the profession shows that education systems have an in-service workforce that 

is highly committed to the public service and social value of the profession. This is a strong asset 

to engage the profession in a virtuous spiral of positive change and enhanced professionalism.  

 

However, education systems should not take this high level of commitment for granted and 

disregard the importance of offering attractive financial packages and working conditions to 

prospective candidates and in-service teachers. Successful education systems manage to attract 

candidates who are motivated both by the social reward of the profession and its capacity to offer 

attractive salaries and adequate working arrangements. Policy makers and education leaders 

responsible for human resources need to carefully determine their overall education budget 

envelope in terms of human resources and methodically decide how to best allocate it between 

recruitment efforts and salary increases, while promoting the teaching profession as intellectually 

rewarding by offering high-quality training opportunities. 

 

The reality of public policy is that education budgets typically compete with a range of other 

public policy priorities, and in most countries, they are unlikely to increase dramatically over 

short periods of time. In this context, it would seem particularly fruitful for policy makers to 

engage in a constructive dialogue with the profession on how best to reallocate inevitably limited 

resources to allow for improving the financial package and working conditions of the teaching 

profession over time, in line with progress in professionalism. It is acknowledged that such a 

process may involve rethinking teaching models and the way space, people and time are organised 

and deployed within the system.  

 

The socio-demographic characteristics of teachers and heads of school are also a crucial factor to 

consider when examining the best policies for attracting and selecting candidates. Examining the 

ageing process of the teaching workforce provides an estimation of the number of teachers who 

will be retiring in upcoming years. Trends over time in the age and experience profiles of teachers 

and heads of school provide valuable information on the dynamics of human resources in 

education. Global trends in their age and experience profiles are rather mixed, but ageing of the 

teacher population concerns more countries than renewal of the teacher population.  

 

The average age of Maltese teachers (36.8 years) is significantly lower than the OECD average 

(44.1 years).  The mean teacher age is lowest in Turkey (35.5 years) and highest in Georgia (50.4 

years).  Furthermore, 12.2% of Maltese teachers are over 50 years, which is significantly lower 

than the OECD average (34.4%).  Since, on average in OECD countries, the pension age is 64.3 

years for males and 63.7 years for females, implies that education systems will have to renew at 

least one-third of their teaching workforce in the next 15 years. 

 

The average age of Maltese heads of school (47.6 years) is lower than the OECD average (52.2 

years).  While Maltese heads of school are on average 11 years older than Maltese teachers, this 

age gap is 8 years across OECD countries. This is not surprising, as heads of school are usually 

recruited from among the ranks of teachers, and their positions often require higher academic 

credentials and more years of experience. These age patterns mean that policy makers will also 
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face the challenge of renewing the head of school workforce and preparing a new generation of 

heads of school over the next decade. The fact that the roles of heads of school are becoming more 

complex and challenging, with increased workloads and accountability will not make this task 

easier.  

 

The percentage of Maltese female teachers (69.7%) is marginally higher than the OECD average 

(68.3%). Japan is the only country where the percentage of male teachers exceeds the percentage 

of female teachers. However, joining the teaching profession is more often a late vocation or 

occupational reconversion for men than for women, and for individuals wishing to better balance 

their family responsibilities with their work life.   

 

Only 46% of Maltese heads of school are women, which is lower than the OECD average (47.3%) 

This suggests significant gender imbalances in the scope for career progression of female teachers 

from teaching to leadership roles, whether the cause is endogenous (a lesser propensity of women 

to apply for leadership positions) or exogenous (a lesser propensity for women to be selected for 

leadership roles). Irrespective of the underlying cause, this pattern goes counter to the objective of 

enhancing professionalism, due to the limited scope for career progression of more than half of 

the teaching workforce. 

 

Policy Pointer 2: 

 

The second recommendation is to take action to prepare for the renewal of the teaching and head 

of school workforces. Recruitment challenges will inevitably emerge if the workforce is ageing 

and the numbers of students are steady, growing or even declining at a lower rate than numbers of 

teachers and heads of school. Education systems facing an ageing of their teacher or head of 

school populations need to carefully review their staffing needs and plans for the next 10 to 15 

years, in light of the dynamics of their workforce and of their student population. Education 

systems also need to carefully design plans to attract and prepare large cohorts of new teachers 

and heads of school, and to adequately support them to maximise their retention in the profession.  

 

Policy Pointer 3: 

 

The third recommendation is to design effective recruitment campaigns promoting participation 

of men and women as both teachers and heads of school. Recruitment campaigns should portray 

teachers and heads of school as key contributors to society and the development of future 

generations. Such campaigns should not keep silent about the financial packages and working 

conditions of these jobs and should praise their rewarding aspects, such as intellectual and social 

fulfilment, and the possibility to continually learn on the job, benefit from job security and 

reconcile the demands of personal and professional life. Countries should also engage in research 

to better understand the factors that underlie the differential progression of male and female 

teachers towards leadership roles, and design policies to overcome any barriers to the career 

progression of female teachers that are identified. In particular, designing recruitment campaigns 

that are not gender-blind may be considered, depending on the type of job targeted, by 

emphasising that men can achieve professional growth as teachers and women as heads of school. 

Whenever the limited progression of female teachers to leadership roles is due to a lack of interest 

by female teachers in such positions, education systems may consider further differentiating 

teaching careers to offer promotion tracks within teaching roles as a way to strengthen the 

professional attributes of teaching careers and, hence, foster the intellectual fulfilment and job 

satisfaction of female teachers and, ultimately, their retention in the profession.   
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6.3 Supporting novice teachers entering the workforce 
 

Given the influence of teachers on student learning, the effectiveness of teachers new to the 

profession is an important policy issue. An effective education system requires all teachers, 

including new teachers, to provide high-quality education to students. New teachers entering the 

profession need systemic support to be successful early in their careers. New teacher graduates 

mostly enter the profession with some degree of training through initial teacher-education 

programmes, such as graduate degrees, certification courses or other pathways of entry and some 

practical training opportunities. However, additional support activities and structures in the initial 

years of teaching can help teachers to cope with the challenges they face on the ground, as well as 

to maintain their motivation levels. Both are critical to make them competent and effective and 

convince them to stay in the profession. 

 

TALIS 2018 shows that, in their early career years, teachers tend to work in more challenging 

schools that have higher concentrations of students from socio-economically disadvantaged 

homes and students with a migrant background. The percentage of Maltese novice teachers 

reporting that they would like to be transferred to another school (14.5%) is significantly lower 

than the OECD average (22.2%). Furthermore, novice teachers feel less confident in their ability 

to teach, particularly in their classroom management skills and their capacity to use a wide range 

of effective instructional practices. This result could be linked to the amount of time they have 

available for planning and teaching their classes. With regard to workload, after adjusting for full-

time or part-time work, novice teachers work as many hours per week in total as teachers with 

more than five years of experience. 

 

In addition to initial formal education and training, knowledge-based work typically requires 

extensive training for novice teachers upon entry to the profession. Therefore, entry to the teaching 

profession often involves both formal and informal induction activities. Given the importance of 

induction to teaching as a profession, TALIS has developed a large set of indicators describing the 

support received by novice teachers, school provisions in terms of induction and mentoring 

programmes and the actual participation of teachers in these programmes. 

 

Despite empirical evidence showing that teachers’ participation in induction and mentoring is 

beneficial to student learning, these programmes/activities cannot be considered commonplace in 

TALIS countries. The percentage of Maltese teachers reporting of not having participated in any 

formal or informal induction activity at their current school (49.5%) is lower than the OECD 

average (58.1%). While heads of school generally consider mentoring to be important for 

teachers’ work and students’ performance, only 23.5% of Maltese novice teachers have an 

assigned mentor, which is marginally higher than the OECD average (21.9%). 

 

Policy Pointer 1: 

 

The first recommendation is to review the allocation and compensation mechanisms for novice 

teachers. The way novice teachers are allocated across schools needs to be reviewed, with a 

view to assigning them to less challenging working environments in their first placements. In 

countries with more centralised teacher allocation and compensation mechanisms, a possibility 

would be to create a fixed-term first assignment for recent graduates of initial teacher-education 

programmes using a separate algorithm that would assign them to a subset of schools considered 

less challenging.  



Main findings and Policy pointers 

 

202 

 

Another approach could be to create significant salary incentives that would be attributed to 

teaching positions in more challenging schools, so as to encourage applications from more 

experienced teachers and reducing the need to cover these positions with novice teachers. In 

countries with more decentralised systems, greater school autonomy and increased budgets for 

selecting and managing teachers could help schools with higher concentrations of socio-

economically disadvantaged students to attract effective teachers. The goal of such an approach 

would be to change mind-sets so that teaching in more difficult schools is seen as a prestigious 

stage in a teacher’s professional growth and career trajectory, and recognised accordingly in 

financial terms, rather than a necessary first ordeal. An additional advantage of such an approach 

would lie in its potential effects in fostering equity. 

 

Whenever the assignment of novice teachers to a challenging school is unavoidable, heads of 

school also have a role to play to ease the transition of recent graduates to the profession. For 

example, by allocating these novice teachers to less challenging classes, making sure that their 

teaching assignments allow some degree of efficiency gain in lesson preparation (by having 

several groups of the same grade), or considering pairing them with more experienced teachers 

in joint teaching arrangements. All these approaches, obviously, could be applied in centralised 

and decentralised systems alike. 

 

Policy Pointer 2: 

 

The second recommendation is to design effective context-based induction and mentoring activities. 

Induction programmes should be designed with the objective of aiding new practitioners to adjust 

to their new working environment and to become acquainted with the concrete realities of their 

jobs, as well as to avoid early dropout. A crucial element while planning induction opportunities 

for new teachers would be to allow heads of school to reduce their teaching load so that they can 

balance their working time between lesson preparation and actual teaching, and can meet the 

demands of participating in induction. A possible approach could be to increase the teaching load 

incrementally over the first years in the profession as new teachers gain in experience. This could 

be done through additional part-time teacher allocations in centralised systems, or mandatory 

requirements in decentralised ones. It would also be important that the extent and intensity of 

induction support developed by heads of school for new teachers are tailored to the context of 

schools and student composition. The design of induction programmes could include team-

teaching opportunities, as they can foster greater collaboration among teachers within schools and 

help new teachers to learn from experienced teachers, especially as they are more familiar with 

the specific school context.  

 

Policy Pointer 3: 

 

The third recommendation is to give heads of school an active role in the development and 

promotion of induction and mentoring opportunities. At the same time, heads of school need to 

urge teachers to take an active part in induction and mentoring activities. To guarantee 

participation in induction, it could be useful to allocate a certain number of hours (paid non-

teaching time) dedicated to induction or mentoring within teachers’ weekly or monthly schedule. 

Heads of school could identify which teachers are best suited to act as mentors for the new 

teachers at their schools and whether they should be selected on the basis of the subject they 

teach, their years of experience in the school or their experience in the profession. Finally, 

education systems could design and establish career paths encouraging teachers to become 

mentors, through incentives related to improvement of their compensation.   
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6.4 Supporting continuous professional growth throughout career  
 

To foster the lifelong improvement of the knowledge and skills base of teachers and heads of 

school, it is imperative for educational systems to provide pertinent training and facilitate the 

access to this training. Ingersoll and Merrill (2011) highlight that the underlying and most 

important quality distinguishing professions from other kinds of occupations is the degree of 

expertise and complexity involved in the work itself. In this view, professional work involves 

highly complex sets of skills, intellectual functioning and knowledge that are not easily 

acquired and not widely held. In this context, an essential aspect of strengthening professionalism 

throughout the education system is to ensure that teachers and heads of school start off in their 

jobs with a solid knowledge base. To examine the importance of credentials in teachers’ and 

heads of schools’ jobs, TALIS has developed a rich set of indicators to describe the type and 

content of the training they received before becoming teachers or heads of school.  

 

The typical education level of teachers varies noticeably across OECD countries. The percentage 

of Maltese teachers reporting a bachelor’s degree (69.4%) or a master’s degree (24.3%) as their 

highest educational attainment differ considerably from OECD averages (49.3% and 44.2% 

respectively). Across the countries with available data, most teachers completed a regular 

concurrent (rather than consecutive) teacher education or training programme, which grants 

future teachers a single credential for studies in subject-matter content, pedagogy and other 

courses in education during the first period of post-secondary education. In some systems, a 

significant share of teachers did not complete any formal teacher education or only completed 

fast-track or specialised education or training programmes. Faced with teacher shortage issues, 

policy makers and heads of school may be incentivised to ease the entry into teaching to capture a 

larger pool of candidates. Even in these circumstances, education institutions and schools should 

ensure that all teachers are equipped with sufficient training in the content, pedagogy and 

classroom practice of the subjects they teach.  
 

Policy Pointer 1: 

 

The first recommendation is to offer alternative paths into the profession while preserving quality 

training. Faced with teacher shortage challenges and the prospect of mass retirement waves in 

some countries, education systems are increasingly required to provide multiple ways into the 

profession to satisfy the demand for teachers – including through fast track or alternative routes. 

In doing so, they need to establish mechanisms to ensure that all teachers start off their teaching 

career with quality training. These mechanisms can translate into the establishment of rigorous 

accreditation institutions monitoring the work of teacher education providers (possibly including 

‘fast-track’ providers), teacher performance assessments conducted at some point of the teachers’ 

initial training (at entry, during the mid-years of training, and/or towards the end of their training 

programme), and/or establishing professional standards that define precisely what is required and 

expected of teachers when entering their training and when they are ready to start teaching.  

 

A crucial component of professionalism among teachers and schools leaders is their participation 

in on-going in-service professional development. The assumption is that achieving a professional-

level mastery of complex skills and knowledge is a prolonged and continuous process and, 

moreover, that professionals must continually update their skills, as the body of technology, skill, 

and knowledge advances. Under this approach, teachers and heads of school are considered 

lifelong learners, with different needs for training throughout their career path. Education systems 
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and training institutions, at both national and local levels, need to accurately identify these needs 

and secure teachers’ and heads of schools’ access to relevant training. First and foremost, TALIS 

findings support the idea that receiving pre-service training and/or in-service training in a given 

area is associated with a higher perceived level of self-efficacy in this area by teachers, and/or a 

higher propensity to use related practices.  

 

In light of the value of pre- and in-service training for teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and use of 

teaching practices, a key task when considering teachers as lifelong learners is to ensure adequate 

linkages between the content of teachers’ initial training and that of their continuous professional 

development, so that all aspects of a teacher’s work are covered at some point and consolidated 

and expanded upon over time (OECD, forthcoming). 91.3% of Maltese teachers report that their 

formal education or training included content, pedagogy and classroom practice in some or all the 

subjects they teach, which is lower than the OECD average (94.5%). Similarly, training in subject 

matter knowledge and understanding of the subject field and pedagogical competencies are the 

most frequent types of professional development attended by teachers. Other elements which are 

often incorporated in teachers’ formal education and their continuous professional development 

include student behaviour and classroom management, teaching cross-curricular skills, and use of 

ICT for teaching. The percentages of Maltese teachers receiving initial training (82.6%) and 

professional development (46.3%) in student behaviour and classroom management vary from 

the OECD averages (71.6% and 49.8% respectively). The percentages of Maltese teachers 

receiving initial training (69.6%) and professional development (42.2%) in teaching cross-

curricular skills vary from the OECD averages (65.1% and 48.5% respectively). The percentages 

of Maltese teachers getting initial training (70.4%) and professional development (47.7%) in the 

use of ICT for teaching vary considerably from the OECD averages (56.0% and 60.4% 

respectively). These results reflect that there are certain topics that, despite being covered in the 

formal teacher education or training of a majority of countries participating in TALIS, still 

emerge as highly requested topics for in-service training. Conversely, the percentages of Maltese 

teachers getting initial training (38.3%) and professional development (26.9%) in teaching in 

multicultural or multilingual settings are higher than the OECD averages (34.8% and 21.9% 

respectively). 

 

Turning to heads of school, TALIS findings show that, while they have attained a higher level of 

education than teachers on average, fewer actually completed a programme preparing them for 

their job as head of school. Although 62.8% of heads of school across OECD countries hold a 

master’s degree, only 53.9% of them have completed a programme in school administration 

before taking up their position as heads of school, with the same share having completed an 

instructional leadership training programme or course. This is not the case for Maltese heads of 

school where the percentage holding a master’s degree (75.9%) is comparable to the percentage 

completing a course in school administration (75.2%). Moreover, all Maltese heads of school 

participated in professional development activities in the 12 months prior to the survey, which is 

higher than the OECD average (99.0%). Heads of school also tend to participate in more diverse 

training formats than teachers. This may suggest that heads of school compensate for their 

possible lack of initial training on leadership-specific skills with more intensive participation in 

continuous professional development activities.  

 

Policy Pointer 2: 

 

The second recommendation is to build a bridge between the content of initial teacher education 

and professional development activities. Countries need to ensure that the curricula of initial 
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education and in-service professional development are well-connected, complementary and 

reliable. Continuous professional development activities need to take into account the skills and 

knowledge that teachers and heads of school acquired as part of their initial education or 

training and to build on them. These curricula need to be designed in a concerted manner for 

pre-service and in-service training. This may require institutionalising consultations, feedback 

loops and collaboration between the different actors and stakeholders of the initial teacher 

preparation and professional development systems if these responsibilities are shared across 

several entities.  

 

Policy Pointer 3: 

 

The third recommendation is to foster pre-service preparation of heads of school. There is substantial 

room to improve the professionalism of heads of school by creating pre-service programmes that 

help them develop the leadership skills to effectively engage in many of the practices associated 

with school success: developing and conveying a shared vision; cultivating shared practices; 

leading teams towards school goals; instructional improvement; developing organisational 

capacity; managing change. TALIS results show that participation in professional development is 

the most common route heads of school use to validate and upgrade their skills.  

 

Education systems could provide prospective heads of school with more opportunities to develop 

leadership skills prior to their appointment as heads of school. This could be done either through 

specific training modules that prospective heads of school would need to undertake or validate 

ahead of taking up leadership duties, such as by making such training a prerequisite for any 

appointment to a leadership position, or through the creation of intermediate leadership roles for 

experienced teachers interested in growing into leadership roles. 
 

Policy Pointer 4: 

 

The fourth recommendation is to develop mentoring programmes for heads of school. Besides 

pre-service preparation, education systems could also provide heads of school with other relevant 

opportunities for in-service training upon appointment. A possible way to achieve this would be 

to create professional networks of heads of school where more experienced heads of school 

mentor those who are newly appointed, and heads of school can learn from one another and share 

good practices to address common challenges. 

 

Looking at TALIS 2018 data, it is clear that annual participation in professional development of 

both teachers and heads of school is almost universal, which is a great achievement with regard to 

the professionalisation of their jobs. 91.3% of Maltese teachers and 100% of Maltese heads of 

school participated in at least one type of professional development in the 12 months prior to the 

survey, which are similar to the OECD averages (94.5% and 99.0% respectively) 

  

On average, Maltese teachers attended about three different types of continuous professional 

development activities in the 12 months prior to the survey, which is lower than the OECD 

average of four CPD activities. On the other hand, Maltese heads of school attended about six 

different types of continuous professional development activities in the 12 months prior to the 

survey, which is comparable to the OECD average. The percentage of Maltese teachers attending 

courses and seminars in person (83.8%) is significantly higher than the OECD average (75.6%). 

However, the percentages of Maltese teachers participating in reading professional literature 
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(43.9%), education conferences (42.5%) and peer or self-observation and coaching (28.5%) are 

significantly lower than the OECD averages (72.3%, 48.8% and 43.9% respectively). Research 

has shown that even though traditional training in the form of courses or seminars can be an 

effective tool, school-embedded professional development, such as peer-learning opportunities, 

tends to have a larger impact on teaching practices and can significantly reduce the cost of 

training – thus providing scope for efficiency gains and cost savings that could be reallocated to 

other priority areas. 

 

Overall, teachers are satisfied with the in-service training received in the last 12 months, since 

70.9% of Maltese teachers and 81.3% of teachers across OECD countries reported that the 

training had an impact on their work. Regression results showcase that teachers reporting a 

positive impact have higher levels of job satisfaction and/or self-efficacy than teachers reporting 

otherwise.  

 

Teachers were also asked to describe the characteristics of the training they deemed impactful. 

Teachers’ descriptions of what makes in-service training effective can directly be translated into 

recommendations for policy changes with regard to the design of these programmes. According 

to teachers, impactful professional development programmes are based on a strong subject and 

curriculum content and involve collaborative approaches to instruction and the incorporation of 

active learning. 
 

 

Policy Pointer 5: 

 

The fifth recommendation is to promote school-based, collaborative and active professional 

development responding to local needs and adapted to school-specific contexts. The design and 

implementation of effective professional development can be led by local initiative at the school 

level. Indeed, such an approach would ensure that the focus of the professional development is 

responding to locally-identified needs and takes account of the school-specific context – making 

it more relevant to the daily jobs of participants. 

 

Moreover, all the characteristics mentioned by teachers about the impactful in-service training 

they received (taking into account teachers’ prior knowledge, providing opportunities for 

collaborative and active learning) could be met if training takes place at the school. However, 

given the comparatively low percentage of teachers participating in school-based training, this is 

an area where there is clearly room from improvement.  

 

Heads of school and teachers could also allocate part of the monthly or weekly hours to discuss 

issues involving instruction in their classroom, exchanging ideas and reflecting on their practices. 

Furthermore, each school could create a system of collective professional development based on 

peer-observation of classroom instruction, where teachers can have the opportunity to observe new 

pedagogical methods, assess the instruction of their peers, and provide valuable feedback to foster 

reflective practice and improvement. 

 

Strong participation in professional development programmes does not rule out the existence of 

significant barriers to participation. 52.0% of Maltese teachers and 63.1% of Maltese heads of 

school report that participation in professional development is restricted by schedule conflicts.  

These percentages differ from OECD averages (53.8% and 47.9% respectively). The next two 

most important barriers reported by teachers and, to a lesser extent by heads of school, are the 
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lack of incentives to engage in these activities, lack of available time and participation costs. 

60.7% of Maltese teachers and 41.8% of Maltese heads of school report the lack of incentives to 

engage in these CPD activities. These percentages are significantly higher than the OECD 

averages (46.7% and 34.5% respectively). 56.7% of Maltese teachers and 41.8% of Maltese 

heads of school report the lack of time available because of family responsibilities.  These 

percentages are significantly higher than the OECD averages (37.1% and 17.7% respectively).  

Moreover, 29.4% of Maltese teachers and 28.4% of Maltese heads of school report that 

participation costs are too expensive.  These percentages are significantly lower than the OECD 

averages (45.1% and 34.6% respectively). Teachers’ participation in professional development 

programmes is mainly supported by mechanisms such as being released from teaching duties for 

activities during regular working hours, being provided with material needed for activities and 

being reimbursed for participation costs.  

 

While access to and participation in professional development programmes are both very high in 

the TALIS participating countries, the existence of concrete barriers to participation does suggest 

that more can still be done to support continuous training and the professional learning of teachers 

and heads of school throughout their career. The most successful education systems can provide 

inspiration on how to achieve this: they have embedded professional development as an integral 

part of the work of teachers, and do what it takes to facilitate participation, as illustrated by the 

entitlement of teachers in Singapore to 100 hours of professional development per year. 
 

Policy Pointer 6: 
 

The sixth recommendation is to create incentives to participate in professional development. 

Participation in professional development needs more recognition as an essential attribute of the 

work of teachers and heads of school, as well as a stepping stone for their professional growth and 

career evolution.  

 

Ideally, the development of knowledge and skills should lead teachers and heads of school to take 

on more responsibilities in their school, and be recognised as experts and resources for other 

teachers. The validation of certain competencies through participation in professional development 

could also be taken into account in recruitment or school assignments of teachers or heads of 

school, depending on the regime of the education system. It could also be considered in their 

career evolution. 
 

Policy Pointer 7: 
 

The seventh recommendation is to fund participation in professional development. Participation 

in professional development for a set number of days per year could be made mandatory and fully 

subsidised by government or institutions in charge of national human resources. Alternatively, 

funds could be allocated to schools and school management staff could be asked to invest them 

on professional development activities for teachers and heads of school. This way, heads of school 

and management staff could actually endorse a leading role in human resource management and 

professional development of staff in their schools.  

 

Obviously, the potential budget implications of such an approach would need to be carefully 

considered. A promising approach could be for policy makers to engage, in partnership with the 

profession, in a critical review of the way professional development is offered and delivered in 

their education system, with a view to identifying barriers to participation and the scope for cost 
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savings and efficiency gains. As discussed above, developing school-embedded forms of 

professional development could allow expanding professional development opportunities at 

limited extra cost, while at the same time allowing teachers and heads of school to participate in 

professional development better suited to their needs.  

 

 

6.5 Promoting quality teaching for every student  
 

The professionalism of teachers and heads of school manifests itself not only in terms of the 

mastery of a core knowledge base and the processes by which this knowledge base is continuously 

updated throughout their careers, but also in the mastery and use of highly specialised skills and 

the application of expert judgement in choosing among different pedagogical approaches. To 

examine the skills of teachers, TALIS has developed a rich set of complementary indicators 

aiming to measure what teachers do in their classrooms: how they distribute their class time on 

various activities; how often they use effective teaching practices; and how well they are able to 

implement certain practices and achieve certain goals. 

 

An important precondition for the implementation of quality teaching practices is making the 

most of classroom time to implement them. Maltese teachers spend 75.1% of classroom time on 

actual teaching and learning, which is lower than OECD average (78.1%).  Conversely, Maltese 

teachers spend 17.3% of classroom time on keeping order, which is higher than the OECD average 

(13.4%). TALIS results show that as teachers’ beliefs in their classroom management capabilities 

increase, they tend to spend less class time on keeping order. 

 

A worrying trend is that, within a lesson, there is an overall decline in classroom time spent on 

actual teaching and learning since 2008 (observed in around half of the countries, including 

Malta). This pattern suggests that the overall proportion of lesson time efficiently used for 

teaching and learning has decreased during the last ten years. In Maltese schools, the percentage 

use of classroom time spent on the teaching and learning decreased by 1.9% over the past decade, 

while the percentage use of classroom time on keeping order increased by 1.6%. 

 

The quality of teachers’ teaching also hinges on the time taken by heads of school to support 

teaching and learning. TALIS findings suggest that heads of school are limited in their time and 

resources to express their instructional leadership. Maltese heads of school spend, on average, 

17.6% of their working time on curriculum and teaching-related tasks and meetings, which is 

higher than the OECD average (16.3%).  This involves developing a school curriculum, teaching, 

observing their teachers’ classes, mentoring teachers, designing and organising professional 

development activities for teachers or being involved in student evaluation. This makes it the third 

most time-consuming task for Maltese heads of school, after administrative tasks and meetings 

(28.3%) and leadership tasks and meetings (23.2%). Yet, this is not enough in the views of heads 

of school, where one of the most common resource issues hindering quality instruction reported 

by heads of school in participating countries is the shortage of adequate time for instructional 

leadership. Fortunately, to the extent that solutions can be found to alleviate their administrative 

workload, the willingness of heads of school to engage more in instructional leadership activities 

is there. There is interest from heads of school to improve both their school organisation and the 

practices of their teachers, with more than 70% of heads of school attending training to become 

an instructional and/or pedagogical leader.  
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Policy Pointer 1: 
 

The first recommendation is to regulate the use of teachers’ and heads of schools’ time. Effective 

pedagogical practices require time, such as time to prepare classes and to try out specific 

practices. Under a very rigid system of classroom hours, teachers may simply not be able to try 

out new practices in order to improve the quality of their teaching over time. Thus, it may be 

timely for the education system’s policy makers and other stakeholders to engage in a critical 

reflection of time use, and to think differently about the use of teachers’ working time, with a 

view to reducing the amount of time dedicated to administrative tasks, spending less time on non-

effective professional learning, or allowing for some flexible hours for professional collaboration.  

 

Likewise, education systems need to find ways to reduce the amount of heads of schools’ time 

dedicated to administrative tasks in order to support them in their role as instructional leaders. To 

achieve this, one option could be to regulate heads of schools’ working hours to ensure that they 

have adequate time to develop their leadership in the field of curriculum and teaching. But, 

obviously, regulations on heads of schools’ working hours will not be sufficient to foster 

instructional leadership without a concomitant redistribution of administrative duties or a 

reduction in reporting and other administrative requirements.  

 

 

Policy Pointer 2: 
 

The second recommendation is to establish professional standards for instructional leadership. 

Establishing clear professional standards for heads of school can also guide them in the type of 

in-service training they require to lead their schools, as well as encourage them to reorganise 

their time to shift emphasis towards instructional leadership activities.  

 

 

Policy Pointer 3: 
 

The third recommendation is to enhance the capacity for instructional leadership and recruiting 

instructional leaders among teachers.  One possible option for heads of school to free some time 

for tasks related to curriculum and teaching could be for education systems to create intermediate 

management roles or devolve some management and administrative responsibilities to other 

teachers interested in building leadership capacity. For instance, teachers showing exceptional 

leadership skills could be identified and supported through established career tracks that allow 

them to pursue a school leadership path with concrete training opportunities to foster both their 

administrative and instructional leadership skills. 

 

On average across OECD countries participating in TALIS, more than 80% of teachers feel 

confident in their capacity to teach and manage their classroom, while over 30% of teachers 

report difficulties in motivating student learning, particularly when it comes to turning around a 

situation where a student shows low interest in school work. 

 

Among the wide range of instructional practices used by teachers in class, those aimed at 

enhancing classroom management and clarity of instruction are widely applied across the 

OECD countries participating in TALIS, with at least two-thirds of teachers using them 

frequently. Practices involving student cognitive activation, i.e. instructional activities that 

require students to evaluate, integrate and apply knowledge within the context of problem-
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solving, are less widespread, with about half of teachers using these methods across the OECD. 

This is a pity, as past OECD studies provide repeated evidence that cognitive activation 

practices are positively related to student learning and achievement. Indeed, these practices are 

capable of challenging students to motivate them and stimulating higher-order skills, such as 

critical thinking, problem-solving and decision-making. Teachers implementing these practices 

not only encourage students to find creative and alternative ways to solve problems, but also 

enable them to communicate their thinking processes and results with their peers and teachers.  

 

TALIS data show that, when teachers teach smaller classes, when the share of academically 

gifted students in a classroom is larger or the proportion of low achievers is smaller, teachers 

tend to spend more classroom time on actual teaching and learning, to use cognitive activation 

practices more frequently and to feel more confident in their teaching in general. Cognitive 

activation practices are complex in terms of their design and implementation, so the more 

teaching time the teacher has available for teaching, the greater the opportunity to implement 

these practices. 

 

 

Policy Pointer 4: 
 

The fourth recommendation is to instruct teachers in the use of effective teaching practices. 

Developing initial and continuous training curricula that highlight the relevance of effective 

teaching practices could foster the use of pedagogies related to cognitive activation in 

classrooms. Providing clinical practices where teachers have an opportunity to try out these 

strategies could be ways to facilitate acquisition of these skills by teachers. Teachers should be 

trained in the use of these practices, be aware of their importance, feel able to use them and 

enjoy the conditions to actually implement them.  

 

 

Policy Pointer 5: 
 

The fifth recommendation is to promote small-group instruction to mainstream the use of effective 

practices. Given the TALIS finding that teachers are more likely to use the more effective 

cognitive activation teaching practices when they have smaller groups of students to teach in 

their target class and the priority given to reducing class sizes among teachers, education systems 

as well as heads of school should strive to give teachers more opportunities for small-group 

instruction in their regular working environments in order to mainstream the use of effective 

teaching practices that are more sensitive to class sizes. 

 

It is acknowledged that class size reduction across the board will likely not be achievable in 

many national contexts due to budgetary constraints and competing priorities to also make the 

profession more attractive financially. To address this trade-off, it would be important for 

policy makers to engage in a constructive dialogue with the profession to seek creative 

solutions to this dilemma. This could involve, for instance, allocating larger groups of students 

to highly professionalised teachers, but granting them an additional instructor or teacher aide 

per classroom as an alternative or complementary option to support the use of more individualised 

learning approaches.  

 

Heads of school could also be given more discretion to use human resources in more flexible 

ways at the school level so as to enable teachers to work with smaller groups at least part of the 
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time. An additional advantage of such an approach could be to provide an opportunity to trial 

new ways of working in teams with other teachers and support staff to assess the impact of such 

arrangements on students and teachers.  

 

Educational innovation can add value in four main areas, which include improving learning 

outcomes and the quality of education; enhancing equity in access to and use of education, as well 

as equality; improving efficiency, minimising costs and maximising the value for the money 

spent; and introducing the changes necessary to adapt to rapid changes in society. A perspective 

of interest with regard to innovation concerns the general uptake of innovative practices by 

teachers and schools as core actors in educational processes. On average across OECD countries, 

about 70% to 80% of teachers and more than 80% of heads of school view their colleagues as 

open to change and their schools as places that have the capacity to adopt innovative practices. 

However, this viewpoint is less common among novice teachers than among more experienced 

teachers and also less common in European countries than in other parts of the globe.  

 

While asking teachers and heads of school about school staff’s innovation-friendliness, TALIS 

left the interpretation of the meaning of innovation very open. However, TALIS also collects 

information on the use of information and communication technology (ICT) in classrooms and 

schools, which can be considered as one possible expression of innovation among many others. 

The use ICT by students for projects or class work has risen in all countries since 2008. At the 

same time, participation rates in professional development activities including ICT skills for 

teaching have increased in many countries since 2008. The rise in the use of ICT for projects or 

class work is not surprising, given the recognised digitalisation and spread of ICT tools used in 

social and work activities. This rise can be explained by the dissemination of these technologies 

in all spheres of society and also by the renewal of teacher generations more familiar with these 

technologies.  

 

However, TALIS data suggest that there is limited preparation and support available for teachers 

that could enable them to implement innovative practices in their instruction. 70.4% of Maltese 

teachers reported that they received training in the use of ICT for teaching as part of their formal 

education or training and 49.1% felt well prepared for this element when they completed their 

initial education or training. These percentages exceed the OECD averages (56.0% and 42.8% 

respectively). Only 14.0% of Maltese teachers expressed a high need for professional development 

in ICT skills for teaching and only 5.9% of Maltese heads of school reported a shortage and 

inadequacy of digital technology for instruction.  These percentages are significantly lower than 

the OECD averages (17.7% and 24.6% respectively), which suggests that Maltese teachers are 

not limited in their use of ICT.  

 

 

Policy Pointer 6: 
 

The sixth recommendation is to build and promote professional learning communities to distribute 

innovative practices. Innovation is not something that can be mandated or instructed. The 

establishment of professional learning communities could be a precondition to spreading and 

fostering the use of innovative practices. Past OECD reports have pointed out the value that 

professional learning communities offer by constantly providing feedback to teachers, thus 

supporting incremental change and positively affecting instructional quality and student 

achievement. The fact that heads of school report higher levels of openness towards innovation 

than teachers suggests that heads of school face an important challenge in fostering a school 
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environment open to new ideas. Heads of school can help to develop a spirit of innovation-

friendliness among their staff, not only by encouraging them to readily accept new ideas, but also 

by working with them in school-based professional learning communities to proactively identify 

needs for change, and making assistance available to support teachers in the process of change 

and in doing things differently.  

 

 

Policy Pointer 7: 
 

The seventh recommendation is to provide support for integrating ICT in teaching and distribution 

of good practices. Training should move forward from just teaching the skills to master certain 

technology competencies to finding ways how technology can be tailored to specific subjects and 

specific activities within those subjects. Also, training focusing on ICT skills for teaching should 

reflect on how technology can amplify great teaching and empower teachers to become better 

instructors rather than narrowly focus on the tools. These opportunities should focus on building 

teachers’ competencies for dealing with technology use in the classroom. 

 

Furthermore, the scope of ICT skills can be quite broad, encompassing issues as diverse as the 

mastery of online search engines, managing social media, learning coding scripts, creating 

multimedia platforms, among others. As teachers access more and more training, they will be 

more curious and will engage in exploring new areas of technology to implement in their 

instruction. Educational systems should be prepared for this demand by articulating a diverse and 

flexible offer on ICT training.  

 

TALIS 2018 places particular attention on multicultural diversity. Indeed, the integration of world 

economies, large-scale migration and surges in refugee flows have all contributed to forming 

more ethnically, culturally and linguistically diverse learning environments than in the past in the 

countries that have been most exposed to these phenomena. Therefore, ensuring high-quality 

learning experiences for this diverse student body is of particular policy priority for countries. In 

2018, working with quite diverse student populations is no longer exceptional and is part of the 

reality for a number of teachers.  Across OECD countries, on average, 17% to 31% of teachers 

teach in schools with diverse student composition, defined either by the proportion of refugee 

students, or of students whose first language is different from the language of instruction, or of 

students with a migrant background. And since it is not necessarily the case that the same schools 

have all forms of diversity at the same time, the proportion of teachers actually working with 

diverse students is likely higher.  

 

However, not many teachers are trained in teaching such culturally diverse classrooms. 38.3% of 

Maltese teachers report that teaching in multicultural and multilingual settings was included in 

their formal teacher education or training, and 26.9% of Maltese teachers reported that it was 

included in their professional development activities in the last 12 months. Although these 

percentages are higher than the OECD averages (34.8% and 21.9% respectively) they are still 

considered low. Furthermore, teachers who have previously taught a classroom with students 

from different cultures report that they do not feel confident in their ability to cater for the needs 

of diverse classrooms. Only 22.8% of Maltese teachers who completed their formal teacher 

education or training felt very well prepared for teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting 

and 20.4% of Maltese teachers reported a high need for professional development in teaching in a 

multicultural/multilingual setting.  These percentages differ from the OECD averages (25.5% and 

15.0% respectively). While a high percentage of teachers report high levels of self-efficacy with 
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respect to promoting positive relationships and interactions between students from different 

backgrounds, fewer teachers feel able to adapt their teaching to the cultural diversity of students. 

This result signals that more efforts can be made to provide teachers with the instructional tools to 

adapt their lessons. Indeed, TALIS shows that, overall, teachers who were trained in the area of 

teaching in multicultural and multilingual settings in their initial and/or in-service training also 

report higher levels of self-efficacy in teaching in multicultural/multilingual settings.  

 

Although there is no clear evidence of a global increase in school and classroom diversity, some 

countries experienced a rise in the concentration of students whose first language is not the 

language of instruction at school, of students from socio-economically disadvantaged homes and 

of students with special needs. However, a global trend does transpire in teachers’ reported needs 

for training in dealing with student diversity. Between 2008 and 2018, there has been a global 

increase in the share of teachers expressing a high need for training in teaching in a multicultural 

or multilingual setting, suggesting that teachers see this as a phenomenon likely to rise in 

importance in the future, if not already a pressing issue for them.  

 

Although multicultural diversity is not universally shared among the countries participating in 

TALIS, one issue that is of universal relevance relates to the inclusion of students with special 

needs in regular learning environments. This issue is of particular priority for all education 

systems worldwide. 23.0% of Maltese teachers work in schools with at least 10% of students with 

special needs, which is lower than the OECD average (27.4%). Particularly, in at least seven 

education systems, more than half of the teachers work in schools with at least 10% of students 

with special needs. Although 64.3% of Maltese teachers were trained as part of their formal 

teacher education or training to teach in mixed-ability settings, only 36.5% of Maltese teachers 

felt prepared to teach in mixed-ability settings when they finished their studies. These percentages 

vary considerably from OECD averages (61.9% and 44.1%). The percentage of Maltese teachers 

who participated in professional development activities including teaching students with special 

needs (31.3%) and the percentage of Maltese teachers who reported a high need for professional 

development in teaching students with special needs (20.4%) are lower than the OECD averages 

(42.8% and 22.2% respectively). While participation in professional development on this topic 

has experienced one of the highest increases between 2008 and 2018, the percentage of teachers 

reporting a high need for it has also experienced one of the highest increases in the same period. 

The percentage of Maltese heads of school reporting a shortage of teachers with competence in 

teaching students with special needs (28.6%) is lower than the OECD average (32.1%). This 

shortage ranks among the most frequent resource issues reported by heads of school.  

 

 

Policy Pointer 8: 
 

The eighth recommendation is to incorporate teaching strategies for diverse setting in the curricula 

of initial and in-service teacher training. Countries need to ensure that teachers are prepared to 

teach multicultural, multilingual and mixed-ability classrooms. In response to these realities, 

education systems need to have a systemic framework to prepare the teaching workforce to teach 

in diverse settings, including in diverse multicultural environments, by including this issue in the 

vision, planning and curricular design of initial training and in-service professional development 

opportunities. Training systems could also offer opportunities for student teachers to study abroad 

as part of their formal teacher education or training. This would allow future teachers to develop 

intercultural and interpersonal skills useful for teaching culturally diverse classes.   
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Heads of school can also play a role to foster a school-wide approach to professional development 

in teaching multicultural, multilingual and mixed-ability classrooms by organising school-

embedded professional development activities targeted to the type(s) of diversity relevant to their 

school composition. They may also take into account teachers’ ability and preparedness to teach 

in diverse environments when allocating teachers to specific classrooms, and make sure to team 

up teachers with more and less experience in this area together to learn from one another. 

 

 

Policy Pointer 9: 
 

The ninth recommendation is to implement school-level policies and practices to make the most of 

diversity. Countries also need to equip and grant enough autonomy to heads of school so that 

they can design and implement school-level policies and practices capable of supporting the 

learning of all students, irrespective of their abilities, learning needs, and social or cultural 

origins. These policies and practices can include information sessions for students about ethnic 

and cultural discrimination and how to deal with it and meetings with teachers to discuss how 

to integrate global issues throughout the curriculum. For countries with a stronger tradition of 

promoting multiculturalism, heads of school could consider organising multicultural events or 

supporting activities that encourage students to express diverse cultural identities and celebrate 

the richness of diversity.   

 

 

Policy Pointer 10: 
 

The tenth recommendation is to reinforce the provision, support and training for teaching students 

with special needs. Education systems should develop strategic policy actions to improve the 

quality and number of teachers equipped to teach special needs students as they are increasingly 

enrolled in regular schools and classes. High-quality teacher training for special needs education 

should be included for all teacher candidates as well as in-service teachers. Specific competencies 

related to teaching in inclusive classrooms should be included in national standards frameworks 

for teachers. The high need for training reported by teachers could signal that teachers’ schools do 

not have the necessary resources in terms of infrastructure or educational resources to support the 

teachers serving this population. A special financial subsidy for mainstream schools that serve 

special needs students could improve the situation of both human and educational resources, e.g. 

to recruit teacher aides.  

 

It is also important to invest in training for the detection and diagnosis of special needs students. 

What teachers perceive as issues (e.g. misbehaving students, low performers) could have other 

explanations (e.g. undiagnosed special needs). Misdiagnosis is costly for students, teachers and 

education systems as a whole, so more effort is warranted on this front. An important issue for 

policy makers, heads of school, teachers and parents alike is to ensure that schools are safe 

environments, classroom climate is conducive to student learning, and that relationships among 

students and with school staff is conducive to their development and well-being. Fortunately, on 

average across the OECD, schools in 2018 are, for the most part, immune from weekly or daily 

school safety incidents and, thus, provide students with safe learning environments. 

  

However, one issue stands out in the reports of heads of school on school safety: reports of 

regular incidents related to intimidation or bullying among students are significantly higher than 
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for the other school safety incidents, occurring at least weekly in 14% of schools, on average 

across the OECD. In TALIS 2018, a new item asks heads of school about the frequency of a 

student or parent/guardian reporting posting hurtful information on the Internet about students – 

akin to cyberbullying – in addition to the item, already in TALIS 2013, asking about the 

frequency of intimidation or bullying. Contrasting daily or weekly incidents of bullying in 2013 

with daily or weekly incidents of either bullying or posting of hurtful information on the Internet 

(in 2018) reveals that, unlike common expectations, quite a few countries have experienced a 

reduction in the frequency of this phenomenon. But in a few systems, their frequency has 

increased according to heads of school, which calls for close monitoring and specific action. 

 

Moving on to the classroom level, TALIS 2018 results suggest that relations between teachers 

and their students are extremely positive. On average, 95% of teachers across OECD countries 

participating in TALIS agree that teachers and students usually get on well with one another – up 

from the percentage in 2008 for most countries with available data. Change in student-teacher 

relations over time also reveals that teachers’ belief in the importance of student wellbeing has 

progressed in the vast majority of countries since 2008. 

 

However, a number of teachers regularly face classroom disciplinary issues. 35.3% of Maltese 

teachers reported that they ‘lose quite a lot of time because of students interrupting the lesson’ and 

a significant share of teachers does not feel they can resolve this situation, which is significantly 

larger than the OECD average (28.7%). Looking at their formal education and training, 82.6% of 

Maltese teachers report having received initial training in student behaviour and classroom 

management, which is significantly larger than the OECD average (71.6%). In addition, only 

49.5% of Maltese teachers report that they felt prepared for this aspect of their work when they 

completed their initial education or training, which is significantly lower than the OECD average 

(53.1%). Moreover, 46.3% of Maltese teachers report that they received training in student 

behaviour and classroom management as a part of their recent professional development activities, 

while 81.8% of Maltese teachers feel that they can calm a student who is disruptive. These 

percentages are lower than the OECD averages (49.8% and 83.4% respectively). Undoubtedly, 

the issue of managing disciplinary issues is particularly pressing and stands as an impediment to 

instructional quality in schools. 

 

 

Policy Pointer 11: 
 

The eleventh recommendation is to implement system-level and school-level policies and 

practices to combat all forms of bullying. Teachers and school staff have a crucial role to play 

in preventing bullying by working with students closely to build strong and healthy interpersonal 

relationships. School-level disciplinary policies can focus on monitoring and supervision of all 

students, communication and partnership among teachers, parent-teacher meetings and classroom 

management. Furthermore, information sharing and supportive communication is important in 

helping students cope with the harmful effects of being bullied. School programmes should 

educate students on measures to take when witnessing bullying, which can help schools identify 

incidents of bullying promptly and develop suitable responses. Finally, the inclusion of social 

emotional learning in regular classroom hours can improve the interpersonal and intrapersonal 

skills of students and build an overall healthy environment in the school. 

. 

As part of an education systems’ role in providing welcoming, respectful and safe learning 

environments, and system-level policies should establish a code of conduct for students in order 
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to combat bullying as a national priority, and develop monitoring frameworks. This can ensure 

that all schools are held accountable for implementing measures against bullying and encourage 

this issue to be viewed as a shared responsibility. 

 

 

Policy Pointer 12: 
 

The twelfth recommendation is to reinforce the training of teachers and heads of school to 

understand the importance of student well-being for effective learning and identify and detect 

bullying situations. Training programmes for teachers and heads of school should be updated 

with the most recent trends in bullying incidents in order to better prepare schools for the 

emerging challenges related to student safety. Training programmes should allow educators to 

communicate with one another and focus on the different avenues where bullying incidents take 

place both within and outside the school environment. Support from behavioural experts can help 

teachers in identifying victims of bullying and intimidation in the classroom and training from 

counsellors can enable teachers to be better prepared to support all students who are victims of 

bullying.  
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A. Maltese Teachers’ Responses 
 

Gender of teacher Frequency Percentage 

 Female 1140 68.8% 

Male 516 31.2% 

 

Age of teacher Frequency Percentage 

  Less than 30 years 459 27.8% 

 30 – 39 years 581 35.2% 

40 – 49 years 406 24.6% 

50 – 59 years 166 10.1% 

60 years or more 38 2.3% 

 

Highest level of formal education completed by teacher Frequency Percentage 

  Below ISCED Level 3 (Less than A-Level) 5 0.3% 

ISCED  Level 3 (A-Level or equivalent) 20 1.2% 

ISCED  Level 4 (VET National Diploma or equivalent) 9 0.5% 

ISCED  Level 5 (Undergraduate Certificate or Diploma or equivalent) 63 3.8% 

ISCED Level 6 (Bachelor’s Degree or equivalent) 1136 68.8% 

ISCED Level 7 (Master’s Degree or equivalent) 402 24.3% 

ISCED Level 8 (Doctorate / PhD or equivalent) 16 1.0% 

 

How did you receive your first teaching qualification? Frequency Percentage 

 A regular concurrent teacher education or training programme 859 52.1% 

A regular consecutive teacher education or training programme 532 32.2% 

A fast-track or specialised teacher education or training programme 78 4.7% 

Education or training in another pedagogical profession 45 2.7% 

Subject-specific education or training only 62 3.8% 

I have no formal qualification related to the subject I am teaching or to any type of 

pedagogical education. 
45 2.7% 

Other 29 1.8% 

 

When did you complete your form education or training that qualified you to teach? Frequency Percentage 

  Before 1980 12 0.8% 

 1980 - 1989 61 4.0% 

1990 - 1999 359 23.7% 

2000 - 2009 542 35.8% 

2010 - 2018 540 35.7% 
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Where the following elements included in your formal education or training? Yes No 

  Content of some or all subject(s) I teach 91.9% 9.0% 

Pedagogy of some or all subject(s) I teach 90.6% 9.4% 

General pedagogy 94.0% 6.0% 

Classroom practice in some or all subject(s) I teach 91.1% 8.9% 

Teaching in a mixed ability setting 64.5% 35.5% 

Teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting 38.6% 61.4% 

Teaching cross-curricular skills (e.g. creativity, critical thinking, problem solving) 70.4% 29.6% 

Use of ICT for teaching 70.0% 30.0% 

Student behaviour and classroom management 82.2% 17.8% 

Monitoring students’ development and learning 79.2% 20.8% 

 

To what extent did you feel prepared for each teaching element? Not at all Somewhat  Well Very well 

  Content of some or all subject(s) I teach 3.0% 22.6% 43.7% 30.6% 

Pedagogy of some or all subject(s) I teach 2.7% 21.9% 52.4% 22.9% 

General pedagogy 2.4% 20.6% 56.1% 21.0% 

Classroom practice in some or all subject(s) I teach 3.4% 23.2% 50.2% 23.2% 

Teaching in a mixed ability setting 22.6% 40.2% 28.9% 8.3% 

Teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting 41.7% 34.9% 17.5% 5.8% 

Teaching cross-curricular skills  18.4% 36.2% 35.6% 9.7% 

Use of ICT for teaching 18.9% 31.6% 34.8% 14.7% 

Student behaviour and classroom management 10.9% 38.9% 38.1% 12.1% 

Monitoring students’ development and learning 10.9% 31.2% 45.5% 12.4% 

 

How important were the following for you to become a teacher? 
Not 

important 
Low 

importance 
Moderate 

importance 
High 

importance 

 
Teaching offered a steady career path 4.7% 12.4% 43.1% 39.8% 

Teaching provided a reliable income 7.7% 22.2% 46.3% 23.8% 

Teaching was a secure job 2.9% 10.2% 42.3% 44.5% 

The teaching schedule fit with responsibilities in my personal life 3.9% 12.3% 38.5% 45.3% 

Teaching allowed me to influence development of children 0.6% 3.1% 25.4% 70.9% 

Teaching allowed me to benefit the socially disadvantaged 2.9% 12.7% 42.3% 42.1% 

Teaching allowed me to provide a contribution to society 1.3% 6.1% 30.5% 62.1% 

 

Was teaching your first choice as a career? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes 1133 69.1% 

No 507 30.9% 
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What is your employment status as a teacher at this school? Frequency Percentage 

  Permanent employment  1505 91.9% 

 Fixed-term contract for a period of more than one school year 43 2.6% 

Fixed term contract for a period of one school year or less 90 5.5% 

 

What is your current employment status as a teacher at this school? Frequency Percentage 

  Full-time (more than 90% of full-time hours) 1562 95.8% 

 Part-time (71 - 90% of full-time hours) 25 1.5% 

 Part-time (51 - 70% of full-time hours) 21 1.3% 

Part-time (less than 50% of full-time hours) 23 1.4% 

 

What is your current employment status as a teacher (all teaching employments)? Frequency Percentage 

  Full-time (more than 90% of full-time hours) 1460 93.2% 

 Part-time (71 - 90% of full-time hours) 34 2.2% 

 Part-time (51 - 70% of full-time hours) 18 1.1% 

Part-time (less than 50% of full-time hours) 54 3.4% 

 

 

How many years of work experience do you have, 
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0 years 1.0% 2.2% 75.4% 57.0% 

1 year 17.3% 4.6% 5.1% 6.4% 

2 years 11.4% 4.2% 3.2% 6.1% 

3 years 11.0% 6.1% 2.6% 4.5% 

4-5 years 14.6% 9.1% 4.6% 7.4% 

6-10 years 20.4% 22.6% 4.5% 10.3% 

11-20 years 17.5% 33.4% 3.8% 6.2% 

More than 20 years 6.8% 17.8% 0.7% 2.1% 

 

 

Do you currently work as a teacher of a secondary school at another school? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes 215 13.1% 

No 1427 86.9% 
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If ‘Yes’ indicate at how many other schools you currently work as a teacher? Frequency Percentage 

  1 school 130 59.9% 

 2 schools 38 17.5% 

 3 schools 26 12.0% 

4-6 schools 23 10.5% 

 

In all your secondary classes at this school, how many are special needs students? Frequency Percentage 

  None 120 7.3% 

 Some 1423 87.0% 

 Most 81 5.0% 

All 12 0.7% 

 

Were the following subject categories included in your formal education or training   
and do you teach them during the current year to secondary students in this school? In
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  Reading, writing and literature 62.9% 33.8% 

Mathematics 48.0% 16.4% 

Science 46.4% 18.2% 

Social studies 45.0% 12.4% 

Modern foreign languages 40.0% 14.1% 

Ancient Greek or Latin 6.6% 1.3% 

Technology 40.1% 12.9% 

Arts 34.3% 10.9% 

Physical education 36.2% 7.1% 

Religion or ethics 38.9% 8.7% 

Practical and vocational skills 26.4% 13.2% 

Other 14.1% 8.2% 

 

 

During the last week, how many hours did you spend on tasks related to your job? Frequency Percentage 

  0-10 hours 127 7.9% 

 11-20 hours 159 9.9% 

 21-30 hours 263 16.3% 

 31-40 hours 483 30.1% 

 41-50 hours 403 25.0% 

More than 50 hours 173 10.8% 
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Of this total, how many hours did you spend teaching during the last week? Frequency Percentage 

  0-10 hours 246 16.5% 

 11-20 hours 911 56.8% 

 21-30 hours 306 19.0% 

 31-40 hours 91 5.7% 

 41-50 hours 17 1.0% 

More than 50 hours 17 1.0% 

 

How many hours did you spend on individual planning / preparation of lessons? Frequency Percentage 

  0-2 hours 258 16.1% 

 3-5 hours 530 33.2% 

 6-10 hours 505 31.5% 

 11-20 hours 231 14.5% 

 21-30 hours 38 2.3% 

More than 30 hours 38 2.4% 

 

How many hours did you spend on team work and dialogue with colleagues? Frequency Percentage 

  0 hours 94 5.9% 

 1 hour 457 28.6% 

 2 hour 458 28.6% 

 3-5 hours 455 28.5% 

 6-10 hours 96 6.0% 

More than 10 hours 39 2.4% 

 

How many hours did you spend on marking and correcting of students’ work? Frequency Percentage 

  0 hours 104 6.5% 

 1 hour 147 9.2% 

 2 hour 281 17.6% 

 3-5 hours 604 37.8% 

 6-10 hours 342 21.4% 

More than 10 hours 120 7.5% 

 

How many hours did you spend on counselling students (including supervision)? Frequency Percentage 

  0 hours 480 30.1% 

 1 hour 503 31.5% 

 2 hour 233 14.6% 

 3-5 hours 222 13.9% 

More than 5 hours 158 9.9% 
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How many hours did you spend on participation in school management? Frequency Percentage 

  0 hours 940 58.9% 

 1 hour 349 21.9% 

 2 hour 153 9.6% 

 3-5 hours 105 6.6% 

More than 5 hours 48 3.0% 

 

How many hours did you spend on participation in general administrative work? Frequency Percentage 

  0 hours 408 25.5% 

 1 hour 492 30.8% 

 2 hour 298 18.7% 

 3-5 hours 280 17.5% 

More than 5 hours 119 7.5% 

 

How many hours did you spend on professional development activities? Frequency Percentage 

  0 hours 634 39.9% 

 1 hour 361 22.7% 

 2 hour 370 23.2% 

 3-5 hours 151 9.4% 

More than 5 hours 76 4.8% 

 

  How many hours did you spend on communication and co-operation with parents? Frequency Percentage 

  0 hours 812 51.0% 

 1 hour 447 28.1% 

 2 hour 126 7.9% 

 3-5 hours 118 7.5% 

More than 5 hours 90 5.5% 

 

How many hours did you spend on engaging in extracurricular activities? Frequency Percentage 

  0 hours 905 56.8% 

 1 hour 227 14.3% 

 2 hour 179 11.2% 

 3-5 hours 178 11.2% 

More than 5 hours 103 6.5% 

 

Did you take part in any formal induction programme? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes, during my first employment 669 42.8% 

 Yes, at this school 619 39.6% 

No 545 34.9% 
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Did you take part in informal induction activities? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes, during my first employment 413 28.0% 

 Yes, at this school 645 43.8% 

No 611 41.5% 

 

How many hours did you spend on other work tasks? Frequency Percentage 

  0 hours 783 50.9% 

 1 hour 239 15.5% 

 2 hour 194 12.6% 

 3-5 hours 190 12.3% 

More than 5 hours 132 8.6% 

 

When you began work at this school, were these provisions part of your induction? Yes No 

  Courses / seminars attended in person 77.2% 22.8% 

Online courses / seminars 13.6% 86.4% 

Online activities (e.g. virtual communities) 13.9% 86.1% 

Planned meetings with head of school or experienced teachers 88.4% 11.6% 

Supervision by head of school or experienced teachers 75.2% 24.8% 

Networking / collaboration with other new teachers 68.5% 31.5% 

Team teaching with experienced teachers 42.3% 57.7% 

Portfolios / diaries / journals 39.4% 60.6% 

Reduced teaching load 6.7% 93.3% 

General / administrative introduction 58.1% 41.9% 

 

During the last year, did you participate in these professional development activities? Yes No 

  Courses / seminars attended in person 83.5% 16.5% 

Online courses / seminars 13.5% 86.5% 

Education conferences where teachers present their research or discuss educational 

issues 
42.5% 57.5% 

Formal qualification programme (degree programme) 13.6% 86.4% 

Observation visits to other schools 10.8% 89.2% 

Observation visits to business premises, public organisations or non-governmental 

organisations 
15.9% 84.1% 

Peer or self-observation and coaching as part of a formal school arrangement 28.7% 71.3% 

Participation in a network of teachers formed specifically for the professional 

development of teachers 
38.4% 61.6% 

Reading professional literature 43.2% 56.8% 

Other 21.7% 78.3% 
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Are you now involved in mentoring activities as part of a formal school arrangement? Yes No 

  I currently have an assigned mentor to support me 8.7% 91.3% 

I am currently an assigned mentor for one or more teachers 6.3% 93.7% 

 

Were these topics included in your professional development activities in the last year? Yes No 

  Knowledge and understanding of my subject field(s) 70.2% 29.8% 

 Pedagogical competencies in teaching my subject field(s) 70.5% 29.5% 

Knowledge of the curriculum 72.0% 28.0% 

Student assessment practices 74.5% 25.5% 

ICT skills for teaching 48.7% 51.3% 

Student behaviour and classroom management 46.6% 53.4% 

School management and administration 26.3% 73.7% 

Approaches to individualised learning 46.3% 53.7% 

Teaching students with special needs 32.0% 68.0% 

Teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting 26.6% 73.4% 

Teaching cross-curricular skills (e.g. creativity, critical thinking, problem solving) 42.4% 57.6% 

Analysis and use of student assessments 54.2% 45.8% 

Teacher-parent / guardian co-operation 23.8% 76.2% 

Communicating with people from different cultures or countries 21.7% 78.3% 

Other 23.1% 76.9% 

 

For the professional development in which you participated  
during the last year, did you receive any of the following? Yes No 

  Release from teaching duties for activities during regular working hours 47.1% 52.9% 

Non-monetary support for activities outside working hours  12.4% 87.6% 

Reimbursement or payment of costs 17.6% 82.4% 

Material needed for the activities 32.5% 67.5% 

Monetary supplements for activities outside working hours 11.8% 88.2% 

Non-monetary rewards (e.g. classroom resources, book vouchers) 16.4% 83.6% 

Non-monetary professional benefits (e.g. fulfilling professional development) 12.2% 87.8% 

Increasing salary 18.9% 81.1% 

 

Thinking of all of your professional development activities during the last year,  
did any of these have a positive impact on your teaching practice? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes 1040 71.1% 

No 422 28.9% 
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Thinking of all the feedback that you have received during the last year,  

did any of these have a positive impact on your teaching practice? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes 1101 73.0% 

No 407 27.0% 

 

 
Thinking of the professional development activity that had the greatest positive impact 
on your teaching during the last year, did it have any of the following characteristics? Yes No 

  It built on my prior knowledge 96.3% 3.7% 

 It adapted to my personal development needs 76.0% 24.0% 

It had a coherent structure 69.0% 31.0% 

It appropriately focused on content needed to teach my subjects 61.5% 38.5% 

It provided opportunities for active learning 79.7% 20.3% 

It provided opportunities for collaborative learning 72.5% 27.5% 

It provided opportunities to practise new ideas and knowledge in my own classroom 82.7% 17.3% 

It provided follow-up activities 45.2% 54.8% 

It took place at my school 58.9% 41.1% 

It involved most colleagues from my school 57.5% 42.5% 

It took place over an extended period of time 31.3% 68.7% 

It focused on innovation in my teaching 65.7% 34.3% 

 

 
For each of the areas listed below, indicate the extent to 

which you currently need professional development? 
No need at 

present 
Low level  
of need 

Moderate 
level need 

High level 
of need 

 
Knowledge and understanding of my subject field(s) 42.9% 34.7% 18.6% 3.8% 

Pedagogical competencies in teaching my subject field(s) 29.7% 39.5% 26.7% 4.1% 

Knowledge of the curriculum 32.9% 35.6% 24.6% 7.0% 

Student assessment practices 17.2% 27.2% 41.0% 14.5% 

ICT skills for teaching 19.8% 27.8% 38.8% 13.7% 

 Student behaviour and classroom management 26.1% 33.9% 29.2% 10.9% 

School management and administration 37.4% 31.9% 21.9% 8.8% 

Approaches to individualised learning 20.6% 29.3% 40.0% 10.1% 

Teaching students with special needs 12.1% 23.0% 44.4% 20.4% 

Teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting 17.5% 25.5% 36.6% 20.4% 

Teaching cross-curricular skills 16.2% 29.9% 39.3% 14.6% 

Analysis and use of student assessments 17.9% 28.9% 40.5% 12.7% 

Teacher-parent / guardian co-operation 28.6% 37.0% 27.6% 6.8% 

Communicating with people from different cultures or countries 26.4% 29.6% 32.2% 11.8% 

 

 
 



Appendix 

 

227 
 

How strongly do you agree or disagree that the following present 
barriers to your participation in professional development? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
 I do not have the pre-requisites (e.g. qualifications, experience) 58.8% 31.4% 7.3% 2.5% 

 Professional development is too expensive 28.1% 42.4% 24.7% 4.8% 

 There is a lack of employer support 23.0% 46.6% 23.7% 6.8% 

 Professional development conflicts with my work schedule 14.5% 33.4% 38.0% 14.1% 

 I do not have time because of family responsibilities 13.9% 29.7% 36.9% 19.4% 

 There is no relevant professional development offered 16.3% 51.0% 27.1% 5.6% 

 No incentives to participate in professional development 9.4% 30.4% 36.6% 23.5% 
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 Observation of my classroom teaching 41.4% 75.5% 15.0% 9.4% 

 Student survey responses related to my teaching 8.6% 29.6% 7.6% 59.7% 

 Assessment of my content knowledge 21.5% 27.8% 12.5% 48.5% 

 External results of students I teach (e.g. national test) 22.2% 34.1% 7.9% 44.4% 

 School-based and classroom-based results 11.0% 47.0% 19.0% 34.7% 

 Self-assessment of my work  12.1% 26.3% 13.5% 57.9% 

 

Thinking about the feedback you have received during the last year,  
did it lead to a positive change in any of the following aspects of your teaching? Yes No 

 Knowledge and understanding of my main subject field(s) 59.2% 40.8% 

Pedagogical competencies in teaching my subject  80.1% 19.9% 

Use of student assessments to improve student learning 70.5% 29.5% 

Classroom management 58.1% 41.9% 

Methods for teaching students with special needs 37.9% 62.1% 

Methods for teaching in a multicultural or multilingual setting 27.9% 72.1% 

 

Thinking about the teachers in this school, how strongly  
do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
 Most teachers strive to develop new ideas for teaching / learning 3.5% 17.3% 60.2% 19.1% 

 Most teachers are open to change 4.4% 27.8% 57.7% 10.2% 

 Most teachers search for new ways to solve problems 2.9% 18.7% 65.7% 12.7% 

 Most teachers provide practical support to each other for the 

 application of new ideas 
3.5% 16.3% 59.0% 21.3% 
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On average, how often do you do the following at school? N
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Teach jointly as a team in the same class 64.4% 15.6% 8.2% 2.5% 3.4% 5.9% 

Observe other teachers’ classes and provide feedback 71.7% 16.7% 6.0% 1.5% 1.8% 2.4% 

Engage in joint activities in different classes and age groups 37.0% 28.8% 22.1% 5.3% 3.5% 3.3% 

Exchange teaching materials with colleagues 10.2% 12.5% 20.1% 14.7% 19.2% 23.3% 

Engage in discussions about learning development of 

specific students 
6.5% 7.3% 15.9% 13.9% 22.8% 33.6% 

Work with other teachers at school to ensure common 

standards in evaluations for assessing student progress 
11.5% 12.2% 19.4% 12.3% 19.7% 24.9% 

Attend team conferences 34.8% 24.1% 14.2% 6.0% 6.9% 14.1% 

Take part in collaborative professional learning 17.8% 28.3% 33.3% 7.8% 6.2% 6.6% 

 

In your teaching, to what extent can you do the following? Not at all 
To some 

extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Get students to believe they can do well in school work 0.3% 12.7% 33.9% 53.2% 

Help students value learning 0.4% 15.4% 33.9% 50.3% 

Craft good questions for students 0.3% 8.7% 44.1% 46.9% 

Control disruptive behaviour in the classroom 0.6% 15.7% 42.8% 40.9% 

Motivate students who show low interest in school work 1.0% 24.3% 38.4% 36.3% 

Make my expectations about student behaviour clear 0.1% 8.6% 36.7% 54.7% 

Help students think critically 0.6% 16.6% 42.8% 40.0% 

Get students to follow classroom rules 0.1% 10.3% 43.0% 46.5% 

Calm a student who is disruptive or noisy 0.4% 17.6% 44.8% 37.2% 

Use a variety of assessment strategies 1.4% 23.5% 45.0% 30.1% 

Provide an alternative explanation to confused students 0.2% 5.7% 34.8% 59.3% 

Vary instructional strategies in my classroom 0.4% 12.4% 45.3% 42.0% 

Support student learning through the use of digital technology 3.4% 24.4% 32.3% 40.0% 

 

How strongly do you agree or disagree that the control over  
the following areas when planning and teaching in this class? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
Determining the course content 17.7% 19.3% 35.3% 27.7% 

Selecting teaching methods 1.8% 3.5% 51.7% 42.9% 

Assessing students’ learning 3.1% 9.6% 56.5% 30.9% 

Disciplining students 2.7% 10.3% 57.4% 29.6% 

Determining the amount of homework to be assigned 2.7% 5.9% 52.9% 38.5% 
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Estimate the percentage of students with these characteristics None 1-10% 11-30% 31-60% 61-100% 

 
Students whose first language is different from the language 

of instruction or from a dialect of this language 
29.6% 42.3% 12.4% 6.7% 9.1% 

Low academic achievers 6.8% 27.8% 35.1% 20.2% 10.0% 

Students with special needs 22.4% 54.3% 15.9% 5.3% 2.0% 

Students with behavioural problems 14.9% 42.5% 26.0% 12.3% 4.3% 

Students from socio-economically disadvantaged homes 22.5% 43.5% 21.9% 8.3% 3.7% 

Academically gifted students 19.6% 47.7% 18.7% 10.2% 3.8% 

Students who are immigrants or with migrant background 41.2% 40.8% 11.3% 4.3% 2.4% 

Students who are refugees 69.2% 24.3% 3.9% 2.0% 0.6% 

 

Is your teaching in your class directed entirely / mainly to special needs students? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes 420 26.6% 

No 1159 73.4% 

 

Into which subject category does this target class primarily fall? Frequency Percentage 

  Reading, writing and literature 272 23.6% 

Mathematics 136 11.8% 

Science 163 14.1% 

Social studies 88 7.6% 

Modern foreign languages 124 10.7% 

Ancient Greek or Latin 4 0.3% 

Technology 76 6.6% 

Arts 47 4.1% 

Physical education 43 3.7% 

Religion or ethics 67 5.8% 

Practical and vocational skills 73 6.3% 

Other 61 5.3% 

 

How many students are currently enrolled in this target class? Frequency Percentage 

 1-5 42 3.7% 

6-10 141 12.3% 

11-15 306 26.7% 

16-20 305 26.6% 

21-25 265 23.2% 

26-30 41 3.6% 

More than 30 45 3.9% 
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  For this target class, what percentage of class time is spent on administrative tasks? Frequency Percentage 

 0-2% 300 26.8% 

3-5% 379 33.8% 

6-10% 305 27.2% 

11-15% 35 3.1% 

16-20% 72 6.4% 

More than 20% 30 2.7% 

 

 For this target class, what percentage of class time is spent on keeping order in class? Frequency Percentage 

 0-5% 324 28.8% 

6-10% 261 23.3% 

11-20% 241 21.6% 

21-30% 149 13.3% 

31-40% 66 5.9% 

More than 40% 80 7.1% 

 

For this target class, what percentage of class time is spent on teaching and learning? Frequency Percentage 

 10-50% 144 12.8% 

51-60% 114 10.2% 

61-70% 142 12.7% 

71-80% 255 22.7% 

81-90% 305 27.2% 

91-100% 161 14.4% 

 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the 
 following statements about this target class? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
I have to wait a long time for students to settle down 18.4% 47.4% 25.9% 8.2% 

Students take care to create a pleasant learning atmosphere 5.8% 27.9% 54.3% 12.0% 

I lose quite a lot of time due to students interrupting the lesson 17.7% 47.2% 25.8% 9.3% 

There is much disruptive noise in the classroom 25.6% 48.9% 19.8% 5.7% 

 

How often do you use the following methods of  
assessing student learning in the target class? 

Almost 
never Sometimes Often Always 

 
I administer my own assessment 2.4% 13.2% 46.8% 37.6% 

I provide written feedback on student work in addition to mark 5.5% 18.3% 39.7% 36.5% 

I let students evaluate their own progress 14.6% 45.8% 31.2% 8.4% 

I observe students when working on tasks and provide feedback 1.7% 16.1% 48.4% 33.9% 
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Thinking about your teaching in the target class,  
how often do you do the following? 

Almost 
never Sometimes Often Always 

 
I present a summary of recently learned content 3.7% 21.1% 47.2% 28.0% 

I set goals at the beginning of instruction 1.0% 14.1% 48.3% 36.6% 

I explain what I expect the students to learn 0.8% 11.4% 44.6% 43.1% 

I explain how new and old topics are related 1.8% 16.7% 47.8% 33.8% 

I present tasks for which there is no obvious solution 28.9% 39.9% 23.3% 7.9% 

I give tasks that require students to think critically 2.3% 37.3% 50.0% 10.4% 

I have students work in small groups to come up with a joint 

solution to a problem or task 
11.4% 45.9% 34.9% 7.8% 

I ask students to decide on their own procedures for solving tasks 12.5% 46.9% 33.9% 6.7% 

I tell students to follow classroom rules 3.7% 19.7% 37.0% 39.7% 

I tell students to listen to what I say 2.6% 21.3% 38.3% 37.7% 

I calm students who are disruptive 5.7% 25.2% 36.1% 33.1% 

When the lesson begins, I tell students to quieten down quickly 3.6% 21.9% 33.4% 41.1% 

I refer to a problem from everyday life or work to demonstrate why 

new knowledge is useful 
2.4% 20.2% 49.3% 28.2% 

I let students practise similar tasks until I know that every student 

has understood the subject matter 
1.9% 23.0% 53.6% 21.5% 

I give students projects that require at least one week to complete 27.7% 36.5% 24.5% 11.4% 

I let students use ICT for projects or class work 12.9% 38.9% 27.7% 20.5% 

 

Have you ever taught a classroom with students from different cultures? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes 1121 71.1% 

No 456 28.9% 

 

In teaching a culturally diverse class,  
to what extent can you do the following? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Cope with the challenges of a multicultural classroom 2.4% 32.6% 45.0% 19.9% 

Adapt my teaching to the cultural diversity of students 3.3% 34.4% 41.2% 21.1% 

Ensure that students with and without migrant backgrounds work 

together 
1.9% 21.2% 40.6% 36.4% 

Raise awareness for cultural differences amongst students 3.5% 26.9% 39.3% 30.3% 

Reduce ethnic stereotyping amongst students 1.6% 22.2% 38.3% 37.9% 

 

Does your school include students of more than one cultural or ethnic background? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes 1314 83.4% 

No 261 16.6% 
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In this school, are the following practices in relation to diversity implemented? Yes No 

 Supporting activities or organisations that encourage students’ expression of diverse 

ethnic and cultural identities 
71.3% 28.7% 

Organising multicultural events 54.3% 45.7% 

Teaching students how to deal with ethnic and cultural discrimination 69.9% 30.1% 

Adopting teaching and learning practices that integrate global issues throughout the 

curriculum 
70.8% 29.2% 

 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with these statements as applied to this school? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
This school provides staff with opportunities to actively participate 

in school decisions 
5.2% 21.1% 62.9% 10.8% 

This school provides parents with opportunities to actively 

participate  in school decisions 
4.4% 31.9% 55.4% 8.3% 

This school provides students with opportunities to actively 

participate in school decisions 
3.5% 28.2% 60.5% 7.7% 

This school has a culture of shared responsibility for school issues 2.8% 20.7% 66.1% 10.4% 

There is a collaborative school culture which is characterised by 

mutual support 
2.6% 16.9% 67.2% 13.3% 

The school staff share a common set of beliefs about teaching 

and learning 
1.9% 16.4% 67.6% 14.1% 

The school staff enforces rules for student behaviour consistently 

throughout the school 
4.5% 20.3% 57.5% 17.7% 

This school encourages staff to lead new initiatives 1.8% 12.8% 65.9% 19.5% 

 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with these statements about what happens in this school? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
Teachers and students usually get on well with each other 0.6% 3.2% 66.2% 30.0% 

Most teachers believe that the students’ well-being is important 0.3% 0.9% 47.2% 51.6% 

Most teachers are interested in what students have to say 0.4% 3.6% 62.8% 33.1% 

If a student needs extra assistance, the school provides it 0.4% 2.7% 52.8% 44.0% 

Teachers can rely on each other 1.0% 8.4% 61.4% 29.2% 

 

For how many more years do you want to continue to work as a teacher? Frequency Percentage 

 0-5 years 356 23.3% 

6-10 years 378 24.6% 

11-20 years 467 30.5% 

21-30 years 224 14.7% 

More than 30 years 106 6.9% 
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In your experience as a teacher at this school,  
to what extent do the following occur? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
I experience stress in my work 3.9% 32.7% 35.3% 28.0% 

My job leaves me time for my personal life 8.3% 50.3% 34.3% 7.1% 

My job negatively impacts my mental health 32.4% 40.5% 18.8% 8.3% 

My job negatively impacts my physical health 39.0% 38.2% 15.8% 6.9% 

 
Thinking about your job at this school, to what extent  

are the following sources of stress in your work? Not at all 
To some 

extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Having too much lesson preparation 6.8% 37.3% 33.2% 22.6% 

Having too many lessons to teach 19.1% 32.3% 27.8% 20.8% 

Having too much marking 15.7% 28.8% 28.0% 27.5% 

Having too much administrative work to do 15.9% 36.2% 30.6% 17.3% 

Having extra duties due to absent teachers 23.3% 39.1% 22.4% 15.2% 

Being held responsible for students’ achievement 17.5% 41.5% 26.8% 14.3% 

Maintaining classroom discipline 16.6% 36.6% 26.5% 20.2% 

Being intimidated or verbally abused by students 49.4% 29.8% 11.9% 8.9% 

Keeping up with changing requirements from local authorities 11.0% 23.7% 26.4% 38.9% 

Addressing parent or guardian concerns 25.0% 50.6% 18.2% 6.2% 

Modifying lessons for students with special needs 19.4% 45.0% 23.5% 12.1% 

 
How strongly do you agree or disagree 

 with the following statements? 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
The advantages of being a teacher outweigh the disadvantages 9.1% 33.4% 47.6% 9.9% 

If I could decide again, I would still choose to work as a teacher 11.3% 22.2% 49.4% 17.1% 

I would like to change to another school if that were possible 43.3% 43.4% 10.0% 3.3% 

I regret that I decided to become a teacher 33.3% 48.7% 14.4% 3.5% 

I enjoy working at this school 1.1% 6.3% 54.6% 38.0% 

It would have been better to choose another profession 13.7% 28.7% 42.5% 15.1% 

I would recommend this school as a good place to work 2.1% 9.9% 55.3% 32.6% 

I think that the teaching profession is valued in society 47.3% 37.5% 12.4% 2.8% 

I am satisfied with my performance in this school 0.7% 2.8% 65.2% 31.3% 

All in all, I am satisfied with my job 2.0% 12.9% 62.1% 23.1% 

 
How strongly do you agree or disagree 

 with the following statements? 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
I am satisfied with the salary I receive for my work 45.0% 37.2% 16.8% 1.0% 

Besides my salary, I am satisfied with my teaching contract terms 13.5% 30.7% 50.8% 5.0% 

Teachers’ views are valued by policymakers in this country 39.1% 46.6% 13.0% 1.3% 

Teachers can influence educational policy in this country 33.3% 39.5% 21.4% 5.8% 

Teachers are valued by the media in this country 44.5% 41.1% 13.6% 0.8% 
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If the budget were to be increased by 5%, how would you  
rate the importance of the following spending priorities? 

Low 
importance 

Moderate 
importance 

High 
importance 

 
Investing in ICT 12.0% 48.7% 39.2% 

Investing in instructional material (e.g. textbooks) 13.8% 50.7% 35.5% 

Supporting students from disadvantaged or migrant background 10.0% 49.5% 40.5% 

Reducing class sizes by recruiting more staff 3.8% 16.2% 80.0% 

Improving school buildings and facilities 4.8% 35.6% 59.5% 

Supporting students with special needs 4.6% 38.6% 56.8% 

Offering high quality professional development for teachers 5.5% 40.2% 54.3% 

Improving teacher salaries 1.0% 11.3% 87.7% 

Reducing teachers’ administrative load by recruiting more staff 4.6% 24.7% 70.7% 

 

 
Have you ever been abroad for professional purposes in your career  

as a teacher or during your teacher education or training? Yes No 

 As a student, as part of my teacher education or training 13.5% 86.5% 

As a teacher in an EU programme (e.g. Erasmus) 14.9% 85.1% 

As a teacher in a national programme 6.2% 93.8% 

As a teacher, as arranged by a school 10.0% 90.0% 

As a teacher, by my own initiative 16.6% 83.4% 

 

 

Were the following activities professional purposes of your visit abroad? Yes No 

 Studying, as part of my teacher education 47.9% 52.1% 

Language learning 26.7% 73.3% 

Learning of other subject areas 31.3% 68.7% 

Accompanying visiting students 43.0% 57.0% 

Establishing contact with schools abroad 41.3% 58.7% 

Teaching  33.2% 66.8% 

Other 40.4% 59.6% 

 

 

In total, how long have you stayed abroad for professional purposes? Frequency Percentage 

 For less than three months 429 80.8% 

For three to twelve months 62 11.7% 

For more than a year 40 7.5% 
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B. Maltese Heads of Schools’ Responses 

 

Gender of heads of school Frequency Percentage 

 Female 25 46.3% 

Male 29 53.7% 

 

Age of heads of school Frequency Percentage 

  36 – 40 years 6 11.1% 

 41 – 45 years 20 37.0% 

46 – 50 years 10 18.5% 

51 – 55 years 10 18.5% 

56 – 61 years 8 14.8% 

 

Highest level of formal education completed by heads of school Frequency Percentage 

 
ISCED  Level 5 (Undergraduate Certificate or Diploma or equivalent) 1 1.9% 

ISCED Level 6 (Bachelor’s Degree or equivalent) 10 18.5% 

ISCED Level 7 (Master’s Degree or equivalent) 41 75.9% 

ISCED Level 8 (Doctorate / PhD or equivalent) 2 3.7% 

 

How many years of work experience do you have, 
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0 years 1.8% 5.5% 24.0% 1.8% 50.0% 

1-2 year 25.9% 18.5% 9.2% 1.8% 16.6% 

3-5 years 35.1% 27.7% 31.5% 1.8% 16.6% 

6-10 years 24.2% 31.5% 31.5% 22.3% 9.2% 

11-20 years 11.2% 13.0% 3.8% 51.7% 3.8% 

More than 20 years 1.8% 3.8% 0.0% 20.6% 3.8% 

 

 What is your current employment status as head of school, in terms of working hours? Frequency Percentage 

 
Full-time (more than 90% of full-time hours) without teaching obligation 52 96.3% 

Full-time (more than 90% of full-time hours) with teaching obligation 2 3.7% 
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Did the formal education you completed include the following  

and, if yes, was this before or after you became head of school? Before After Both Never 

 
School administration or head of school training programme 50.0% 7.4% 25.9% 16.7% 

Teacher training/education programme or course 81.5% 1.9% 13.0% 3.7% 

Instructional leadership training or course 50.0% 13.0% 29.6% 7.4% 

 

During the last year, did you participate in any of the following  
professional development activities aimed at you as a head of school? Yes No 

  Courses / seminars about subject matter, teaching methods or  pedagogical topics 74.1% 25.9% 

Courses / seminars about leadership 83.3% 16.7% 

 Courses / seminars attended in person 92.6% 7.4% 

Online courses / seminars 22.2% 77.8% 

Education conferences where teachers, heads of school or researchers present their 

research or discuss educational issues 
74.1% 25.9% 

Formal qualification programme 24.1% 75.9% 

Peer or self-observation and coaching as part of a formal arrangement 20.4% 79.6% 

Participation in a network of heads formed specifically for the professional 

development of heads of school 
68.5% 31.5% 

Reading professional literature 92.6% 7.4% 

Other 38.0% 62.0% 

 

For each of the areas listed below, indicate the extent to 
which you currently need professional development? 

No need at 
present 

Low level  
of need 

Moderate 
level need 

High level 
of need 

 
Knowledge and understanding of new developments in 

leadership research and theory 
9.4% 26.4% 58.5% 5.7% 

Knowledge and understanding of current national / local policies 

on education 
11.3% 30.2% 47.2% 11.3% 

Using data for improving the quality of the school 5.7% 30.2% 54.7% 9.4% 

Designing the school curriculum 7.7% 42.3% 44.2% 5.8% 

Designing professional development for / with teachers 5.7% 35.8% 45.3% 13.2% 

Observing classroom instruction 22.6% 39.6% 35.8% 1.9% 

Providing effective feedback 13.2% 43.4% 41.5% 1.9% 

Promoting equity and diversity 18.9% 45.3% 32.1% 3.8% 

Developing collaboration among teachers 11.3% 41.5% 37.7% 9.4% 

Human resource management 9.4% 41.5% 43.4% 5.7% 

Financial management 9.4% 32.1% 47.2% 11.3% 
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How strongly do you agree or disagree that the following present 
barriers to your participation in professional development? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 I do not have the pre-requisites (e.g. qualifications, experience) 71.2% 23.1% 5.8% 0.0% 

 Professional development is too expensive 23.1% 48.1% 28.8% 0.0% 

 There is a lack of employer support 28.8% 53.8% 15.4% 1.9% 

 Professional development conflicts with my work schedule 9.6% 26.9% 44.2% 19.2% 

 I do not have time because of family responsibilities 13.5% 44.2% 32.7% 9.6% 

 There is no relevant professional development offered 26.9% 55.8% 13.5% 3.8% 

 No incentives to participate in professional development 7.7% 50.0% 34.6% 7.7% 

 

Which best describes this school’s location? Frequency Percentage 

 
A village, hamlet or rural area (up to 3,000 people) 6 11.3% 

Small town (3,001 to 15,000 people) 27 50.9% 

Town (15,001 to 100,000 people) 20 37.7% 

 

What percentage of this school’s total funding comes from the Government? Frequency Percentage 

 0-5% 6 11.3% 

6-10% 2 3.8% 

11-50% 4 7.5% 

51-80% 5 9.4% 

81-90% 17 32.1% 

91-100% 19 35.9% 

 

What percentage of this school’s funding comes from student fees / school charges? Frequency Percentage 

 0% 34 64.2% 

1-5% 8 15.1% 

6-20% 2 3.8% 

21-80% 2 3.8% 

81-90% 2 3.8% 

91-100% 5 9.4% 

 

What percentage of this school’s funding comes from benefactors, donations? Frequency Percentage 

 0% 13 24.5% 

1-5% 17 32.1% 

6-20% 16 30.2% 

21-80% 6 11.3% 

81-90% 1 1.9% 

91-100% 0 0.0% 
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What percentage of this school’s funding comes from other sources? Frequency Percentage 

 0% 43 82.7% 

1-5% 5 9.6% 

6-20% 4 7.7% 

 

Is this school publicly- or privately-managed? Frequency Percentage 

 
A state school 24 45.3% 

A non-state school 29 54.7% 

 

Indicate the number of teachers, irrespective of the grades / ages they teach? Frequency Percentage 

 15-30 6 11.4% 

31-40 5 9.5% 

41-50 12 22.8% 

51-60 5 9.5% 

61-70 6 11.4% 

71-90 9 17.1% 

More than 90 10 19.0% 

 

Indicate the number of personnel working in this school for  
pedagogical support, irrespective of the grades / ages they support? Frequency Percentage 

 0-5 11 20.9% 

6-10 6 11.4% 

11-20 12 22.8% 

21-30 6 11.4% 

31-40 10 19.0% 

41-50 6 11.4% 

More than 50 2 3.8% 

 

Indicate the number of administrative personnel working in this school? Frequency Percentage 

 1 3 5.7% 

2 6 11.3% 

3 7 13.2% 

4 15 28.3% 

5 9 17.0% 

6 8 15.1% 

More than 6 5 9.5% 
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Indicate the number of management personnel working in this school? Frequency Percentage 

 1 2 3.8% 

2 6 11.3% 

3 10 18.8% 

4 6 11.3% 

5 10 18.8% 

6 9 17.0% 

 More than 6 9 17.0% 

 

Indicate the number of other staff working in this school? Frequency Percentage 

 0 9 17.0% 

1-2 5 9.4% 

3-5 8 15.1% 

6-10 13 24.5% 

11-15 12 22.6% 

16-20 2 3.8% 

 More than 20 4 7.6% 

 
Indicate the number of staff in this school  

for each of the following categories? 0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16 or more 

 
Teachers who began work at this school during the last year 1.9% 52.8% 35.8% 7.5% 1.9% 

Teachers who permanently left this school during the last year 9.4% 77.4% 9.4% 3.8% 0.0% 

Teachers absent for the most recent Tuesday 13.7% 66.7% 19.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

 

Are the following levels / programmes taught in this school? Yes No 

  Pre-primary education 13.2 86.8% 

Primary education 30.2 69.8% 

 Secondary education (Year 7, 8 and / or 9) 90.6 9.4% 

Secondary education (Year 10 and / or 11) 83.0 17.0% 

 
If yes, are there other schools in the area that compete 

 for students at that level and / or programme? 
Two or more 
other schools 

One other 
school 

No other 
school 

 
 Pre-primary education 85.7% 14.3% 0.0% 

Primary education 87.5% 6.3% 6.3% 

 Secondary education (Year 7, 8 and / or 9) 58.3% 20.8% 20.8% 

Secondary education (Year 10 and / or 11) 54.5% 25.0% 20.5% 

 

Does this school have a school management team? Frequency Percentage 

  Yes 53 100.0% 

No 0 0.0% 
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What is the current school enrolment? Frequency Percentage 

 Less than 100 4 7.6% 

 100-299 8 15.3% 

300-399 14 26.6% 

400-499 7 13.4% 

500-599 8 15.3% 

600-699 6 11.4% 

 700 or more 6 11.4% 

 

Estimate the percentage of secondary students (Years 7 to 11) 
in this school who have the following characteristics None 1-10% 11-30% 31-60% 61-100% 

 
Students whose first language is different from the language of 

instruction or from a dialect of this language 
15.1% 67.9% 11.3% 3.8% 1.9% 

Students with special needs 1.9% 56.6% 34.0% 7.5% 0.0% 

Students from socio-economically disadvantaged homes 9.4% 71.7% 13.2% 5.7% 0.0% 

Students who are immigrants or with migrant background 39.6% 50.9% 5.7% 1.9% 1.9% 

Students who are refugees 66.0% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
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Appointing or hiring teachers 49.1% 24.5% 1.9% 13.2% 49.1% 

Dismissing or suspending teachers from employment 43.4% 13.2% 0.0% 18.9% 50.9% 

Establishing teachers’ starting salaries and pay scales 5.7% 3.8% 0.0% 7.5% 86.8% 

Determining teachers’ salary increases 7.5% 5.7% 0.0% 13.2% 88.7% 

Deciding on budget allocations within the school 58.5% 34.0% 3.8% 24.5% 30.2% 

Establishing student disciplinary policies and procedures 90.6% 75.5% 58.5% 5.7% 5.7% 

Establishing student assessment policies 71.7% 62.3% 47.2% 9.4% 56.6% 

Approving students for admission to the school 53.8% 21.2% 1.9% 13.5% 65.4% 

Choosing which learning materials are used 64.2% 60.4% 66.0% 7.5% 13.2% 

Determining course content, including national curricula 49.1% 41.5% 37.7% 9.4% 81.1% 

Deciding which courses are offered 62.3% 39.6% 15.1% 15.1% 62.3% 
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Are these currently represented on the school management team? Yes No Not applicable 

 
 Head of school 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Assistant head of school 94.3% 5.7% 0.0% 

 Financial manager 27.5% 49.0% 23.5% 

 Heads of department 50.9% 39.6% 9.4% 

 Teachers 21.6% 66.7% 11.8% 

 School governing board / school council 36.5% 44.2% 19.2% 

 Parents or guardians 13.5% 67.3% 19.2% 

 Students 9.8% 70.6% 19.6% 

Other 12.2% 57.1% 30.6% 

 

Throughout the school year, what percentage of time in your role 
 as head of school do you spend on administrative tasks and meetings? Frequency Percentage 

 0-10% 6 11.3% 

11-20% 16 30.1% 

21-30% 17 32.0% 

31-40% 5 9.5% 

41-50% 3 5.7% 

More than 50% 6 11.4% 

 

Throughout the school year, what percentage of time in your role 
 as head of school do you spend on leadership tasks and meetings? Frequency Percentage 

 0-10% 10 18.9% 

11-20% 15 28.2% 

21-30% 22 41.5% 

31-40% 4 7.6% 

41-50% 1 1.9% 

More than 50% 1 1.9% 

 

Throughout the school year, what percentage of time in your role as head of  
school do you spend on curriculum and teaching-related tasks and meetings? Frequency Percentage 

 0-5% 3 5.7% 

6-10% 16 30.2% 

11-20% 18 34.0% 

21-25% 8 15.1% 

26-30% 6 11.3% 

More than 30% 2 3.7% 
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Throughout the school year, what percentage of time in your role  
as head of school do you spend on student interactions? Frequency Percentage 

 0-5% 8 15.2% 

6-10% 15 28.3% 

11-15% 12 22.6% 

16-25% 12 22.6% 

26-35% 5 9.4% 

More than 35% 1 1.9% 

 

Throughout the school year, what percentage of time in your role  
as head of school do you spend on parent or guardian interactions? Frequency Percentage 

 0-5% 13 24.5% 

6-10% 25 47.2% 

11-15% 8 15.1% 

16-20% 4 7.5% 

21-25% 2 3.8% 

More than 25% 1 1.9% 

 

Throughout the school year, what percentage of time in your role as head of  
school do you spend on interactions with local community, business and industry? Frequency Percentage 

 0% 11 20.8% 

1-2% 16 30.2% 

3-5% 24 45.2% 

6-10% 1 1.9% 

More than 10% 1 1.9% 

 

Throughout the school year, what percentage of time in your role as head of  
school do you spend on other tasks? Frequency Percentage 

 0% 38 74.6% 

1-2% 4 7.8% 

3-5% 7 13.7% 

6-10% 2 3.9% 

More than 10% 0 0.0% 

 

Do new teachers at this school have access to induction activities? Yes No 

 There is a formal induction programme for new teachers 81.1% 18.9% 

There are informal induction activities for new teachers 76.0% 24.0% 

 



Appendix 

 

243 
 

Which teachers at this school are offered a formal induction programme? Frequency Percentage 

 All teachers who are new to this school 17 39.5% 

Only teachers new to teaching 26 60.5% 

 

How frequently you engaged in the following  
activities in this school during the last year? Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

 
I collaborated with teachers to solve class discipline problems 3.8% 32.1% 47.2% 17.0% 

I observed instruction in the classroom 3.8% 49.1% 45.3% 1.9% 

I provided feedback to teachers based on my observations 0.0% 39.6% 52.8% 7.5% 

I took actions to support co-operation among teachers to develop 

new teaching practices 
3.8% 41.5% 45.3% 9.4% 

I took actions to ensure that teachers take responsibility for 

improving their teaching skills 
1.9% 35.8% 54.7% 7.5% 

I took actions to ensure that teachers feel responsible for their 

students’ learning outcomes 
3.8% 28.3% 58.5% 9.4% 

I provided parents or guardians with information on the school and 

student performance 
0.0% 22.6% 66.0% 11.3% 

I reviewed school administrative procedures and reports 1.9% 43.4% 43.4% 11.3% 

I resolved problems with the lesson timetable in this school 22.6% 30.3% 35.8% 11.3% 

I collaborated with heads from other schools on challenging work 

tasks 
20.8% 58.5% 18.9% 1.9% 

I worked on a professional development plan for this schools 0.0% 22.6% 69.8% 7.5% 

 

On average, how often is each teacher formally  
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Head of school 3.8% 11.3% 11.3% 43.4% 30.2% 

Other members of the school management team 18.9% 7.5% 11.3% 37.7% 24.5% 

Assigned mentors 47.2% 13.2% 1.9% 22.6% 15.1% 

Teachers (who are not part of the management team) 59.6% 13.5% 5.8% 17.3% 3.8% 

External individuals or bodies 17.3% 44.2% 11.5% 17.3% 9.6% 

 

Do teachers at this school have access to a mentoring programme? Frequency Percentage 

 Yes, but only teachers who are new to teaching 24 45.3% 

Yes, all teachers who are new to this school have access. 11 20.8% 

Yes, all teachers at this school have access. 4 7.5% 

No, there is no access now to a mentoring programme for teachers in this school.  14 26.4% 
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Who uses the following types of information as part  
of the formal appraisal of teacher’s work at school?  E
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Observations of classroom teaching 38.5% 92.3% 67.3% 19.2% 5.8% 0.0% 

Student survey responses related to teaching 26.9% 76.9% 67.3% 9.6% 15.4% 7.7% 

Assessments of teachers’ content knowledge 29.4% 58.8% 54.9% 11.8% 2.0% 19.6% 

Students’ external results (e.g. national test scores) 48.1% 80.8% 76.9% 7.7% 28.8% 3.8% 

School-based and classroom-based results 25.0% 86.5% 75.0% 9.6% 30.8% 1.9% 

Self-assessments of teachers’ work 15.7% 41.2% 29.4% 7.8% 5.9% 47.1% 

 

Indicate the frequency that each of the following occurs  
in this school following a formal teacher appraisal Never Sometimes Often Always 

 
Measures to remedy any weaknesses in teaching are discussed 

with the teacher 
0.0% 28.8% 48.1% 23.1% 

A development / training plan is developed 5.8% 57.7% 28.8% 7.7% 

Material sanctions such as reduced annual increases in pay are 

imposed 
96.2% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 

A mentor is appointed to help the teacher improve his teaching 23.1% 75.0% 1.9% 0.0% 

A change in a teacher’s work responsibilities 28.8% 71.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

Increase in a teacher’s salary or a payment of a financial bonus 90.4% 3.8% 1.9% 3.8% 

A change in the likelihood of a teacher’s career advancement 59.6% 40.4% 0.0% 0.0% 

Dismissal or non-renewal of contract 54.9% 45.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

 

  Which of the following provisions are included in teacher induction at this school? Yes No 

  Courses / seminars attended in person 80.8% 19.2% 

Online courses / seminars 9.6% 90.4% 

Online activities (e.g. virtual communities) 13.7% 86.3% 

Planned meetings with head of school or experienced teachers 100.0% 0.0% 

Supervision by head of school or experienced teachers 98.1% 1.9% 

Networking / collaboration with other new teachers 75.0% 25.0% 

Team teaching with experienced teachers 51.9% 48.1% 

Portfolios / diaries / journals 36.5% 63.5% 

Reduced teaching load 3.8% 96.2% 

General / administrative introduction 86.5% 13.5% 
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with these  
statements as applied to this school? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

This school provides staff with opportunities to actively participate 

in school decisions 
0.0% 1.9% 54.7% 43.4% 

This school provides parents with opportunities to actively 

participate  in school decisions 
0.0% 25.0% 65.4% 9.6% 

This school provides students with opportunities to actively 

participate in school decisions 
0.0% 22.6% 60.4% 17.0% 

This school has a culture of shared responsibility for school issues 0.0% 3.8% 67.9% 28.3% 

 I make the important decisions on my own 47.2% 49.1% 3.8% 0.0% 

There is a collaborative school culture which is characterised by 

mutual support 
0.0% 5.7% 64.2% 30.2% 

The school staff share a common set of beliefs about teaching 

and learning 
1.9% 9.4% 79.2% 9.4% 

The school staff enforces rules for student behaviour consistently 

throughout the school 
0.0% 15.1% 75.5% 9.4% 

This school encourages staff to lead new initiatives 1.9% 0.0% 64.2% 34.0% 

Teachers and students usually get on well with each other 0.0% 1.9% 64.2% 34.0% 

Teachers can rely on each other 0.0% 0.0% 81.1% 18.9% 

 

To what extent do the following statements apply to this school? Not at all 
To some 

extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Teachers understand the school’s curricular goals 0.0% 5.7% 50.9% 43.4% 

Teachers succeed in implementing the school’s curriculum 0.0% 5.7% 49.1% 45.3% 

Teachers hold high expectations for student achievement 0.0% 7.5% 37.7% 54.7% 

Parents or guardians support student achievement 1.9% 20.8% 52.8% 24.5% 

Parents or guardians are involved in school activities 0.0% 58.5% 30.2% 11.3% 

Students have a desire to do well in school 1.9% 11.3% 64.2% 22.6% 

The school co-operates with the local community 3.8% 52.8% 30.2% 13.2% 

 

How would you generally rate the importance 
of mentoring for teachers and schools? 

Not 
important 

Low 
importance 

Moderate 
importance 

High 
importance 

 
To improve teachers’ pedagogical competence 0.0% 2.6% 28.2% 69.2% 

To strengthen teachers’ professional identity 0.0% 2.6% 28.2% 69.2% 

To improve teachers’ collaboration with colleagues 0.0% 0.0% 20.5% 79.5% 

To support less experienced teachers in their teaching 0.0% 2.6% 23.1% 74.4% 

To expand teachers’ main subject(s) knowledge 2.6% 23.7% 44.7% 28.9% 

To improve students’ general performance 0.0% 7.7% 35.9% 56.4% 
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How strongly do you agree or disagree with these statements? 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 This school quickly identifies the need to do things 0.0% 1.9% 73.6% 24.5% 

 This school quickly responds to changes when needed 0.0% 7.5% 66.0% 26.4% 

 This school readily accepts new ideas 0.0% 9.4% 71.7% 18.9% 

 This school makes assistance readily available for the 

development of new ideas 
0.0% 3.8% 71.7% 24.5% 

 

To what extent is this school’s capacity to provide quality  
instruction currently hindered by any of the following issues? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Shortage of qualified teachers 17.0% 66.0% 9.4% 7.5% 

Shortage of teachers with competence in teaching students with 

special needs 
17.0% 54.7% 20.8% 7.5% 

Shortage of vocational teachers 32.1% 45.3% 11.3% 11.3% 

Shortage or inadequacy of instructional materials 69.2% 26.9% 3.8% 0.0% 

Shortage or inadequacy of digital technology for instruction 66.0% 28.3% 3.8% 1.9% 

Insufficient Internet access 62.3% 30.2% 5.7% 1.9% 

Shortage or inadequacy of library materials 71.7% 22.6% 5.7% 0.0% 

Shortage of support personnel 24.5% 56.6% 13.2% 5.7% 

Shortage or inadequacy of instructional space 39.6% 35.8% 15.1% 9.4% 

Shortage or inadequacy of physical infrastructure 37.7% 49.1% 7.5% 5.7% 

Shortage of teachers with competence in teaching students in a 

multicultural or multilingual setting 
39.6% 49.1% 9.4% 1.9% 

Shortage of teachers with competence in teaching students from 

socio-economically disadvantaged homes 
47.2% 43.4% 7.5% 1.9% 

Shortage or inadequacy of necessary materials to train vocational 

skills 
49.1% 41.5% 9.4% 0.0% 

Shortage or inadequacy of time for instructional leadership 24.5% 54.7% 15.1% 5.7% 

Shortage or inadequacy of time with students 28.3% 49.1% 20.8% 1.9% 

 

Is the mentor’s main subject field the same as that of the teacher being mentored? Frequency Percentage 

 Yes, most of the time. 9 23.1% 

Yes, sometimes. 23 59.0% 

No, rarely or never. 7 17.9% 

 

Does this school include students of more than one cultural or ethnic background? Frequency Percentage 

 Yes 43 81.1% 

No 10 18.9% 
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In this school, how often do these occur amongst students? Never 
Less than 
monthly Monthly  Weekly Daily 

 
Vandalism and theft 17.0% 67.9% 13.2% 1.9% 0.0% 

Intimidation or bullying among students or verbal abuse 1.9% 43.4% 24.5% 24.5% 5.7% 

Physical injury caused by violence among students 34.0% 49.1% 9.4% 5.7% 1.9% 

Intimidation or verbal abuse of teachers or staff 50.9% 37.7% 7.5% 1.9% 1.9% 

Use / possession of drugs and / or alcohol 69.8% 30.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

A student or parent reports postings of hurtful information on 

the Internet about students 
26.4% 50.9% 17.0% 3.8% 1.9% 

A student or parent reports unwanted electronic contact 

among students 
9.4% 66.0% 18.9% 3.8% 1.9% 

 

In this school, are these policies and practices in relation to diversity implemented? Yes No 

 Supporting activities or organisations that encourage students’ expression of diverse 

ethnic and cultural identities 
90.7% 9.3% 

Organising multicultural events 81.4% 18.6% 

Teaching students how to deal with ethnic and cultural discrimination 93.0% 7.0% 

Adopting teaching and learning practices that integrate global issues throughout the 

curriculum 
83.7% 16.3% 

 

In this school, are these policies and practices implemented? Yes No 

  Teaching students to be inclusive of different socio-economic backgrounds 96.2% 3.8% 

Explicit policies against gender discrimination 47.2% 52.8% 

Explicit policies against socio-economic discrimination 43.4% 56.6% 

Additional support for students from disadvantaged backgrounds 83.0% 17.0% 

 

How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with the following statements? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
The advantages of this profession outweigh the disadvantages 9.6% 25.0% 51.9% 13.5% 

If I could decide again, I would still choose this job / position 0.0% 13.5% 69.2% 17.3% 

I would like to change to another school if that were possible 55.8% 36.5% 7.7% 0.0% 

I regret that I decided to become a head of school 36.5% 59.6% 3.8% 0.0% 

I enjoy working at this school 0.0% 1.9% 55.8% 42.3% 

It would have been better to choose another profession 26.9% 32.7% 32.7% 7.7% 

I would recommend this school as a good place to work 0.0% 1.9% 34.6% 63.5% 

I think that the teaching profession is valued in society 26.9% 50.0% 17.3% 5.8% 

I am satisfied with my performance in this school 0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 

All in all, I am satisfied with my job 0.0% 0.0% 74.0% 26.0% 
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Approximately how many teachers in this school  
would agree with the following statements? 

Almost 
none Some Many 

Almost 
all 

 
It is important to be responsive to differences in students’ cultural 

backgrounds 
1.9% 1.9% 39.6% 56.6% 

It is important for students to learn that people from other cultures 

can have different values 
1.9% 1.9% 43.4% 52.8% 

Respecting other cultures is something that children and young 

people should learn as early as possible 
0.0% 3.8% 30.2% 66.0% 

Children and young people should learn that people of different 

cultures have a lot in common 
1.9% 3.8% 32.1% 62.3% 

 

Approximately how many teachers in this school  
would agree with the following statements? 

Almost 
none Some Many 

Almost 
all 

Schools should encourage students from different socio-

economic backgrounds to work together 
1.9% 1.9% 30.2% 66.0% 

Students should learn how to avoid gender discrimination 0.0% 3.8% 24.5% 71.7% 

It is important to treat female and male students equally 1.9% 0.0% 11.5% 86.5% 

It is important to treat students from all socio-economic 

backgrounds in the same manner 
0.0% 0.0% 20.8% 79.2% 

 

For how many more years do you want to continue to work as a head of school? Frequency Percentage 

  0-2 years 8 15.7% 

 3-5 years 23 45.1% 

6-10 years 10 19.6% 

11-15 years 6 11.8% 

More than 15 years 4 7.8% 

 

Thinking about your job at this school, to what extent  
are the following sources of stress in your work? Not at all 

To some 
extent Quite a bit A lot 

 
Having too much teacher appraisal and feedback work to do 13.5% 59.6% 17.3% 9.6% 

Having too much administrative work to do 0.0% 23.1% 38.5% 38.5% 

Having extra duties due to absent school staff 26.9% 53.8% 17.3% 1.9% 

Being held responsible for students’ achievement 11.5% 40.4% 36.5% 11.5% 

Maintaining school discipline 11.5% 28.8% 30.8% 28.8% 

Being intimidated or verbally abused by students 84.6% 13.5% 0.0% 1.9% 

Keeping up with changing requirements from local authorities 3.8% 19.2% 28.8% 48.1% 

Addressing parent or guardian concerns 7.7% 48.1% 28.8% 15.4% 

Accommodating students with special needs 21.2% 55.8% 21.2% 1.9% 
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How strongly do you agree or disagree 
 with the following statements? 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 
I am satisfied with the salary I receive for my work 26.9% 44.2% 26.9% 1.9% 

Besides my salary, I am satisfied with the terms of my head of 

school contract / employment 
15.7% 35.3% 43.1% 5.9% 

I am satisfied with the support that I receive from the school staff 0.0% 3.8% 69.2% 26.9% 

I need more support from local or national authorities 0.0% 19.2% 48.1% 32.7% 

I cannot influence decisions that are important for my work 15.4% 36.5% 34.6% 13.5% 
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