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* Design of PISA assessment tasks

II. Findings
* Overall performance of HK students on
reading literacy

* Specific performance of HK students on
reading literacy



Literacy in PISA



The Construct of Reading Literacy
in PISA

“the ability to understand, use and reflect
on written texts in order to achieve one’s
goals, to develop one’s knowledge and

potential, and to participate effectively in

society” (OECD, 1999)
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The Process of Reading -
Five levels of understanding

* Retrieving information, Retrieving information

* Broad understanding

* Developing an interpretatior

' Interpreting

—

* Reflecting on content

Reflecting and Evaluating

* Reflecting on form |

L, content and form




Text

Ccontinuous

Descriptive
Narrative
Expositive
Argumentative
Injunctive

Non-Continuous

Charts and Graphs
Tables

Diagrams

Maps

Forms
Advertisements




* Public
* Occupational

e Educational



Process
(retrieving, interpreting,

reflecting)

Context
(Personal, Public,
Occupation, Education)

Content
(Format, Type)



Reading Literacy Assessment



* 28 reading tasks
(2000+ 141 reading tasks)



Sample text and reading tasks
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* Context of application:
Public
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Level of understanding - interpreting

PISA 2000+
HK 89% OECD 77%



Level of understanding - interpreting

PISA 2000+
HK 58% OECD 53%
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Level of understanding - reflecting
PISA 2000+
HK 74% OECD 68%
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HK 59% OECD 45%



Retrieving information

Interpreting text 14
Reflection and 7
evaluation

Total 28




Educational 8
Occupational 7
Personal 6
Public 7
Total 28




Continuous Descriptive 3
Expository 12
Narrative 3
Non-continuous | Charts and graphs 2
Forms 3
Maps 1
Tables 4
Total 28




* Closed-constructed responses

* Short responses
* Open-ended responses



* Four different proficiency scales

Retrieving information sub-scale
Interpreting text sub-scale

Reflecting on and evaluating text sub-scale
Combined scale

* These scores then mapped on to a five-level
proficiency scale



Level 5 Locate and possibly sequence or | Either construe the meaning of | Critically evaluate or
combine multiple pieces of nuanced language or hypothesise, drawing on
deeply embedded information, demonstrate a full and detailed | specialised knowledge. Deal
some of which may be outside understanding of a text. with concepts that are contrary
the main body of the text. Infer to expectations and draw on a
which information in the text is deep understanding of long or
relevant to the task. Deal with complex texts.
highly plausible and/or extensive
competing information.

Level 3 Locate, and in some cases Integrate several parts of a text Make connections or
recognize the relationship in order to identify a main idea, | comparisons, give explanations,
between pieces of information, understand a relationship or or evaluate a feature of text.
each of which may need to meet | construe the meaning of a word | Demonstrate a detailed
multiple criteria. Deal with or phrase. Compare, contrast or | understanding of the text in
prominent competing categorize taking many criteria | relation to familiar, everyday
information. into account. Deal with knowledge, or draw on less

competing information. common knowledge.

Level 1 Locate one or more independent | Recognize the main theme or Make a simple connection

pieces of explicitly stated
information, typically meeting a
single criterion, with little or no
competing information in the
text.

author's purpose in a text about
a familiar topic, when the
required information in the text
is not prominent.

between information in the text
and common, everyday
knowledge.




Proficiency Level 5 More than 625
Proficiency Level 4 553 - 625
Proficiency Level 3 481 - 552
Proficiency Level 2 408 - 480
Proficiency Level 1 335 - 407
Proficiency Level Below 1 |Below 335




Overall



The Hong Kong Sample for Reading -
Distribution of Grade Levels

HKPISA2003

Form 1 120 5.0%
Form 2 228 9.5%
Form 3 614 25.5%
Form 4 1,444 | 59.9%
Form 5 3 0.1%
Form 6 - --

Total 2,409 | 100%

HKPISA+
135 3.1%
280 6.4%
524 11.9%

2,695 61.2%

767 17.4%
4 0.1%
4,405 100%




Table 6: Combined Reading Literacy Mean scores in reading literacy
of participating countries/regions

% significant difference

Mean S.E. O insignificant difference
Finland 543 (1.6) *
Korea 534 (3.1) *
Canada 528 (1.7) *
Australia 525 (2.1) *
Liechtenstein 525 (3.6) O
New Zealand 522 (2.5) O
Ireland 515 (2.6) O
Sweden 514 (2.4) O
Netherlands 513 (2.9) O
Hong Kong, China 510 (3.7) -
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100
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Mean Scores
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main theme of a text or making a simple
connection with everyday knowledge.” (9%)

Below Level 1 : “not capable of the most
basic type of reading that PISA seeks to
measure...... Such students have serious
difficulties in using reading literacy as an
effective tool to advance and extend their skills
in other areas.” (3%)



2003 2000+
Score 510 525
Overall 10th 6th

ranking




Level 5 6 % 10 %
Level 4 27 % 31 %
Level 3 35 % 33 %
Level 2 20 % 17 %
Level 1 9 % 7 %
Below Level 1 |3 0/ 3 %




HK 6 % 9% 3 %
Finland 15% 5% 1%
Korea 12% 5% 1%
Macao 2% 9% 1%




Specific areas



orrect (%
HK OECD
Interpreting 69% 65%
Reflecting 58% 54 %
Retrieving Information 71% 55%




HK OECD
Continuous texts 64 61
Non- Continuous texts 64 57




Students’ performance across different

text types
Mean Percentage
Correct (%)

TEXT TYPE No. of tasks | Hong Kong OECD
Continuous text
Narrative 3 68 71
Expository 12 62 60
Descriptive 3 68 55
Non-continuous text
Forms 3 80 68
Maps 1 42 43
Charts/Graphs 2 69 67
Tables 4 56 46




Expository [68% (2™)  62%
Narrative  |64% (3") 68%
Descriptive [63% (4™ 68%
Argument |69% (1%) | -




Context No. of HK OECD
ITems

Educational 8 59 57

Occupational 7 74 63

Personal 6 63 62

Public 7 61 57




(Reading tasks from the same text)

* Percentage correct range for MC
89.2 - 55.2

* Percentage correct range for expository texts
87.6 - 27.6

* Percentage correct range for reflecting
87.5 - 33.5



and
Performance



No. of
Students

Mean
Scores

Form 1 120 439
Form 2 228 471
Form 3 614 499
Form 4 1,444 527
Form 5 3 574
Form 6 - -

No. of Mean
Students Scores
135 441
280 480
524 481
2,695 533
767 559

o 618




Form 1 58%
Form 2 60%
Form 3 65%
Form 4 71%
Form 5 68 %
Form 6 -
Mean 68 %




Form 1 45 %
Form 2 55%
Form 3 65%
Form 4 71%
Form 5 68 %
Form 6 -~
Mean 60 %




47 %

57 %

56 7%

67 %

72%

Form 1 64 %
Form 2 70%
Form 3 77 %
Form 4 81 %
Form 5 91 %
Form 6 -
Mean 79%

79%

65%
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