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Table 1.3 Approximate distribution of tasks by text format for PISA

w0 L

% of total tasks PISA 2009:
Text format % of total tasks PISA 2009: print electronic
Continuous 60 10
Mon-continuous 30 10
Mixed o 10
Multiple 5 70
TOTAL 100 100

(from PISA2009 Assessment Framework, p. 32)
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Table 1.1 Distribution of reading tasks across text formats, aspects of reading, text types and contexts

of use
Item Formats
Multipls Complex  Closed Open Shert Totl
Cheoice  Multiple Constmucted Constructed Flesponse
Choice Fesponse Fesponse

Distribution of Reading Tasks by Text Format e
Continuous 28 5 2 27 2 64
Mixed 1 1 0 1 ] 3
Multiple 2 0 2 1 ] 3
Non-Contmuous g 3 [ 7 5 29
Total 3o g g 3o 7 11

—
Diswribution of Reading Tasks by Aspect of Reading
Apecess and retneve 4 3 7 3 7 24
Integrate and interpret 30 & 3 14 0 33
Feflect and evaluate 5 Q Q 19 0 24
Total 30 g 19 3o 7 1
Distribution of Reading Tasks by Text Type [re—
Argumentation 5 3 4 7 0 19
Dezcription g 2 1 3 2 18
Exposition 16 2 3 12 3 k1.3
Instruction 3 2 2 3 1 11
Namztion & 0 ] 9 1 16
Toral 39 o g k11 7 Pl

—
Distribution of Reading Tasks by Context af Use
Educational 13 2 2 & 3 24
Oeccupational 4 3 2 7 1 17
Parzonal g 2 4 16 2 33
Pubhic 13 2 2 7 1 25
Total e a g 30 7 1
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ng ure 13 ® Relationship between the reading framework and the aspect subscales

Reading literacy

A B B EEEEEEEDN
Llse content primaril}' from within the text Draw pﬁmarﬂ;‘ upon outside hlﬂi\'l&dg&
| |

Access and Integrate and Reflect and evaluate

retrieve interpret

Retrieve Form a broad Develnp an Reflect on and Eeflect on and
information und&rstandjng interpretation evaluate evaluate

content of text form of text

(from PISA2009 Assessment Framework, p. 35)



I3ble 1.4 Approximate distribution of tasks by aspect for PISA 2009

Aspect % of total tasks PISA 2009: print |% of total tasks PISA 2009: electronic
Access and retrieve 25 25
Integrate and interpret 50 33
Reflect and evaluate 25 20
Complex 0 20
TOTAL | 00 | 00

(from PISA2009 Assessment Framework, p. 43)
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[30le 1.1 Approximate distribution of tasks by situation for PISA 2009

Situation %% of total tasks PISA 2009: print | % of tofal tasks PISA 2009: electronic
Personal 30 30
Educational 25 |3
Occupational | 5 |3
Public 30 40
TOTAL 100 | 00

(from PISA2009 Assessment Framework, p. 26)
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Table 1.1 Distribution of reading tasks across text formats, aspects of reading, text types and contexts

of use
Item Formats
Multipls Complex  Closed Open Shert Totl
Cheoice  Multiple Constmucted Constructed Flesponse
Choice Fesponse Fesponse

Distribution of Reading Tasks by Text Format
Continuous 28 5 2 27 2 64
Mixed 1 1 0 1 ] 3
Multiple 2 0 2 1 ] 3
Non-Contmuous g 3 [ 7 5 29
Total 3o g g 3o 7 11
Diswribution of Reading Tasks by Aspect of Reading
Apecess and retneve 4 3 7 3 7 24
Integrate and interpret 30 & 3 14 0 33
Feflect and evaluate 5 Q Q 19 0 24
Total 30 o 19 3o 7 1
Distribution of Reading Tasks by Text Type
Argumentation 5 3 4 7 0 19
Dezcription g 2 1 3 2 18
Exposition 16 2 3 12 3 k1.3
Instruction 3 2 2 3 1 11
Namztion & 0 ] 9 1 16
Toral 39 o g k11 7 Pl
Distribution of Reading Tasks by Context af Use
Educational 13 2 2 & 3 24
Oeccupational 4 3 2 7 1 17
Parzonal g 2 4 16 2 33
Pubhic 13 2 2 7 1 25
Total e g g 30 7 1
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Table 1.2 Score Range of the Reading Proficiency Levels

Proficiency Levels Literacy Scores
i] More than 698
5 626 — 608
+ 333 - 625
3 481 — 352
2 408 — 480
la 335407
1b 262 —334

Below 1b Below 262
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Table 1.5 Mean Performance in reading literacy of participating countries/regions in PISA 2009

ELE[=2= dHIT L L . B ue
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Country/Region Mean S.E. Significance
O P I SAZ O O 9 Shanghai-China 556 (2.4) A
Korea 539 3.5) (0]
7K }“\ ,_'%:—t :[-: IEI j ;mland N 536 (2.3) 0
- ong Kong-China 533 2.1) --
Singapore 526 (1.1) v
» Canada 524 (1.5) v
EH-AJ%'[ — \ %ﬂ\» \ New Zealand §21 (2.&'}) v
Japan 520 3.5) v
Australia 515 (2.3) v
I 7 j EI‘E jE/ ”J Netherlands 508 (5.1) v
Belgium 506 (2.3) v
Norway 503 (2.6) v
5 3 3 © Estonia 501 (2.6) v
Switzerland 501 (24 M
Poland 500 (2.6) v
Iceland 500 (1.4) v
United States 500 3.7) v
Liechtenstein 499 (2.8) v
Sweden 497 (2.9) v
Germany 497 (2.7) v
Ireland 496 (3.0 \{
France 496 34) v
Chinese Taipe1 495 (2.6) v
Denmark 495 (2.1) v
United Kingdom 494 (2.3) v
Hungary 494 (3.2) v
Portugal 489 3.1) v
Macao-China 487 (0.9) v
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Country/region PISA 2009 PISA 2006 PISA 2003 PISA 2000+
Rank [mean Rank mean Rark (mean Rank (mean
score) score) sco'e) score)
Shanghai-China 1 (556) - - -
Korea 2(539) 1(556) 2 (534) 7 (525)
Finland 3 (536 2 | 547 1{343 1 (546
Hong Kong-China 4 (533) 3 (536) 10 {510) 6 (525)
Singapore 5 (526) - - -
Canada 5(524) 4(527) 3(528) 2 (534)
New Zealand 7(521) 5 (521) 6(522) 3(529)
Japan 8 (520) 15 (498) 15 |498) 9 (522)
Chinese Taipzi 23 (495) 16 (496) - -
Macao-Chinz 28 (437) 21 (492) 16 [498) -
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Comparison of the Performance in Reading Literacy hetween Hong Kong and OECD Average in PISA 2009, PISA 2006, PISA 2003 and PISA 2000+

PISA 2009 PISA 2006 PISA 2003 PISA 2000+ Difference
Score SE Score S.E Score SE Score  SE 20092006 20092003  2009-200
Hong Kong 53 (1) % 4 s, (31 5 9 3 24+ g *
OECD Average 494 (0.5) 492 (0.6) 494 (0.6) 500 (0.6) 2 ( - M

* Significant at the 0.03 level.

#* Significant at the 0,01 level
% Sionificant at the 0.001 level
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Comparison of Hong Kong's Percentile Scores in Reading Literacy at Different Percentiles in PISA 2000+,
PISA 2003, PISA 2006 and PISA 2009

2000+ 2003 2006 2009 Difference
Percentile
Score 5.E. Score S.E. Score S.E. Score 5.E. 2009-2000+ 2009-2003 2009-20006
5th 369 (8.9) 335 (9.8) 390 (6.0) 380 (5.5) 11 23* -10
10th 413 (7.2) 396 (7.0) 426 (2.7) 413 (4.5) 5 227 -5
25th 477 (3.6) 461 (5.2) 454 (3.8) 482 (3.0) 5 27 -2
50th 234 (2.7) 519 (3.4) 543 (2.6) 341 (2.3) i 2% -2
75th 554 (2.8) 569 (2.7 594 (2.4) 592 (2.5) g 23 -2
S0th 624 (3.1) 608 (2.8) 636 (2.7) 634 (2.9) 10" 2t -2
95th 646 (4.1) 630 (3.0) 660 (2.3) 6559 (3.1) 13* 2gr* -1
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Proportion of Hong Kong Students at each Proficiency Level in PISA 2009, PISA 2006, PISA 2003
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and PISA 2000

Proficiency PISA PISA PISA PISA Difference

Level 2009 2006 2003 2000+ 2009-2006 2009-2003 2009-2000+
6 1.2% - - — — — -

5 11.2% 12.8% 5.7% 9.5% -1.6% 5.5% 1.7%
4 31.8% 32.0% 27.1% 31.3% -0.1% 4.7% 0.5%
3 31.4% 31.5% 35.1% 33.1% -0.1% -3.7% -1.7%
2 16.1% 16.5% 20.0% 17.1% -0.5% -4.0% -1.0%
1/1a 6.6% 5.9% 8.6% 6.5% 0.7% -2.0% 0.1%
Below 1/ 1b 1.5% 1.3% 3.4% 2.6% 0.2% -2.0% -1.1%
Below 1b 0.2% - -- - - - -
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Comparison of the Proportion of Students at each Proficiency Level
between Hong Kong and OECD Average in PISA 2009

Hong Kong OECD Difference
Average (HK - OECD)

Level 6 1.2% 0.8% 0.4%

Level 5 11.2% 6.9% 4.3% ***
Level 4 31.8% 20.9% 11.0% ***
Level 3 31.4% 28.8% 2.6% **
Level 2 16.1% 24.0% -7.9% ***
Level 1a 6.6% 13.0% -6.4% ***
Level 1b 1.5% 4.5% -3.0% **¢*
Below Level 1b 0.2% 1.1% -0.9% *#**

*# Difference 1s significant at the 0.01 level
*#% Difference 1s significant at the 0.001 level.
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Country/Region Mean Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 & 6

Score % Yo D
Shanghai-China 556 28.5 34.7 195
Korea 530 330 3290 120
Finland 536 30.1 30.6 145
I—I% I{crﬂg—l:'hjna 533 14 31.8 12 4
Singapore 526 276 25.7 157
Canada 524 30.0 26.8 128
New Zealand 521 258 24 8 157
Japan 520 28.0 27.0 134
Australia 515 28.5 241 128
Netherlands 508 27.6 23.5 a8
Chinese Taipei 405 335 21.0 52

Macao-China 487 348 16.9 29
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Comparison of Hong Kong's performance in reading literacy by aspect of reading in
PISA 2009 and PISA 2000+

, PISA 2009 PISA 2000+ Difference
Aspect of Reading
Score S.E. Score  S.E. 2009-2000+ S.E.
Retrieving Information 530 (2.7) 522 (3.2) 8 (4.2)
Interpreting 530 (2.2) 522 (2.8) g* (3.6}
Reflecting 540 (2.5) 538 (3.2) 2 (4.0}

* Dufference 1s sigmficant at the 0.05 level.



T

r
~bu

Pqﬁ? HE 4 4 PISA2009%20ECD = [
~FlE f‘ A SN AT 3 (Ll BPI OB - Sys N %
Eﬂ%“ﬁ‘ i i JEAAS EI(P"J‘JT?BFHOECD
2

—I ELEl| =55~ L [

NERE SR ENES

—

Y
\

\) R [___A

—_—
— —

\

lgﬁrf_;—»ﬁ.—/‘z

‘_LI

JL4

\

o d

Bl

Table 1.14 Proportion of students at each proficiency level of the reading sub-scale in PISA 2009

, Retrieving Information Interpreting Reflecting
Proficiency level - : - , - -
HIK OECD  Difference HiK OECD  Difference HK OECD Difference

Below Level 1b 0.8% 20% -1.2% 04% 1.1% -0.7% 0.2% 1.6% -1.3%
Tevel Th 7 3% 5 0% -2 R %4 4 6% -7 A% 1 6% 4 Q%4 -3 3%
Level 1a 74% 12.6% -5.2% 70% 13.6% -6.6% 6.2% 12.8% -6.6%
Leve] 2 17.5% 22.4% -5.0% 178%  24.2% -6.4% 147%  23.0% -82%
Lewvel 3 28 3% 2% 0.8% 0. 28.1% 21% 20 W% 28. 2% 1 ™%
Level 4 20.5% 20.9% 8.6% 203%  202% 0.1% 320% 208% 11.3%
Tevel 5 17 %% 1% 4 1% 11 5% T %% 43% 13 9% T 6% 5094

Level 6 2.0% 14% 0.6% 1.8% 1.1% 0.8% 1.9% 1.2% 0.7%
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Comparison of the performance in reading literacy among East Asian countries by aspect of
reading in PISA 2009

Access & Refrieve  Integrate & Interpret  Reflect & Evaluate

Countries / Region

Score SE  Score SE.  Score S.E.
Hong Kong-China 530 (27) 530 (22) 540 (2.5)
Shanghai-China 549 Y (29) 558 P25 557 MY (24)
Chinese Taipei 49 Y (28) 499 *R(25) 493 MY (28
Singapore 526 (14 55 *  (L2) 59 Y (11
Japan 530 38) 520 * (35 21 MY (39
Korea 2 Y (36) MY (34 42 (39)

Macao-China 493 "™ (12) 488 Y (08 481 Y (08)
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Comparison of the percentage of correct answers between Hong Kong and the OECD average in reading literacy by text types in PISA
2000+, PISA 2003, PISA 2006 and PISA 2009

Percent Correct

PISA 2009 PISA 2006 PISA 2003 PISA 2000+
Hong Kong ‘:: -:::-:ﬁge Hong Kong _g _E:;];e Hong Kong _S‘ _};S:g)e Hong Kong ‘:: -:::ﬁge

Contindous Text

Argumentation 65 55 - -- -- -- 69 60

Description 69 60 72 53 63 55 63 60

Exposition 67 60 66 39 62 60 68 63

Narration g 59 74 70 68 71 64 62

Sub-Total | 68 | 60 68 60 64 62 66 61
Mixed Text

Argumentation 30 16 - - - - - -

Exposition 60 50 - — - - - -

Sub-Total 50 39 - - - - - —
Multiple Text p—

Argumentation 72 65 - - - - - -
Non-Continuous Text

Argumentation 44 55 - — - - - -

Description 89 81 - — - — - -

Exposition 63 58 -- - - - - -

Instruction 56 50 -- - - - - -

Sub-Total 64 60 - - - - - —
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Comparison of the percentage of correct answers between Hong Kong and the OECD average in reading literacy by context of use in PISA
2000+, PISA 2003, PISA 2006 and PISA 2009
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Percent Correct

Contexts of Use PISA Z009 PISA 1006 PISA 2003 PISA 2000+
Hong Kong E fﬁlIg)e Hong Kong ;: ']:r?g)e Hong Kong E _E;Ige Hong Kang E E;Ig:
Ecducationzl 10 63 65 56 59 57 58 64
Occupational 64 62 63 58
Personal 64 57 67 61 63 62 55 60

Public 61 56 63 56 61 57 53 61
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Performance of Hong Kong girls and boys in reading literacy at different
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percentiles
Percentile Girls Boys Differences
Score S.E. Score S.E. Girls - Bovs)
5" 408 55) 363  (67) 45
10® 444 (5.4) 400 (6.7) A4k
250 501 (4.2) 465 (5.1) 36H*E
50® 558 (3.2) 526 (3.6) EPARL
75" 605 (3.0) 577 (3.6) g
90™ 645 (2.9) 621 (4.0) 24
95t 669 (4.5) 646 (5.3) 23+
Whole Pop 550 (2.8) 518 (3.3) 33

** Score difference is significant at the 0.01 level.
*#** Score difference is sigmficant at the 0.001 level
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Table 1.20 Proportion of Homg Kong Bovs and Girls at each proficiency level of the reading sub-scale in PISA 2009

i
£
"
4l

2

Ce—

e Refrieving Information Interpreting Reflecting
Proficiency level Bovs Girls Difference Bovs Girls Differ ence Bovs Girls Difference
Below Level 1b 12% 0.3% 090% * 0.6% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 04% *
Level 1b 29% 1.6% 1.3% * 28% 1.1% 1.7% ** 25% 0.6% 20% ***
Level 1a 0 4% 5.3% 41% *** §.8% 40% 30% 8.5% 3.5% 50% ***
Level 2 19.4% 15.3% 41% * 19.9% 154% 46% ** 17.8% 11.2% 0.6% ***
Level 3 203%  272% 2.1% 316%  28.6% 29% 32.7% 26.7% 0.0% **
Level 4 263%  33.0% 67% *=** | 262%  327% 6.5% ** 28.2% 36.4% -§2% **
Level 5 0 7% 15.1% 53% §.6% 14.8% -6.1% *** 3.9% 18.6% Q7%
Level 6 1.8% 24% .6% 1.4% 23% -0.9% 0.8% 3.0% 22%
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Table 1.21 Comparison of percentage of correct answers between Hong Kong bovs and girls in reading literacy by text types
Percent Correct

PISA 2009 PISA 2006 PISA 2003 PISA 2000+
Boys Girls Bovys Girls Boys Girls Bovs Girls

Continnens Texy

Arpumentation 62 68 - - - - 66 72

Description &7 72 69 75 66 71 62 64

Exposition a5 69 64 a9 60 63 a7 6o

Instruction / Injunction 75 82 - -- - - 61 o4

Narration - 68 79 62 74 62 67

Sub-Toial 65 71 65 72 61 67 64 68
Mixed Text

Argumentation 27 34 - - - - - -

Exposition 56 G4 - - - - - -

Sub-Total 46 54 - -- - - -- -
Mulriple Text

Argumentation a8 75 - - - - - -
Non-Continnons Text

Argumentation 41 46 - -- - - - -

Description 27 01 - -- - - - -

Exposition 61 66 - - - - - -

Instruction / Injunction 2 ab - - - — - -

Sub-Total 63 66 - -- — - - -
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Reading is one of my favourite hobbies. ' ] 64.
o I I I I I
| enjoygoing to a bookstore or a library. m:l o,
T T T T 1
| like talking about books with other peoples. v 606
| like to express my opinons about books | have F | | | | | 0.0
read 0.0
-
| feel happy if | receive a book as a present. T ] 8.5
- I — —
Ilike to exchange books with my friends = 1350
o
| read only if | have to. Er:.' 42.9
N I N —
1 read only to get information that | need. o 1.,

| find it hard to finis h books.

-
I cannot sit still and read for more than a few —I—| 164
-

minutes.

For me, reading is a waste of time.
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Percentage agree



Reading Performance

540
520 |

500

480
460

440

¥ o
\ TR
574
559 561
599 529
504
it 490
w2 a2 . {@ o]
ﬁ\\ Sf’& ¢“’¢ Sb&
R RS R Ke
=) o & )
q\a o L& &
N %ca" ‘z@:

National Quarter of Index of Enjoyment of Reading

OPiSA2000+ BIPISA2009



» —_——- -
Seter .5, (M
‘/ /U L

|_| o

i

A W B 2 FLE|
FlYErS = [

o
I‘ﬂ

—
—_—

O r+PISA2009j,3 28 % | SR Ak B
FEPISA+IeTJ1s" » M~ SR F NS
PR Do e

0.0 -
80.4

6.7

Percentage of students

Magazines Comic hooks Fiction (novels M
' ; EWSpapers
narratives, Mon-fiction books pap

OpPisa 2000+ O PISA2009




Y BE o EE S & M
E[{&r= = POlgkElff'y < /- [=

JAJ EJ% ,J\:’*} :l[E,J\%T\;D%ﬂ\EEF”%E;E EJEJ%HE&Y
‘EJF[F[%E“_H“ iR BN m ) ﬁ“@  E1RNF
HIFAVEL [

l '%‘ = '
e %DE/' IIE[ NES S Jiyﬂ\FJ
560.0 55248 549.0
5 5500 ,
= 539.0 5 538.0
< 5300
&
= 5200 |
"E 510.0
%5000
490.0
A ©
é}& vﬁ d}&& Vﬂe o
oF & & s°
o o & N
‘}G
&
&P@F
¥

Types of Reading Materials

Dot read Bread



4

—
/N

X

FIN

7 o

(F= I—FJEI?E%QI 7]
11— mel{F 1 EF

Iﬁ

o [ aEEgs S S A I N
%k T AT A FE@%H?;,@*JW%ECDEIJ
1y kgbﬁ_& Jt\\r\\fﬁl

3
Searching online information to learn about a particular topic | 443

Searching for practical information online 19 6

(e.g. schedules, evenls, lips, recipes) | | | 52.1

l_l JIT

Taking parl in online group discussions or foums 151.3

Using an online dictionary or encyclopaedia |Bon
(e.qg. Wikipedia®) | |

Reading online news 50,9

<Chat on line> (e.g. MSNE)

Reading emails | 541

0.0 10.0 20,0 30.0 40,0 S0.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90,0
¢t of siudents reportin veral tin week or several timas a day”

O Hon ng Kong H pFeh Counties / Regions
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Table 3. Indices of Reading Engagement of Selected Countries / Regions

Enjoyment of Reading Online
Reading Diversity Reading
Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE.
Shanghai-China 057  (0.01) Singapore 0.53 (0.02) |Hong | 038 (0.02)
Kong-China
Chinese Taipei 039  (0.02) Chinese Taipei 0.49 (0.02)  Singapore 0.13 (0.02)
;I;‘E_Gm 032 (0 E;‘E_Clm 046 OO \pcao-China 002 (0,00
Singapore 029 (0.01) Finland 0.45 (0.02)  Finland -0.04 (0.01)
Japan 020 (0.02) Shanghai-China 0.43 (0.02)  Chinese Taipei ~ -0.19 (0.01)
Korea 013  (0.02) TJapan 0.38 (0.02) Korea 021 (0.02)
Macao-China 008 (0.01) Macao-China 0.17 (0.01)

035 (0.
Shanghai-China 035 (0.02)

Finland 005 (0.02) Korea 0.01 (0.02) Japan -049 (0.02)
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Table 4. Ettects of the Three Indices of Reading Engagement across Selected Countries /

Regions
, Enjovment of Reading  Reading Diversity Online Reading
Country/Region
Slope  R-square Slope  R-square Slope  R-square

Hong Kong-China 42.3 14.0 115 1.8 8.3 0.9
Shanghai-China 39.8 12.2 9.2 1.3 5.2 0.4
Chinese Taipei 459 217 11.8 2.8 7.0 0.5
Macao-China 35.9 11.1 17.8 5.2 132 2.1
Japan 358 15.0 20.7 42 21.3 44
Korea 404 17.6 17.0 49 13.7 2.1
Singapore 43.3 17.3 13.7 2.0 16.0 23

Finland 43.3 27.0 37.9 13.7 145 1.8
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0o of variance
explained in

Questionnaire Index Mean index S.E. <tudent
performance

Learning Strategy
Memorization 0.13 (0.01) 8.2
Elaboration 0.00 (0.02) 1
Control Strategies -0.14 (0.02) 10
Metacognition
Understanding and remembering -0.20 (0.02) 11
Summarising -0.53 (0.02) 14
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Comparison of the mean indices of learning strategy among Hong Kong students in PISA 2009

and PISA+
PISA 2009 PISA+ Difference
Mean Mean
Index S.E. Index S.E. 2009-PISA+
Memorization Strategy 254 0.01 253 oo1  [oo1 |
Elaboration Strategy 2.28 0.01 2.36 0.01 -0.08 wEE
Control Strategy 2.70 0.01 2.54 0.01 0.16 ***

¥4 Difference 15 significant at 0.001 level.
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09 of variance

Questionnaire Index Mean index S.E. explained in

student
performance
Classroom climate
Disciplinary climate 0.37 (0.02) 3
Teacher stimulation -0.03 (0.02) 0.9
Structuring and scaffolding -0.18 (0.02) 1.2
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